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Abstract 

This thesis is an exploratory study of the Kitchener John School Diversion Program. As a 

primarily community-based initiative, this program has been developed in response to a particular 

social problem, street prostitution. The primary focus of the program is to address the problem by 

targeting the clients of prostitutes. Using a contextual constructionist framework, eight qualitative, 

semi-structured interviews and three participant observation sessions were conducted to explore and 

understand how the John School works within the context of its objectives and mandate. Four research 

questions have been developed to achieve this and focus on (1) how program objectives are 

implemented within the operation of the diversion program, (2) how stakeholders problematize 

prostitution and its social actors, (3) what the social conditions and characteristics related to the social 

construction of prostitution are, as perceived by the social actors, and finally, (4) how the diversion 

program addresses the problem of prostitution.  

Through analysis of the data collected, key findings emerge that help to contextualize the 

diversion program within a broader understanding of its mandates and operations. Specifically, four 

objectives are identified as the primary goals of the school, being knowledge dissemination, 

accountability, diversion and change. There are notable discrepancies, however, in terms of how 

program staff interpret these objectives within the context of their program lectures and materials. 

Additionally, while strong themes and typifications emerge with respect to how prostitution and its 

social actors are problematized by the program staff, these themes and typifications have a tendency to 

conflict with one another when presented to the participants. For example, where prostitution is 

understood to be a social problem with a number of victims and perpetrators, the participants are 

frequently typified simultaneously as both victim and villain. In light of these discrepancies, however, it 

appears that the intended objectives and the actual operation of the diversion program both work 

towards the same, ultimate goal: change.  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

The prevalence of prostitution throughout the world may initially be best understood as a 

recurring social phenomenon, which has over time been constructed as a social problem (Jenness, 1990 

p. 404). Over the years, approaches in North America to understanding and solving social problems like 

prostitution have shifted from primarily retributive or punitive tactics towards social restoration and 

reintegration. In Canada, the past decade has shown a considerable shift between these two approaches 

with a vast number of restorative justice programs being implemented across the country. What this has 

created is increased opportunities for alternative social justice models to be adopted and thrive where 

traditional hard-on-crime tactics once dominated.  The following study seeks to evaluate one such 

alternative social justice model that has been developed to address the putative problem of prostitution. 

As a response to criticisms of traditional approaches, “John School” diversion programs 

primarily focus on addressing the problem of prostitution by targeting a group of offenders who are 

seldom targeted by the justice system.  While the structure may vary across locations, the underlying 

principle of these diversion programs relies on constructing prostitution as a misunderstood crime that 

is not as victimless as some might be led to believe. Instead, there are a myriad of victims and 

perpetrators involved with prostitution, such as the prostitutes themselves, members of the communities 

in which the phenomenon occurs, the clients (“Johns”), and other individuals associated with 

prostitution. The John School is then introduced as a way of re-educating the offenders on the ‘truths’ 

behind prostitution as a means of diverting them from reoffending.  

In the late 1990’s, Toronto implemented a John School diversion program, which was 

somewhat similar to the original model established in San Francisco. Although the original program 

design calls for a six to eight-week program, both the Canadian one-day version and the United States 

version make use of community volunteers to assist in the education of participants on the realities of 

prostitution. Some types of volunteers include police officers, health workers, ex-prostitutes and 

members of the community harmed by prostitution (Wortley & Fischer, 2002 p. 13). Content of the 
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program sessions tend to focus on relevant laws, health risks, and behavioural components associated 

with street prostitution (Wortley & Fischer, 2002 p. 13). Offenders who successfully attend and 

complete the sessions will have their criminal charges withdrawn and thereby avoid further punishment 

and the negative consequences associated with prostitution-related offences (Wortley & Fischer, 2002 

p. 13).  

Understandably, this one-day program is not without its criticisms. Wortley and Fischer (2002) 

concluded a two-year evaluation of the Toronto diversion program and in the final report, the 

researchers outline many of the program strengths, depicting the Toronto location to be somewhat 

successful on the surface. However, the report also highlights a number of program flaws and 

weaknesses that, in the end, tend to raise questions as to the program’s ability to educate Johns and 

whether or not the program’s measures of success accurately reflect the program’s true success.  

Based on the findings of Wortley and Fischer (2002) and others (Shivley et al., 2008; Van 

Brunschot, 2003; Wahab, 2005; 2006), the proposed study conducts a process evaluation of the 

Kitchener John School, focusing on how the program does what it intends to do. This is accomplished 

by formulating criteria for evaluation from the findings of previous studies and by exploring the 

objectives and mandates of the program, as communicated by the program staff. This is then compared 

to how the program actually operates. The chosen research design utilizes qualitative interviews with 

program volunteers to explore the motivations and intentions behind the John School program, as well 

as participant observations of program sessions to develop an overall understanding of how the program 

actually operates.  

Part of the process evaluation also includes exploring the ways in which program volunteers 

orient the diversion program towards addressing a particular social problem – in this case, prostitution. 

The theoretical framework of contextual constructionism, which is grounded in the social 

constructionist paradigm (Berger & Luckmann, 1966), is used to explore this claims-making process, 

wherein individuals and groups engage in a type of tactical interchange that attempts to define a 

phenomenon as a social problem (Best, 1989; Loseke, 2003). Using this theoretical lens, this study 
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focuses on the ways in which program staff define prostitution as a problem, characterize each aspect of 

the problem, including the conditions and groups involved in prostitution, and lastly, explore how the 

Kitchener John School can be a viable approach to addressing the putative social problem.  

Research Questions 

Incorporating both the theoretical underpinnings of contextual constructivism with the concept 

of process evaluations, four research questions are investigated to develop a general understanding of 

the program’s effectiveness and suitability towards achieving its goals. The questions are thus oriented 

around the program’s design, mandates, objectives, participants, and outcomes, as well as around the 

claims-making processes associated with defining prostitution as a problem. 

How are program objectives implemented within the operation of the diversion program? 

The first research question is a primary component of the process evaluation, as it focuses on 

the congruence between program objectives and design by asking how program objectives are 

implemented within the operation of the diversion program. The emphasis is therefore on how the 

Kitchener John School does what it has set out to do, and will explore how the program discourses, 

contexts and objectives have been implemented within the school. To address this question, the study 

explores all aspects of the program, including participant recruitment and screening, session debriefing, 

lecturing, assessment and finally, program release and follow-up, if any. Next, program objectives, as 

identified by program staff, are explored and measured against how the program operates.  

How do stakeholders problematize prostitution and its social actors? 

The second research question builds on the first question and focuses on the claims-making 

process of defining prostitution as a social problem. Specifically, the question looks at how 

stakeholders problematize prostitution and its social actors. Further, it seeks to understand how 

individuals involved in the operation of the John School construct discourses on the problem of 

prostitution. This involves investigating the claims-making behaviour of the program staff, such as 
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labelling individuals involved in prostitution as victims and villains, identifying risks and consequences 

associated with the problem, and exploring and promoting viable methods of addressing the social 

problem (Loseke, 2003).  Each of these components will then be related back to the overall 

understanding of how the John School is intended to operate, in order to evaluate how defining 

prostitution as a problem works towards achieving the objectives of the program.  

How do stakeholders problematize prostitution and its social actors? 

Using the contextual aspect of contextual constructionism, the key emphasis of the third 

research question is to establish a point of reference for the nature of claims being made by the program 

staff. This is done by focusing on what the social conditions and characteristics related to the social 

construction of prostitution are, as perceived by the social actors. A key component of the claims-

making process is to identify the individual imputations or “typifications” made about different aspects 

of the social problem (Best, 1989). Therefore, the claims-making process of the program staff are 

explored in detail by identifying who the ‘victims’ and ‘perpetrators’ are within the population and 

creating a descriptive account of their characteristics. Each of these typifications are then related back 

to the operation of the John School, linking information presented by program staff to the definition of 

prostitution as a social problem, and how the John School serves as a means of addressing that problem.   

How does the diversion program address the problem of prostitution? 

The final research question is used as a means of bringing all parts of the process evaluation 

together by linking the claims-making process discussed in research questions two and three to the 

operation of the John School. By exploring how the diversion program addresses the problem of 

prostitution, the claims-making discourse of program stakeholders is thereby located within a broader 

framework of program design and program staff perceptions. Where the John School program is 

conceptualized as a viable solution to the problem of prostitution, this question seeks to explore how 

stakeholders operationalize their goals in the form of a diversion program. Key concepts that are 
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explored include how stakeholders define the John School, objectives, diversion, success and the 

program overall in relation to the problem it seeks to address.  

In Chapter 2, the previous literature on prostitution, including the historical context of 

prostitution within Canada, and further, the various studies conducted on John diversion programs that 

are used to formulate criteria for the process evaluation are explored. The theoretical framework of 

contextual constructivism is explored in depth, looking at the basic components of the theory and how it 

is applied to the investigation of social problems. Next, Chapter 3 sets out the research design of this, 

detailing the research setting, participants of the study, the selected data collection instruments, the 

ethics review process, and finally, the analysis of data. Following this, Chapters 4 and 5 overview the 

analyses of data, followed by a summary of the findings and concluding comments in Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 2 
Literature Review 

The following review encompasses a synopsis of the occurrence of prostitution in Canada and 

the previous literature available on related diversion programs, as well as an outline of the theoretical 

framework used to help situate the discussion of diversion programs within the discipline of sociology. 

For organizational purposes, the issues derived from previous literature are divided into five thematic 

sections: (1) program objectives; (2) program recruitment; (3) program implementation; (4) measures of 

success; and (5) due process and legal sanctioning. Next, a summary of the key components of the 

social constructionist theoretical framework is provided with respect to the study of social problems, 

and then a review the specific theoretical approach applied to study the Kitchener John School 

diversion program, being the contextual constructionist approach.  

Prostitution in Canada 

Since the early 1900’s, prostitution has been a topic of interest in Canada, attracting numerous 

articles, research studies and ethnographies that provide detailed accounts of how individuals become 

involved in and sustain their participation within the different levels of prostitution (e.g., street 

prostitution, bar and lounge prostitutes, massage and body rub parlours, and call girl and escort 

services) (Lowman, 2001, p. 4; Sanders, 2008). However, the majority of research completed on 

prostitution did not occur until the mid 1970’s, when the Canadian federal government mandated the 

Badgley Committee and the Fraser Committee to conduct research on the matter (Lowman, 2001, p. 3). 

The findings of the research, concentrating on the occurrence of prostitution and sexual offences against 

individuals under the age of eighteen, provided the initial comprehensive information and a 

considerable foundation for the current body of research on the issue of prostitution (Lowman, 2001, p. 

2). The formulation of laws in Canada and the social problems movement regarding the matter of 

prostitution may then be understood to be partly the result of research conducted by these committees 

and other researchers and institutions.  
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Under the current Canadian Criminal Code, prostitution is not strictly illegal; the exchange of 

sexual services for money or other consideration is not considered an offence; however, communicating 

for the purpose of engaging in prostitution (s.213), operating an establishment for the purpose of 

prostitution (s.210), living on the avails of prostitution (s.212) and procuring or engaging in prostitution 

with a minor are criminal offences (s.212(4)). With respect to the prevalence of prostitution, annual 

Statistics Canada incident reports for all of Canada regarding prostitution-related offences, such as 

procuring, communicating under the age of 18 and other offences, have fluctuated over the last decade, 

with 3,534 incidences reported in 2009 and the highest reported rate being 6,452 in 2004. As reported 

by the Waterloo Regional Police Service (WRPS, 2001; 2002; 2003; 2004; 2005; 2006; 2007; 2009), 

the annual charge rates in the Region of Waterloo have similarly fluctuated between the years 2000 to 

2008, ranging from 35 to 127 actual arrests per year, with the most recent report of 61 arrests in 2008. 

What can be understood from this information is that the incidence of fluctuates without any clear 

patterns over time.  

A potential result of the disjointed approach to the legality of prostitution is the convoluted 

manner in which societies view and understand the prevalence of prostitution within their own 

communities. In particular, while many individuals continue to view prostitution as morally wrong and 

shameful (Jenness, 1990; Van Brunschot, 2003), others take up the view that prostitution is an 

occupation that should be treated as legitimate form of employment (Jenness, 1990). Some 

organizations and community groups, such as those who conduct diversion programs, exist primarily to 

eradicate the occurrence of prostitution through the use of sting operations, diversion programs and/or 

the incarceration of offenders. On the other hand, there are also organizations and groups, such as ‘Call 

Off Your Old Tired Ethics’ (COYOTE), interested in spreading awareness on the ways in which 

prostitution is much like regular forms of employment, and should therefore be legalized to allow the 

sex-trade workers the opportunity to enjoy traditional security and benefits afforded to other 

employment opportunities (Jenness, 1990). In the following literature review and throughout the course 

of this research study, attention will be given to the former approach to prostitution exclusively, 
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wherein it is considered to be a social problem and programs have been developed in order to address 

the said problem.  

Diversion Programs 

First, a critical review of literature on diversion programs will help to situate the research 

questions within the current body of knowledge on prostitution and to designate criteria to be assessed 

in the process evaluation of the Kitchener John School. This includes reviewing the findings of 

previous studies conducted to evaluate the efficiency and success of offender diversion programs in 

Canada (Fischer, Wortley, Webster, & Kirst, 2002; Kennedy, Klein, Gorzalka, & Yuille, 2004; Wortley 

& Fischer, 2002) and in the United States (Shivley et al., 2008; Wahab, 2005; 2006). Specifically, 

findings will be reviewed from the Toronto John School Diversion Program (Fischer et al., 2002; 

Wortley & Fischer, 2002), the Salt Lake City Prostitute Diversion Program (Wahab, 2005; 2006), and 

the San Francisco First Offender Prostitute Program (Shivley et al., 2008). These diversion program 

evaluations, while of programs that differ in terms of services and structure, are selected for their 

currency and relevancy to the research focus, as they highlight a number of issues critical to the design 

and operation of diversion programs in general.  

Program Objectives 

Although the evaluated programs target slightly different groups (Johns versus prostitutes), all 

three programs communicate similar objectives when developing the overall program design: address 

prostitution through diversion of the men, rather than diversion of the women. However, each of the 

evaluations note the stakeholders involved with program support, administration and implementation 

were not ‘on the same page’ with one another in their interpretation of the program’s objectives 

(Fischer et al., 2002, pp. 395-396; Wahab, 2005, pp. 212-213; Wortley & Fischer, 2002). Specifically, 

stakeholders summarized the objectives as being to reduce or eliminate prostitution within their 

respective communities (Wahab, 2006; Wortley & Fischer, 2002). The program would then be used to 
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facilitate this objective by diverting convicted offenders from continually engaging the sex-trade 

industry (Fischer et al., 2002, p. 396).  

However, some stakeholders indicate the program is oriented towards reducing or eliminating 

street prostitution solely, while others stipulate that the objectives encompass all forms of prostitution, 

such as escort services, bawdy houses, and massage parlours (Wortley & Fischer, 2002, p. 223). 

Conversely, other stakeholders suggest the program objectives are to promote safer, less harmful sexual 

experiences with any partners (Wortley & Fischer, 2002, p. 223), or to instil the idea that the clients 

themselves are victims in need of help (Fischer et al., 2002). The residual effect is an uncoordinated 

program model, whereby the curriculum changes during each session to accommodate the perceived 

objectives of the presenter. Further, this results in the propensity of participants to receive ‘mixed 

messages’ about what they are intended to take away from the program (Wortley & Fischer, 2002, p. 

223). 

A final note on program objectives involves the legality of prostitution within Canada and in 

particular, the relevancy of diversion programs in light of how the social problem of prostitution has 

been legally defined and codified. Rather than criminalize all aspects of prostitution, Canada has 

instead sought to sanction only those aspects of prostitution that deal with the exchange of money for 

sexual services (Van Brunschot, 2003). Currently, the Criminal Code of Canada (Criminal Code, 1985) 

(the “Code”) identifies communication for the purpose of prostitution (s.213), procuring for the purpose 

of prostitution (s.211), living off the avails of prostitution (s.212), and running a common bawdy house 

(s.210) as indictable offenses. Maximum sentences for all but communication-related offences range 

from two to ten years incarceration. Maximum sentences are increased to 14 years incarceration for the 

majority of these offences if the prostitutes in question are below the age of eighteen. Although the 

Code does not specifically outline a maximum offence for communication, Wortley and Fischer (2002) 

note the maximum sentence typically to be a $2,000.00 fine and/or incarceration up to six months.  

The primary emphasis within these specific offenses is the characterization of prostitution as an 

illegal profit-generating activity. What becomes critical then is the level of congruency between 
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Canada’s current legal formulation of prostitution and the cited objectives of diversion programs used 

by the criminal justice system (Van Brunschot, 2003, p. 225). Is it the purview of these diversion 

programs to discourage individuals from engaging in anonymous sex, or should the primary objectives 

be oriented towards eliminating the exchange of money for sexual services?  Additionally, is it 

appropriate for the diversion programs to become part of the legal sanctioning process if such a 

disjuncture exists between the indictable offences and the prescribed restorative sanctions?  

Program Recruitment 

Beyond issues of program objectives, other concerns with success emerge through the 

procedures used in selecting program participants. Essentially, all programs focus on recruiting 

participants who are first-time offenders and are without a prior criminal record (Shivley et al., 2008; 

Wahab, 2006; Wortley & Fischer, 2002). In one evaluated program, certain offenders are given the 

opportunity to participate regardless of previous convictions, as well as some incidences of previous 

participants returning for a second session (Wortley & Fischer, 2002). This raises questions regarding 

how best to measure the success in diverting offenders and whether or not the results are inflated by 

participant selection methods. For example, are difficult, habitual offenders with a reduced chance of 

rehabilitation avoided in favour of new offenders motivated to escape a criminal record?  

Another complication in recruitment derives from police arrest efforts and indirectly selecting 

and redirecting certain kinds of offenders to the program. Most ‘sting operations’ conducted by the 

police target street prostitution, perhaps for ease of accessibility, visibility and prevalence, narrowing 

the scope of possible participants to users of female street prostitutes (Lowman, 2001). However, street 

prostitution only constitutes one form of prostitution, which is considered to be at the bottom of the 

hierarchical typology of prostitution, and such sting operations also exclude clients of male prostitution. 

Other, ‘off-street’ forms of prostitution include, in their hierarchical order, bar and lounge, massage and 

body rub parlours, and call girl and escort services (Lowman, 2001, p. 4).  
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Beyond implications of prostitute typology on the characteristics of their relative patrons, 

Wortley and Fischer (2002) note that a vast majority of participants of the Toronto John School are 

members of the lower and middle working classes, non-white, immigrants, spoke English as a second 

language or not at all, had a high school level or lower educational background, and/or are in lower 

income-earning brackets (Fischer et al., 2002). They argue this creates a class of participants with a 

potential for reduced awareness of their legal rights (e.g., refuse participation in a diversion program) 

and thus, a reduced awareness of any available alternatives including disputing the original charges 

(Fischer et al., 2002; Wortley & Fischer, 2002, p. 225). They also question whether a greater motivation 

to escape a criminal record would be created, particularly for those participants who are seeking 

eventual permanent resident or citizenship status (Fischer et al., 2002, p. 402). An element of coercion 

would then emerge from these two issues, bringing into question the true success of the program. Are 

participants eager to claim or exhibit traits of diversion in order to escape punishment and the offender 

label (Fischer et al., 2002, p. 402), or are they truly being diverted from engaging in prostitution? 

Finally, there exists an implication of ‘missed’ or ‘under represented’ clients of the sex-trade, such as 

the upper class or affluent members of society, who may be clients of the different forms of prostitution 

not usually targeted by the police, or who may have a greater ability to escape conviction and dispute 

charges (Fischer et al., 2002, pp. 399-402; Lowman, 2001).  

Program Implementation 

As noted earlier, many of the participants of the Toronto program spoke English as a second 

language, or in some cases, not at all (Wortley & Fischer, 2002, pp. 224-225). This creates not only a 

barrier for communication between participants and researchers, but also between the participants and 

program personnel. As Wortley and Fischer (2002) note, the program coordinators often anticipate this 

issue by allowing the participants to bring their own interpreters (p. 225). However, as was often the 

case, the interpreters either failed to show up at the time of the sessions or failed to provide adequate 

translations for the participants, if at all (Wortley & Fischer, 2002, p. 225). This raises significant doubt 
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as to whether or not these participants actually understand the material and are thus truly diverted from 

engaging in prostitution. Additionally, it is questionable how the program administrators truly tested the 

effectiveness of their specific program design. Do program administrators request feedback from 

participants during, immediately after or a few months after the programs have been completed? If so, 

how are language barriers addressed during the collection of feedback information? 

With respect to the San Francisco program, an additional issue that emerged relates to 

unintended program effects. Many of the participants related satisfaction with the program in providing 

them with an opportunity to discuss and share their experiences. For them, the program fulfilled 

therapeutic needs and desires (Wahab, 2005, pp. 208-209). However, the participants also noted that 

while the program was designed to assist the prostitutes in exiting the ‘business’, the program 

presenters and counsellors were inadequately trained to provide the kind of instruction that the 

participants felt they needed or desired, such as training in sex-work related issues pertaining to 

addiction, physical and sexual abuse, trauma, mental and physical health, and relationships (Wahab, 

2005, pp. 214-218). Although this example specifically relates to a prostitute diversion program, it still 

raises viable concerns for alternative social justice programs in general in relation to how program 

presenters are selected and trained to serve in their role as ‘teachers’ and ‘counsellors’. This is 

especially a concern where programs such as the John School diversion program may rely on 

community volunteers rather than trained professionals to provide services such as legal advice, 

counselling and harm prevention strategies.   

Measures of Success 

Returning to the notion of ‘success’, the next area of inquiry speaks to rates of recidivism and 

how successful the programs are in diverting offenders from the identified criminal activity. Above, 

issues regarding the recruitment of participants as well as program design and implementation affecting 

the success of diversion programs are identified. To date, there have been few comparative studies 

conducted to truly test the successfulness of the diversion programs, in terms of other possible 
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alternatives in addressing the problem of prostitution (Lowman, 2001; Shivley et al., 2008). It is unclear 

whether or not the diversion programs are a better alternative to traditional forms of sanction, such as 

fines or incarceration (Fischer et al., 2002, p. 388). 

Wortley and Fischer (2002) also note the difficulty in reviewing program and police records for 

an indication of reduced recidivism, as there tend to be gaps within the information as well as 

inconsistency in how the information is recorded (p. 228). For example, in the case of the Toronto 

program, the administrators note that often participants would return for a second or third enrolment in 

the program and the repetition would not be caught unless the individuals were recognized by the 

presenters (Wortley & Fischer, 2002, pp. 227-228). These incidences of recidivism may then act as 

indicators that offenders are not truly diverted from engaging in prostitution. Instead, diversion could 

simply refer to offenders avoiding onerous criminal sanctions. This brings to light other questions 

regarding the criminal justice process and implications of the diversion program model to the 

administration of justice, known as due process, and adequate sanctioning of offences.  

