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" . Abstract

'The purpose of this.study was to identify the behavioral -skills of
a correctional officer. " The Correctional Personnel Rating Scale was

administered to supervisors, correctional officers, and inmates at four

" dinstitutional settings. A factor analysis was performed by combining

the rétings produced by the three subject groups. Three factors
emerged. Responsibi1ity/LeadershiS Skills was comp}iséd of foutine job
skills that inb]uded: é)_report writing; b)‘enfo}cement of rules and
regu]ations;: c) working findependent]y' without éxcessive' supervision;
g{ working effectively with other staff and occasionally, adopting the

role of a leader; e) providing inmates with appropriate information on

. yarious aspects of their incarceration and; f) providing clear

directions and instructing inmates on how to improve uhacceptabie
behavior prio% to applyfng negative consequences. Behavior Skill
Deficitg was depictive -of a poorly functioning correctional officer
which.included the following behavigrs: a)lethargy and failure to meet
deadlines; b) denia11 of responsibility for errors; c) reguiring
excessive supervision; 'd) hinima1 communication and consultation with
CO-WOrkers; e) éiving' ﬁp quickly in an argument/emotionally volatile
with co-workers and fnmatéé and; f) providing inaccurate information to
inmates and demonétrating a difficulty in working with them. Inmate-
Relationship Skills portrayed the correctional officer in a therapeutic

role which included: a) an attempt to undersﬁand the inmates' feelings

and thoughts; b) support .given to inmates who ~are experiencing

~ difficulties and; ¢)- interacting with inmates regu]af]y and providing

counselling. _ .

- vii -



An analysis of variance was performgd on 'gach factor by
institution and subject group. There was a'significant main effect for
subject group for Responsibility/Leadership SKills. Correctional
officers and supervisors attached significantly more importance to
Re§ponsibility/Leadership Skills than ingﬁtes. There was a significant
' m;?n effect for subject group, whereby inmates attached greater
importance to Inmate-Relationship Skills than correctional officers and
supervisors. '

The demograbhic variables tﬁat significantly -correlated with- each
factor and subject groups included: 1) For supervisors, age was
significantly negatively correlated with Inmdte-Re]at%onship Skills;

2) For inmates, a) age; b) previous length of time incarcerated and; c)
previous number of times incarcerated were all significgntiy negatively
correlated with Responsibility/Leadership Skills; d)-perceqtage of the
senténce served was significantly negatively correlated with Behaﬁior
Skill Deficits; and e) the Tength of time previously incarcerated in a

maximum institution was significantly negatively correlated with

Inmate-Relationship Skills.

The extension and further development of the CPRS was provided. A
set of behaviors or skilas which defined an effecty e correctional
officer were discussed in light of'the find?ngs and with reference to
recruitment, éé]ection,/and trainipg issues.

/

i
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INTRODUCTION

Despite the fact that correctional officers represent the
largest nymber of individuais in_correctional institutions next to
inmates, there still exists little information 06 the role of the
correctional officer. [It, therefore, becomes difficq1t to establish
criteria for their effective functioning in the absence of any
cohcrete definition of what aré\\i:f actual behavior; necessary to
perform the role properly.’

‘ -

Traditionally, correctional officers have been selegted on the
basis of physica{' requirement;,' thus, ensuring good sSecurity.
Another approach that later emerged was the implementation of

personality assessments to jdentify the personality traits of those

officers with good performancé ratings.

Most receatly, it has been argued that the ‘evaluation of the
correctional officer's role should focus on the actual tasks of the
correctipna1 _offi;en's position. In the 'fie]d of industrial
.psycho]ogy,_the primary method for evaluation is the identification
of the particular- behaviors that are réquired to perform the job.
This information forms tﬁe-deveiopment of a behaviora]'method for job

selection. A candidate is assessed on these behavioral indices which

can then be used as predictors of successful job performance.



The purpose of this study was to identify the behavioral skills

Y

of a correctional officer, These skills could be further
operationalized. in future studies of correctional officers through
the use of observational methods and role-playing of -the various
tasks. Once these critical job behaviors are identified, simulation
of these behaviors could be used in the selection process and serve

as useful predictors of job performance.
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

One of the more interesting anomalies in the history of
corrections, .is the manner in which the role of the correctional
officer (CO) has been “ignored. Alexander Paterson (1951) of the
British Prison Commission opposed any time being _allocated to the
study of COs, on the basis that, "It is much better to leave them to
their own natural goed will and common sense than to stuff their ears
and memories with scientific jargon" {p.401). On the other hand,
another view.has it that the CO can be the single most important
person in terms ;f inf}uencing the inmate and having the potential
for enhancing‘\b% minimizing, through his - or her actions, the
effectiveness of the various' treatment programs (Glaser, 1964;
Lombardo, 1981; Teske and Willjamson, 1979; Wicks, 19805. The above
opinions, however, are oprimarily based entirely on anecdotal

evidence.

Unfortunately, despite the assumed importance of the 0, little
attention has been directed to the fundamental issue of recruitment.
That is, what are perceived to be the desirable characteristics of

effective C0s?
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Historical Selection Criteria

Over a quarter of a century ago, Lundberg (1947) wrote, “nethods
of selection of ;he prison guard are generally loose and ha;é little
empirical va]idiyy: 0f some 13,000 ggards in this country, it is
safe to ﬁay that over three-fourths have been selected by
unscientific methods" (p.38). In 1983, the warden of Jackson-Prison,
Michigan outlined his descriptfon—based hiring criteria, "We would
hire them jf they were warm and alive" (American Correctional
Assoﬁiation, 1970, p.67). One of the state officials responding to a
survey of United §fates selection procedures indicated that “any warm
body passing the test would likely be hired" (Goldstein, 1975, p.1l1).

The "test" referred to, comprised a rcutine civil service written

‘examination of "general information and a 5 to 10 minute oral test on

"human relation skills". As recently as 1981, Toch stated that “the
correctional officer is a residue of the dark ages. He requires
20/20 vision, the IQ of an imbecile, a high threshold for boredom and

a basement pesition in Maslow's hierarchy" (p.20).