Due Process and Legal Sanctioning 

A notable criticism of the diversion programs and their position as a form of punishment is the 

program fee levied against the participant. All of the programs identified through research to date 

utilize a program fee in order to recover the costs of the program and to assist prostitutes in exiting the 

industry (Fischer et al., 2002, p. 393; Wortley & Fischer, 2002, p. 223). The amount of this fee varies 

across programs, with a fee of US$350 charged in Salt Lake City (Wahab, 2006, p. 71), CAD$400 in 

Toronto (Wortley & Fischer, 2002), and US$1,000 in San Francisco (Shivley et al., 2008, p. viii). As a 

result, many of the programs require little funding from legal and governmental institutions, making 

them ideal sites for both restorative and rehabilitative justice that are free from governmental influence. 

The criticism, however, arises in the purpose of the fee, and whether or not it is onerous enough to 

qualify as a punitive fine (Fischer et al., 2002, p. 397; Wortley & Fischer, 2002, pp. 230-232), or if it 

should be charged at all (Fischer et al., 2002, p. 405). Wortley and Fischer (2002) note that some 
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program administrators admitted to reducing or waiving the $400.00 program fee in Toronto if the 

participant demonstrated significant difficulty in meeting this requirement, and often the criteria for 

evaluating said difficulty is subjective and inconsistent (pp. 228-229).  

In the case of the Toronto John School, there is little indication in the research conducted 

whether or not the recovered cost has been applied to or has been successful in assisting prostitutes 

exiting the industry. What level of accountability is applied to the diversion programs for achieving 

their intended goals? What criteria or level of success are they measured against, if any? Additionally, 

who are program administrators accountable to in the operation and success of the programs? This 

perhaps would be an issue related to the privatization of the sanctioning efforts of the legal system; 

however, one could contend it is no less important and worthwhile when evaluating these forms of 

alternative social control. 

Theoretical Framework  

As indicated earlier, the theoretical framework applied in this study is contextual 

constructionism, which situates itself within the social constructionist paradigm. Before addressing 

contextual constructionism, a general overview of this paradigm is provided, followed by a discussion 

on the application of social constructionist research on social problems and, finally, how these diversion 

programs may be understood as the result of defining prostitution as a social problem. 

Social Constructionist Paradigm  

With roots in phenomenology and ethnomethodology (Loseke, 2003, pp. 188-192), the social 

constructionist paradigm is best understood as interpretive sociological theory that focuses on 

knowledge creation through social processes. Specifically, the phenomenological and 

ethnomethodological underpinnings of social constructionism focus on how humans make sense and 

interpret their lives and further, how humans create and sustain an objective sense of reality (Loseke, 

2003, 189). Combining these two aspects, social constructionist theories are therefore interested in the 

ways in which we come to know, understand and relate to our world.  
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The social aspects of this paradigm come into play through social artefacts that include the 

social and cultural norms, customs, and beliefs formulated and acquired through socialization (Greer, 

1997; Loseke, 2003, pp. 190-192). Social constructionism suggests that humans contextualize and 

relate their understanding of the world to what has been passed down through socializing institutions 

(e.g., the family, schools, religion) via these social artefacts (Greer, 1997). This provides a historic 

element to the constructive process, as it incorporates the context in which the construction occurs 

(time, place, space) with the social artefacts that accumulate and are negotiated over time (Greer, 1997). 

The end result is a socio-historic process of knowledge creation, where we come to formulate, 

communicate, and negotiate our sense of an objective reality through social interaction. 

Studies within social constructionism therefore pay explicit attention to how individuals come 

to understand and relate to any sort of social phenomenon, such as a historical event, sporting activity, 

or deviant occurrence. The research questions that are typically asked seek to understand how people 

understand, negotiate or influence knowledge and knowledge claims. For example, a social 

constructionist interested in the study of deviance would question how one comes to define an act as 

deviant, or what role institutions play in defining, regulating and imposing notions of deviance on a 

type of behaviour or activity. With respect to the current study, the social constructionist paradigm will 

be used to understand how the Kitchener John School diversion program has been defined and 

formulated to respond to a particular social problem.  

Social Problems Research 

Under the social constructionist paradigm, the definition of a phenomenon as a social problem 

is treated as a sort of tactical interchange between social groups who are each competing with one 

another to successfully define their issue as a social problem (Loseke, 2003, pp. 20-21). This 

interchange is often referred to as a game in which each group involved is considered a player and the 

ramifications hold practical, social and political weight (Miller & Holstein, 1997). Successful 

definitions of social problems then advance towards a new level of the game where advocates compete 
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with one another for the power to influence some kind of social change (Best, as cited in Miller & 

Holstein, 1997, p. 74; Loseke, 2003, p. 20).  

Part of the work involved in defining any phenomenon as a social problem is the construction 

of “claims”, which are used to instil a sense of urgency and alarm should the issue remain unsolved. 

This aspect of social problems work, considered to be the “claims-making” process, involves the 

activities and methods by which individuals and groups impute grievances to some recognizable 

conditions (Spector and Kitsuse, as cited in Best, 1989, p. xviii). Further, it involves the 

characterizations of the said conditions and related social actors, referred to as typifications (Best, 1989, 

p. xx). These typifications provide the audiences of claims with a general frame of reference when 

considering one’s idea of an exemplary or typical condition or group of individuals (Loseke, 2003). For 

example, some groups are aggregated or “typified” as innocent and undeserving victims, while other 

groups are considered to be the nefarious or unwanted and undesirable villains (Loseke, 2003). In 

creating these typifications, any single instance of a condition or thing (e.g., a prostitute), is attributed 

the qualities and characteristics given to that typified group (e.g., victim).  

Applying the concept of social problems work to the current study, the discourse surrounding 

prostitution may be understood as a continuous battle between those who claim prostitution is a social 

problem and those who would see it as unproblematic or even a legitimate form of work (Jenness, 

1990). Within each of these claims are specific typifications about who the victims and perpetrators are, 

and what measures to take in order to resolve the problem. On the one hand, those who advocate 

prostitution as a social problem typify prostitutes as ‘victims’ of the villainous pimps and violent 

clients, or ‘vulnerable’ to other forms of criminal activity and victimization, such as drug abuse, human 

trafficking and murder. Conversely, those who advocate treating prostitution as legitimate employment 

resist the typifications of victim in exchange for ‘employee’, ‘tax-payer’, and ‘normal, working citizen’. 

The claims-making process then involves ad campaigns, lectures, and research studies or inquiries that 

support one side of the debate and discredit the other. Current legislation in Canada reveals that success 

has been granted to those who see prostitution as a legitimate social problem. One might reasonably 
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argue that John Schools are therefore both a product of this successful claim and of a successful claim 

on how to address the problem.  

A Contextual Constructionist Approach 

The contextual constructionist approach to the study of social problems focuses on the 

processual nature of claims, dealing with how they are constructed by its advocates and why only 

certain claims receive attention or influence public policy (Best, 1989, p. 248). The importance is to 

break down the “social facts” surrounding a claim and direct attention to how they are asserted, 

disputed and resisted throughout the claims-making process (Miller & Holstein, 1997, p. xiii). Further, 

contextual analysts are interested in any discrepancies that may exist between what is communicated 

within claims and what may be considered social facts, ascertained through the use of public opinion 

polls and descriptive statistics (Best, 1989, p. 247). This perspective therefore involves an evaluative 

component, moving beyond the content of the claims and, to an extent, assessing their merit against 

social reality. 

This approach may be best understood by contrasting it against another approach under the 

social constructionist paradigm: strict constructionism. On the one hand, strict constructionists look at 

the substantive content of claims and are primarily interested in the perspectives of the claims-makers 

(Best, 1989, p. 246).  To apply this approach to prostitution, a strict constructionist might investigate 

what claims are being made about prostitution and how the prostitutes, clients and communities 

affected are typified. Researchers taking this approach are not interested in the validity or accuracy of 

claims and suggest that an investigator who attempts to make such assessments is yet another claims-

maker engaging in the claims-making process (Best, 1989, p. 246). 

On the other hand, contextual constructionists are interested in this claims-making process but 

also recognize that if we accept that our understanding of reality is another social construction, we can 

assess the content of claims against what is loosely understood as our social reality (Best, 1989, pp. 

246-248). Therefore, contextual constructionists focus not only on what is being said, but the social 
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conditions in which claims are situated. To continue with the example of prostitution, a contextual 

constructionist would move beyond the content of claims and typifications to contrast this information 

against the rate of prostitution-related incidences in a community. As a result, where strict 

constructionists might view the claims making process as an isolated experience, contextual 

constructionists encounter an opportunity for locating claims within a broader discourse of claims-

making phenomenon.  

Summary 

The review of previous literature on diversion programs identifies a number of key issues that 

serve as criteria when assessing the Kitchener John School diversion program. Namely, attention is paid 

to the objectives of the program, as communicated by program staff, and the consistency in which the 

objectives are understood, defined and applied to the operation of the program. Further, issues of 

recruitment strategies and allowing participants to complete the program twice are noted as critical to 

the measuring of the program’s structure and success, because a program with repeat participants isn’t 

congruent with traditional definitions of success, being desistance from this behaviour. Under the 

category of program operation and implementation, any barriers to communication that may exist in the 

program are noted, such as lack of understanding due to a participant not understanding English, which 

is the language in which the diversion program is offered. As well, how the program defines and 

measures success within the context of the program, and the extent to which the program is perceived 

as punitive are explored. 

To assist with the exploration and assessment of each component of the Kitchener John School, 

the theoretical framework of contextual constructionism is used. This theory is grounded in the social 

constructivist paradigm, and specifically focuses on the claims-making processes that individuals 

engage in when defining a phenomenon like prostitution as a social problem. This process involves 

defining or “typifying” the conditions related to the problem, such as the nature of the problem and the 

roles of the individuals involved in the prevalence of and affected by the social problem. Contrasted 
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against a strict constructionist approach, which is only concerned with the claims-making process 

engaged by the social actors (in this case, the program volunteers), contextual constructionism is also 

concerned with assessing the types of claims that are being made against what can be loosely 

understood to be social fact. To that end, all of the claims and typifications made by the program staff 

will be contextualized within a broader understanding of how street prostitution has been defined and 

interpreted within a set of social facts, as understood by the social actors.  
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 

This exploratory research seeks to understand how the Kitchener John School Diversion 

Program is structured and further, how it operates in light of its stated goals and objectives.  To achieve 

this, a process evaluation approach is used to assess the congruency between program intentions and 

program delivery (Bachman & Schutt, 2007). The underlying question asked throughout is, ‘does the 

program do what it sets out in its mandate?’  

The benefit of using such an evaluative procedure lies within its contextual nature; this is to 

say, the criteria developed for evaluation arise out of the benchmarks created by the program directors 

and volunteers. The end result is an evaluative assessment of the program based on its own objectives 

rather than an abstract or detached set of principles to measure success. In Chapter 3, the research 

design and methodological components for the process evaluation are outlined. Specifically, a 

description of the research setting, participants, and sampling techniques is provided, followed by an 

overview of the data collection procedures, ethical considerations and finally, the analytical techniques.  

Research Setting  

The Kitchener John School Diversion Program (the “John School”) has been operating in the 

City of Kitchener and servicing the Regional Municipality of Waterloo and surrounding areas for 

approximately fourteen years. During this time, the Program Director has been chiefly responsible for 

the structuring, organization and recruitment of volunteers, as well as the screening and processing of 

program participants. While the program has undergone numerous changes with respect to 

organization, content and volunteer staff, it is important to note that the John School continues to 

remain a non-profit, community-based initiative.  

Participants  

The primary unit of analysis for the interview component of the study are individuals serving as 

program volunteers and session presenters (the “staff”). These groups involve individuals who have 
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been working with the John School for a number of years, fulfilling roles that have either been present 

since program inception or have been incorporated over time. Examples of such roles include, but are 

not limited to, (1) assisting the Program Director with program registration and the collection of fees,  

(2) facilitating the progress of a school day from beginning to end, and (3) presenting key components 

of the School’s curriculum.  

A secondary group of participants includes those who are responsible for the structuring and 

general oversight of the John School. For this particular program, the Program Director, Karen Taylor 

Harrison, maintains these responsibilities. Generally, this individual looks after program scheduling, 

attendee screening and evaluation, and volunteer coordination.  

The research participants across all groups are split relatively equally by gender, are either 

residents of or are employed in the Kitchener-Waterloo area, and are of mixed background in terms of 

occupation, educational attainment, upbringing and socio-economic status. As noted earlier, most have 

been involved with the program since its inception, with the exception of the police officers, who will 

often be present for only a few program dates.  

Finally, it seems instructive to mention the role of the program attendees: the Johns. While it 

would have been beneficial to acquire the first-hand perspectives of the Johns as the end-users of the 

John School, this group was not interviewed or directly observed due to ethical considerations. For 

example, there were substantive concerns regarding maintaining the rights to anonymity and 

confidentiality of the offenders, as guaranteed by the John School. General impressions, comments and 

activities of the Johns, however, were noted in my field notes to assist in developing an appreciation for 

the goals and materials presented during program delivery (discussed further in Chapter 4).  

Sampling Methods 

In many ways, the sampling strategies used for data collection combine the nonprobability 

techniques of snowball and convenience sampling, wherein the former technique makes use of a pool of 

available subjects who are easily accessible and the latter relies on an initial sample of subjects to learn 
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about and gain access to other potential participants (Berg, 2009, pp. 50-51). Contact with the research 

participants developed with the assistance of the Program Director, who acted both as informant and 

gate keeper to the research setting (Berg, 2009, p. 206) by suggesting other potential participants and 

facilitating access to the Kitchener John School. The intention, however, was to rely solely upon 

convenience sampling, turning to those individuals who are involved with the operation of the program 

and are available to take part in the interview process. This decision arose out of the proximate location 

of the school, as well as the fact that this was the only school of its kind within Kitchener-Waterloo. 

Still, the end result of appealing to those available first and then learning of other participants second, 

provided an ease of access to the perspectives of the majority of individuals involved in the operation of 

the John School, which was an appreciable turn of events.  

The introduction to the John School’s Program Director was, first, facilitated with the help of 

two thesis committee members. Further assistance was received from a graduate student who came 

across an article in a local newspaper about the John School. He took it upon himself to facilitate 

contact with and access to the Program Director, by way of group email.  

The first phone call with the Program Director on August 12, 2009 was approximately a half 

hour in length and involved discussing my interests in both academic areas and in conducting research 

on the John School. During this time, the Program Director asked questions on my understanding of the 

program, what would be achieved through the research, and what my employment and academic plans 

are for the future. In many ways, this initial conversation felt like an interview for permission to come 

in and research a program important to the director. She appeared to be assessing my motivations and 

intentions with respect to the school and to an extent, what my opinions of the school. The Director was 

assured that the purpose of the project was to find out more about the school, as there truly was not a lot 

of information about the program available. A face-to-face meeting was then scheduled to further 

discuss the focus and intent of the project and to further assess one another.  

The first meeting was held in the home of the Program Director on August 21, 2009 and 

although the primary intention was to discuss the project, the meeting soon became an opportunity to 
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further assess one another and develop a strong rapport. The meeting ran for approximately six hours, 

during which time a number of topics were discussed, including prostitution in Kitchener, education, 

the drug trade, and housing concerns. Through the course of the meeting, it became clear the Program 

Director was also the gate keeper to the community that had been established around the John School. 

By developing rapport with the Director, access to the research setting and the program staff would 

become accessible, rather than closed off. In light of this, within an emerging research design, my 

intended sampling methods were modified.  

Procedures for selecting other potential participants included reviewing a list of names with the 

Program Director during our initial meeting, and further, meeting the various individuals who were 

present during either of the two John School sessions attended. In the first instance, the Director sat 

down to review a list of individuals who had been involved with the program on a continual basis. From 

here, the roles of the individuals while at the John School and any potential problems that may arise due 

to availability, comfort of the participant or comfort of the researcher were discussed. The Program 

Director then contacted each of these individuals in order to receive their permission to distribute their 

contact information for the purpose of the study. Once consent was received, the contact information 

was forwarded and the recruitment process was initiated. This process involved emailing or handing out 

a recruitment and detailed information letter in person (see Appendix A and B respectively). Upon 

request, sample interview questions were also forwarded for their review and consideration (see 

Appendix C). 

When meeting potential participants while attending sessions at the John School, introductions 

were facilitated by the Program Director and then the individuals would inquire after the purpose of the 

project, my research interests, and at times, my own assessment of ‘what’s happened so far’ in the 

program. These personal assessments appeared to be opportunities to build rapport with the staff. By 

asking for an opinion during the course of the program, the staff would assess my receptivity to the 

experience and the information presented during sessions. In response to these questions, my 

observations were offered on what has occurred and further, questions for further clarification were 
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asked. For example, a comment made by one of the participants would be repeated to the staff and then 

a chance provided to receive their interpretation of the comment. Beyond rapport, this provided an 

opportunity to further understand the individuals and their perspectives, and to begin anticipating how 

to go about the interview process, what kinds of questions to ask, and how to work with each one to get 

the most out of the interviews.  

This process was also undertaken with individuals who had been contacted outside of the 

school (e.g., Public Health Nurse, Ex-Prostitute), which only seemed to strengthen each individual’s 

interest in participating. In all instances, it was found that meeting face-to-face before the actual 

interview and being candid about research interests fostered a sense of trustworthiness between the 

researcher and the participant. This was demonstrated specifically wherein one participant agreed to do 

a one-on-one interview, rather than conduct the interview with the Program Director present, as 

originally desired.  

Data Collection Process 

Two data collection components are used in this process evaluation: participant observation and 

qualitative semi-structured interviews. Each component has been selected for its usefulness in 

conducting the process evaluation, as well as addressing the four research questions outlined in Chapter 

1. Where the latter component is used to investigate the perspectives and meanings behind the structure 

and operation of the John School, participant observation is used to draw connections between what is 

said and understood by the staff and what is actually done during the John School sessions.  

Participant Observation 

The first component of the process evaluation involves observation sessions of three John 

School days occurring in September 2009, November 2009 and June 2010. Presenters during each of 

the observed sessions were generally the same, with the exception of police officers and the Crown 

Attorney. Namely, four different officers and three different Crown Attorneys were observed. Further, 

the first observation involved observing the morning sessions solely, while the second and third 
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involved the full school day. At first, access to the afternoon sessions was closed to outside observers 

due to the highly confidential nature of the sessions; it is during this time that the participants receive 

group counselling. By the second observation date, however, the Program Director gave consent to 

observe the full day and all the sessions this would entail. This could only be interpreted as an act of 

trust on the part of the Program Director and session presenters.  

During participant observation of the sessions, the role of complete observer was undertaken, 

wherein the presence of a researcher was identified to the program staff and attendees, and the activities 

of the John School were observed without participation in the said activities. Detailed hand-written 

notes or “cryptic jottings” were taken of the verbal exchanges and practices that took place throughout 

the program day as they occurred (Berg, 2009, pp. 218-220). This involved observing each of the 

program sessions and breaks that occurred between sessions and paying specific attention to the words 

used by presenters, the body language between presenters and attendees, and the manner in which 

presenters addressed any issues or concerns that were raised during or after his/her session. Further, 

copies were obtained of any materials or diagrams provided to the attendees to assist in their acquisition 

of knowledge, such as pamphlets with brief information on the session topics, or contact information 

where more information on the session topics could be found. The only exceptions to this involve the 

slides used in the presentation by the Public Health Nurse and the package of condoms given to each 

attendee.   

The purpose of focusing on the above aspects during observations is two-fold. First, by paying 

specific attention to not only what is being said but how it is being said, a unique distinction can be 

made between what a presenter might intend to say with their words and what is actually being 

communicated through mannerism and body language. This is an important topic with respect to the 

congruency between program aspirations and actual operation, as is addressed by the fourth research 

question. Further, this information also helps to explore and understand the meanings and implications 

behind the information presented by the staff, including the concepts and themes that emerge from their 

interactions, which is consistent with the theory of contextual constructionism. 
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Second, reviewing the materials presented and distributed during sessions will assist in 

formalizing the types of claims about prostitution being made via program sessions. While a content 

analysis of said materials was not undertaken, it is interesting to note the role the materials may play in 

concretizing or obscuring the messages transmitted between session presenters and the attendees. Do 

the materials coincide with what is being said or are they sending mixed messages? Further, do the 

materials promote the overarching goals of the John School? It is believed that these are important, 

intrinsic questions to address when responding to the fourth research question.  

Semi-Structured Interviews 

The second data collection method is qualitative semi-structured interviews with the Program 

Director and staff. There were eight scheduled interviews in total with five individuals involved in the 

operation of the John School, representing one-third of all individuals observed to be involved with the 

John School at the time of this study (approximately thirteen). The majority of interviews took place in 

person in a public location, such as a restaurant or cafe, or at the office of the interviewee. Two of the 

eight scheduled interviews, however, were conducted over the phone during the interviewee’s business 

hours. Interviews are noted as semi-structured due to the use of an interview schedule to help guide the 

interview process but by no means dictate the breadth of topics explored during interviews.  

Prior to all interviews, participants were provided with an informational letter setting out the 

purpose of the research project and the interviews, and examples of subject areas that would be 

explored during the said interviews (see Appendix B). This information was generally passed along in 

person, where interviews were scheduled during the John School sessions, or via email. A small 

proportion of the individuals also requested a copy of the interview questions in advance and these were 

provided by email. At times, this request was made for the purpose of obtaining permission to attend 

the interview if working for an external organization, and at other times, for the purpose of being 

prepared for the interview. Due to the interviews being qualitative in nature, participants were advised 

that the questions were merely a guideline for the flow of the interview, however other questions may 
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be asked as the interview progresses. This gave interviewees an opportunity to discuss unanticipated 

topics or facets on the subject, and also provided me with the opportunity to probe for further 

information or clarification.  

The location of the interviews was typically chosen by the interviewee in order to provide a 

sense of familiarity and comfort. This tended to have mixed results. For example, where interviews 

took place in public locations, like a restaurant or cafeteria, some interviewees would look around 

before speaking, abruptly stop between words for fear of being overheard, or speak very softly until it 

was hard to discern responses when reviewing the audio recording later on. There were also issues with 

music playing in the background, making it difficult for myself and the interviewee to understand one 

another.  

The interview questions posed were generally consistent across all interviews, with some 

questions added or omitted as appropriate, based on the role of the interviewee with respect to the John 

School. For example, questions related to the general administration of the John School were directed to 

the Program Director exclusively, while questions related to the content of particular sessions were 

directed to their respective session presenters. In general, individuals were asked about their 

occupation, their role in the school, any professional or informal training completed for their role, the 

duration of their volunteering with the school, and the purpose behind their role. At this time, 

interviewees were also asked to comment on some of the observed aspects of their role. For example, if 

the interviewee was a session presenter, they were asked to comment on the material presented and how 

they perceive the attendees react to the material. This helped to answer the fourth research question by 

clarifying the purpose of selecting or presenting certain material, and whether or not the elicited 

response from attendees was intentional.  

To address the first, second and third research questions, participants were asked to comment 

on the John School and their understanding of its objectives or mandate, the role the school plays in the 

community and the role the school plays with respect to prostitution. This information then was 

contrasted against their characterization of prostitution and the extent to which they felt it was an issue 
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within the community. Interviewees were also asked how they would describe prostitution, what they 

felt were the factors that contributed to its prevalence, and finally to characterize the various individuals 

they felt were involved in the prevalence of prostitution (e.g., clients, prostitutes).  