A ‘concrete example of thé hiring process taken from the Canadian
Penitentiary system.is illustrative (Willet, 1973):" He found that
selection procedures were neither standardized nor formalized. Basic
information was lacking at interviews, references were not Fequired,

and objective . assessment tools were not employed. The interv{ewers

- did not appear to be trained in selection techniques and functioned

as a group with minimal prior consultation. The pre-selection

briefing of candidates was often based on incorrect information about
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their work and as a rule, there was no member of personnel present tq}
answer any questions ﬁertaining to the details of the work. Once
selected, officers were enrolled in a training course,”-pre5umab1y
specifically related to the job, however, due to the course's
perceived low-credibility by the staff and their superv{sors at the
host prisons, candidates were treated as if they had been on-
.
“holiday". - »
By and large, even when job descriptions have depicted the CO as
a person withhmu]ti-faceted roles - including inmate counselling -
the actuaI.z;iteEia for selection have usually been based on physical
requirements, security considerations and an assumed poesition of
authority as in any military hierarchy (Cressey, 1959). Schrag
(1961) remarked that it is an illusion that COs are able to control
inmates because they have unlimited authority and their orders carry
the full sanctions of prison administration. Rather, Schrag regarded
skill in interpersonal relations and the ability to obtain voluntary
cooperation as being the crucial factors in securing and qaintaining.
contr91. A high school diploma is no guarantee of the possession of
such skills. In the absence of a training program where they may
acquife the necessary skills, the recruitment of officers with the

necessary ability is entirely fortuitous.

There are some data bearing on the CO's role withfn a security-
oriented setting.  Wilkins 11975) pilot project surveyed thrée
institutions and collected data through the use of interview and
observation of (COs. All the COs considered maintenance of inmate

SQCUrity to be the. primary function of their role and counselling
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inmates to be ranked as secondary. The relative importance of these
two tasks varied with each institution. But, even in the case of the
treatment oriented institution studied, the security role was still

-

prominent.

. Williams' and “Soutar (1984) administefed rating scales to assess
£0s attitudes towards various dimensions of their role. Tée sample
included 402 COs who were empioyed at 14 different instjtutions. The
sugjects were divided. into two groups according to the-.level of
seéuriiy at each institution, i.e.; minimum/medium Qr maximum. Based
#on a discriminant amalysis, the authors stated that “COs in maximum
institutions had a much more custodial view of their job, with
conseéuent1y more negative stereotyping of inmates® than their
colleagues employed in minimum/medium institutions. “Staff at the
min{mum/medium security institutions were more freatmént 6r$énted and

~

perteived less need for disciplinary control-of inmates" (p.90) than

C0s working in maximum security institutioA;T.-.h‘\n\\\

\-

Studies Involving Personality Assessment

In 1958, Downey and Signori asserted that 956 far as one can’
. discover, there are no attempts to investiéate the problem of prison
guard selection in terms of ?n;eres; and personality . testing
procéﬁures" (p.234). It did not, however: take an inordinate amount
of time befcre the use of psychologital tests were claimed to be an

effective means of improving the selection process. It was assumed
2 B :
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that these aSsessmeuL tools effectively identifiéd candidates who had

the potential to become "good" COs. The Report of the Parliamentary

‘Sub-Committee on Penitentiary Services in TCanada advecated

personality testing to help ensure that COs had the aptitude and
self-discipline required for -their job (Macéuigan, 1977). In a
review sponso?ed by the American Bar Association (Goldstein, 1975) a
be]%ef in psychological tests as effective screening proced&%&s was
furthér affirmed. Al1 but four of the forty-six jurisdictions
surveyed claimed to test brbspective employees. Most, howevér, did
not specify what psychometric instruments they used. Five reported
using the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI); two of
them administered it only after hiring and oﬁe only 1if indicated
after a routine psychological interview. Ong jurisdiction reported
the use of the Cattell 16PF during train%ng; ten used . “general
information tests"” ;nd_three-used in-héuse.CO examinations. No data
were presented that would allow an assessment of the efficacy of
these'methods.in selection. The most recent survey of such practices
(Behrens, 1985) reported that 25% of the United States government
agencies have imp1eménted psychological screening requirements aé
part. of minimum applicant standards for law enforcement and/or

corrections positions.

There have been a few studies employing psychological tests as
screen?hg devices that reported data as to their effectiveness.
Psychologic%l tests were used to differentiate between guards rated

as “good" by their supervisors.and those rated as “poor". for L\,,/—m
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example, Downey and Signori (1958) administered four objective,
ability and personality tests; the Wessman Personnel (Classification
Test, the Kuder-Preference Record-Vocational Test, the MWP] and the
Manson Evaluation. They found that 14 out of an aggregate 38 scales
discriminated between "gooﬁ" and "poor"™ job performance-rated COs.
On the MMPI significant negative correlations in the range of
r=-.26 to -.30 were obtained on the F scale, Psychasthenia,
Depreséion, Hostility, and Sccial Introversion. \fhe highest positive
correlations were -obtained on the Verbal scale (r=.49; p.0l) of
the Kud;r Preference Record Vocational Test. Despite the obtained
significance, the &bove-noted co}relations, cannot be considered high

for practical use.

In another study by Hammer (1968) MMPI subscales did not
discriminate between *“good" and “poor" C(0s. Perdue (1964, 1966)
reported the use of the Johnson Temperment Ana?ysis in screening
applicants for custodial work. This test purportﬁlto measure nine
basic behavioral characteristics: Nervous, Depressive, Active,
Co;dial, Sympaihetic, Subjective, Aggressive,  Critical and
Self-Mastery. The test was administered to the total quard force
(n=160)- of the institution. From this groﬁp, 37 officers with
“superior" job performance ratings were selected .and the test
profiles were compared with the guard force as a whole. Statistical
tests of significance were not conductedr Inspection of the results
indicated that the differences between the two groups did not appear
to be significantly large and all the subscale scores for both groups
weré within the average range of published norms for the general

population.
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The author concluded, however, that the "good" COs were distinguished
by seQera] traits. '“Those employees with better stability on such
variables as nervousness and wqu habits, more self-contrel and
self-mastery and perhaps more reserve and caution in dealing Qith
others, make the better type of custodié] officer® (p. 18).
Schuerger, Kochevar and Reinwald (1982) administered Cattell's 16PF
questionnaire and found that male officers with the highest
performance ratings appeared on the 16PF as bright, controlled,
conservative and self-sufficient. High rating female officers
appeared to have a similar pattern except vrated as more
group-dependent than their male counterparts, ‘The correlations
between the high and -low rated male and female COs were not
significant and the authors stated that "their results may represent

only chance variations in the data" (p. 227).

‘ Shusman, Inwald and Landa (1984) assessed the pred%ctive
validity of two psychological ‘inventories, the MMPI and the Inwald
Personality Inventory (IPI) for 716 male COs for retention or
términation as well as absenteeism, lateness and formal disciplinary
interviews. The IPI consists of 26 scales designed to measure stress
reactions and deviant behavior patterns by focusing on absence and
lateness problems, alcohol or drug use and antisocial behaviors. %he
IP;.accurately classified sub;equent retention or termination of 73%
of the recruits. The MWPI accurately classified 63% of the COs. .
Togethér, the IPI and @MPI correct?y assigned 73% of the recruits as

to Jjob statusy Terminated officers had higher means on scales

including such items as*Famiiy conflicts, substance abuse,
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absenteejsm,'lateness, disciplinary interviews, trouble with the law
and spouse conflict. The 665 officers who were not terminated were
then randomly divided into two groups for cross-validation purposes.
The MMPI and IPI were used to predict absenteeism, lateness and
occurrence of disciplinary interviews. O0On these variables, the IP]
produced classifications rates in the‘ range of 67 to 69%. Upon
cross-validation, the classification rates were between 58 to 64%.
The MMPI- produced c¢lassification rates between 60 to 67%, and upon
cross-validation the §1assification rates were between 56 to 6l%.
The IPI correctly classified a higher number of individuals as to
actual job performance than  the  MMPI, but regardless of -the
statistical significance of.the test results, there still appears to
be a large percentage of (Os whose behaviors were not correctly

PIS

identified by these psychological inventories.

The 1literature pertaining to the recruitment and seléction of
C0s does not appear to be of sufficient quaﬁtity or empirical quality
to render drawing conclusions about the eff}cacx of psychological
testing in the selection process. It is apparent, as Goldstein has
remarked, that the design of many of these studies does not providé
an adequate basis for draﬁﬁng conclusions about the utility of the
instruments for future selection purposes. The results, when
significant, are not statiétically potent. In addition, almost all
these studies are post-dictive. Selection criteria have been based
on global qualities, which not only may not have predictive power
because they are so general, but appear not to be unique to the job

requirements of a CO.

~
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Behavioral Skills as a Basis for Selection

One of the trends in the field of diagnostics has been to move

-

from the assessment of global personality traits to the measurement of

specific  behavioral skilis. In the field of industry and

© organizational psychology, personnel selection criteria and Jjob

evaiuation are based upon behavioral analysis {Ghorpade and Atchinson,

1880). The United States_ Department of Labor views a job as 2

-collection of behaviours that comprises the work assignments of one or

more workers (O'Leary, 1976). The development of a behaviorally based
instrument depends wupon the judgement of those employees* and
. T T . . ) .
supervisors who are-closest tc™ the job itself. The result is a pool
—_ . _‘_\‘// ‘—\ .
of specific items describing effective and i&g;;EEtﬁve behaviour in
the langdsge of those closest to the job (Szilagyi and Wallace, 1980+
For example, some recent studies examining on the job perfaormance
during training sessions® of occupations as ~diverse as sales
representatives (Bray eand Campbell, 1968), machinists (Siegal "and
Bergman, 1975} and engineers (Qlson, Fine, Myers and Jennings, 1981)
have reported potent predictors of eventual job- performance. As a-
case in point, Cleff (1980) found a correlation of r=.82,p<.001
with job performances measures.
z

Thus, the data generated from this approach has credibility for
other professions such as CO's. McGregor (1957) and Ross and McKay
(1881) have argued that the necessary epprpach toward officer
selection should be from a behavioral 5erspective. Selection should
bé based on the assessment of the skills and/or potential to acquirel

sich skills through training.



[ ]

e

- 12 -

A study conducted by Willis, Jessup, Savage, Cooper and Slesser
(1979,- a, b) reported data from a preliminary development of a
behavioral rating scale designed to measure  officer performance on

the job. This Correctional Personnel Rating .Scale (CPRS) 1is 2

broadly based behavioral scale whichfﬁhtempts to measure common (O

S

behaviours that are considered important by correctional personnel.

Farty staff were interviewed at a minimum security centre for
young aduTt» offenders. . The intervieweés were composed of
correctional staff, supervisors and professional staff. fhey were
asked to descripe behaviours regarded as important components of the
CO0's job. Both‘desirable ;nd-undesirable behaviours were requested.
A" ;gcond' group  composed  of senior (Os, supervisdrs and
superintendents were brovided with the list- of behaviours and were
asked to identify a set of categorigi'that would be useful in making
employment selection, placement, promotion and training decisions.
Five categories and the definition of- these categories were
generated. The categories were rdutine job tasks, 1eader§hip;
emoéional control, staff and inmate relations. Each of the items\was

then assigned to a category. .Item reliability ranged from 85% to

100% with & mean of 97% (g<.015. The internal reliability for each

. subscale ranged between .76 to .93 with a mean of .89. Low

correlations were obtained between the individual items and the

subscales other than to which they were assigned, therefore,
indicating the subscales do measure different aspects of the C0's
job. Convergent and discriminate validity coefficients were .82 and

.46, respectively.
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The result is a rating scale that is composed of the actual
tasks of the CO position,‘ with a behavioral or skill oriéntation.
Unfortunately, this research was  never followed up: Given the

current concern over exactly what the appropriate role for the CO 1is,

it would appear crucial that this issue be pursued not only from CO-

themselves as to what they consider to be the desirable behavioral
characteristics, but other gr0ups as well. The two that obviously

come to mind, afe the supervisors of COs and the inmates.

To date no empirical studies exist whereby sUpervisors of COc
have objectively defined from a behavioral perspective, the qualities

of an effective CO.

Inmates' views on what constitutes an effective CO are mainly

descriptive in nature. "I act respectable and they give me respect.