In terms of data collection and transcription, an audio recording device was used in all 

interviews and typically allowed to run for the duration of the interview. Interviewees were given the 

option to have the device turned off if needed, and at times, this option was exercised if, for example, 

there was a concern of confidentiality. In addition to the recording device, hand-written notes were also 

taken to supplement the data, in order to make note of non-verbal responses, such as gestures and facial 

expressions. This information was important to the data collection process, as it helped to validate and 

contextualize the responses provided by the interviewees.  

During the interview process, difficulties were encountered with the recording device that 

caused some recording information to be distorted or completely lost. As a result, three of the five 

interviewees were asked to complete a second interview to collect this information again. By choosing 

to do a second interview rather than impute information that was distorted or lost, the integrity and 

accuracy of the interviewee’s responses were maintained. All interviewees were very understanding of 

the technical difficulties and second interviews were promptly scheduled without delaying the research 

process. On average, the length of time between the first and second interview was approximately one 

month and, in general, the data collected in the first and second interviews were very similar with few 

inconsistencies. The interviews also provided an opportunity to obtain greater detail on different topics, 

as interviewees appeared more familiar and comfortable in speaking on certain topics at length. For 

example, when asked how a session might have changed since the first John School, respondents would 

provide more detail in their examples (e.g., specific instances, personal thoughts and reactions) in the 

second interview than in the first interview, where examples tended to be general or vague.  

The interviews ranged in length from forty to eighty minutes and were voluntary in nature with 

interviewees completing an informed consent form prior to the interview commencing (see Appendix 

D). In addition, the public location tended to provide an opportunity for pre-interview conversation to 
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ease the interviewee into the questions, as well as post-interview conversation to help release any 

tension that may have accumulated in answering questions during the interview, such as one’s 

perspective on prostitution, or their assessment of the school’s strengths and weaknesses. Following the 

interview, a feedback letter was given to each interviewee, thanking each for their time and providing 

contact information should they have any questions or concerns. 

The Ethics Review Process 

This project has undergone a number of methodological revisions to ensure the data collection 

and analysis adhered to the ethical principles articulated by the Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical 

Conduct for Research on Human Participants. Part of the referenced revisions arose from personal 

concerns regarding scope and timing: how much could be done within the project timeline, and how far 

should the project go to answer its research questions? A larger part, however, was due to ethical 

considerations. It was during the ethics review process that the concerns of scope and timing were 

concretized and while the process was extensive and exhaustive, the final product is one that is felt to 

be methodologically appropriate to address the research questions.  

The initial project design was to include the collection of general demographic and offender 

information for the purpose of contextualizing the claims made by the program volunteers. By situating 

their claims within a broader understanding of who the program targets, it was felt that one could better 

understand why the program has been developed and progressed in the manner that it has. To achieve 

this end, the initial project methodology included a self-administered questionnaire, together with the 

participant observation sessions and the semi-structured interviews discussed earlier. The 

questionnaires would have been used to collect this information from the Johns, as program attendees, 

and would be completed anonymously at the end of the John School day.    

After considerable work and revisions, this initial project design was modified at the request of 

the University of Waterloo’s Ethics Review Board. Although this was a discouraging obstacle, the 

reasons for the denial of this methodological component were understandable. For example, it was felt 
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that by collecting extensive demographic information from the attendees, the anonymity of the Johns 

could be compromised. Further, it was also felt that some of the questions asked were far too sensitive 

and not necessarily critical to address the research questions in this process evaluation.  

Appreciating the validity of these issues, it was determined that removing the questionnaire 

portion of the project would best resolve these concerns without compromising the integrity of the 

project. As a result of these and other minor amendments, the final research design and methods use 

qualitative interviews of program volunteers and participant observation of the John School sessions.  

Data Analysis 

During the data collection process, interview recordings and observation notes were transcribed 

and prepared for analysis. The transcription of interviews involved importing the audio files onto a 

personal computer and then using a foot pedal and audio program to control the speed and playback of 

the file. This allowed for the transcription of interviews into a Microsoft Word document with relative 

ease and efficiency, cutting down the transcription process to one hour for every half hour of audio 

recording. On the other hand, transcriptions of observation notes took relatively less time and involved 

fleshing out shorthand notes taken during the observation sessions and typing them into a Word 

document.  

After transcribing all data and once the majority of data collection was completed, each file was 

imported into NVivo 9 for the purpose of conducting the data analysis. The initial review of data began 

with taking note of any reoccurring concepts or themes that presented itself through the data, which 

were then used to guide subsequent review and analysis of data. These notes include general ideas on 

what is being communicated by the staff during interviews and observations, such as ways of phrasing 

prostitution or how the program is characterized. This analytical procedure, known as “open-coding” 

(Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Strauss & Corbin, 1990/2004), was used to gain a broad understanding of the 

data, rather than focus on specific details. Once a list was compiled, each research question was then 

revisited and each concept or theme on the list categorized, based on the associated research question.  
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Accordingly, one research question was selected to work with at a time and the transcriptions 

were reviewed again, keeping the research question in mind and looking for specific concepts that 

related to the research question that would in turn help to uncover and address any questions arising 

from the data. For example, when focusing on the second research question, any constructions and 

characterizations of prostitution were noted when reading through observation notes and interview 

transcripts. At the end of the review and reading process, separate lists of concepts and themes were 

created for each research question (treated as categories) that could be explored. This process of 

intensively reviewing the data, organizing the concepts gleamed through open coding, and formulating 

responses to questions arising from the data, is referred to as axial coding (Berg, 2009, pp. 356-358; 

Strauss & Corbin, 2004). These lists were then compared to the first list of general themes and concepts 

to make note of any overlaps or missing themes (see Appendix E).  

The final stage in the analysis process was then to create “free nodes” and “tree nodes” in 

NVivo to represent the concepts/themes and categories respectively, which were generated in the 

coding process. These notes are used to categorize or code specific parts and quotes within 

transcriptions, create dimensions within concepts and clarify relationships within and across open 

codes, a process referred to as axial coding (Berg, 2009, pp. 356-358). After categorizing parts of a 

transcription, the program created a bank of quotations assigned by each node. For example, the node 

for “prostitution as consequent” had approximately twenty transcription references that could be used in 

the write-up process. As a result, once this coding process was complete, there were numerous 

references and quotations available, which were used for each of the concepts and themes explored in 

Chapters 4 and 5.   

Summary 

The research design selected for the project incorporates a process evaluation of the Kitchener 

John School Diversion Program, using an exploratory framework. The general thrust of the project is to 

first formulate an understanding of what the John School intends to achieve through its operation, and 
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then compare this to how the program operates in practice. In order to do this, the research 

methodology employs two data collection techniques. The first is semi-structured interviews with the 

Program Director and staff, which run approximately one hour in length and occur either in person or 

over the phone.  Second, participant observation of three program dates provide descriptive accounts of 

how the program works, what presenters say during program sessions, and how the participants react to 

the information presented.   

To gain access to the research setting, a number of conversations were held with the Program 

Director, who also served as the gatekeeper and informant for the school. This duality of roles modified 

the sampling techniques to incorporate elements of snowball and convenience sampling. With the 

assistance of the Program Director, permission to observe the full program on the second and third 

observation day was granted, as well as introductions to program staff facilitated in order to meet with 

potential interviewees, provide information about the research project, and if there was interest in 

participating, coordinate potential interview dates. Despite technical difficulties with the recording 

device and interview cancellations, data were collected from eight interviews with five interviewees 

and observations of three program sessions.  

Transcriptions of audio-recordings of interviews and observation notes have been coded using 

NVivo 9 software. The data analysis involved reviewing the data a number of times to generate a list of 

concepts and themes that emerge from the data. The software then assisted with the coding process 

through the management of nodes and categorization of quotations with the said nodes. Once the 

categorization process was complete, a database of quotations and references was available for use with 

the final write-up.  
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Chapter 4 
Operating the John School 

Before exploring the claims-making processes of the John School, how the school works in the 

context of addressing a social problem is discussed. This involves outlining out how the program 

works, looking at the goals and objectives of the school as articulated by the program staff and how 

each of these objectives is incorporated in the actual operation of the John School. The following 

analysis incorporates the evaluative component of this study and compares the ideals of the program 

against how the program actually works, thereby addressing the first research question. To do this, the 

key elements of the school’s operation and the objectives of the school are set out,  followed by a 

summary of how both parts fit together, if at all.  

Program Operation 

The organization of the John School can be broken down into four distinct parts: (1) participant 

recruitment, (2) pre-program interviews, (3) program sessions, and (4) post-program interviews. 

Through continued observation and the discovery process of the interviews with program personnel, the 

actual process and operation of the John School involves many more facets, such as program aftercare, 

staff recruitment and monetary donations to name a few. For the purpose of clarity and organization, 

the following discussion is broken down into the four categories numbered above, followed by two 

broader categories of post-program follow-up and administration to incorporate these other facets that 

contribute to the operation of the school.  

Participant Recruitment 

The primary method of recruitment for the John School involves sting operations by the WRPS 

assigned to the Kitchener downtown area. The operations consist of a female officer disguised as a 

prostitute, officers and police cruisers concealed from view and an audio-recording device to aid in the 

collection of evidence. Best described by the Program Director, the process of these sting operations 

typically involves the following:  
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The first thing that happens to them is that the female officer will say, 
‘Well, let’s meet around the corner over there’. So the guys, either they 
go somewhere else, they go around the corner, or wherever the hell 
they’re going to do – oh, but they don’t get there very far before a 
squad car pulls up and uh, they’re arrested and they’re taken out of the 
vehicle, slammed on the hood of the vehicle, handcuffs put on them 
and, I mean, that’s their first introduction. They are beside themselves. 
I mean, they are beyond scared. They’ve said, ‘I thought I was going to 
have a heart attack.  I’ve never been so scared in my whole life’.  

It is unclear at what point the John School becomes involved, however when an operation is 

planned and executed by the police, the Program Director is notified by the Crown Attorney of the total 

number of men who have agreed to attend the program. This allows the Program Director to begin the 

preparations for the John School, such as printing of materials, determining a date for the program and 

notifying volunteers of the school date. It is between the time of receiving information from the Crown 

Attorney and the actual date of the John School that the participants must contact and meet with the 

Program Director.  

For some volunteers and participants, one point of contention with this recruitment process is 

the entrapment scenario the police employ to catch the men red-handed. While this interaction is noted 

as highly charged with emotions such as anger, resentment and embarrassment, there has been few 

alternative recruitment methods developed or employed to date.  

[One volunteer] identified with these guys and she saw these guys as 
total victims and she saw these guys as victims of a sting operation. 
And I tried and tried and tried and tried and tried to sit with her and 
talk to her about it and I said, “If you can come up with a better plan, 
we’ll listen. The police will listen. I’ll listen. If the police won’t listen, 
I’ll push them to listen. If you’ve got a better idea about how we can 
do this, then tell us”. Well nobody ever has got a better idea. No John 
is going to turn himself in. You know, and no woman is going to turn a 
guy in. So excuse me, explain how we’re going to get this done. 
[Program Director] 

Next, the men are taken to court and provided with the option to either defend their case or to 

participate in the John School to avoid a criminal record. For those who select the John School, they are 

instructed to contact the Director to set up an interview date and to obtain further information about the 

program.  
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So then [the men] get in touch with me because their job is to get in 
touch with me, it’s not for me to follow that through, although I do, 
because better off I follow it through than them not make it to the 
program because they are too stupid to, you know, make the phone call 
or they’re embarrassed or whatever. [Program Director] 

Once the men have been contacted and an interview date with the Director is scheduled, all that is left 

for the men to do is to wait for their meeting with the Director. 

Pre-Interview 

By the time the men have their scheduled meeting with the Program Director, attitudes have 

hardened and emotions are negatively charged towards the entire process. For example, the men may 

have negative feelings towards their arrest (e.g., painful, terrifying, embarrassing), their court 

proceedings, having to conceal or confront their partner about the criminal proceedings, or the fact that 

they must now participate in a program. It is then the objective of the Director to screen the participants 

for program suitability and begin the rehabilitative process that the John School seeks to provide. 

Originally, pre-program interviews were conducted by an intake worker from an organization that 

assisted with the founding of the John School. Following a number of complaints regarding the poor 

attitude of the men – for example, becoming disruptive during sessions or being rude to volunteers, as 

suggested by the Program Director – the original interviewer was dismissed from the position and the 

Program Director has since exclusively performed the role of interviewing the men.  

The preliminary rehabilitative process includes having the men fill out their basic information, 

such as marital status, age, occupation, city of residence, and the location of arrest (see Appendix F). If 

the men state they are from outside of the Kitchener area where they were arrested, they will be asked 

to explain why they came to Kitchener in order to pick up a prostitute. This information is collected by 

the John School for the purpose of internal research and further educating the staff on the participants of 

the program, which then in turn assists the staff in modifying the program to better suit the needs of its 

participants. Additionally, the men are required to sign a contract that acknowledges their guilt in the 

commission of the offence and their participation in the diversion program (see Appendix F).   
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I make absolutely certain that we read that contract because to me, it is 
really important that they understand we’re going to give you 
something, but you have to give us something. And that something is, 
they’ve got to participate. They’ve got to be willing participants and 
they’ve got to admit that they did what they were accused of doing. 
[Program Director] 

Following this, the men are then provided with a pre-test they must complete in the presence of 

the Director (see Appendix G). The purpose of the test is to assess the men’s knowledge on the female 

prostitutes, courts, community and on sexually transmitted infections (“STIs”). Responses are then 

discussed between the men and the Director, at which time the men are corrected on the facts of 

prostitution they might have responded to incorrectly on the test.  

Somehow they still think they’re still – they still think they’re immune 
somehow; they’re going to play the Russian roulette game, you know. 
… So when I tell them about [rates of HIV among older men and 
women], you know, I talk to them about those statistics, then they just, 
you know, their eyes just get really big. [Program Director] 

Lastly, the Director reviews the process of the John School day and the different sessions that 

will occur, all of which is set out in a brochure provided to the men during the interview (see Appendix 

H). During their discussions about the John School day, the men have the opportunity to begin 

discussing their reasons for picking up a prostitute.  

… I ask them, “How’d you get- how did you get here?” Because I 
don’t buy the theory that this, that there’s not a reason. There’s a 
reason why- they may not know the reason, they may not want to tell 
me. I don’t – it’s not really necessary that they tell me, but the reason 
for asking them, and I say this to them, is to get them to start to think. 
So that by the time they get to the school, they’re already trying to start 
to receive this information, so they’ll start to apply it to themselves. 
They’ll start to see themselves in context to what they’re being taught. 
And I found that that’s really made a difference by subtly, sort of, 
subtly making them understand that in order to get anything out of this 
day, they’ve got to do – they’ve got to do some work. They’ve got to 
do some work, they’ve got to look at this strictly from their own self, 
and figure out what has motivated them to get the date. [Program 
Director] 

By speaking to the men about their reasons for communicating with a street prostitute, the Program 

Director hopes to have the men start thinking about their responsibility and accountability for their 
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arrest. This will allow the men to be more receptive to the information that is presented to them during 

the John School, thereby facilitating rehabilitation.  

Pre-Program Interviews typically are scheduled to occur between the Director and one 

participant at a time. This restriction may be lifted in case a spouse of the participant wishes to 

participate in the diversion process, or if time requires more than one man to be scheduled at a time. 

The length of interviews is not set and varies depending on the willingness of the men to discuss the 

particulars of their circumstances and whether or not other interviews are scheduled that day. Where 

interviews may have two men instead of one, the men may take more time to open up, but eventually 

engage in dialogues with one another and begin to discuss their circumstances and attitudes with one 

another. The Program Director specifically notes that the majority of interviews with more than one 

man are successful and positive experiences for the men.  

John School Day 

Registration 

At 8:00 am on a Saturday, the men line up outside of the community center and wait to register 

for the John School program. For most men, this is the first time they will see one another face-to-face. 

As they approach the counter, the Program Director and one other person sits at a window and takes 

down their information. The amount paid to register and complete the program is generally $500 per 

participant and may be paid upfront by cheque or cash or paid in instalments. Observers, volunteers and 

any spouses of the men who wish to attend are not required to pay.  

Interestingly, the required fee has been reduced in the past at the discretion of the Program 

Director. The flexibility in the cost of the program appears to support the principle that the John School 

should be rehabilitative rather than punitive in its operation. 

They have to be willing to pay that fee. Now, there is some latitude 
with regards to that, because it depends on what the circumstances 
[are]. I’m not going to get blood from a stone and I’m not going to fail 
a guy because he can’t afford the $500 for whatever the reason. And if 
he’s stupid enough to [lie to] me, then he’s stupid. You know, that’s 
his problem. I don’t spend a lot of time worrying about it. Periodically 
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it ticks me off because I put a lot of work into this, but at the end of the 
day, you know what, I can’t do anything about it and it’s his loss. If 
he’s going to lie at this juncture about his inability to pay, it’s his 
problem. [Program Director] 

For that reason, the fee is considered to be a donation required for registration, not a penalty or 

fine for the commission of an offence. Funds are then used to meet costs associated with program 

operation. Then, any surplus funds are donated to other programs related to the remediation of 

prostitution, such as those designed to assist prostitutes in exiting the industry.  

Introduction 

Once registration is complete, the men are seated at the ‘U’ shaped table arranged in an open 

space on the left side of the building. Chairs are arranged around the table to face the center where a 

smaller table and chair has been set up for the session presenters. There is also a projector and white 

board set up before the men. On the right side of the building and behind the men is a sitting area for 

observers and volunteers to view the sessions in progress. It is from this location in the room that all 

observational data were recorded as field notes.  

An overview of the day is presented by two plain-clothes police officers who tend to work 

within the area of prostitution and drug-related offences. Both officers are dressed casually, are relaxed 

and stand either against the wall where the white board is or to the side behind one row of men. The 

officers chosen to lead the sessions tend to vary with each session due to officer availability, interest in 

volunteering with the program, and the discretion of their superior officer, though it was unclear what 

position this officer held. While the officers may change from program to program, the content and 

flow of the introduction appears fairly consistent.  

The first opportunity to participate in the program occurs during the introduction, when the men 

are asked to introduce themselves by first-name only. They are then asked questions regarding their 

occupation, what city they are from, if they are married or in a relationship, and if they have any 

children. Participants are also asked why they are at the school that day, where they were arrested, and 

at times, how they were arrested. In one session, the men are asked to stand when speaking, while in 
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other sessions, they are allowed to remain seated. In all instances, the behaviour of the men varies 

between shame and embarrassment to indignation and anger.  

It is during this time that the detectives disabuse the men of any interest in proclaiming their 

innocence or disputing the nature of their arrest; it is clearly outlined and stated that the purpose of their 

presence that day is to listen and learn about what they have done and why it is seen as a problem. 

Detectives also stress that all individuals conducting the sessions are volunteers who could be doing 

other things with their families rather than running the sessions.  

After the introductory period, the detectives provide an overview of the history of the John 

School and of the problem of prostitution in the Kitchener downtown area. Their depiction of the 

problem tends to include describing the women as cunning, violent and diseased, the motivation for 

prostitution as relating to drug addiction, not sex or money, and that the role of the men is to feed 

someone’s addiction and further enable the drug trade in Kitchener. Apart from the pre-interview, the 

introduction session is the largest source of information on how the program volunteers problematize 

prostitution. Through mannerisms, choice of words and the direction of conversation with the men, a 

clear picture of prostitution is drawn and presented. It is also here that the men receive an initial label of 

villain or enemy, as they are depicted as the enablers of a dirty, prominent and unsafe problem. This 

theme will be explored further in Chapter 5.  

Finally, the detectives provide a rough agenda for the day. The term ‘rough’ is used, as the 

sequence of presentations tends to vary based on what time the volunteers arrive at the school and how 

long each session runs. As each morning session begins or ends, the detectives facilitate by introducing 

presenters, following up presentations with questions regarding the content of the sessions, and if 

required, filling in between sessions with further information on the problem of prostitution.  

Former Prostitute & Former Muscle / Pimp 

While the next two sessions are run separately, the presentations conducted by a former 

prostitute and former “muscle” tend to follow one another and cover generally the same information. 
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Specifically, both the ex-prostitute and the ex-muscle offer detailed accounts of their experience before, 

during and after their roles in the sex trade. During these sessions, the participants remain silent and do 

not ask questions. Both presenters speak clearly and without prejudice when discussing their 

experiences. There are no handouts provided to the participants during these sessions.  

The former prostitute begins by going over the dangers and risks that one undertakes when 

purchasing the services of a street prostitute. Having been a street prostitute herself, this information 

tends to be anecdotal and incorporates many personal experiences and stories she has heard from others 

on the streets. The noted dangers include the risk of sexually transmitted infections, theft, extortion, and 

violence. Men are also reminded that the women are not interested in engaging in meaningful 

relationships or performing the sex acts, but to instead acquire money to pay for their drugs. The image 

drawn for the men represents one of danger, disease, drugs, violence and suffering.  

Similarly, the ex-muscle provides an account of the violent and often unknown aspect of 

prostitution: robbery and assault. The session features narratives of prostitutes who hire men, known as 

“muscles”, to protect and aid them in stealing money from the Johns. The muscles would wait off to the 

side and when signalled, they would pull the men out of the cars and assault them to take their money 

and identification. Later on, the muscles would visit the house of the victims and rob them of their 

possessions, further acquiring the assets and funds necessary to feed their own drug habit. The muscles 

are also described as addicts who share in the purchase and use of drugs with the street prostitutes and 

can also become boyfriends to the women.  

Although the structure and objective of each lecture remains the same, the content tends to vary 

based on what the presenters have observed in the previous sessions, such as the kinds of questions the 

participants have asked, the kinds of attitudes the participants have displayed, and at times, the general 

atmosphere of the morning sessions. For example, the participants during one program day displayed 

generally sympathetic and understanding demeanours throughout the morning. As a result, both 

presenters were soft-spoken, clear, concise and brief in their lectures, with sessions lasting five to ten 

minutes. On another day, the participants collectively had a poor attitude and appeared uninterested in 
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admitting their own guilt. The presenters were then more abrupt, passionate, and at times, crude with 

their accounts. In these instances, sessions ran from ten to fifteen minutes in length.  

Despite this fluctuation in tone and demeanour, again, the message and intent of both sessions 

remains the same. Participants are provided with first-hand accounts that are meant to corroborate the 

information presented by the other presenters, while also providing a different perspective on what the 

participants might consider to be a harmless, victimless crime. Here, the participants are typified again 

as villains, but also as victims of violence, disease and criminal activity, while prostitutes are typified as 

dangerous, diseased, ruthless and violent. At the end of both sessions, the men appear withdrawn and 

quieter than they were when they first arrived at the school.  

Crown Attorney 

Next, a representative from the Crown Attorney’s office provides information to the men about 

the legal process that they are currently involved in. This discussion revolves around what crime they 

have been specifically charged with, the proceedings they have been through and will go through upon 

successful completion of the program, and what they will have to look forward to, if they do not 

complete the program. The Crown Attorney also discusses the ramifications of their actions on 

themselves and any individuals or family members living with them. A consistent example provided to 

the men is the difficulty in running a day care out of one’s home should a participant’s spouse be 

interested in doing so. 

Participation during this session tends to be higher than in other morning sessions, as the men 

have a number of questions regarding their criminal records. Specifically, they are interested in when 

the criminal charges will be dropped, when it will be taken off of their record, and what, if anything 

will be still visible on their record. The Crown Attorney advises the men that a note will remain on their 

record stating that the men have been charged with this offence, but that the charges have been 

withdrawn. So, while a conviction will not be present, there will still be a trace of the offence on their 
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records. Most men appear discomforted by this idea, either by expressing anger or annoyance through 

facial expressions or by shaking their heads, but do not question it any further.  