I want an officer that has understanding, knows how to talk to
inmates, helps the inmates as much as he can, an officer who can do

his job" (May, 1976, p. 42).

Glaser (1964) requested inmates to outline the qualities of an

effective CO. The inmates described an effective (O as being

friendly, accommodating, fair, . dependabie, predictable, nice,

flexible 'and sociable. Thase officers who were viewed as ineffective’

were described as being hostile, weak, stupid, rigid and aggressive.
Homant (1979) had inmates rate COs on job performance based on a 5
boint rating’ scale. They were then requested to describe the

qualities of the officeré who had received both poor and excellent

.ratings. The officers who were attributed\an-exce11ent rating were

»

« =

f
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described as being “extremely good with making men feel they are
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genuinely concerned about their welfgre and problems. 'They are fair,
consistent and in eQerf'sense of the word humane". The officers that
received poor ratings were described as 'being “disrgspéctfu],
insensitive and to a Tlarge degree without much of a positive

personality to'display to the resident" (p. 59).
/—\.______,‘

These data, Tike those reported on the psychological test
- literature are of little value, because they-fOCus on general-traits
. %ound for many occupations and not specific to the CO's tasks.
There are only two existing studies, noted previously, (Wilkins
1975; Williams and Soutar, 1984) that have looked at the CO role in
three giﬁﬁa:gnt corréctiOnaI settings. It 1is important (to assess
whether. the effective behavioral charaﬁterié%%cs are Ccommon 2cross
different types of correctional settinés. The role of the CO ma&
vary across such settings. Further;;re, individual differences 'i.e.,
age, length of experience in corrections, amonqst COs and those that
.§upervise them "may influence the ratings. Also, individual
differences such as age and previous incarcerated history on the part
of the inmates may also have an influenée. ) -

- o

t is proposed, pherefore, to assess the effective behavioral
characéeristics of COs using the Correctional Personnel Rating Scale
- and compare the ratings amoﬁgst C0s, their supervisors and inmates.
| ‘ The ratings derived from these threé groups wiil be compared across

three different types of correctional settings e.g., a minimum/medium

security correctional centre, two jails, and a maximum security
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detention centre. Individual differences amongst the three groups

tested will be corrglated with rating§ produced on the scale.

A factor. anaIysis will: be. performed on the CPRS using the
principal components model. Varimax rotation will be applied to
determine orthogonality of lsubscaﬁes. Due to _the limited sample
size, - the éhree subject groups will be combined to perform this

analysis. A three-way factorial analysis of variance will- be

performed on each factor to determine differences between subject

groups and institutions. Tukey's post-hoc tests will bé conducted to
determine further significance thaf may eherge from the ana]}gis of
variance.. A Pearson product moment cérrelation matrix will bé
performed for each factor and the demégraphic vériab]es for each
subject group. Spearman-Brown split-half reliability and Cronb&%h's

]
ca .
alpha will be applied to determine the internal consistency of the
/ )

CPRS. //

[

o

\Results emanating from this study should have meaningful
1mpT%cations for persodné] policy and .practice as viewed from the
perspective of both CO and management. That is, reliable, baseline
information will be provided regarding the desired and essential
characteristics of the CO's role.. The 5otent1a1 cﬁmp}exéties of the
C0's roles, moreover, will be revealed if, in fact, ratings of
effectiveness vary as to worﬁ location, who 1s doing the rating, and

individual differences.

1\ -
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‘. METHOD

i,

The Correctional Personnel Rating Scale (CPRS) was administere9(’

The data consisted of ratings on a 4 point scale as to the

tdesirabi]ity of 69 behaviors previously identified as being important

to a CO's effectiveness. Due to language difficulty for inmates, 15
items were revised. An open-ended question was added to the
instrument to allow subjects to include behaviors characteristic of
an effective C0 that were not considered in the ofigina] item pool.
Demographic data were alsc obtained. ‘Individual responders were not
idenpjfied'as questionnairés were filled out ano&ymoué]y; A covering
letter explaining the nature and purpose of the study was attached to

each questionnaire (see Appendix A).

Data were collected -from Rideau Correctional Centre, Ottawa-

*

Carleton Deteantion Centre, and the jails at Brockville and Perth.

L)

The data from- the two jails were combined due to their small size.
It was arbitrarily decided to. test 30 full-time male. COs and 30
inmates from each of the three different settings. As a result of
their limited number, all of the possible supervisors were tested.
There were an insufficient number of female (0s for the purposes of
this sthy. Due to - the variability in administration of the
questionnaire and sampie size, the procedure and subjects will be

described by institution.
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Rideau Correctional Centre

-

Rideau Correctional Centre (RCC) is located in a rural area,
approximately 35 miles south of Ottawa. It is a minimUm/mediuh '
security institution receiving individuals with sentences of up to 2

-

years less a day. Treatment is perceived as an integral programming

goal. (Tﬁ\

Due to the nature of the shift work, a Supefvisor was responsible

for distributing the questionnaires to the COs and supervisors. - The

—

questionnaire was filled out on an individual basis and when completed,

returned to the supervisor. !
Thirty two COs (65% of the -population) returned questionnaires.
Two questionnaires were randomly eliminated for -a final n=30. For

supervisors, the return rate was 100% (n=9).

Inmates were randomly selected by choosing every third inmate

from the current inmate files. The minimum length of time served at

RCC at the time of questionnaire administration was 30 days to allow
for familiarity and %nkeraction with COs. Inmates were administered
the questionnaire individually to ensure comprehension and reliable
responsés. " Inmate files were reQiewed in conjunction with the
jnformation provided by the inmates to verify.the validity of the

demographic data. The first 30 inmates- selected agreed to testing.
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Ottawa-Car]éton Detention Centre

Ottawa-Carleton Detention.Centre (0CDC) is Tocated on Innes Road
just east of Ottawa in Blackburn Hamlet. It ié a maximum security
institution holding -individuals awaiting tria],. those with short
sentences and those awaiting transfer to federal or provincial

institutions.