In at least two of the three observed session days, there were discussions as to what the men 

could expect in terms of legal process and treatment, had the program not existed or had they been 

charged for the same offence in a different community. Examples provided include names and license 

plates published in the paper or online, video cameras on street corners in prostitution-centric areas, and 

video recordings of men entering and exiting the court room. Again, most men appear discomforted by 

this notion, but do not express any appreciation for being spared this embarrassment. Instead, the most 

common reaction to this information is quiet shock, anger or disbelief.  

Generally, the information provided in this section is fairly standard and consistent throughout 

each observed session. The overall objective appears to be educational and informative, with rare 

moments of encouragement or judgment towards accountability in committing an offence or diversion 

from committing future offences. Rather, the Crown Attorney seems to serve an instructional role that 

allows the men to further understand the legal situation they are in and ask questions to receive 

clarification.  

Public Health Nurse 

Like the session with the Crown Attorney, the session conducted by the Public Health Nurse is 

fairly standardized and educational in nature. The structure of the session involves a PowerPoint 

presentation to direct the progress of the session, as well as a slideshow presentation depicting 

symptoms and indicators of STIs. At the end of the session, the men are provided with a ‘care’ package 

that includes clinic information (see Appendix I), a brochure on how to use a condom (see Appendix J), 

and a set of condoms for personal use.  

During the session, the men are presented with statistics on occurrence and prevalence of STIs 

in the Waterloo Region, together with information regarding the health risks and concerns involved 

with unprotected sex. The range of topics discussed includes what different types of infections exist, 
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how to identify if you have an infection, what to do if you have an infection, and how to prevent 

contracting an infection in the future. Aside from statistical information that is updated yearly, the 

materials and content used during the session are identical each time the program is delivered. 

I'm not telling you not to have sex, you should be having sex. That’s 
normal, that's healthy. But, in this particular choice, it may lead to 
contracting a [sexually transmitted disease]. You know, and for them 
to assess their own risk and also to give them resources as to what they 
- where they can go to get screened, what to expect when they get there 
in terms of privacy, and what would the follow-up be like, not just a 
lecture. [Public Health Nurse] 

Overall, the tone of the session is unbiased and neutral, with the presenter speaking in a clear 

and concise manner. There are very few elements of humour or lightness. Instead, the atmosphere tends 

to be sombre and quiet, with a small number of questions, comments or responses from the men when 

invited. The message of the session is sex positive, wherein the men are encouraged to engage in safe, 

healthy and non-risky sexual relations. There is no indication that sex with a street prostitute is morally 

or biologically wrong, only that one must be cognisant of their partner’s sexual history and health 

before engaging in sexual relations. In such a manner, the session acts as an educational, diversionary 

mechanism to encourage a change in behaviour.  

It is also important to note that while the session is presented without judgment or bias and that 

while the message is sex positive, the style and format of the presentation garners a varying set of 

responses from the men. From observing the reactions, it appears that the most impactful segment of 

the session is the slideshow presentation where the men are shown pictures of individuals with different 

STIs (for example, one set of images in particular shows an infant with infections around the eyes, 

mouth and limbs, as a result of the herpes simplex virus). In all observed program days, a number of 

participants appear disturbed by the images by pulling back, wincing or frowning. Further, at least one 

man in each group turns away or turns his head downward and refuses to watch the presentation until 

he hears the machine change slides. Although it has not been confirmed if this reaction is intentional, it 

appears that the presentation serves a further diversionary purpose by shocking or disturbing the men 

into reconsidering their actions. The price of education and diversion appears to not be without a set of 
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disturbing images. By providing these strong mental images to the participants, the notion of 

prostitution as a social problem affecting many different groups, including families, is solidified.  

Session and Lunch Breaks 

Throughout the morning, the men are provided with a number of breaks that last from five to 

fifteen minutes in length. The men are permitted to exit the building to smoke, obtain water or coffee 

provided by the community center, or to visit the bathroom. At the same time, volunteers use this time 

to set up or take down their session materials, visit with one another to discuss the program, or to 

answer any questions the men might have. In some instances, questions brought up during breaks 

become the subject of discussion after the break, when the men have reassembled at the table and await 

the next presenter.  

The men are also given a one-hour lunch break, during which they are asked to leave the 

building and return at 1:00 pm sharp. They are provided with a list of restaurants in proximity of the 

community centre and are free to do as they please, so long as they return at the appointed time. 

Conversely, program volunteers remain behind and have lunch together, using the time to discuss 

various issues with one another, such as staffing issues in other programs the volunteers may be 

involved with, and relax after the morning sessions. There is a strong sense of camaraderie and light 

heartedness during the break, as volunteers unwind, share observations, and take their leave for the day.  

Generally, the lunch break is also used as a time for debriefing. Once the Counsellor arrives, 

staff will discuss the events of the morning, review the progress of the sessions and the receptivity of 

the participants to the information they are receiving. This appears to assist the Counsellor by providing 

her with information that might facilitate the counselling process, such as identifying any participants 

who are particularly resistant or withdrawn or identifying subject areas that the men are not receptive 

to. This appears to be the only time that a presenter is provided with briefing information prior to his or 

her session.  
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Counsellor 

The final session of the day takes up the entire afternoon and involves group counselling for all 

participants that is facilitated by a certified and experienced Counsellor. The session was not included 

in the original program model, but was incorporated not long after the program’s inception to provide a 

rehabilitative aspect to the school. It is designed to augment the morning sessions by providing the men 

with an opportunity to open up and discuss what they have learned from the morning about themselves 

and the crime they have committed. Further, the men are encouraged to speak their minds about their 

life circumstances and their arrest, to direct the conversation if they are willing, and to listen to one 

another. This session tends to run for 3 hours, from the end of the lunch break to about 3:30 or 4:00 pm, 

depending on the progress of the group and the number of breaks. At the end of the session, the men are 

given a handout with information on the materials discussed during the session, as well as counselling 

services available in the Region (see Appendix K).  

The Counsellor’s role also tends to vary based on the session. If the men are very interested in 

participating and moving forward, the Counsellor’s role will be to facilitate the discussion, to provide 

opportunities for the men to participate, and to provide suggestions or feedback on what they can do to 

improve their situation. On the other hand, if the men are withdrawn and quiet, the Counsellor’s role 

will be to engage in one-on-one discussions with each man, to ask questions and continue to probe, 

prompt and facilitate the discovery process. The presentation of information also varies based on the 

progress of the session. If the men are reluctant to speak and engage in discussion, the Counsellor will 

spend more time going over the prepared materials for the session.  

In terms of what has been prepared, the Counsellor’s session features a discussion on problem 

behaviour and how to identify and break one’s cycle of offending. This cycle is related to the current 

offence for which the men are being penalized and to any other aspect of one’s life where specific 

activities or behaviours lead to unwelcome results. This includes addictions to substances, such as 

cigarettes or drugs, or behaviour that distances oneself from his/her family. The Counsellor provides 
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her own smoking habit as an example to illustrate her patterns of addiction and the offending cycle. The 

objective behind this format is to encourage the men to reflect on their own choices that led them to the 

John School and further, what choices they may make in the future to avoid similar results. This may 

include seeing one’s participation in prostitution as an offence, or as part of an overall sexual addiction, 

as was admitted by one participant during a counselling session. There is also a strong sense of 

accountability and ownership in one’s present circumstances and the ability to change those 

circumstances in the future.  

I think my goal for my session is always to provide the opportunity for 
men to ask questions around why they made the choices that they did, 
and possibly look at what may be contributing to making that choice 
from their life, that’s a barrier for them having positive choices in their 
life. [Counsellor] 

Responses from the men tend to vary based on where the men are in their own experiences, be 

it with the program or in their personal lives. For some, it is a positive and rewarding experience. For 

others, they are defensive and do not feel the Counsellor has any right or position to be interfering with 

their business. Overall, however, the feedback remains positive.  

… I would say the vast majority of feedback that I get, even with the 
folks that are pretty defensive, has been pretty positive in the sense that 
people are saying, “You know, you made me think”. Or, that for some 
who have maybe have some backgrounds in abuse or have 
backgrounds in other problematic areas where they’ve now seen how 
that can be potentially connected to this decision that landed them in 
John School in the first place, that they start to say, “Okay well, I 
didn’t know it was connected”. And so, I think that the feedback has 
been pretty positive and I’m appreciative of the fact that the men tend 
to be pretty honest with me, whether that’s challenging me a lot, which 
I love, or whether it’s just that they’re openly sharing about some 
really difficult pieces in their life. So the feedback has been very 
positive for the most part and I would say that they appreciate the fact 
that it’s a pretty direct and pretty honest approach to things. 
[Counsellor] 

Moreover, many of the men were observed to say or agree with other participants that the 

afternoon session allows the men to feel less like ‘criminals’. The morning sessions are often compared 

to the afternoon by the Johns with feelings of acceptance and relief during the latter session, while the 

former are described as important, but similar to ‘shock treatment’, are negative and laden with 
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judgment from the presenters and their demeanour. It appears that while the men appreciate the validity 

of the morning sessions, they are far more receptive to the rehabilitative nature of the afternoon 

counselling. Here they have the opportunities, encouragement and support to achieve some kind of 

meaningful change in order to resist the unwanted aspects of prostitution they have been educated about 

in the morning.  

End of Program Day 

At the end of the day, the Director often provides the men with a few closing comments 

regarding the school, their participation and what will happen next. The exchange tends to be very 

light-hearted, with some humour or jokes to help reduce the tension from the counselling session. 

During this time, most of the men are expected to set up their exit interviews, or agree to get in touch 

with the Director to schedule one within the next few weeks.  

The men are also asked to help clean up the space and return it to the standard set-up for the 

community centre. As each man exits the building, some men hang around to speak with the Director, 

the Counsellor, or the other men. There is a general sense of ease during this time as well as 

camaraderie. Conversation tends to revolve around scheduling the termination interview, further 

counselling opportunities, and personal accounts of different experiences related and unrelated to the 

program.  

Termination Interview 

The post-program or “termination” interview is ideally scheduled at least two weeks after the 

John School program to allow the men time to think over the information received. However, the 

timing of the interviews is heavily influenced by the court system and a two week period is often more 

generous than what is permissible by the courts. This is attributed by the Program Director to the 

interests of the Crown Attorney and the Judges to move the men through the court system quickly 

rather than delay proceedings any further.  
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During the interview, the men are once more tested on their knowledge of prostitution, the law, 

and the legal consequences, using a test identical to the one used in the pre-program interview (see 

Appendix L). As with the pre-program interview, the test results are reviewed by the Director and the 

participants are given the opportunity to discuss their responses. It is found that the men tend to provide 

more incorrect answers on the test during the second interview than with the first interview. Most do 

not notice that it is the same test given in the first interview, and tend to spend more time rationalizing 

their responses. It is suspected by the Director that this change in testing prowess and behaviour is 

attributable to the men’s change in attitude. In particular, the Director rationalizes that, prior to the John 

School, the men tend to be angry at their arrest and at the idea of having to attend the program. Once 

they have attended the sessions and had a chance to internalize the information, it is further speculated 

that the men appear more interested in providing the best possible answer than just ‘getting it done’, 

which in turn mitigates any observed decrease in testing aptitude. 

Following the post-test, the men are then asked to evaluate the John School program by filling 

out an evaluation sheet (see Appendix M). The purpose of the evaluation is to assess the program from 

their perspective, discuss who they felt was the most effective presenter, what they have learned from 

the program, and what changes or new topics they would recommend for future John School programs. 

They are also asked to state whether they will make use of a prostitute in the future and if they will use 

protection during future sexual relations. The Program Director notes that, if the men are going to cry, 

they will do so at this point. The men have also expressed remorse for any disrespectful behaviour they 

might have shown throughout the process. Finally, any issues with respect to payment of program fees 

will be dealt with at this time.  

After the interview, the Director determines if the men ‘pass’ or ‘fail’ the John School. This 

information is then passed to the Crown Attorney, who facilitates the remainder of the diversion 

process. This includes attending at court to withdraw the charges, preparing the necessary paperwork to 

update the system, and if requested, preparing a letter for the men to hold on to if they need to cross the 

border or do work that requires a detailed background check. If the men receive a pass from the John 
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School, they are not required to attend court. There was no indication how many participants have 

received a ‘pass’ or ‘fail’ from the program. However, the Program Director has admitted to allowing 

one or two men to repeat the program, as it was felt that the men would receive more from the program 

in terms of diversion than from the criminal proceedings.  

Post-Program Follow-Up 

At present, there are virtually no official measures put in place to follow up with the men after 

they have successfully completed the program. At the time of data collection, a new feature of the 

program has been created for the most recent set of program participants. Specifically, a voluntary 

“After Care” program has been set up for the men as a way of continuing their counselling sessions at 

the John School. These sessions are to be run by the John School’s Counsellor, facilitated by the 

Program Director, and funded by the John School.  

Unofficially, there have also been situations where participants of the program will follow up 

with the volunteers, seeking them out in their place of work or by alternative means to provide an 

update on their living conditions and lifestyle. Outside of these encounters, program staff do not have 

immediate, reliable access to information on whether the program has impacted the participants in the 

way intended.  

Administration 

Behind the scenes of the John School, there are a number of administrative components that 

contribute to the overall operation of the school. These items include volunteer recruitment, program 

and session coordination, and financial management. In all cases, the Program Director is chiefly in 

charge of managing and executing key decisions regarding the program, such as the retaining or 

dismissal of volunteers, where funds will be allocated, and even the recruitment of the participants of 

the program.  

To assist with the decision-making aspects of the program, the John School has an official 

committee that shares information and discusses key issues through informal means, such as through 
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email or unofficial meetings. At the time of data collection, there are seven members on the committee, 

with two new members to join in the future. The types of individuals who sit on the committee appear 

to be individuals involved with other social service programs in the community and/or have interest in 

the John School program, either through direct experiences or through an interest in seeing a change in 

the community. As indicated by one committee member, there has only been one formal meeting of the 

committee members but plans are in the works to make these meetings more frequent. Another member 

suggested that meetings previously occurred after each of the John School days, but of late, have not 

been occurring as frequently. Overall, the committee assists in the organization of the John School by 

discussing key issues with respect to the program, including what sessions should be included, when 

programs should be scheduled, subject to the sting operations, and where funds collected from 

participants should be allocated.  

Volunteer recruitment appears to be an administrative component that resides in the hands of 

different individuals involved in the organization of the program. Specifically, the appointment of 

detectives to facilitate the morning sessions is handled by the WRPS rather than the Program Director 

or committee members. Similarly, the Crown Attorney chosen to present information during the school 

appears to be influenced both by availability and the interests of the Crown Attorney’s office. The ex-

prostitute and ex-muscle are volunteers from the community, recruited through their association with 

the Program Director, and the Public Health Nurse is appointed by the Region of Waterloo Public 

Health. The afternoon Counsellor appears to have been recruited by way of recommendation and 

personal association with the Program Director.  

In situations where a program volunteer does not appear to embody the objectives of the 

program in their words and deeds, which may be evidenced either by observing the volunteer’s sessions 

or in speaking with attendees during the termination interviews, the Program Director works with the 

individual to find common ground and manage the attitudinal conflict. Where a resolution cannot be 

reached, the volunteer may be dismissed by the Program Director. An example of this process may be 
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seen in an earlier example with the pre-program interview’s original intake worker and the issues with 

participant attitude.  

Session coordination appears to fall within the managerial responsibilities of the Program 

Director, with input provided by the program’s committee. There have been a number of notable 

changes to the program within the first few years of its founding, yet with the exception of the new 

After Care program in development, there have been very few substantial changes since that time. The 

changes to the program have included incorporating the counselling aspect to the program, shifting all 

educational and informative sessions to the morning and permitting the counselling sessions to 

dominate the afternoon, reducing the number of participants per program day from an average of 20-40 

to 5-10 attendees, hosting the sessions in a smaller, more intimate setting as opposed to a large 

gymnasium, and finally, encouraging more positive dialogue between presenters and participants 

throughout all sessions.  

With respect to the allocation of funds, the John School is similar to other John Schools in 

North America in that it donates the monies yielded from running the school to other programs related 

to prostitution. For example, the Program Director has mentioned that the John School periodically 

donates money to other programs that assist women in exiting the sex trade and/or dealing with 

addictions. Further, money has been donated to Planned Parenthood to put on a play for schools 

regarding sexuality for teens, as well as to the Bridge program in Cambridge, specifically to help adult 

students prepare for entry into college-level programs. As mentioned previously, this money is 

considered to be a one-time donation to auxiliary programs and recipients are cautioned not to expect 

future funding. This appears to suggest the John School’s should function on a needs basis and run 

sessions only as they are required to deal with street prostitution in Kitchener. 

Program Objectives 

The three main objectives of the program are education, accountability, and diversion, all of 

which contribute to an overarching objective of change. While each objective will be discussed 
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individually, they must be considered as different parts of the same objective or idea. Each objective is 

bound with one another and, at times, intermingles in their meanings and intentions. This is particularly 

evident in each staff member’s choice of wording when discussing the objectives of the school. 

Namely, the volunteers use the same terminology – for example, diversion – when describing the 

program’s objectives, but apply different meanings to the words – diversion from unsafe practices, 

diversion from street prostitution, or diversion from criminal behaviour. Regardless of interpretations, 

the underlying objective communicated by all program volunteers appears to consistently be change, 

either in behaviours, activities or lifestyle choices.  

Education 

The most widely communicated objective of the John School is education. Primarily, this 

involves educating the men about the problem of prostitution and further, to aid in the dissemination of 

information about prostitution to both participants and volunteers alike. For example, during an 

interview with the Program Director, the issue of understanding what constitutes a “John” is raised: 

I think it’s profoundly important that we understand this issue. I think 
it’s profoundly important and if we don’t understand what is a John, 
and who constitutes a John, I’m sorry, but it’s your father, your 
brother, your uncle, your – you know – your next door neighbour, the 
priest, the minister.  

In addition, the afternoon group Counsellor raised similar interests in education, when discussing 

opportunities for program staff to become educated on the different aspects of prostitution:  

I think that it's an opportunity where those partners have had the 
chance to they themselves get education around certain areas that they 
didn't think, because they're piece of this is about the arrest or their 
piece of this is about the STD or the piece of this is around, sort of, the 
moralistic if you will, the addictions piece, whatever. And I think those 
partners then also have the opportunity to learn that this is a larger 
issue than it was a horny guy who decided to be whatever. 

As a result, the John School provides opportunities for all observers and attendees to understand the 

breadth and depth of prostitution as a social problem. The Counsellor specifically highlights the 

importance of volunteers understanding the full scope of the problem, not just the aspect to which they 
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lecture the participants about. There is also the opportunity for volunteers to learn about the experiences 

of the participants by listening to their stories and seeing first-hand who is on the streets picking up 

street prostitutes. In this way, all individuals involved in the program take on the role of teacher and 

student, providing one another with the opportunity to learn more about prostitution from those who are 

involved with the social problem directly.  

For some volunteers, this mode of spreading awareness is not limited to the claims-making 

process of defining prostitution as a social problem. Instead, by providing the men with information that 

is relevant to their life and lifestyle choices, the information reaches beyond the purview of prostitution 

towards influencing one’s life, in general. The Public Health Nurse demonstrates this objective clearly 

when discussing the goal of the session on sexually transmitted infections:  

But as I say to them, I want to give them information that they can use 
sort of in a broader perspective, whether in their primary relationship - 
you know, if they're married or if they're dating or that sort of thing. 
And to share the information with buddies, friends, if they have kids, 
you know.  

For others, the information dissemination tactics are vital to the ongoing battle against the problem of 

prostitution and the influence of the John School stops there.  

It took us about eighteen months actually to put the school together 
and what took us so long was that we were bound and determined that 
we were going to know what we were doing. … We were absolutely 
determined that ours was going to be educational. That this was going 
to be something that, where we were going to continue to learn and to 
grow and to try to not allow the program to remain static, but each time 
we learned something new about the issue of drugs and prostitution. 
[Program Director] 

In either situation, the underlying objective of passing along knowledge is to create an 

opportunity for those involved with the program to think about their own opinions and the decisions 

that they have made. This involves seeing the act of communicating with a prostitute as going beyond 

“a horny guy who decided to be whatever” and being part of a larger network of decisions, issues and 

individuals.  
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Accountability 

Closely associated with knowledge acquisition is the notion of accepting responsibility for 

one’s actions. For some volunteers, the John School is about guiding the men towards accepting that 

they made a decision that caused them to be part of the program. Put succinctly, the men must accept 

that communicating for the purpose of prostitution is a crime and that they were arrested for committing 

this crime. This is exemplified in the following statement from the Program Director:  

I’ve often said, “At the end of the day, it doesn’t matter. Like, you’re 
here.” So, you know, whether you meant to do it or you didn’t, you got 
caught. … So, let’s accept that part and let’s, you know, get on with 
that.  

Here, it is suggested that an integral part of the diversion process is to accept one’s responsibility for 

being in the diversion program. This involves first accepting that their actions are illegal and that they 

actually did commit a crime. For many program staff members, admitting one’s guilt is the first and 

most integral part of the diversion process. Without accepting one’s role in committing the crime, the 

participants cannot move on to learning how to avoid the same mistakes in the future.   

Further, the John School involves a sense of accountability towards affecting other aspects of 

the community beyond a mere engagement with a prostitute. In other words, it is not enough that the 

men accept their role in committing an offence; the men must also accept that by committing the 

offence, they are contributing to all of the other problems that stem from prostitution. During one John 

School day, an ex-muscle was observed to say “the shame you’re feeling is nothing compared to the 

contribution you’re making to the downfall of your own society”. The implicit understanding in this 

statement is that prostitution eventually erodes and breaks down societies, and that by participating in 

prostitution, you contribute to that erosion. More generally, this understanding is echoed by the 

Counsellor:  

I think there's a number of purposes. One is they get a second chance. 
They get a chance to not have this on their record. They have an 
opportunity to understand that this- this small decision that they think 
that they were making has actually sort of a ripple effect. That there's 
more to than just this one moment in time, that one moment in time 
affects a number of different lives.  
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The participants must therefore accept the implications of prostitution being defined as a social problem 

by the program staff. The men must accept their role in their own problems, but also their role in the 

problems that are said to arise from prostitution. By accepting both facets, the men are therefore able to 

move on towards changing their behaviour.  

In addition to accepting the wider effects of prostitution, the school also seeks to encourage 

men to look towards the future. It is not enough to accept one’s role in the present circumstances, but 

also to accept one’s role in making the same or different choices in the future. This is highlighted 

clearly during one afternoon counselling session wherein the Counsellor states “Here’s a question: Do 

you have any idea why you chose to do what you did? … That’s all you – the reason you’re 

experiencing shame. … You brought it into your life, you can bring it out”. By leading the men towards 

accepting their own participation in the current problem they face – fighting criminal charges – the 

Counsellor empowers the men to resist similar problems in the future. This can be seen in the simple 

statement that the men have brought this problem into their life, and they can therefore bring it out.  