Oue to the different shifts and® work schedule of the COs and
supervisors, questionnaires were‘attachéd to the pay cheques, filled
out on 5; individual basis and returned. to the Department of
Psychology. After 3 weeks, 31% of the full-time COs and 50% of tﬁe'
supervisors had completed.and returned the questionnaires. A'1etter
to eécourage the correctional staff to participate in the study was
attached to the pay cheques for the following pay period. This
strategy was not effective as no guestionnaires were returned.
Questionnaires were then placed in the staff duty offices and the
examiner met with the correcticnal staff personally to establish
cobperation and participation 1in the stpay. The time to meet the
staff was chosen when one shift‘was termﬁnating and the other just

commencing so as to enable as many Andividua] contacts as possible.

- The response to the study was not at all favorable and appeared to be

related to union concerns. The sentiments of the correctional staff
may be reflected by some of the foliowing quotes. "What you got, is
. .

211 you're going to get!". “Don't expect anymore questionnaires

back." “We don't know you and therefore we go on the premise that
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those we don‘t know, we don't trust." “Anyone knows that you can
distort statistics anyway you like.*® “You can use this information
against us and present it to management." "Besjdes, we heard that,
you had been administering the same questionnaire to inmates, why
sﬁouId they be asked, who cares what they have to say." "Also, the
superintenqent's name was on your cover letter, we interpreted that
as an order, and we refuse to be ordered." ;So what you got, is all

LN

- you're going to get".

The final sample size of the COs was 24, which is 35% of the

total full-time COs. For supervisors, the final return rate was 50%,

-

Inmates were randomly selected Qy choosing every third inmate
from the current inmate filés. Only sentenced inmates were included
in the study. The minimum length of incarceration at 0QCDC at thé
time of questionnaire administration was 30 days to allow for
familiarity and interaction with the COs. Inmates were administered
the questionnaire individually to ensure comprehension and reliable
responses. Inmate files were reviewed in conjunction with the
iﬁformation provided by the inmates to verify the Qa]idity of the
demographic data. Thirty-six inmates were approached in order to

obtain a sample of 30 inmates agreeable to testing.
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Brockville and Perth Jails

Brockviflle Jail is located in Brockville, (approximately 60
miles south of Ottawa) a city with a population of 30,000. The jail
in Perth is located approximately 45 miles south-west of Ottawa, in a
town with a population of 5’000', They are both maximum security
institutions holding individuals Pawaiting trial, those with short
sentences and those awaitihg transfer to federal or provincial

institutions.

Due to the different shifts-and work schedule of the COs and -
supervisors, questionnaires were attached to the pay cheques. The
questiongaires were fi]led out on an individual basis and when
completed, were returned ta the Administration Office within the

Jails.

The return rate for the COs was 100% at *each jail, with a total

sample of 30 COs. For supervisors, the return rate was 83% at each

. jail with a total sample of 10 supervisors.

At the time of the study, Perth Jail was undergoing major
struetural renovations. All inmates were retained for approximately

one .day and then a majority of them were transferred to Brockville

* Jail. A1l inmates, therefore, .were administered the questionnaire at

Brockville Jail. Due to the high rate of turnover and relatively
short period of incarceration, the minimum length of time served at

Brockville Jail, at the time of QUest1onna1re administration was 2



e

=21 -
) \ - » - -
weeks to allow for familiarity and interaction with COs. Only
sentenced inmates 'were included in the study. Inmates were
administered the questionnaires individually to ensure comprehension

and reliable responses. Inmate files were reviewed in conjunction

-with the information .provided by the inmates to verify the validity

of, the demographic data. Thirty-two inmates were approached in order

to obtain a sample of 30 inmates agreeable to testing.

A summary allowing for easy comparison of the various

demographic variables for C0s and supervisors may be seen in Tables 1
and 2, respectively. Table 3 provides a summary of the demographic

variables for inmates.

%)
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Table 1

»  Means for Demographic Variables for Correctional Officers

regardless of level of security

~RCC ococ Jails =84
n=30 n=24 n=30
Age 36.5 36.1 32.9 35.2
Level of education 13,2 13.9 12.7 13.4
Number of years employéd at
current institution as a
correctional_officer 8.2 6.0 6.7 7.0 .
Number of months previously
employed in a minimum institution
ﬁﬁs a correctional officer 7.0 1.3 4.4 3.7
Number of months previously
employed in a medium institution -
as a correctional officer 2.8 1.2 3.6 3.0
Number of months previous]y.
employed -in a maximum institution
as a correctional officer 1.6 2.3 6.4 4.1
s
Total number of months previously
employed as a correctional officer . ’
11.4 4.9 14.0 10.8
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Table 2

Means for Demographic Variables for Supervisors .

RCC ococ Jails - _N=25
n=9 n=6 n=10
Age 47.8 43.0 44.4 45,2
Level of education 13.9 14.5 13.0 13.7
Number of years employed
at current institution
as a supervisor 13.2 9.3 7.5 10.¢C
Number of yea}s previously
employed in a minimum institution -
as a supervisor - 3.2 1.5 0 1.5
Number of years previously
employed in a medium institution .
as a supervisor 3.2 0 0 1.2

Number of years previcusly
employed in a maximum institution )
as a supervisor - . 2.11 2.2 6.0 3.5

Total number of years previously
empToyed as a supervisor regardless .
of level of security : B.6" 3.7 6.0 6.0
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Table 3 ¥
Means for Demographic Variables for Inmates

RCC ococ Jails N=90

n=30 n=30 n=30
Age 28.2 24.0 24.3 24.2
Level of education 9.4 9.6 101 9.7

—

Number of months incarcerated ‘
at time of study 3.3 2.6 1.2 2.5
Length of sentence in months 6.4 6.4 3.9 5.8
Percentage of sentence served
at time of study 51.6 47.3 48.0 49.0
Mean number of times previously
incarcerated in a minimum institution .93 .83 .27 .68
Mean number of times previously :
incarcerated in a medium institution .80 .63 .50 .54
Mean number of times previously
incarcerated in a maximum institution .80 - 1.8 .93 i1
Total number of times previously
incarcerated regardless of level
of security . 2.2 3.3 1.7 v 2.4
Number of months previocusly
incarcerated in a minimum institution 8.2 6.8 3.6 5.5
Number of months previcusly ’ .
incarcerated in a medium institution 1.7 6.9 ° 9.2 5.5
Number of months previously
incarcerated in a maximum institution 2.6 13.4 4.2 7.1
Total number of months previously
incarcerated regardless of the

12.4 19.0 15.0 16.0

level of security
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RESULTS

The ratings on each of the 69 items from the three suﬁject
groups (N=199) were combined to perform a factor analysis.
Principal components with varimax rotation was applied. From this
analysis three factors were conceptually interpreted. A correlation
cut off of .4 of the item to the factor was selected. The score on
each item was multiplied by its optimal weight to obtain a factor
score for each subject. Factor A was comprised of 27 items; 21 items
constituted factor B; and a total of 10 items in factor C.‘ A total
of 11 ifems wére e]imjnated, resulting in an instrument ompdgsidsj

)
58 items (see Appendix B).

¥

Factor A

Factor A .was labelled Responsibility/Leadership Skills and may
be characterized by the following description. The CO performs the
basic or routine jobs of a CO. This includes providing oral or
written reports where required or needed, as well as adherence to and
enforcément of rules of the institution'including éhose related to

security.

R

The job is performed independently without the need for
- excessive supervision. The CO solves most routine problems on his
own and can predict or anticipate many problems in advance and act -
accordingly. While there are situations that require assistance or

advice, the CO seeks it and holds himself accountable for the
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consequences of his behavior. He accepts supervision and directions

willingly and s able to reconcile contrary decisions from

supervisors.

Working effectively with o;her staff and communicating ideas and
suggestibns to co-workers, which at times mdy be‘ impfeménted is
valued. = The CO is regarded as a leader, whereby he can bring

divergent opinions together in a consensus.

Inmates are provided with appropriate informaiion on such topics
as parole procedures, day passes, teﬁporary absence programs, etc.
When supervising inmétes, the CO provides clear directions, lets them
know when they have done well and instructs them on how to improve

unacceptable behavior prior to applying negative consequences.

Factor B

Factor B was labelled Behavior Skill Deficits and is depictive
of a poorly functioning CO. For example, the CO is lethargic and
allows wirk to lag behind, often failing to meet deadlines. He may
act impulsively withéut considering the consequences of his behavior
and often denies vresponsibility for any errors. Excessive
supervision is required, wheréby the CO has to be constantly told

what to do next.

He fails to inform co-workers on-the next shift of any problems
that arose. His views have. minimal influence on co-workers, and

expresses little interest in obtaining other opinions from staff.
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The CO may give up easily in an argument or may be quite

emotionally volati]é, arguing with co-workers in front‘of inmates,
making derogatory statements to staff; tea;ing inmates, and is easily
prone to losing his femper. He provides‘fnaccurate information to
inmgte's -questfons yhich may include details about inétitutibna]
- regulations, déy passes, parole procedures, etc. Demonstrateé a
difficulty in working with inmates and is often perceived as

unapproachaﬁ]e by inmates.

Factor C
Factor C was labelled Inmate-Relationship Skills and portrays

the CO in- a therapeutic role. The CO requires the inmates to face

the responsibility ‘%or the direction 6f their  lives. He regularly

interacts with ihmates, listens to them and provides counselling. An

- attempt is made to understand the inmate's feelings and thoughts.

The CO helps inmates to find solutions to their various problems. He

" respects their rights— and deals with them in an open and honéstlv

manner. The CO 1is supportive of inmates who are experiencing

‘ difficu]ties< in ’adjusting .to the institution or who are having

personal prob]emst,

Orthogonality of Factors.

Pearson'product moment correlation coefficients were obtained to
.determine the orthogonality of the factors. As can be seen from Table

4, the relationship between factor' A and factor B was significantly
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negatively correlated (r=-.19, p<.0l). Factor A and factor C
were also significantly ' correlated (r=.31, p<:001). Pearson
pfoduct moment inter-item and 'iﬁgm to scp!e score correlation

coefficients for each of the factor scales weré obtained to further

\

assess the non-orthogonality of the factors, (see Appendix B).

™.

Fd

-3 e
Table 4 3%

= e

Correlation Coefficients Between Féctoéiﬁ, B,'and c

" -

~— 4 / . y'

- | . .
Factor A Factar'B " Factor C
Factor A . 1.0 ) -.1G** L31%%x
Factor B -.19%* 1.0 V=1l
R
Factor C L31xRx ~.11 1.0
. . * '

-

A correlation coefficient of .14 is required for p<.05

df ="197
o p<.0l
**x  p<. 001

&3
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Relative Importance of Factors Between

Subject Groups and Institutions

. 4 ‘ 4 .

. A three by three factorjal analysis of variance was ~pefforfned on
each factor by institution and ‘subject group. Tukey's post-hoc test was
applied to. determine significance between ,subj%ct groups and institution

mean factor scores.

There™was no significant .main effect for institution on factor A

< 1, as can .be seen in Table 5. There was, however, a

+ significant main “Wrfect for subject ‘group F (2,180) = 24.79, p

' <.001. C(COs and supervisors attributed significantly more importance to

factor A (M=49.74; 49.05; p<.05, than inmates (M= .44.16), as shown

in Table 6. There was no significant two-way'interaction effect for
’ x

institution and subject group F (4, 190)=2.32, p>.05

A

-

On factor B, there were no significant main effects for institution

or subject group F (2,190)=2.07; 1.65, p>.05, respectively, as seen

1,

in Table 7. A significant two-wdy interaction between institution and

subject group was also not evident F (4, 190)=2.09, p>.05.