Through understanding and accepting the part one plays in their arrest, the John School seeks to 

provide the participants with an opportunity to avoid the same negative experience in the future. The 

underlying theme of change becomes evident where the Program Director and the Counsellor both 

emphasize recognizing how the participants came to their decisions:  

…They are expected to participate. And they are expected to 
participate because we don’t want them back in. And there is a 
problem or you would have never been there. It’s that simple. So, let’s 
figure out, if we can, what that problem is and if we can’t, then we’ve 
got our avenues to aid and abet you, so yeah - very clear that it’s 
education. [Program Director] 

And for some, the purpose is, “I get to pay a certain amount of money 
so I don't have a record and nobody ever finds out.” … And, I mean, 
let's be honest - and hey, if that's the motivation to get you through the 
door, fine, whatever. Hopefully at the end of the day, you've had that 
one thing or that one speaker or that one person who said something 
that you get to walk out with and kind of go, "Yeah, sh*t that was me." 
… And, “Maybe I'll think about that one.” [Counsellor] 
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In such a way, the essential ingredients for change become knowledge of what went wrong and 

accountability for why it went wrong. From here, the participants may now work towards altering that 

behaviour.  

Diversion 

The overarching component of change through diversion is an objective strongly 

communicated by program staff. How diversion is defined by volunteers, however, becomes instructive 

to understanding what kind of change is being sought. For example, diversion may take the form of 

avoiding unsafe sexual encounters, as suggested by the Public Health Nurse: 

The approach is that, yes you are sexual beings and yes, it's healthy to 
express or try and have your sexual needs met. However, this is a very 
high risk way of going about it and that it would be worthwhile 
thinking of alternatives because the consequences of contracting an 
STD could have implications for your health but also health of other 
people.  

On the other hand, diversion may refer to reducing or eliminating recidivism through complete 

diversion from street prostitution. This interpretation was communicated by the Program Director and 

Counsellor: 

Our goal is to make sure they never go back to the streets. That’s what 
our goal is. That they never go back to the street, because they’ve 
made that decision to learn about themselves and to educate 
themselves about why they were there. [Program Director] 

Sure, I mean, we had nine guys the last time, or twelve guys or 
however many that were there, that, you know, have education now of 
making a decision around recidivism. [Counsellor] 

Lastly, diversion might also refer to diversion by merely avoiding being caught in the future, as 

indicated by an ex-muscle during one of the observed John School days:  

I’m not naïve enough to think everyone of you will never go to a 
prostitute ever again. One or two of you will, but realize that you don’t 
have a diversion program option again.  

Further, diversion means avoiding a criminal record and all of the unwanted and embarrassing exposure 

associated with a criminal conviction, as suggested by a Crown Attorney:   
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I don’t know why you get such great treatment here – it must be 
because of these people for setting up such a program. In London and 
Cornwall, your name would be in the paper by now... You are 
insulated from that now, but if you fail the program or come back 
again, you won’t be. 

The differences in meanings attached to ‘diversion’ are interesting to note, as it appears to 

reflect potential diverging opinions on the subject of prostitution and the extent to which it is 

considered a social problem. Based on the responses above, the John School may help to reduce the 

prevalence, temptation, or visibility of prostitution. In all scenarios, however, it appears reasonable 

enough for volunteers to at least encourage the men to reconsider their actions in the future and to 

behave differently by making alternative decisions.   

Change 

The common thread between each of the three objectives discussed above is change. The main 

objective of the program is to encourage the men to alter their behaviour in some manner or form. The 

degree of change desired tends to vary based on the interests and interpretations of the program 

volunteers and to that end, the materials and resources provided to the men also vary. For example, a 

pamphlet on sexually transmitted infections and a package of condoms are provided to the participants 

during the session presented by the Public Health Nurse. These items are meant to encourage the men 

to seek out and have healthy, low-risk sexual relations. This form of behavioural change, from high-risk 

to low-risk sexual practices, differs from that promoted by counselling materials, which encourage 

attendees to seek out assistance in changing their lifestyle choices and ways in which they deal with 

traumatic experiences.  

Conversely, a set of handouts with contact information and organization names are provided to 

participants at the end of the group counselling session in order to direct the men toward seeking out 

individual counselling based on their personal needs (see Appendix K). Here, the intention is to 

encourage the men towards addressing problem areas in their life and working to counteract their 

negative effects on one’s life. While both approaches differ in their intent, both sets of resources and 
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materials encourage the men to alter their behaviour by helping them feel accountable to their life 

situations and then empowering them with the tools to help themselves change those situations. In such 

a way, the objective of change remains consistent and the intent to provide men with the tools to 

achieve such a change, either through education, accountability or diversion, are featured in the 

planning of each session.  

Summary 

Overall, the objectives of the John School work towards change by educating the men on 

prostitution, encouraging a sense of accountability for their actions, and by directing efforts towards 

diversion of some kind of problematic behaviour. These objectives are embodied throughout the John 

School, beginning with the pre-program interview and then reinforced during the morning and 

afternoon sessions of the program day. Specifically, the pre-interview is conducted to assess the 

knowledge of the participants and to prepare them for the rehabilitative process of the diversion 

program. Next, session lectures in the morning are designed to educate the men on the problem of 

prostitution, as understood by the program staff, and to encourage a sense of accountability towards not 

only their actions, but to the prevalence of the problem. The general thrust of the pre-interview and 

morning sessions are educational, showing the participants the true nature of prostitution and how their 

participation has more consequences than they might have envisioned.  

The afternoon sessions then provide the men with an opportunity to discuss what they have 

learned so far and to discuss their feelings, experiences and opinions. There is a greater push towards 

accountability and owning one’s role in their current life circumstances, but also owning the ability to 

influence or change those circumstances. Following this, the post-program or “termination” interview 

provides the Program Director the opportunity to meet with the men one last time to assess their 

knowledge and gauge what the men have learned from the program. Aside from this, there are virtually 

no opportunities for staff to follow up with the participants after the program to assess whether or not 

they have been successful in encouraging the men towards some form of change or diversion. The 
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majority of program staff did express an interest in seeing this type of data, but admitted the difficulty 

in collecting the information. There is, however, an Aftercare program in development to assist 

participants in receiving further counselling and direction to change their lifestyle habits and choices 

towards more positive ends, as defined by the program staff. For those interested in knowing the effects 

of the John School on its participants, this Aftercare program appears to be an interesting and exciting 

new feature that is a step in the right direction.  
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Chapter 5 
Defining, Characterizing and Responding to a Social Problem 

 The organization and operation of the Kitchener John School is contextualized by defining 

prostitution as a particular type of problem, concretizing the specific facets and social conditions of the 

problem that make it relevant to the community, and finally, setting out the specific features of the John 

School that make it a viable approach to the problem of prostitution. This is accomplished by 

examining the claims-making behaviour of the program volunteers. In particular, this examination 

includes what claims are being made about prostitution, what characteristics of the problem are being 

defined and referred to by the social actors, and how the John School hopes to participate in the 

remediation of the social problem, which address the second, third and fourth research questions, 

respectively.  

Defining Prostitution as a Problem 

A significant theme that emerges from the data is the view of the John School responding to a 

particular social problem rather than an institution or agency that exists independent of social 

conditions (e.g., responding to the actual occurrence of prostitution, rather than existing regardless of 

rates of incidence). In light of this, the John School may be best understood by defining what social 

condition it attempts to address. For this reason, the first step in building a frame of reference for the 

John School is to explore the claims-making behaviour of the school. Specifically, this involves 

responding to the second research question and looking at what problem the school seeks to remedy and 

how that problem is articulated.  

The John School was initially founded in 1996 to further assist community efforts in dealing 

with the prevalence of street prostitution primarily in downtown Kitchener but also in other areas of 

Waterloo Region. Through a review of the information provided by the program volunteers during 

personal interviews and by observing three John School days, three prominent themes arise which help 

to conceptualize how the John School views this social problem. Each of these themes appears to build 
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on one another and provide different aspects or viewpoints of the same social condition. It is argued 

that by defining the problem of prostitution using these criteria, a need for the John School is 

legitimated by the program staff.  

Prostitution as Consequent 

The first perspective of prostitution defines it as a problem that is a consequence of a greater 

social problem, being the drug trade. According to the program volunteers, the downtown Kitchener 

area has a long-standing history of problems related to the illicit sale and distribution of illegal drugs, 

such as cocaine and heroin. It is suggested by program volunteers that prostitution is a result of this 

drug problem, insofar as the prostitutes are addicts who seek to fund their addiction through the sale of 

sexual services. Those who purchase these services are merely contributing to the drug trade. This is 

exemplified through one volunteer’s statement:  

I got in cars and told guys all kinds of stories, "I'm going to college; 
honey, I’ve three kids at home to feed" blah blah blah, all twists on the 
truth. But at the same time, nobody on the street is out there other than 
to feed an addiction. … No, if the dealers weren't selling, there'd be no 
drug to buy and they wouldn't be out there. [Ex-Prostitute] 

This notion is further demonstrated through the information provided by volunteers during the 

program. For example, one detective states during the program’s introductory session that, “[the] girls 

are out there for one reason – drugs. Not for more money, school... Johns bring money for drugs. If 

anyone tells you otherwise, they’re lying.” Similarly, an ex-muscle, who once acted as a bodyguard and 

accomplice to sex-trade workers, reminds the participants that, “if you’re not there, [the prostitutes] 

don’t need to be there. You’re responsible for what you’re doing.” He then goes on to question the 

participants:  

How many [of you, the men] have daughters? You don’t think they’re 
going to do anything. But they go out with friends once and the first 
time they do drugs, it’s weed, maybe next, [ecstasy], and eventually 
it’s crack and you’re down there trying to get them home when they 
are climbing into cars with guys like you.  
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In the above examples, drugs are highlighted as the primary reason for the prevalence of street 

prostitution. Further, the participants are told their presence and participation merely furthers this drug-

related social problem. The idea of the men as perpetrators of prostitution will be discussed in detail in 

the next section on characterizing the social actors (see Typifying the Johns).  

The characterization of prostitution as bound to the drug trade is further concretized through the 

kinds of topics discussed during the John School sessions and, in some respects, the persons selected to 

present the information. A standard John School day features presenters who are detectives or officers 

involved in regulating drug-related offences, such as possession, trafficking and producing illegal 

substances. Additionally, the two volunteers who present first-hand accounts of life in the sex trade are 

ex-drug addicts. Both the detectives and ex-addicts supplement their presentations with anecdotes on 

their personal experiences dealing with drugs on the streets and observations of others encountering 

similar encounters. One detective recalled, for example, how a fellow detective struggled to detain a 

prostitute under the influence of drugs:  

During a sting operation, the officer was a big guy and the girl was 
small. In some sort of adrenaline rush or while strung right out, the girl 
pulls knife and the officer got the knife away from her but he was at 
his limit; [he] almost broke his arm.  

The anecdote presents a strong image to the participants that not only are the prostitutes addicted to 

drugs, but that this addiction makes it even more difficult for law enforcement to detain and respond to 

prostitution and drugs. Prostitution thereby becomes an additional concern for safety in the course of 

policing the streets.  

Prostitution is also characterized by the program staff as antecedent to a host of additional 

problems stemming from one’s involvement or engagement with a prostitute. By exchanging money for 

sex with a street-level prostitute, the men are not only feeding an addiction or an illegal drug trade, but 

they are also inviting disease, violence and other difficulties into their personal lives. During one 

program day, an ex-prostitute reminds the participants that they are “... just a resource” for prostitutes, 

and that “you think for $5 you get sex with no condom. Well you go home with [Hepatitis C]. [Now 



 

63 

you] can’t drink with your buddies anymore.” Engaging in sex with a prostitute is no longer an isolated 

incident, as the participants might think. Rather, it is only the beginning of a series of potential 

problems related to contracting an infection, altering one’s health and, as suggested by the ex-prostitute, 

negatively affecting one’s lifestyle and ability to consume alcohol.  

In terms of the other antecedent problems, an ex-muscle also cautions the men that they are 

likely to become victims of violence from the bodyguards or “muscles” to the women:  

I like Johns because if you didn’t do it the way the girls want, I hit you, 
take your money and take your cars. Then you have to tell your wife 
what happened. Call the cops and they’d have no sympathy.  

Here, the men are targeted by other criminals and then assaulted, robbed and left without any sympathy 

or consolation from the police. Further, they must confront their spouses about the robbery and explain 

their behaviour, inviting other difficulties related to loss of assets and the confessions of infidelity. If 

the men are charged with an offence, either as a result of reporting an incident or through being caught 

in a sting operation, they must also contend with the effects of a criminal record on their family 

members (e.g., the example provided earlier that a spouse may be restricted from operating a daycare 

out of one’s home if the husband has a criminal record).  

What is then communicated verbally and nonverbally to participants through word choice, body 

language and demeanour is a strong image of street prostitution as fuelled by the drug trade and leading 

to countless additional problems, once an individual engages in prostitution. One’s notion of 

prostitution restricted to a mere transaction between two consenting adults becomes exacerbated into a 

vast network of violence, criminal activity and suffering. The latter point is further exemplified in the 

next theme expressed by the social actors that prostitution is not a victimless crime.   

Prostitution as a Non-Victimless Crime 

Building momentum from the idea of prostitution as directly related to the drug trade, it is 

further communicated by program staff that it is not a victimless crime. Instead, session content 

continuously transmits data to negate this misconception and present a reality that features an array of 
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perpetrators and victims. It is suggested by the staff that prostitution not only victimizes businesses and 

community members, but even the Johns and prostitutes themselves.  

Specifically, the detectives typically spend time during each John School day to outline who the 

victims of prostitution are in the community. One detective stated that “businesses cannot set up shop 

where hookers are down the street around the corner. You’re fuelling that. That is what you’re doing. 

You’re contributing to the degradation of your community.” This is supported by another detective, 

who mentioned that “we have men approach girls they think are prostitutes, we get students at [high 

school] who complain about this.” On the other hand, the ex-prostitute who conducts a session on the 

reality of the sex-trade emphasizes the idea of the prostitute as a victim, stating that:  

I always wanted them to know that I was what they considered a good 
[kid], I had a good upbringing, I had whatever. But I went and did 
what I did, because addiction is terrible and it gets a hold of you and it 
doesn’t let go. And I always wanted them to know [the prostitute] was 
somebody's daughter, somebody's sister and somebody's mother.  

From the two examples presented, it is evident that prostitution is depicted as a pervasive social 

problem that victimizes different groups of people within a community. Here, we see the community 

members and business owners as victims of the degradation associated with the sex-trade. As well, the 

women who are employed as sex-trade workers are victimized by prostitution, through drug addiction 

and, as mentioned in a number of John School days, through violence at the hands of clients and 

violence from gang members associated with the drug trade. By identifying the women as daughter, 

sister and mother, participants are encouraged to envision sex-trade workers as members of the 

community who have been caught up in a social problem and are victimized by it. The prostitute takes 

on the identity of community member and in such a way, it is suggested that any female community 

member is at risk of becoming a street prostitute.  

Further, by attributing the role of ‘victim’ to the participants of the program, the John School 

brings the idea of prostitution as a serious problem down to the level of the consumer. The participants 

are labelled as victims of violence, extortion and disease during the program sessions presented by the 

detectives, ex-prostitute and ex-muscle. Additionally, the session presented by the Public Health Nurse 
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on STIs emphasize that having sex with a prostitute may result in contracting an infection or terminal 

disease. This danger of an infection is echoed by the ex-prostitute and further developed by suggesting 

it victimizes the client’s family as well:  

First of all, the girl doesn't think much of herself to begin with, then 
doing the drugs, so she's doing it outside or in an alley way … which 
affects neighbourhoods... After that, I would say it affects more family, 
than it does even [the man], without them even knowing, you know 
what I mean? Because they don't know what he's brought home or 
what he's doing. There's a breakdown in the family. 

The notion of men as victims is further supported through materials distributed during the afternoon 

group counselling session with the participants (see Appendix K). At this time, the men are provided 

with information on counselling services available in the Waterloo Region. The services listed range 

from social services, family counselling, personal therapists and counselling for victims of abuse, 

violence and sexual trauma. This information, together with the STI clinic information handed out by 

the Public Health Nurse (see Appendix I), suggests that the men may be victims in need of any one of 

these services, and that this is normal or to be expected of anyone involved in prostitution.  

The portrayal of the John as victim contradicts the villain typification depicted in the morning 

session, as well as complicates the previous ideal of a simple person-to-person transaction by 

suggesting that both individuals involved in the negotiation are potential or real victims of larger social 

conditions, to which they are seemingly unaware. This typification of the problem and of the Johns, 

prostitutes and communities contributes to the overall idea that prostitution is a significant social 

problem that affects all levels of society, from business owners to family members and children. The 

claim is then that no one is safe from prostitution and anyone is at risk of becoming involved in a 

dangerous, complicated and dirty problem. This final point of prostitution as a dirty problem will be 

explored next.  

Prostitution as Dirty 

The final theme is one that is appears in the majority of claims promoted by the John School. 

Specifically, throughout discussions on prostitution during program sessions and personal interviews, 
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there is a tendency for the program staff to characterize prostitution and those engaged in prostitution as 

dirty, diseased or unclean. For example, when talking about the purpose behind her session, the ex-

prostitute states “it’s just [the men] need to understand. I don't care what the girls tell them. [The 

prostitutes] are sick people. They are addicted. And that's why they're there.”  

It is interesting to note that viewing street prostitution as diseased or dirty is not communicated 

in the same manner as the first two themes of prostitution as consequent and prostitution as a non-

victimless crime. Program volunteers are eager to stress the importance of prostitution as riddled with 

victims and bound to wider social problems, both through session lectures and during interviews. 

However, discourse on the dirtiness of prostitution becomes apparent only through reviewing and 

carefully analyzing the language used during interviews and especially during sessions when volunteers 

were put face-to-face with the participants. For instance, during a session observation, an ex-muscle 

states:  

These girls are strong; you’re the next hit to them. They scratch and 
bite and they have diseases. They’re thinking that how many dirty 
dicks do I have to suck for a hit? And then they bite you and now you 
have a death sentence.  

Here, the ex-muscle characterizes the male sex organ as a ‘dirty dick’, attributing the dirtiness of 

prostitution to the men. On the other hand, the detectives continuously refer to the prostitutes as “not 

the cleanest of girls”, or that the “girls are not clean” and “almost all have a disease”. In one session, a 

detective stated “all of them have a disease, one or another; if they say or look healthy, bullsh*t”.  

The theme of dirtiness is also communicated by the program staff as bound to society’s 

conceptualization of prostitution as a stigmatizing problem. Specifically, the Program Director notes:  

This is such a profound problem and it’s such a dirty problem that the 
rest of the world – they couldn’t stand up and shout it from the roof 
tops, “Well I’ve been arrested”. You wouldn’t be too proud about 
being arrested for this. You could lose your whole family and you 
know, at least, if you robbed somebody, you got a chance to keep your 
family. You don’t have much of a chance keeping your family with 
this type of thing behind you. 
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Through this example, the Program Director suggests that prostitution is dirty, unwanted and 

stigmatizing to the point that one could lose his family if it were found out that he had been charged 

with the offence. The dirtiness of prostitution therefore extends into the realm of morality, contributing 

to the overall claims-making process by suggesting that prostitution violates our social norms and 

customs that dictate what is acceptable and right. Prostitution is thus classified as ‘wrong’.  

To summarize, the program volunteers communicate three dimensions that classify prostitution 

as a social problem. Each of these themes, being prostitution as consequent, non-victimless, and dirty, 

provide participants and observers of the program with an overall impression that prostitution is a 

widespread, morally wrong problem that is a risk to and victimizes all members of the community. In 

the next section, focus is placed on how this claim of prostitution as a problem is further emphasized by 

program staff through typifications about social facts, conditions and the parties involved with 

prostitution.  

Characterizing Prostitution 

Closely related to the conceptualization of a problem are the typifications of social conditions 

and groups related to the social problem. The next crucial step in contextualizing the John School is 

then to relay how the social actors typify those seen to be involved with prostitution. This initially 

entails looking at what the John School staff claim to be the facts and realities of street prostitution 

from a macro perspective, which involves looking at any crime rates and demographic information of 

the Johns communicated by the volunteers. Next, how program volunteers typify the individuals 

participating in and impacted by prostitution, such as the Johns, prostitutes, muscles, members of the 

community, and members of the drug trade is explored from a micro perspective. By examining a 

combination of the macro and micro typifications of prostitution, the claims made about this social 

problem are contextualized.  
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Facts and Social Conditions 

A primary claim that all other typifications rely upon and that is communicated by all program 

staff is that street prostitution is perpetuated by and a product of the drug trade. As a result, each 

component of the John School, such as the pre-interviews, sessions and post-interviews, incorporates 

statistics, descriptive accounts and anecdotes that corroborate the fact that the drug problem in the 

Kitchener downtown area causes street prostitution to thrive. The typifications to support this claim are 

communicated directly, where session presenters state prostitution “started when crack showed up [in 

Kitchener]”, and indirectly through general statements like “90% of people outside the Kitchener core 

are afraid to come into the Kitchener core”. Although it is not a prerogative of this study to qualify or 

‘prove’ these typifications, it is instructive to at least explore and understand how these statements 

contribute to the overall claims-making process. 

Over the course of the John School’s 15 years of operation, data have also been collected from 

the participants of the program to assist the program volunteers in developing a general understanding 

of who the Johns are, in terms of marital status, occupation, ethnicity, age and family structure. 

Through discussions with the Program Director, the majority of Johns who have been through the John 

School are described to be male, either married or in a common-law relationship, and/or with children. 

Further, the men tend to live outside of the Kitchener area but in the Region of Waterloo, and have 

varying levels of education, ranging from some high school to post-secondary education, Masters and 

Ph.D. degrees. Type of occupation for the men tends to run the gamut, from agricultural to white-collar 

worker. The Program Director did mention, however, that a number of participants were truck drivers, 

which was suggested as “normal” due to the stated tendency of prostitutes to frequent truck stops. 

While it is uncertain if sting operations for this John School are conducted at truck stops, the 

implication appears to be that truck-driver subcultures encourage prostitution to be a relatively normal 

way to fulfill sexual needs and desires.  

The Program Director also indicates that the participants tend to be between the ages of 16 and 

89, with special permission having been granted by court officials to allow minors to attend the school. 
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The household income of the men also varies, with a number of ‘extreme’ cases, where some men have 

had assets worth millions of dollars. The average family income, as estimated by the Program Director, 

however, is $50,000.00. Further, the men tend to vary in their reported ethnicity; however, as observed 

at each of the three John School days and as reported by the Program Director, the majority of 

participants tend to be Caucasian. It was also noted that the patterns in terms of characteristics of Johns 

tends to be cyclical, with an overrepresentation of one group or another. For example, the Program 

Director indicated that there was a brief period of time when the sting operations would pick up many 

Vietnamese Johns. There has been a similar brief overrepresentation of refugees, as well.   

Overall, it appears that the generalized characteristics of Johns are all-encompassing, without 

any clear patterns to suggest one ‘type’ of man who might be more likely to engage a prostitute than 

another. Perhaps this suggests that prostitution not only affects all levels of the community, but also 

attracts clients from all different walks of life, regardless of socio-economic, ethnic or familial status. 

As a result, the Johns are presented as a group having social and demographic qualities that make them 

inseparable from what one might consider to be the common man and ‘next-door neighbour’. When 

looking at the organization of the John School where all of the arrested men are kept together in one 

room and made to face one another, the dispersion of characteristics is showcased for the participants 

and observers.  