There were no significant main effects for institution for factor C

F (2, 190) <1 as seen in Table 8. A significant main effect for

subjéct group F (2,190)=17.37, p<.001, wasg_gvident. Inmates attached
sig}nificantjy greater importance to facZo:j: (-rj=17.0§, p<.05) éhan
CO0s and supervisors (ﬂ=15.08k14.95),‘ as can be seen in Table 9. A
significant two'-wayrinteraction effect for institution and subject group

[

was not evident F (4, 190)= 5.78, p>.05.
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~ Table 5~

Analysis of yariaﬁce for Factor A
by Institution and Subject Group

Source of Variation SS df MS F
Institution 14.73 2 7.36 | .25(NS)
Subject Group | 1450.52 2 725.26  24.79%*%
Institution x Subject Group  328.30 4 82.09 2.32 (NS)
Residual 5557.46 190 29.25 «

_ **%pC 001 - '
' ‘Table 6

‘ Tukey's Post-hoc Test for Comparison of
Subject Group Means for Factor A

COs Supervisors Inmates
49,.74* s 49.05* 44.16
_ _ . _ ™~
COs ©49.74x - .69(dT=.72) 5.59 (dT=.29) ]
Supervisors 49.05% - ' 4.89 (dT=.67)
* Inmates 44.16 -
_*p<.05
dT = critical value
- | o Table 7
‘ Analysis of Variance for Factor B
X by Institution and Subject Group
- ;4§ource of Variation sS df MS F
Institution 4.47 2 2.23 2.07 (NS)
Subject Group . 35.93 2 17.96 1.65(NS)
Institution x Subject Group 90.60 4 22.65 | 2.09(NS)
Residual 2059.19 190 10.83




- 31 -

g

{ .
N Table 8

. : | Analysis of Variance for Factor C
by Institution and Subject Group

_._‘"'_- -

Source of- Variation SS df MS F

~ Institution | - 9.46 2 4.73 .83(NS)
Subject Group 197.07 2 98.53  17.37%x*
.Institution x Subject Group 13.10 4 3.27 .57(NS)
Residual 1077.40 190 5.67
*xxp<, 001
Table 9

Tukey's Post-hoc Test for Comparison of
Subject Group for Means for Factor C

Inmates _ . CO0s Supervisors
17.08* 15.08 14.95
Inmates 17.08* - 2.0(dT=.13) 2.13 (dT=.28)
S cos 15.08 - .13 (dT=.18)

Supervisors 14.95 - . -

_*p<.0s )
dr = critical value:

4.‘

N\
.
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Individual Differences

Demographic' variables were correlated - with each factor by
subject group.* Age was the only demographic variable that reached
Significancerfor thgfﬁupervisors (n=25) which corré]ated‘negatiyeiy
with factor C ki}-.42, p<.05), as shown in Table 10. ’In . this
case, 'the younger the supervisor, the higher the value was attributed

to factor C.

]

Table 10

CorreTations of Demojraphic Variables With
Factors A, B, and C for Supervisors
° b}

Age Vl VZ 5 V3 V4 VS VS .
Factor A -.39 .19 -.05 A6 -3 .27 =20
Factor 8 .00,  -.16 =~ -.24  -.10  -.07 18 .00
Factor ¢ -.62¢ .29 -.10 .26 .17 114 -.01

A correlation coefficient of .396 is required for p<.05
df=23 ‘

*p<.05

vl = Level of education ,

V2 = Number of years employed as a supervisor at current institution

V3 = Number of years previously employed as a supervisor at a minimum
institution. )

V4 = Number of years previously employed as a supervisor at a medium

institution.

-7
1}

5 Number of years previously employed as a supervisor at a maximum
institution. . .

-
1

6 Total number of years previously employed as a supervisor
regardless of level of security.

™

*  Additionally, based upon the frequency distribution of some of
these variables, they were divided into subgroups and an analysis
of variance was performed with each factor and the subgroups for
each subject group. However, no dwfferent conclusions were drawn
and these tables can be seen in Appendix C.
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The correlations of demographic variables with factors A, B, and
) - C did not reach significance for\Ehe C0s (n=84), as can be seen
from Table 11.
Table 11
Correlations of Demographic Variables
With ngtors A, B and C for Correctional Officers
Age - Vl V2 V3 V4 VS VS
Factor A .08 -.08 -.20 5202 ~~.08 .06 -.03
Factor B .02 .00 --.01 . .03 -.09 -.05 -.05
Factor ¢ -.14 .05 -.19 .04 -.09 .02 -.06
F R A correlation coefficient of .22 is required for p<.05
df=82
Vl = Leve] of educaticn
‘V2 = Number of years emp1oyed as a correctxona] officer at CUrrent

institution

V3 = Number of years previously employed as a correctional off]cer at
minimum institution.

V4 = Number of years previously employed as a correctional off1cer at

a medium institution.
L3

VS = Number of years previously emp]oyed as a correctional off1cer at
. a maximum institution.

V6 = Total number of years previously employed as a correctional
officer regardless of level of security.

- ¢
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ge was significantly negatively correlated with factor A for
the inmate group (n=90), (r=.23, p<.05), as seen in Table 12.
The younger the inmate, the more emphasis was given to the importance
3

of an effective CO. .

The ﬁumbe( of times previously incarcerated :in a maximum
institution was sigpificant]y negatively correlated with factor A
(r=-.27, p<.01). The  total number of  times prev%ously
incarcerated regardless of level of security was also s;gnificantly
negatively corre]gted with factﬁr\A (r=-.33, p<.01).  The Tless

. number of times previously incarcerated, the more importance was

—_—
—~

given to an effective CO.

The previous length of time incarcerated in a medium or maximum
institution and the total previous length of time 'incarté?éfed was
significantly negatively correlated with factor..A (r=-.32, p<.01;
r=-.24, p<.05; r=-.40, p<.001, vrespectively). The less amount .
of time previously incarcerated, the -inmate attributed more importance

to an effective CO. ' | _ o

Percentage of the sentence served was the only demographic variable
that was significantly negatively correlated with factor B {r=-,26,
p<.05). The smaller the perceﬁtage of the sentence’ served, the more .

&
emphasis was attributed towards a poorly functioning CO.

-

: Length of time previously incarcerated in a maxihum institution
was the only demographic variabie significant]y negatively correlated
with factor C (r=-.23, p<.05). The shorter the time spent in a
maximum institution, the more emphasis was placed on the C0's

thérapeutic skills.
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Correlations of Demographic Variahles

With Factors A, B, and C for Inmates.