In a variety of ways, this ‘common man’ ideology is essential to the successful designation of 

prostitution as a social problem, as it brings the issue closer to home. In other words, prostitution is not 

something that happens ‘out there’, but instead, a problem that occurs in your own community. This is 

exemplified by one participant’s statement that “[you] always think it’ll happen to someone else”. 

Moreover, by reinforcing this common man typology to participants, the John School suggests that 

anyone is at risk of becoming a victim of prostitution, either directly as a client of a prostitute, or 

indirectly as a spouse or child of a John.  
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Typifying the Johns 

Using the social conditions described above as the contextual basis, the typifications of the 

Johns from are explored from a micro perspective, which typifications have been communicated by the 

program volunteers through the program sessions and interviews. These typifications fall into 

categories of ‘villain’ and ‘victim’, which are implied through the labels of ‘perpetrator’, ‘criminal’, 

‘innocent’, and ‘target’. Each of these labels is not explicitly attributed to the participants, but instead 

emerges as concepts or imputations when observing and assessing the ways in which the program 

volunteers address the participants. By attributing these roles to the Johns, it appears that the John 

School is able to draw in the participants by directly associating each man to the occurrence of 

prostitution.  

The first characterization of the Johns is that of the villain; by encouraging the participants to 

consider the probable outcomes had they actually solicited a prostitute rather than an undercover 

detective, the session presenters allow the men to consider their role as perpetrator. In one session, a 

detective clearly states “the girls are down there, but you finance them. If you guys don’t go down 

there, the girls will get nothing”. The assertion here is that the men have a direct, causal role in the 

presence of street prostitutes. If there are no more clients for the prostitutes, the prostitutes will not be 

able to fund their habit. The role of perpetrator is therefore imputed by attributing sole responsibility for 

the presence of street prostitutes to the men.  

This responsibility is further concretized by suggesting that the men are complicit to a street 

prostitute’s addiction. Specifically, when discussing the goal of her session, an ex-prostitute notes 

“...that's the huge impact that I want to get through to them [during the session] - they are helping 

somebody kill themselves. That's it”. The implication of one’s indirect role in the decline in health or 

death of another person induces a strong sense of guilt and shame. Here, they are labelled as the indirect 

yet necessary causal link between a prostitute and her death. This is reinforced through first-hand 

accounts of an ex-prostitute, an ex-muscle and police officers who are or have been dealing with 

prostitution-related matters directly.  
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Similarly, the label of criminal works in tandem with the perpetrator persona, as imputed by the 

program staff, by highlighting the fact that the men did not follow through with their involvement in 

prostitution but are still charged with an offence. For instance, when asked by the Counsellor if the 

participants considered themselves to be a criminal, one man responded “they make you feel like a 

criminal. [You] cannot forget that moment.” In that regard, while the potential John has not yet 

solidified his involvement in prostitution, the stigma of “criminal” is implied throughout the John 

School sessions. This stigma works to shame the men and thus perpetuates the idea that they are a 

villain involved with the problem of prostitution.  

Conversely, being charged with the offence of communicating is treated as inconsequential, 

low or trivial, as though the role of the John is a distraction when compared to the other, more worthy 

or important criminals that could be targeted by police efforts. In particular, one detective admitted “I 

could be tracking key low-level drug dealers, but I’m not; I’m dealing with you guys coming down for 

a [blow job]”. By minimizing the role of the participants to that of a distraction, the detectives promote 

a sense of shame to be associated with one’s presence at the John School. The implication is that there 

are many, more important problems to deal with, but the participants are getting in the way of dealing 

with these problems because they want sexual gratification. In such a way, the ‘villain’ characterization 

is concretized and the stigma associated with prostitution is solidified by program volunteers.   

Turning now to the second typification, the John School also attributes victim-like qualities to 

the men through labels or imputations of innocence, naïveté, and vulnerability. This offers a competing 

perspective of prostitution where the perpetrators may also become the victims through a lack of 

awareness or understanding of their own choices. For example, the Counsellor draws attention to the 

shameful nature of the crime and the understanding that the experience of being caught and brought to 

the John School is not a wilful decision.  

I’ve met all different people who come from all different walks of life 
– all kinds of abilities – not one says they really wanted to do this. … 
As glad as you might be to have met me, you’d give it up to have not 
done what you’ve done, to not be here.  
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This lack of choice incorporates an element of innocence, wherein someone who had been 

knowledgeable of the conditions and realities of the problem would likely not have chosen to be part of 

it. By offering this competing perspective of the men to that of ‘criminal’, the Counsellor provides 

consolation and, to some extent, mitigates the stigma of the offence. This appears to work in tandem 

with the John School’s goal of diversion through education, as discussed in Chapter 4.  

Next, the men are also characterised as the unsuspecting victims of extortion, theft and physical 

violence. A number of the sessions talk about the extreme measures the prostitutes will go to in order to 

receive money from the men. For example, one detective cautioned “If you change your mind last 

minute, they will jack you, take a pen, get other girls, go to officer and say this person raped me. Men 

will empty their wallets”. Further, during each John School day, both the ex-prostitute and the ex-

muscle advise the men that prostitutes may often be accompanied by bodyguards (“muscles”) to ensure 

the safety of the women. These muscles will also assault and threaten the Johns with impunity, because 

they know the men will not go to the police when they themselves have been engaging in an illegal 

offence (prostitution). This offers a competing perspective to that of ‘perpetrator’ by further labelling 

the men as potential targets or prey of other criminals.  

The final dimension to the victim model incorporates a systemic form of vulnerability and 

suffering. Specifically, a common thread in the counselling portion of the John School suggests 

victimization through an under-representation of men in social services. This is exemplified during one 

afternoon counselling session, wherein the Counsellor expresses regret to the men:  

I apologize, because I think men are underserviced in dealing with 
trauma, loneliness. … We constantly hear about the rights of victims. 
But as men, I think we very rarely hear about your rights. [I think 
we’re consistently] allowing and reinforcing the pain and suffering of 
men.  

Additionally, the Counsellor suggested in one session that the sexual interests and desires of men have 

been silenced through societal norms and practices that would label men as over-sexualized or repulsive 

if they were to express their sexuality. This provides clear emphasis to the men that people are 

socialized to remain silent on issues that men might face.  
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This silence is also extended to matters of sexuality and sexual expression for women as well, 

who the program volunteers suggest are the under-researched clients of prostitution. The Counsellor 

therefore argues that this leads individuals to seek out illegal means to satisfy their needs: 

[Prostitution] can perpetuate sexual judgments around certain things 
that I think should be people's choice, but because it's been done in 
such a manner that we've judged it in this way, that it's now become 
something that, you know, certain sexual values are placed on acts or 
how those acts are done. And I don't agree with that. … It is an issue 
because of the judgments and the values that society places or doesn't 
place on prostitution. I think it is definitely influencing some of the 
women and men who choose prostitution as a coping mechanism. But 
they're perpetuating their cycles of addiction or violence. …  And I 
also think it places people in a very awkward position of thinking that 
the only way they can meet their needs is through something that is 
illegal.  

From this example, the stigma associated with prostitution, as dirty or morally wrong, is thus seen to 

extend to any sexual act that is considered to be deviant or abnormal, such as sex with a stranger or 

exchanging money for sex. As a result, the Counsellor reinforces the idea that Johns are the victims of 

socialization and social norms, by suggesting that how society views prostitution creates opportunities 

to victimize Johns. This form of victimization, coupled with the notion that men are underserviced in 

the social services, contrasts against the earlier notion of the Johns as inconsequential and distracting 

villains. The result is a competing perspective on the importance of the Johns to the overall problem of 

prostitution.   

When contextualized within the claims-making process of the program volunteers, each of the 

typifications supports the idea that prostitution is a widespread, stigmatized social problem that needs to 

be addressed. Participants are further presented with the idea that prostitution is a convoluted social 

problem that has a myriad of considerations, of which sex with a sex-trade worker is just one. In the 

next section, how the typifications of the prostitutes also contribute to this claims-making process is 

examined.  
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Typifying the Prostitutes 

The second group of individuals strongly typified throughout the John School is that of the 

female street prostitutes. A reoccurring image of the female street prostitute features strong, unhealthy 

and strung out addicts who will do whatever it takes to receive their another dose of the drug. The role 

of addict is seen as merely exacerbating the unhealthy facets, as the presence of drugs in one’s system is 

said to increase the spread of infections in the body. For instance, one detective stated “[the] girls will 

rob you, get violent; they don’t care for you” while another stated “they are gone, there is no 

reasoning... they will bite you, tell you they have [Hepatitis C]”. Similarly, when discussing her 

experiences as a former sex-trade worker, an ex-prostitute simplified the pathway to prostitution as “do 

the drug, get the date, get the drug, do the date”. In each instance and throughout all of the morning 

sessions of the John School, the program volunteers continually typify the prostitutes as drug addicts 

who are infected with a STI and are only focused on obtaining money to feed their addictions. As a 

result, street prostitutes are typified as diseased, unhealthy individuals who will lie and cheat men about 

their health status in order to acquire money for drugs. 

Along the same lines, getting paid is a primary goal for these women and legitimate means of 

acquiring funds are not an option due to the social stigma associated with prostitution. Instead, the 

program staff suggest prostitutes are on the streets for the sole purpose of making money to purchase 

more drugs. This is done through selling sexual services to men on the streets, and if a woman can 

receive payment without engaging in sex acts or by employing other criminal means, they will do so 

without hesitation. During a session on the experiences of street prostitutes, an ex-prostitute recalled 

one situation where obtaining money was a primary concern, over and above her own personal safety: 

When I was in Hamilton, I got in a car with my dad’s friend and was 
embarrassed. [Then I] moved to Toronto. Got in a car with a guy in a 
suit, Rolls Royce, and he tried to stab me 7 times in the head. Got my 
money and got in another car, got my drugs and on another date.  

Often, the program volunteers will qualify a disregard for personal health and well-being, as shown 

above, by suggesting that the street prostitutes are too “far gone” or “strung out” to understand or 
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appreciate their own safety. This further solidifies the typification of the women as addicts, but also as 

uncaring, money-hungry, and potentially dangerous, due to their disregard for their safety.  

These typifications contribute to a more general typification of the prostitutes as primarily 

villains. Where Johns are attributed converging qualities of victim and villain, the prostitutes are instead 

heavily personified as villains first and then, to a lesser degree, as victims. For example, one detective 

was observed to state “make no mistake; the girls know what they can do to get out of [an arrest]. They 

know officers on the streets. They don’t care. They know what they can get away with”. Similarly, 

another detective stated “there are seasoned girls out there and they don’t care, they know what they 

can get out of you”. In another session, a detective cautioned the participants “if [the prostitutes] steal 

your ID, holy crap good luck. They will go to your house, steal, eat dinner, they don’t care”. Through 

the typification of the street prostitutes as ‘uncaring’, conniving and ruthless, the detectives villainize 

the women. Further, by contrasting this image of the women against the victim typification of the 

Johns, the villainous typification is concretized.  

The implication of favouring a villain typification over victim is two-fold. Firstly, typifying the 

prostitutes as an enemy of the Johns places the participants of the program in an adversarial position to 

the women. The contrast of victim (the men) to villain (the women) reinforces the claim that street 

prostitution is a dangerous, violent and unsafe social problem, and therefore becomes a crucial 

diversionary tactic for the John School. The disparity between typifications breaks down any 

misconceptions of prostitution as a victimless crime by clearly identifying the participant as victim to 

the callous ways of a possible sexual partner.  

Secondly, the villain typification helps the program volunteers legitimate the need for a 

diversion program geared towards the Johns by reinforcing this victim-villain contrast. Returning to the 

John-as-victim typification, the message communicated by the program volunteers appears to be that 

the participants are targeted by sting operations and brought to the school because of their typification. 

As a victim, the participants are characterized as ‘approachable’, ‘reasonable’ and perhaps ‘worthy’ 
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enough for the John School’s attention. As a result, the John School is able to aid the men in reducing 

or eliminating their participation in the social problem.  

On the other hand, the role of ‘victim’ becomes synonymous with ‘unreasonable’, ‘dangerous’ 

and perhaps ‘a lost cause’, making the participants more ideal as one solution to the problem of 

prostitution. This notion is exemplified by one detective’s comment that “we have Jane Schools. [But] 

I’m a realist. They can’t be cured” and further, “we can get to you guys more and open your eyes”. 

Along the same lines, when asked about programs for the prostitutes, both detectives responded by 

suggesting that “if you have a drug problem, it does not matter how many programs you have, you are 

feeding their problem. Take down one crack house and another comes up ... but if we keep you off the 

street, it helps”.  

Very rarely are the women depicted as victims. Violent, conniving offender appears to be the 

primary typification for the prostitutes. In situations where prostitutes are cast in a softer light, they are 

characterized as victims of a drug addiction, coercion or violence at the hands of predatory Johns, gang 

members and/or muscles. By presenting the average street prostitute in such a manner, emphasis is 

placed on the repulsiveness and dirtiness of prostitution and the extent to which this is a problem that 

people should not want to be a part of or have in their community. Further, it again reinforces the notion 

of a much more complex issue than being about two consenting adults wishing to engage in sex for 

money. Prostitution therefore incorporates real violence, drugs, disease and suffering that is tangible 

and abhorrent.  

Identifying Other ‘Victims’ and ‘Villains’  

The last set of typifications involves the other social actors who participate in the problem of 

prostitution. With the exception of the ex-muscle, these individuals are not necessarily strongly 

represented in the John School outside of second-hand accounts and descriptions of their activities.  

The first group includes drug dealers and “gang bangers” who are primarily interested in the 

drug market. These individuals are exclusively characterized by the police officers and detectives who 
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facilitate the John School sessions and are trained and assigned to tracking them down and keeping an 

eye on their activities. For instance, during one observation session, a detective stated “the gangs don’t 

make their money from extortion, theft; it’s from drugs: dope, dope, dope”. Thus, the dealers are seen 

as manipulative, conniving and violent individuals who prey on women of all ages in order to get them 

caught up in the drug trade. Once a woman has been inducted into the gang or addicted to the drugs, 

they are forced to bring in money to continue to receive protection from the gang or have access to their 

drugs. In one observation session, a detective also noted gang members may use women involved in 

prostitution to sell drugs, likely due to the convenience and access to a specific client base.  

Next, muscles are typified as boyfriends or protectors of the prostitutes and will often work 

alongside the women to rob and terrorize the Johns. As suggested by one detective, many of the 

prostitutes have muscles or “boyfriends” who “just wait for something to happen”. During one of the 

observed program sessions, an ex-muscle described the thought process of these boyfriends who prey 

on the Johns:  

Guys like me like guys like you. Put money in my pocket. I loved 
robbing you people because you won’t go to police. You’re an easy 
target, you’re a mark. All this talk about girls coming to your car – wah 
wah [crying sound] – all these girls are mothers, daughters, but they 
were just marks for me; resources to get to you.  

Muscles are often depicted as drug abusers themselves and appear to be keenly interested in 

violence, theft, robbery and extortion. They are seldom characterized as anything less than paranoid, 

angry and delighted at the idea of terrifying the Johns. It is suggested by program volunteers that, 

through their association with the girls and through the acts of theft and violence, the men support their 

addiction and violent criminal lifestyle. Based on the foregoing, the emphasis in the John School is that 

one may never know when a muscle is lurking in the shadows, waiting for a transaction to go wrong or 

complete before they move in to take advantage of the men.  

Lastly, another group of individuals typified by the John School is that of the community 

members, residents and business owners who are cast as the innocent victims of prostitution. There are 

a number of comments throughout the sessions that speak to the unwitting manner in which common, 
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innocent people are confronted with the issue of prostitution. Specifically, in one observed John School 

session, an ex-muscle stated “you don’t want this in your neighbourhood, but what about those people. 

Property value goes down”. This statement helps typify prostitution as a social problem that creates 

unwanted or potentially dangerous situations for members of the community and those who wish to do 

business in the area. Residents and members of the community are typified as ‘afraid’, ‘innocent’ and 

‘victim’ to the degraded state of the community and all of the consequences that follow from this state. 

Further, one detective stated “we have men approach girls they think are prostitutes; we get 

students at [high school] who complain about this”. In another John School day, the detectives were 

observed to state “we have complaints of men approaching young girls who are out of school and going 

for pizza”, “men will approach women and their daughters”, “[we] get complaints of people being 

watched”, and “prostitution brings predators”. This provides another dimension to the ‘innocent’ 

typification of the community by suggesting that prostitution attracts “predators” – either the Johns 

themselves or other predatory individuals – who target ‘innocent’ and ‘unsuspecting’ young women and 

female students. With many of the program’s participants being parents, this typification would 

potentially invoke a sense of fear and apprehension, creating a sense of urgency and need to address the 

problem of prostitution.  

To close the discussion on the typifications, it seems that the duality of roles – of victim and 

villain – is an important component to defining prostitution as a problem. The blending of roles appears 

to support the problem of prostitution as being widespread and all-encompassing, with a myriad of 

ways in which it affects society. The typifications further support that prostitution is not a simple, 

victimless crime. Rather, it is riddled with different perspectives and experiences of danger, harm and 

suffering. As will be discussed in later sections, reinforcing these perspectives will become tantamount 

to the goals and objectives of the John School. For now, however, the discussion will turn to where the 

John School fits into the overall claims-making process of defining prostitution as a problem.  
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Features of the Program: What it Is and What it Isn’t 

With a clear understanding of what problem the John School seeks to address, the final step in 

developing the framework of the school is to explore its key objectives in relation to its intended and 

actual operation. To accomplish this, the idealized features of the school are discussed. A comparative 

model that contrasts what the John School is and is not has been selected to capture how the program 

staff articulate their thoughts on how a John School should operate. When asked to describe the school, 

its place in the problem of prostitution, and how success could be measured, program staff would 

respond by discussing how the John School differs from other similar programs (e.g., the Toronto or the 

Hamilton John School). The following discussion on features of the school will make use of this 

contrast by describing how the program is articulated to supersede other John School programs by 

filling in a gap or void in service and need. 

Rehabilitation vs. Punishment 

The first feature suggests the overall purpose of the John School is to be rehabilitative in nature, 

as opposed to punitive. The John School stresses the importance of educating the participants rather 

than punishing them for the crime of soliciting the services of a prostitute. As suggested by the Public 

Health Nurse, the objective of the school is to provide a positive message to the participants that 

prioritizes guiding the participants towards diversion rather than merely lecturing, as “it’s not going to 

be very effective if it’s lecturing, saying ‘bad boys’”. Further, the Program Director states “...the goal 

always is to try to do the best we can to impact them. So I try to do the best I can for the work that I do, 

to make them think, because without them thinking, we don’t have a hope in hell”. Rehabilitation is 

then closely associated with helping the men to think over and internalize the message of the John 

School, rather than communicating the message through punishment.   

Delivering the positive, rehabilitative goal is then achieved through providing participants with 

the opportunity to engage in an internal dialogue to understand the decisions they have made that have 
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brought them to the school in the first place. For some volunteers, seeing this process of listening and 

internalizing the information is evidence that the program is working.  

That's the rewarding part. You know, when I'm doing a talk and my 
eyes swing back and some guy looks at me and he can’t - he puts his 
eyes down. You can see the emotion on his face that, “Wow I never 
thought about that,” or “I got a daughter, too.” You know what I mean? 
It's just, you see that it hits home and that's what makes it rewarding. 
[Ex-Prostitute] 

We’re winning this game, because they’re thinking about this. And 
they’re starting to ask questions, “Now what did they say?” And you 
can see them, because they will sit like this, you know, and so- and I 
try never to interrupt them because I know that they’re, you know, 
they’ve got the thinking look on. So, I try never to interrupt them but 
when you ask them, boy they’ll go into an explanation and it’s been 
thought-out. [Program Director] 

As a result, the impact of this approach is greatly influenced by a participant’s willingness to take in the 

information provided by the program. How well the program works is therefore defined by a 

participant’s personal, vested interest in the John School and their responses to the information, as 

perceived by the program staff. Thus, the success of the John School diversion program rests in the 

hands of participants, making the program based on the needs of the participants rather than the 

interests or needs of the volunteers, which is an idea closely associated with the next feature of the 

program to be discussed.  

Need vs. Greed 

The John School also strives to be reactionary rather than stagnant or uninfluenced by the social 

conditions in which it is situated. Since its inception, the John School works to remain a response to a 

social problem and therefore operates on an “as needed” basis. The Program Director clearly illustrates 

this principle when discussing the profits yielded by the program:  

So, you know, the question would be, “Are you doing this for the 
money or are you doing this because you’ve got a problem with drugs 
and prostitution?” And so, we made sort of a friendly little deal at that 
stage of the game that we would never commit ourselves to a program 
that meant that you had to have x number of dollars coming in. That 
we would ... only do stings, we would only do an operation if indeed 
there was a need for it. And ... we have never wavered on that ... I 
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think that’s the way it has to be. [A John School] has to be in response 
to an issue, not in response to you needing money to fund some other 
thing.  

The result is a community program that runs when a crime has been committed and is therefore 

unpredictable in terms of when it will run, how many Johns participate, and how much money it will be 

able to donate to other programs. This also suggests that at some point in the future, the John School 

should cease or become virtually nonexistent, should the problem of prostitution in Kitchener-Waterloo 

become resolved.  

The resistance to stagnation also incorporates the information provided during program 

sessions and how the program is conducted in the future. Program volunteers are encouraged to 

continuously update and revise their session materials to accurately reflect and depict the current social 

conditions about which they speak, and to be flexible in terms of the needs, reactions and interests of 

each group of participants that attends through the John School. For example, in discussing the data 

gathered by the John School through the intake contracts (see Appendix F), the Program Director 

suggests:  

That’s one of the things I love about this, is that… you can look at that 
data [collected through the John Schools] and say, “I think we got a 
problem and this is what I think the problem may be”. And then they 
take a look at that and then [the police] continue to do more training 
with it. Because that’s what it’s for – it’s always to grow and to learn. 

In this way, the Program Director taps into various internal and external resources (e.g., data from John 

Schools, information provided by other John Schools) to better understand and advise all community 

stakeholders, such as social service providers and police officers, on the social conditions related to 

prostitution. This also assists with the next feature of the program that looks at incorporating as many 

aspects related to the problem of prostitution available.  

Holistic vs. Narrow 

Next, the John School was founded on the idea that it must encompass many aspects of the 

social problem it attempts to address, rather than focus on one particular side or perspective. The 
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program is therefore designed to present lectures and materials that provide the men with a broad 

spectrum of information and issues relevant to the problem of prostitution:  

[The Director] is very committed to having a John School with a 
purpose and that keeping the men as a primary priority is, in 
comparison to other John Schools that I'm aware of, that's not always 
necessarily the case. It's about cleaning up the streets. And cleaning up 
the streets through shaming men into feeling that they won't do it again 
because... You know, they're such horrible, horrible people. And we've 
come, I think this particular school has come a long way with 
influences from people like myself and other people who look at things 
as a holistic way of approaching crime and trauma and choice. 
[Counsellor] 

…It is drawing from a number of aspects within the community, so 
you know, law enforcement, health, the issues around sex addiction 
and then the community - the neighbourhood that is most affected 
itself - is what's interesting.[Public Health Nurse] 

The message coincides with the idea that prostitution touches many areas of life and is not a victimless 

crime. Instead, by incorporating the perspectives from the community, law, sexual health, and family, 

the program reinforces the notion that hiring a street-level prostitute goes beyond a peer-to-peer 

transaction. For many volunteers, this is an essential component of the John School, as it allows for all 

aspects of the problem to receive attention, rather than focusing on certain perspectives. This may also 

be seen as a way to ensure that the needs of the participants are met and addressed, rather than focusing 

only on those areas that are of interest to the program volunteers.  

Human vs. Criminal 

The final feature of the program enforces a form of attitude readjustment for both the program 

participants and its volunteers. This behavioural realignment requires all parties involved in the 

program to see the participants as human beings who have made a mistake and deserve respectful 

treatment.  

And I think that, that’s the other essential to this – is that if you‘re 
going to spend any time with them, you’ve got to like them. You’ve 
got to see them as valuable people who made a mistake. For whatever 
the reason, they made a mistake. [Program Director] 
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I think that the possibilities of more positive outcome for the men 
specifically is far greater given the fact that they aren't leaving feeling 
worse than they did when they came in. [Counsellor] 

This perspective manifests through repeated reminders to participants that they must be accountable for 

their role played in the current situation. They must not use the John School as a forum to vent their 

frustration or anger at the legal process that brought them there. Further, participants are strongly 

advised not to use their opportunities to speak as a way of declaring their innocence. One detective 

states: 

Let me stop you there. If you think you’re innocent, leave. You are 
here to accept responsibility. Whatever happened when you got caught, 
you got caught for soliciting. I don’t want to get into past situations or 
hypothetical.  

Volunteers are offered a similar form of cautionary advisement from the Program Director. In 

particular, individuals selected to conduct sessions with participants are subjected to an informal 

screening process throughout their involvement with the school. During the screening process 

conducted by the Program Director, volunteers are required to project the right attitude to the 

participants and internalize any thoughts, emotions or opinions that might conflict with the purpose of 

the school.  

The deal was that we would not belittle the individuals … When we 
first started, there were a lot of people, including myself, who were too 
close to that issue and we still had a tremendous amount of anger. I 
mean, that was when I first began to realize just how angry I was about 
this issue and I had to quickly make up my mind about what I was 
angry about so that what I was going to, you know, what I was going 
to deal with was be angry about the issue, not angry at these guys. … I 
learned very quickly that I’d better be very okay in my brain about 
what was going to happen in this school, because as we got into it, the 
more we realized that if you want to change people’s behaviour, you 
can’t change people’s behaviour by belittling them and, you know, 
being angry at them. You can be angry again at the situation, but not at 
them. [Program Director] 

Volunteers are not dismissed for disagreeing with the school or any of the participants; instead, 

volunteers are encouraged and applauded for their ability to set aside personal opinions and provide 
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their services, support and information to participants using a value-free, judgment-free and neutral 

perspective.  

I had spent a ton of time with her, just a ton. I mean, I must have spent, 
I bet you in total, I spent about four months, you know, trying to get 
her to change how she – I offered to write, I offered to do anything to 
keep her in the program, because I know that she’d thought that the 
program was really important and I wanted to honour that. But at the 
end of the day, she couldn’t change. And, she couldn’t get past the 
guys; that the guys were the reason that she was in, that she had been 
on the street. And, that’s not true. [Program Director] 

In such a way, the John School requires a commitment from all parties involved to the interests and 

goals of the school. Any difficulties with this commitment are addressed by the Program Director. 

Summary 

Through exploring and contextualizing the operation of the John School within an overall 

claims-making process, a number of prominent themes emerge that typify street prostitution as a social 

problem. Specifically, the problem of prostitution is typified by the program staff as being consequent 

to and an antecedent of other social problems, as well as being a non-victimless and dirty or an unclean 

social problem. Using social facts communicated by program staff through session lectures, anecdotes 

and generalized statistics, the John School reinforces the notion that prostitution is a far-reaching 

problem wherein anyone can become involved in and victimized by the effects, regardless of one’s 

social standing, ethnicity or educational background.  

Exploring the typifications of the various individuals involved in prostitution from a micro-

perspective, a number of key typifications also emerge to help contextualize the information 

communicated by the program staff. Namely, where Johns are typified as both victims and villains 

through labels of ‘criminal’, ‘perpetrator’, and ‘innocent’, prostitutes are predominantly cast as 

‘ruthless’ and ‘uncaring’ villains. The competing typifications are then used as a way of concretizing 

the labels applied to participants of the program and further help to legitimate a need for the program by 

implying that targeting the clients of prostitutes is one of the best ways of helping combat the problem.  
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Similar typifications of ‘villain’, ‘victim’ and ‘innocent’ are applied to other groups involved in 

the problem of prostitution, such as drug dealers, gang members, muscles and members of the 

community. Each typification of these groups and of the nature of the problem works to paint a very 

strong picture that prostitution is a widespread, dirty problem that touches all corners of life. 

Involvement in the problem consequently leads to a number of risks, dangers and problems 

immediately and in the long term for both the individuals engaging in prostitution and for their families. 

The John School’s structure as dynamic, reactionary and rehabilitative, rather than stagnant, 

independent and punitive, is therefore legitimated within this framework.  
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Chapter 6 
Conclusion 

The purpose of this research study was to explore, understand and ultimately assess how one 

community-based initiative addresses a particular social problem. To do this, a process evaluation was 

conducted on the Kitchener John School diversion program established to educate Johns on the realities 

of street prostitution. The objectives of this program are to encourage accountability, responsibility and 

understanding, in the hopes of diverting future problematic behaviour. Part of this evaluation involved 

participant observation sessions of three John School days, in order to take down first-hand accounts of 

how the program actually operates. This information was then supplemented with qualitative interviews 

with five program volunteers, who filled in a lot of the information about the school that could not be 

directly observed, such as the process of sting operations, the original planning of the school’s 

curriculum, and the objectives of the school.  

Through observations and interviews, a rich account of the school’s organization and operation 

was developed, which was then contextualized within a broader framework of social problems work – 

an important area within sociology that sheds light on the ways in which social phenomenon are 

defined as social problems by groups, who then inspire movements towards change (Loseke, 2003). Of 

particular interest then is not only how this program does what it sets out to do, but also how it locates 

itself within a broader understanding of the well-being of communities, and what is best for society as a 

whole. To this end, the contextual constructivist framework is utilized to assess the claims-making 

processes of the program volunteers, in order to designate street prostitution as a significant social 

problem that needs to be addressed. The data collected were then analyzed to assess how the idealized 

objectives of this school are operationalized in its day-to-day operations.  

Summary of Findings 

In Chapters 4 and 5, a detailed analysis of data is provided to help address the four research 

questions. Specifically, Chapter 4 provides an overview of how the John School operates from start to 
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finish. This includes the processes associated with sting operations conducted by the police, pre- and 

post-interviews with the arrested Johns, program sessions with different community volunteers, and 

finally, program release and follow-up. At this time, the objectives of the program are also discussed 

and then grounded within an overall idea of how the program operates. In Chapter 5, the operation of 

the program is placed within the context of a social problems framework, paying special attention to 

how the program staff typify the problem of street prostitution. This includes identifying the main 

components of the problem and then looking at labels of “victim” and “villain” that are attributed to 

street prostitutes, Johns, drug dealers and community members. To bring this discussion to a full circle, 

the following provides a brief summary of findings organized around each of the research questions.  

How are program objectives implemented within the operation of the diversion program? 

The objectives of the John School, as identified by program volunteers, include knowledge 

dissemination, accountability, diversion and change. Through each of these objectives, participants of 

the program are able to (1) acquire information about street prostitution that they might not have been 

aware of, (2) identify and acknowledge how their decisions and lifestyle choices have led to their arrest 

and contribute to the social problem of prostitution, and (3) identify and begin to seek out ways of 

changing problematic behaviour that leads to making unsafe and risky choices. All of the program 

components work towards the overall objective of change – change in their choice of sexual partners, 

change in their means of fulfilling needs and desires, and perhaps a change in their way of living and 

communicating with others.  

Throughout the operation of the John School, session lectures and the program volunteers all 

work towards helping the participants acknowledge their mistakes, understand the realities of street 

prostitution, identify the risks associated with street prostitution, and finally, to seek out further 

assistance in making a change in their lives. The overall understanding is that the decision to purchase 

the services of a prostitute is not made with full knowledge and awareness of the dangers associated 

with street prostitution, and those individuals who seek out a prostitute are merely acting out due to 
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stresses, constraints or deficiencies in their lifestyles. The program then provides information sessions 

that educate participants on the realities of prostitution, on the experiences of those involved in 

prostitution, and the associated health risks, dangers and complications that may affect the participants, 

their families, and other members of the community. Further, the participants are offered group 

counselling to help internalize the responsibility for their arrest, as well as to help identify and seek out 

ways of avoiding future problematic behaviour, like purchasing the services of a prostitute. The final 

stages of the program then involve allowing the information to ruminate within the minds of 

participants before conducting their termination interview and releasing them from the program.  

While it is clear that each part of the John School contributes to the four main objectives of the 

program, there are a few areas that have been identified as inconsistent with and perhaps deficient in 

terms of achieving those goals to the fullest. Specifically, a notable issue with the operation of the 

school is the diverging interpretation on what “diversion” means for each of the program staff. Where 

one believes diversion to mean reduced recidivism in terms of seeking out a prostitute in the future, 

another program volunteer feels diversion to mean avoiding the unpleasantness associated with 

receiving a criminal conviction and being publically identified as a John. This discrepancy has also 

been identified in other evaluations of diversion programs (see Wahab, 2005; Wortley & Fischer, 

2002), and to some extent, may provide participants with a sense of confusion in terms of what they are 

meant to take away and learn from the program.  

What is interesting to note, however, is that despite this discrepancy, the overall goal of the 

school to influence change remains undisturbed. In other words, while there may be diverging opinions 

on the interpretation of diversion, each opinion contributes to the idea that something must change. 

Overall, the John School wishes to educate the men so that they may change aspects of their behaviour 

and decision-making processes. The degree of that change appears not as important as getting the 

message across that a change needs to take place. Where that change occurs then rests in the hands of 

the participants, and for the program staff, providing participants with knowledge, empowerment and 

the tools to change is the mandate of the school.   
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How do stakeholders problematize prostitution and its social actors? 

A significant component of the John School is education; program volunteers are specifically 

interested in getting the truth ‘out there’, so that the participants understand the reality of street 

prostitution and share this information with their friends and family. In order to achieve this, however, 

program volunteers must define and ‘sell’ the idea that street prostitution is a problem that needs to be 

addressed. To that end, through carefully observing and unpacking the language and information 

presented by the program staff, three main themes have been identified from this claims-making 

process that contribute to this idea that street prostitution is a problem.  

Namely, the John School defines street prostitution as a consequence of the drug trade in 

Kitchener, and that further, it contributes to a host of other problems, such as assault, theft and robbery. 

Moreover, street prostitution is seen as a non-victimless crime, which challenges any preconceived 

notions that the consensual exchange of money for sex is limited to the prostitute and the client. Instead, 

street prostitution goes beyond the prostitute and the client, and involves the victimization of the Johns, 

families, and members of the community, all at the hands of the drug dealers, gang members, 

“muscles”, violent prostitutes and preying Johns. Finally, street prostitution is defined as a dirty, 

shameful and diseased social problem that is undesirable and affects all levels of society, irrespective of 

one’s social class, marital status, education, or ethnic origin.  

Each of the themes discussed above are showcased throughout the John School, through 

program sessions that provide participants with detailed anecdotes and first-hand accounts of street 

prostitution in Kitchener. As well, vivid stories of assaulted and robbing Johns, coupled with images of 

infection-afflicted children, are presented to the participants in order to drive home that prostitution is 

violent, unsafe, unhealthy and unclean. The end result is a solidified and conclusive understanding that 

prostitution is a social problem. 
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What are the social conditions and characteristics related to the social construction of prostitution, as 

perceived by the social actors? 

Part of defining prostitution as a social problem is setting out the conditions and characteristics 

of the problem. This process, known as “typification”, orients the audience of the claims-making 

process towards viewing prostitution in a particular way (Best, 1989; Loseke, 2003). In the case of the 

John School, this is accomplished by constructing the problem of street prostitution as one that reaches 

all levels of society and is bound to other social problems. This is exemplified by embedding street 

prostitution within other offences, such as the drug trafficking, gang violence, theft, assault and 

robbery. Further, the participants of the program are generalized to be from all different levels of 

society, with educational, occupational, marital status and income levels running the full gamut of 

possibilities. The universality and pervasiveness of prostitution is then instilled into participants by 

having them sit in a room and face each other, introduce themselves, their marital status and occupation 

to one another, and collaboratively partake in the diversion process.  

Another element of the typification process is attributing the roles of ‘victim’ and ‘villain’ to 

readily identifiable individuals and groups (Loseke, 2003). This helps to bring the problem of 

prostitution down to personal level, by reinforcing the notion that the problem is not external or beyond 

the participants, but rather occurring right now and influencing their lives directly. The notions of 

‘victim’ and ‘villain’ are thus impressed upon the participants by encouraging the men to feel as though 

they are potential victims of theft, robbery, assault and disease, but also the perpetrators and enablers of 

a problem that victimizes families, young women and children. This encourages the men to view 

themselves as having a direct role in the “degradation of their community” and the victimization of 

someone’s “mother, daughter, or friend”, roles imputed by a detective and an ex-prostitute from the 

Kitchener John School, respectively. As a result, the reality of street prostitution as a social problem is 

impressed upon the participants, which then paves the way for the presence and significance of a 

diversion program.  
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How does the diversion program address the problem of prostitution? 

The final research question brings all parts of this study together, by looking at how the 

program volunteers define the John School as a viable means of addressing the problem of prostitution. 

In reviewing the data collected from the John School and its volunteers, a strong linkage appears 

between the acceptance of street prostitution as a social problem and the success of the diversion 

program, as defined by the program staff. Specifically, through the successful definition of street 

prostitution as a social problem and the transmission of this information to the participants of the 

program, the John School is located within an external, broad framework of problem-solving work. As 

a result, the participants of the program become part of this process and in a sense, the program’s 

purpose and presence is legitimated to the participants. From here, participants may then give serious 

consideration to the information and material presented by the program staff, and make decisions based 

on that information. For many of the program staff, this internalization and consideration is one 

indicator of success for the school.  

A notable issue with respect to this process of internalization arises in reviewing the results of 

the pre-interview and termination interview tests. Specifically, when one considers that participants 

score lower on tests during the termination interviews than the pre-program interviews and that the tests 

administered in both interviews are identical, the John School does not appear to be successful in its 

objective of educating the Johns through knowledge dissemination. Rather, this decreased aptitude 

could be interpreted as a clear indication that the John School is failing in that regard; instead, 

participants are not retaining the information provided by the program. Contrary to this assumption, 

however, the Program Director posits that this is actually an indication that the participants are thinking 

and therefore, the program is successful. From a contextual constructionist perspective, the Program 

Director’s rationalization appears to be evidence of a claims-making process to further legitimate the 

viability of the John School, to the point of reworking the definitions of ‘success’ and ‘failure’ to 

present the program in a positive light.  
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Other indicators of success for the John School focus on the organization of the school being 

rehabilitative rather than punitive, reactionary to rather than independent of a problem, holistic in its 

scope rather than narrow, and finally, humane and open-minded rather than shaming and judgmental. 

This allows for the John School to be receptive to the experiences, interests and needs of the 

participants, and then tailor the information and services provided to meet those needs and deliver the 

most suitable program. Additionally, these components are often contrasted against the operation of 

other John Schools, thereby creating a niche within the broad range of alternative responses to the 

problem of prostitution, and then fulfilling it. Relating back to theory of contextual constructionism and 

social problems work, this creation and fulfillment of a need within the claims-making process allows 

the program volunteers to compete with other resolutions of the problem and legitimate itself as a 

viable approach. In other words, by creating the need for a service and then providing that service, the 

Kitchener John School legitimates and firmly entrenches itself as a viable contender for the power and 

resources to address or eradicate the problem of prostitution, which is a key strategy to the on-going 

claims-making process of social problems work (Loseke, 2003).  

Limitations and Future Research 

The data collected from the John School and the information obtained therein have provided a 

myriad of implications worth considering when looking at the work of community-based initiatives and 

the overall area of social problems work. While I am of the opinion that the methodology used in this 

study is both strong and thorough in its design and implementation, there are two notable areas that 

represent significant limitations on the scope of this project and areas in which future research may be 

conducted. Specifically, I would like to expand on the issues of the generalizability of data and time 

constraints.  

Generalizability 

Appreciating that the Kitchener John School Diversion Program is a community-based project 

and one that has evolved dramatically over its 15-year lifespan and continues to evolve, a study of this 
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diversion program must be treated as though it were a case study. In fact, I would argue that based on 

the review of diversion programs established in other locations in Canada and the United States, each 

location must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. The features of the diversion program and how it 

defines ‘success’ often depend upon the needs of the surrounding community, the resources at their 

disposal, the objectives of the program, and the manner in which the program is actually run. In such a 

way, each diversion program is qualitatively different across locations and it is therefore beyond the 

scope of this project to provide any generalized comments on other diversion programs.  

Further, as a study based solely on a qualitative methodology, I contend that the focus should 

not be to generalize the results of this study, but rather to use them as a frame of reference. Individuals 

may find the methodology or results useful in conducting evaluations of other diversion programs, 

whether directed at clients of prostitutes or at other types of offenders, or for establishing or improving 

upon other similar programs. As a result, the purpose of undertaking the process evaluation is to 

contribute to a growing body of knowledge on the subject of prostitution and, more generally, on the 

subject of community-based responses to social problems.  

Time Constraints 

Inevitably, one might criticize the chosen methodology of this project as overlooking certain 

aspects of the program, such as the Johns, or overestimating the value of observational data. These are 

criticisms well known to both myself and my supervisor (whom often had to provide me with 

reassurance on the matter), and I would like to address them briefly here.  

Firstly, while I appreciate the usefulness of investigating the perspectives and experiences of 

the Johns as the end-users of the John School, the time and resources required to pursue this avenue are 

well beyond the capabilities of this project, insofar as it is a Masters’ thesis. There are considerable 

measures to be undertaken in order to gain access to this population, maintain their rights to 

confidentiality and anonymity, while also ensuring the safety of the researcher. In light of these 

concerns, it was agreed that the current project methodology could satisfactorily address the research 
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questions without serious implications for the validity of the findings. Future research is needed to 

explore the participants’ perspective of the John School setting in order to supplement, contrast or even 

challenge the findings of this project.  

With respect to the observational data, my original intent was to conduct more observations of 

the John School to further clarify and concretize the findings from the first three sessions. The main 

obstacle to this goal, however, revolves around the time constraints of this project and the infrequency 

within which the John School programs are conducted. Due to the reliance of the John Schools on the 

success of police sting operations and the costs required to conduct such operations, the John School 

typically runs three times a year. As a result of this and the timing of this project, only three observation 

sessions of the John School were conducted. In future research, it is recommended that more time be 

allocated to gain the benefit of observing a higher number of sessions, which could uncover and further 

expand upon themes and concepts derived from the current data.  

Future Research 

Above, a number of limitations for this research project are identified and further, brief 

suggestions for future research are offered. So far, these suggestions include investing adequate time 

and resources to conduct further research of the John School and other similar programs for 

comparative analysis, as well as incorporating the perspective of the John School participants to 

supplement or uncover further knowledge and understanding of the program’s viability and 

effectiveness. Based on the findings from this study, additional areas requiring empirical investigation 

include the relationships between social class, socio-economic status and participation in the John 

School, the effectiveness on John Schools with respect to recidivism rates, the viability of John Schools 

in comparison to other prostitution-related initiatives, and the extent to which John Schools are 

influenced by and help shape public policy.  

Furthermore, one John School volunteer noted that there is a significant lack of information on 

non-traditional prostitutes and clients, and instances of prostitution within LGBT communities (e.g., 
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male prostitution, female clients of male prostitutes, male clients of male prostitutes, etc.). While this 

criticism was noted as an area for improvement of the Kitchener John School in particular, it still 

represents an opportunity for future research and expanding our knowledge on the nature and extent of 

prostitution. In pursuing these areas, there exist a number of opportunities to carry on or move beyond 

the work of this project, to further contribute to the growing body of research on Johns and John 

Schools, for which there is a notable paucity.  

Concluding Comments 

To conclude, I wish to discuss the relevance of conducting research in the area of social 

problems work and the importance of this thesis as an academic journey and opportunity to develop and 

grow as a student. Firstly, it has always been my mantra that one should pursue education in areas that 

have relevance and importance to the inquirer. In other words, seek out the knowledge that is most 

interesting to you. Years ago, I would have had difficulty adjusting to the idea that researching social 

problems work and claims-making processes would be an interesting and enlightening endeavour. 

However, nearing the completion of my Master’s degree, I am humbled by the folly of my previous, 

inexperienced ways.  

For many, the area of social problems work is of key importance to countless areas of life, as it 

appears to influence not only how we respond to perceived social problems, but also what we define as 

important and relevant to our safety and livelihood. When I was first introduced to this body of 

research, I was already exploring the idea that what we consider to be ‘risky’ and ‘dangerous’ can be 

traced to the workings of the media in presenting hypothetical situations that, while highly unlikely, can 

be perceived as very ‘real’ and ‘close to home’. Incorporating the social constructionist paradigm and 

specifically, social problems work, it became exceedingly clear there is more to this idea than initially 

understood. From that final year of my undergraduate career to the present time and likely well beyond 

the completion of this study, I have since engaged in an enlightening journey to explore and understand 
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how defining a phenomenon as a social problem can reveal a number of opportunities to engage in 

meaningful work that can inspire entire movements towards social change.  

Returning to the present study, it is interesting to note the genesis of the problem of prostitution 

in Canada and how we have come to define and understand its prevalence. Conducting research on 

community-based initiatives like the Kitchener John School helps to create an awareness of the far-

reaching effects of such programs, and further, how individuals may become actively engaged in 

shaping the ways in which we relate to one another. To that end, the importance of conducting research 

on such programs appears self-evident. When a group successfully defines something as a social 

problem, there is a sense of power that is transferred to those who support the definition and have a 

vested interest in seeing it resolved in a certain way. To commit a literary offence and quote a cliché 

statement, with great power comes great responsibility.  

In conducting this research, I have opened my eyes to greater possibilities and motivations 

behind the minute details and decisions that surround one’s day-to-day experiences. As a student and 

member of a rapidly changing society, I feel gifted with this awareness and to some degree, cursed to 

forever analyze and assess my surroundings. It is my hope that, through this research and other like 

studies, more people will become equally gifted and cursed.  
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Appendix A 
Interviewee Recruitment Letter 

Research on the Kitchener John School Diversion Program 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
This letter is an invitation to consider participating in a research study I am conducting, entitled 
“Alternative Solutions to Traditional Problems: Contextualizing the Kitchener John School Diversion 
Program”. I am currently a graduate student in the Department of Sociology, at the University of 
Waterloo. This study will be conducted as part of my Master’s degree, under the supervision of 
Professor Jennifer L. Schulenberg. 
 
Overview of Project 
 
Prostitution has been considered an issue within many cities across Canada and the United States, and 
over the years, government agencies and communities have tried different approaches and tactics to 
address prostitution. In the last decade, there has been greater interest placed on individuals who 
facilitate the prostitution, such as the “pimps” and “johns”. There has also been a legal shift to address 
prostitution, such as the establishment of diversion programs for charged offenders. The goal of this 
study is to examine the Kitchener John School diversion program and those involved with the operation 
of the program to understand how the diversion program works to address prostitution.  
 
Potential Participants 
 
This study will focus on the experiences and perspectives of individuals involved in the operation of the 
Kitchener John School diversion program. This includes administrators, volunteers, guest lecturers and 
program coordinators. I would like to include your experiences and perspectives as you are actively 
involved in the operation of this program. 
 
Participating in the Study 
 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary, and will involve an interview either over the phone 
or in person, at your convenience and discretion, and would last approximately 45 minutes in length. 
You may decline to answer any interview questions if you so wish, and may withdraw your 
participation at any time during or after the interview. With your permission, the interview will be 
audio recorded to assist in data collection and later transcribed for analysis.  
 

 
Alternative Solutions to  
Traditional Problems: 
Contextualizing the  
Kitchener John School 

Amrit K. Mandur 
Graduate Student 
Department of Sociology 
University of Waterloo 
200 University Avenue West 
Waterloo, Ontario  N2L 3G1 
Email: akmandur@uwaterloo.ca 
Telephone: (519) 497-4181 
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This study will also involve observations of several morning sessions held by the Kitchener John 
School diversion program. Permission to conduct the observations has been provided by the Program 
Coordinator, Karen Taylor-Harrison, who will also be speaking with each of the session presenters 
regarding these observations. During the observed sessions, I will make general notes on the 
information and materials presented and no identifying information will be recorded.   
 
If you would like to participate in this study or if you have any questions, please contact me via 
telephone at (519) 497-4181 or by email at akmandur@uwaterloo.ca. You may also contact my 
supervisor, Professor Jennifer L. Schulenberg, at (519) 888-4567 ext. 38639 or by email at 
jlschule@uwaterloo.ca.   
 
Confidentiality 

All information acquired through participation will be kept strictly confidential. You may decline to 
answer any questions or may withdraw consent to participate at any time without penalty. Any 
quotations or information derived from the interviews to be used in the final report will kept 
anonymous in order to uphold confidentiality and protect the identity of all participants. Further, any 
identifying materials collected in the course of the study, such as consent forms and names of 
interviewees, will be kept separate from the data and destroyed at the end of this study.  
 
Any materials collected will be stored in a locked filing cabinet and data stored on a password protected 
computer accessible only to myself. All data and materials will be kept for a period of 10 years and then 
confidentially destroyed.    
 
Ethics Review  
 
I would like to assure you that this study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the 
Office of Research Ethics at the University of Waterloo. However, the final decision about participation 
is yours. If you have any comments or concerns resulting from your participation in this study, please 
contact Dr. Susan Sykes of this office at (519) 888-4567 Ext. 36005 or ssykes@uwaterloo.ca.  
 
I very much look forward to speaking with you and thank you in advance for your consideration of my 
invitation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Amrit K. Mandur 
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Appendix B 
Interviewee Information Letter 

Interviewee Information & Consent Form 
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. I am conducting a study on the Kitchener John 
School Diversion Program as part of my Master’s degree in the Department of Sociology at the 
University of Waterloo under the supervision of Professor Jennifer L. Schulenberg. I would like to 
provide you with more information about this project and what your involvement would entail if you 
decide to take part. 
 
Purpose of Study: 

The goal of this study is to examine the Kitchener John School and those involved with the operation of 
the school to develop an understanding of how the program works to address prostitution. In order to 
accomplish this, I am conducting in-depth interviews with program administrators, coordinators, 
lecturers and volunteers to discuss their perspectives and experiences through involvement with the 
program. Through the interviews, I hope to acquire greater insight as to how prostitution is defined, 
understood and interpreted by program personnel, and then shared with program attendees.  
 
This study will also involve observations of several morning sessions held by the Kitchener John 
School diversion program. Permission to conduct the observations has been provided by the Program 
Coordinator, Karen Taylor-Harrison, who will also be speaking with each of the session presenters 
regarding these observations. During the observed sessions, I will make general notes on the 
information and materials presented and no identifying information will be recorded.  This information 
may then be used by similar programs to assist in the development of effective measures to address a 
variety of social phenomenon.  
 
Procedures for Participation 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. Interviews may be conducted in-person or by 
telephone at a convenient time and place, at your discretion, and will run approximately 45 minutes in 
length. With your permission, an audio-recording device, such as a hand-held voice recorder, will be 
used for the purpose of accurate transcription of the interview and for data analysis purposes. Prior to 
the completion of the study, you will be provided with a transcription of any quotes from your 
interview that may be included in the written report.  
 
During the interview, you will be asked questions about your qualifications, your experiences, and your 
specific roles and involvements in relation to the school. For example, “What kind of work do you do 
outside of the school?” and “How did you become involved with the John School?” Additionally, you 
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will be given the opportunity to provide your perspectives on prostitution, the role of the John School, 
and how the two are related. For example, “Would you say prostitution is an issue in this community?”, 
“Who would you say are the people affected by prostitution?” and “What role do you feel the John 
School plays in the occurrence of prostitution?”.  
 
Potential Risks, Harms or Discomforts 

There are minimal risks, harms and discomforts anticipated through participation in this study. As the 
interviews are used primarily to explore the experiences and perspectives of the program instructors, 
administrators, guest lecturers and volunteers, it is expected that slight discomfort may arise in the 
course of recalling those experiences and perspectives. In light of this, please remember that your 
participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may decline to answer any questions at any 
time during the interview without penalty.  
 
Potential Benefits 

Through the contributions of your experiences and perspectives, it is hoped that greater understanding 
may be provided on how the Kitchener John School Diversion Program works, both as a program 
targeted at offenders, as well as a means of addressing a specific social phenomenon. The findings of 
this study will then be distributed to the program director of the Kitchener John School, and will be 
available to you upon request, in order to help identify key strengths and weaknesses that may exist, 
which can be used to increase program efficiency and success. Further, the findings of the study may 
also be published in academic journals and presented at conferences, allowing other organizations to 
review the findings and improve their program models and services.  
 
Confidentiality 

All information acquired through participation will be kept strictly confidential. You may decline to 
answer any questions or may withdraw your consent to participate at any time during or after the 
interview without penalty. Any quotations derived from the interviews and used in the final report will 
kept anonymous in order to uphold confidentiality and protect the identity of all participants. Further, 
this interview will be assigned a serial number rather than a name, and the consent form attached will 
be kept separate from the data and destroyed at the end of this study.  
 
Any hard-copy materials collected will be stored in a locked filing cabinet and any electronic data will 
be stored on a password protected computer accessible only to myself. All data and materials will be 
kept for a period of 10 years and then confidentially destroyed.  Should you wish to withdraw your 
participation at any time during or after the interview, any materials collected will be destroyed 
forthwith at your request.  
 
Ethical Standards and Rights of Research Participant 

If you have any questions regarding this study, or would like additional information to assist you in 
reaching a decision about participation, please contact me at (519) 497-4181 or by email at 
akmandur@uwaterloo.ca, or my supervisor, Professor Jennifer L. Schulenberg, at (519) 888-4567 ext. 
38639 or jlschule@uwaterloo.ca.  
 
I would like to assure you that this study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the 
Office of Research Ethics at the University of Waterloo. However, the final decision about participation 
is yours. If you have any comments or concerns resulting from your participation in this study, please 
contact Dr. Susan Sykes of this office at (519) 888-4567 Ext. 36005 or ssykes@uwaterloo.ca.  
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Appendix C 
Semi-Structured Interview Schedule 

 

Personal Background 
 

1. Could you tell me a bit about your current job? What kind of work do you do? 
2. Have you received any formal training for this job? Please describe. 

 
Work with John School 
 

3. How did you first become involved with the John School? 
4. What is your role within the school? 
5. How long have you been working with the John School? 
6. Did you receive any training for this role? Please describe. 
7. What purpose or goal do you hope to achieve, through this role?  
8. While at the John School, do you represent an organization or service?  

a. What is the organization? 
b. What is your organization’s mandate with respect to the John School? 

9. What is your understanding of the purpose of the John School? 
10. In what way do you feel your role in the school supports this purpose?  
11. Is any of your work at the John School collaborative? For example, do you work with any of the 

other volunteers? Please describe.   
12. Have you worked with any other John Schools? 

a. Was/Is your role at the other location(s) similar to your role with this John School? 
b. Are there any notable differences between the schools? 

 
Prostitution 
 

13. What is your (or your organization’s) position on the matter of prostitution? For example, is it 
considered a problem, the result of a related or separate problem, a part of society? Please 
describe. 

a. In what way does prostitution affect the community, if at all?  
14. Do you feel that the John School addresses or influences the occurrence of prostitution in this 

community? To what degree or extent? 
15. Are you aware of any other initiatives in this community designed to address prostitution? 

a. Do you feel these other initiatives are complimentary or supplementary to, or at odds 
with the John School’s purpose? In what way? 

16. What do you feel are some of the strengths of the John School?  
17. What do you feel are some of the drawbacks or weaknesses of the John School? 
18. Do you have any recommendations for improvements? 
19. Are there any other comments you wish to make at this time? 
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Appendix D 
Informed Consent Form 

 

Consent for Participation in Interview 
 
I have read the information presented in the information letter about a study being conducted by Amrit 
K. Mandur and supervised by Dr. Jennifer L. Schulenberg of the Department of Sociology at the 
University of Waterloo. I have had the opportunity to ask any questions related to this study, to receive 
satisfactory answers to my questions, and any additional details I wanted. I was informed that I may 
withdraw my consent at any time without penalty by advising the researcher.  
 

Consent Options Yes or No 
I understand that participation in this study is voluntary and that I may withdraw 
my consent at any time without penalty b advising the researcher. 

 

I agree to be interviewed for this study, either over the phone or in person, at a time 
and place scheduled at my convenience. 

 

I consent to the use of an audio-recording device during the interview, for the 
purpose of transcription and data analysis. 

 

I consent to the use of anonymous quotes from the interview in any publications or 
presentations.  

 

I would like to receive a copy of the final report when it is available. 
If Yes, please provide an email or mailing address: 
 
 

 

I agree to be re-contacted to review a transcription of quotes that may be used in 
any publications or presentations. 

 

 
 

Participant: 
 
  
Name (Please print) 

 
 
  
Signature 
 

 
 
Witness: 
 
  
Name (Please print) 

  
Date: 
 
 
  
Signature 
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Appendix E 
List of Categories and Concepts used for Data Analysis 

The following is a list of concepts, themes and their definitions, as derived from the data 
analysis and converted into nodes within the NVivo 9 software. Initially, the concepts were designated 
as “free nodes”, which indicates that the concepts lack an order of significance or priority to one 
another. Through the process of analyzing and coding the data, categories were eventually established. 
The categories were created by converting the “free nodes” into “tree nodes”, defining subcategories 
within each main category, and then assigning the nodes to the different levels of categories. Below sets 
out the tree nodes in their categorical order and includes a brief definition for each concept/theme.  

A. Prostitution as a Problem – references/implications that define prostitution as a social problem 
a. Consequent – defining prostitution as a result of or antecedent to other social problems 
b. Victimless – defining prostitution as a crime with victims (resistance to victimless crime 

“misnomer” of prostitution) 
c. Dirty – terms or references to prostitution as unclean, dirty, diseased 

B. Typification of Social Actor – instances where program staff typify anyone involved/affected by 
the social problem 

a. Victim – general typification that the individual/group is a victim of something 
i. Innocent – individual/group is undeserving of the effects of prostitution 

ii. Unknowing – individual/group is unwitting to the effects 
b. Villain – general typification that the individual/group is a wrong-doer 

i. Perpetrator – individual/group directly causes prostitution to thrive (criminal) 
ii. Violent – individual/group engages in violent behaviour (against victims) 

iii. Ruthless – individual/group does not have standard social morals and values 
C. Program Structure – references to the idealized structure of the program (how it is defined) 

a. Rehabilitation – program is rehabilitative, seeks to help participants, nurture vs. punish 
b. Needs-Based – program is responsive, dynamic, current 
c. Humane – program is “nice” or “kind” or “fair” in its treatment (contrasted against, mean, 

abrasive, rude) 
D. Objectives – references to or definitions of what the program tries to achieve 

a. Knowledge – program is about “knowledge”; information or truth given to others 
b. Education – program is (to be) educational; service provided to individuals in need 
c. Responsibility – program encourages accountability towards one’s actions 
d. Diversion – program is meant to reduce occurrence of some facet of participant’s life 

i. Behaviour – change individual/groups behaviours, attitudes, thoughts, opinions 
ii. Criminal – avoid criminal charge, process, experience 

iii. Stigma – avoid label, negative consequence of being found out/charged 
iv. Lifestyle – change habits that cause, create or contribute to social problem 
v. Addiction – identify, avoid, desist in addictive behaviours/tendencies 

e. Tools for Change – provide participants with the means to achieve diversion 
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Appendix F 
Client Information and Acknowledgement Form 

……john School Diversion Program                                     
CLIENT INFORMATION 

 

*Note:  If we need to contact you we will not disclose any information in regards to this program to 
anyone who answers the telephone. 
**Note:  All data collected is confidential but is used in data collection and research purposes only. 

 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT FORM 

 
I, __________________________________, have accepted responsibility for the offence, 
“Communicating for the purpose of prostitution” for which I have been charged.  I acknowledge my 
guilt and am prepared to participate in the john School Diversion Program. 
 
I have never previously been through this program 
 
I understand that I am required to attend an intake appointment where I will be tested on my knowledge 
of Prostitution.  I am required to attend an educational program that will last one day on a specified 
Saturday at the Mill Courtland Community Centre.  I am required to then attend a termination 
appointment where I will be tested again.  
 
I will be required to make a donation of $500.00 to be used at the discretion of the john School Committee 
in programs of prevention, support and administration.  If my cheque is returned due to Insufficient 
Funds, I will be charged a $30.00 fee and my case may proceed to court. 
 
I am aware that after the successful completion of the john School Diversion Program, the Crown Attorney will 
be notified. The Crown Attorney will divert the charge and withdraw it from court proceedings.  I will not 
have to appear again in court nor will I have a criminal record. 
 
Signed: _________________________________________________________ 
 
Witnessed: ______________________________________________________ 
 
Date: ___________________________________________________________ 
 
  

Name  
Address  
Telephone Number*  
Date of Birth**  
City of residence**  
Location of arrest**  
First Language  
Date of Intake Interview & Pre-test                                         
Date of john School  
Date of Post-test & Termination  
Next Court Date  
Read & Write English  Yes                                                 No 
Do you need an Interpreter?  

A COMMUNITY–LED DIVERSION PROGRAM FOR MEN CHARGED WITH COMMUNICATION 
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Appendix G 
Participant Pre-Test 

         JOHN SCHOOL DIVERSION PROGRAM 
PRE TEST 

 
Please answer the following questions as TRUE or FALSE by 

Circling either T (for TRUE) or F (for FALSE)  
 

1.  T  F   The punishment for the crime of communicating for the purpose of prostitution is 
$2,000.00 or 6 months in jail. 

 
2.  T  F    Diseases which are spread by sex are called Sexually Transmitted Diseases or 
STD’S  

 
3.  T  F    Community Groups cannot get the names of persons charged with the offence of 
Communicating for the purpose of prostitution from the court. 

 
4.  T  F    All diseases spread by sex (STD/Sexually Transmitted Diseases) can be cured. 
  

 
5.  T  F    There is a connection between prostitution and illegal drug use. 

 
6.  T  F    If you are found guilty of a crime, you will have a “Criminal Record” that is 
permanent.  It will restrict your future in many important ways. 
 
Please answer the following statements with a Yes or No.  You may write more comments at the 
bottom if you wish. 
 

1.  Yes  No   In Canada, talking to a prostitute to give her money for sex is o.k. 

 

2. Yes  No  Looking for sex in exchange for money causes harm to people and to the 
community. 

 
3. Yes  No  There is no risk to have sex with a prostitute. 

 
4. Yes  No  Mouth to genital or hand to genital (e. g. the penis) contact is not sex 

 
5. Yes  No   Women become prostitutes because they really like sex 

 
6. Yes  No  My wife/partner/girlfriend/children would be happy to learn that I had 
contact with a prostitute 

 
7. Yes  No  I should be free to talk to a prostitute and buy sex from her, if I wish 
to. 
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C.  Please answer the following questions based on what you believe to be true.  Circle 
the letter that is closest to your opinion 
A = AGREE 
B = UNCERTAIN 
C = DISAGREE 
1.  I would know if my sexual partner had a Sexually Transmitted Disease (STD) 
      
     A.   B.   C. 
  
 
2.  I cannot get a STD from a blow job/going down/oral sex. 
 
     A    B   C 
 
3.  Condoms make sex 100% safe 
 
     A   B   C 
 
4.  I can get a STD only if my sexual partner has signs or symptoms of disease 
 
     A   B   C 
 
5.  I can only get HIV/AIDS if I have sex with a man. 
 
     A   B   C  
 
6.  I can only get a STD if I do not use a condom 
 
     A   B   C  
 
7.  Taking an HIV test every few months lowers my chance of getting AIDS 
 
     A   B   C 
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D.  Some sexual activities are riskier than others.  Put a check in the box you think best 
describes the risk level for the following activities.  Check only one (1) 
 
 
ACTIVITY NO 

RISK 
LOW 
RISK 

HIGH 
RISK 

Masturbation    
Vaginal Sex without a condom    
Vaginal Sex with a condom    
Oral Sex (Blow Job, Going Down) with a condom    
Oral Sex (Blow Job, Going Down) without a condom    
Anal Sex on a woman with a condom    
Anal Sex on a woman without a condom    
Anal Sex on a man with a condom    
Anal Sex on a man without a condom    
Sexual activity that causes bleeding    
    
 
E. Please answer the following questions in written form or respond to the statement 
with yes or no. 
 
1. It is O.K. for a man to have a few affairs while in a committed relationship. Yes__No__ 
 
2. Prostitution is a victimless crime                     Yes__No__ 
 
3. I have a higher sex drive than other people        Yes__No__ 
 
4. I don’t have sex as much as I’d like to         Yes__No__ 
 
5. My partner refuses to perform certain sex acts        Yes__No__ 
 
6. Men need sex more than women                     Yes__No__ 
 
7. If prostitution were legalized, you would use the service                  Yes__No__ 
 
8.  Why do you believe woman become 
prostitutes?_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________ 
 
9.  Do you use condoms?                                Yes__No__ 
 
 
F.  Please answer the following questions by circling AGREE OR DISAGREE 
 
SEXUAL ENTITLEMENT 
 
1.  A person should have sex whenever it is needed   Agree__Disagree__  
2.  Women should satisfy men’s sexual needs              Agree__Disagree__ 
3. Everyone is entitled to sex                                       Agree__Disagree__  
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Appendix L 
Participant Post-Test 

         JOHN SCHOOL DIVERSION PROGRAM 
POST TEST 

 
Please answer the following questions as TRUE or FALSE by 

Circling either T (for TRUE) or F (for FALSE)  
 

1.  T  F   The punishment for the crime of communicating for the purpose of prostitution is 
$2,000.00 or 6 months in jail. 

 
2.  T  F    Diseases which are spread by sex are called Sexually Transmitted Diseases or 
STD’S  

 
3.  T  F    Community Groups cannot get the names of persons charged with the offence of 
Communicating for the purpose of prostitution from the court. 

 
4.  T  F    All diseases spread by sex (STD/Sexually Transmitted Diseases) can be cured. 
  

 
5.  T  F    There is a connection between prostitution and illegal drug use. 

 
6.  T  F    If you are found guilty of a crime, you will have a “Criminal Record” that is 
permanent.  It will restrict your future in many important ways. 
 
Please answer the following statements with a Yes or No.  You may write more comments at the 
bottom if you wish. 
 

1.  Yes  No   In Canada, talking to a prostitute to give her money for sex is o.k. 

 

3. Yes  No  Looking for sex in exchange for money causes harm to people and to the 
community. 

 
8. Yes  No  There is no risk to have sex with a prostitute. 

 
9. Yes  No  Mouth to genital or hand to genital (e. g. the penis) contact is not sex 

 
10. Yes  No   Women become prostitutes because they really like sex 

 
11. Yes  No  My wife/partner/girlfriend/children would be happy to learn that I had 
contact with a prostitute 

 
12. Yes  No  I should be free to talk to a prostitute and buy sex from her, if I wish 
to. 
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C.  Please answer the following questions based on what you believe to be true.  Circle 
the letter that is closest to your opinion 
A = AGREE 
B = UNCERTAIN 
C = DISAGREE 
1.  I would know if my sexual partner had a Sexually Transmitted Disease (STD) 
      
     A.   B.   C. 
  
 
2.  I cannot get a STD from a blow job/going down/oral sex. 
 
     A    B   C 
 
3.  Condoms make sex 100% safe 
 
     A   B   C 
 
4.  I can get a STD only if my sexual partner has signs or symptoms of disease 
 
     A   B   C 
 
5.  I can only get HIV/AIDS if I have sex with a man. 
 
     A   B   C  
 
6.  I can only get a STD if I do not use a condom 
 
     A   B   C  
 
7.  Taking an HIV test every few months lowers my chance of getting AIDS 
 
     A   B   C 
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D.  Some sexual activities are riskier than others.  Put a check in the box you think best 
describes the risk level for the following activities.  Check only one (1) 
 
 
ACTIVITY NO 

RISK 
LOW 
RISK 

HIGH 
RISK 

Masturbation    
Vaginal Sex without a condom    
Vaginal Sex with a condom    
Oral Sex (Blow Job, Going Down) with a condom    
Oral Sex (Blow Job, Going Down) without a condom    
Anal Sex on a woman with a condom    
Anal Sex on a woman without a condom    
Anal Sex on a man with a condom    
Anal Sex on a man without a condom    
Sexual activity that causes bleeding    
    
 
E. Please answer the following questions in written form or respond to the statement 
with yes or no. 
 
1. It is O.K. for a man to have a few affairs while in a committed relationship. Yes__No__ 
 
2. Prostitution is a victimless crime                     Yes__No__ 
 
3. I have a higher sex drive than other people        Yes__No__ 
 
4. I don’t have sex as much as I’d like to         Yes__No__ 
 
5. My partner refuses to perform certain sex acts        Yes__No__ 
 
6. Men need sex more than women                     Yes__No__ 
 
7. If prostitution were legalized, you would use the service                  Yes__No__ 
 
8.  Why do you believe woman become 
prostitutes?_________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________ 
 
9.  Do you use condoms?                                Yes__No__ 
 
 
F.  Please answer the following questions by circling AGREE OR DISAGREE 
 
SEXUAL ENTITLEMENT 
 
1.  A person should have sex whenever it is needed   Agree__Disagree__  
2.  Women should satisfy men’s sexual needs              Agree__Disagree__ 
3.  Everyone is entitled to sex                                       Agree__Disagree__  
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Appendix M 
John School Evaluation Sheet 

JOHN SCHOOL  
 

EVALUATION 
 
1.  What did you think about the John School?_____________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2.  Do you feel you learned anything? ____________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. What do you think was the most informative part? ________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4.  What would you like to see changed? _________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. Do you have suggestions about other topics that could include in the school? __________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
6     Will you use the services of a Prostitute again? _________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
7.  Will you use protection in any future relationships?_______________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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