"Factor Adge v, V., V.,

1 Y2 V3 Vg V5 Vg Yy Vg Vg Vg Vo Vg
Factor A .23% .06 -.17 —.08 —.01 -.20 =-.07 -.27% - 33w - 17 - 32%% - 24% — 40%*+

Factor B .-.11 .09 -.15 .05 -.26* -.(Q1 .05 .02 .03 14 .15 .01 .16

Factor C .08 -.18 .03 .1 -.11 .00 -.00 -10 ~-.08 00 =23 .01 -.13

A correlation coefficient of .21 is required for p<.05.

df=88
*¢.05

"25'01
***3::.001

v. Level of education

UJZ‘ Length of time served at current instituticn at time of

questicnnaire administration
Length of sentence in menths 3
Percentage of sentence served at the time of questionnaire

S
] ' It

? administraticon

Vg = Number of times previcesly incarcerated in a minimuem
institutien . -

Ve = Number of times previously: incarcerated in a medium
instituticn

v, = Number of times previcusly incarcerated in a-maximum
institution , {

v8 = Total number of times previously ZnZarcerated regardless of
level of security.

Va = Length of time previously incarcerated in a minimuem
institution .

Vig = Length of time previously incarcerated-in’ a medium instituticn

VJJ..l = Length of time previcusly incarcerated in a maximum
instituticn

Vl2 = Total length of time previously incarcerated regardless of

level of security.

Thematic Interpretation of Qoen-Ended Questicn cn CPRS

The £inal item cn the questicnnaire allowed subjects to add
pehavieral qualities of.an effective '@ that were not included in the

original ite_n'pool. The response rate to this gquestion was 21.1% for
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the total inmate group, with 26.6%, 13.3%, and 23.3% at Brockville/

.Perth Jails, Rideau Correctional Centre, and Ottawa-Carleton

Detention Centre, respectively. Additional qualities of an effective
co weré Qiewed by the inmates as ;n abilf%y to understand their
personal problems, to be available- to them and demonstrate an
empathic and caring attitude towards their personal situation. The
capacity to respect the inmates' feelings and a willingness to help

4

was seen as of prime importance. -

fhe overall ‘response rate for this question was 17.8% for the
COs, with 20%, 20% and 12.5% at Brockville/Perth Jails, Rideau
Correctional Centre and Ottawa;Carleton Detention Centre,
respectively. The abi]jty to follow and obey orders as well as the
capacity to. work independént]y and make decisions was valued. The
importance of maintain{ng custody and security while being fair and

sensitive to the needs of the inmates was highlighted. ‘

The supérvisors overall response rate to this question was 20%,
with 20%, 22.2% and  16.6% at Brockville/Perth- Jlils, Rideau
Correctional Centre, and  Ottawa-Carleton  Detention  Centre,
réspectige]y. Loyalty and the ability to interact positively with

supervisors was seen as important. Fairness with inmates was also

*

pinpointed.

LN
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Internal Reliability of CPRS

Cronbach's alpha was computed to determine the internal
re]iabi]?tj éf the CPRS. The internal reliability was performed on
the original 69.item pool, whereby r=.84. When the factor analysis
wds performed, 11 items were dropped from the originé] item pool,
resulting in a total of 58 items. The interna} reliability for the
shortened version was also r=.84. -

Spegrman-Brown split-haif reliability was also computed for the
original "69 item pool, whereby, r=.77. The interna]‘ reliability

for the shortened version was also r=.77.
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DISCUSSION

To the author's knowledge, the Correctional Personnel Rating
‘Scale (CPRS) is the first such measure reported in the corrections

Titerature that purports to assess a set of CO behavior skills.
CPRS

The CPRS was refined in this study by providing a factor
analysis of the test. Three factors and the items that contributed
to each of these factors were identified. Eleven items of the CPRS
were discarded as contributing 1ittle to the underlying faﬁtor
structure of the scale.

The ~factors 'appeared to have face vafidify. Factor A was
labelled Responsibility/lLeadership skills. The CO must be able to
pqrform and communicate the rou?ine aspects of the job that are
integral to the daily functioning of the institution to correctional
staff and inmates. Behavior Skill Deficits typified Factor B. The
CO Tlacks investment in his role and performance with reference to
administrative duties, and interpersonal relationships with staff and
inmates is perceiQed as being inadequate. Factor C was labelled
Inmate-Relationship Skills. The CO engages in a therapeutic role,
whereby support and counselling is proviqed to inmates experigncing
personal difficulties. This factor suppo;ts Homant's (1979)
previous]y noted f/Andings which depicted an effective CO as being

understanding and empathic towards the inmates.
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It is imporfaht to recognize that the behaviors that constituted
the factors in this study were cénceptua]]y related to some of the
subscales provided by the original authors of the CPRS. For example
the subs;a]es, Routine Job Ta§ks, Leadership, and Staff Relations
include simiiar behaviors -that constitute the factor labelled
Responsibility/Leadership Skills. As well, the Resident Relation;

subscale is closely related to the Inmate-Relationship Skills factor. -

Data was added‘to the psychometr{c properties of the CPRS. The
internal reliability using Cronbach's alpha was high (r=.84) and
appeared to be the result of the inter-item and item to factor scale
correlations. The infer-item corre]ation§ within each sc€1e were not
all significantly correlated, mean inter-ifem correlations were nof
potent, and some of the items within each factor scale were also
signi%icant]y'corre]ated with some of the items in the other factor
scales. This certainly raises questions as to the internal
consistency of the factor scales. The relationship Between the itéms

may indicate that the scales are perhaps not unitary constructs.

Further examination of the item to factor scale score correlations

revealed th items of a particular scale siénificant1y correlated,
as yg]l, ith other factor scale scores. This may explain the lack
of orthodonality between factors that was oreviously noted. Perhaps
the subjects perceived the items ;ithin the different factor scales
as being conceptually related e.g., item no. 64 - “praisés an inmate
for app?opriate‘ behavior" was significantly correlated. with both

factor scale scores for -factors A and C. It is also worth noting,
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that the original authors of the CPRS provided 5 subscales, which may
have gone beyond the capacity of this 1nst?hment. Only 3 subscales

were obtained after a factor analysis, and even.so, as mentioned these

factors may not represent entirely unitary constructs.

Perceptions of Effective COs

The present study was the first in the corrections literature to
systematically compare the (O0s', supervisors' and offenders’
perceptions of the CO0's tasks. As well, their observations were
compared across three different types of correctional settings. A
number of important results emanated from these comparisons. These

factors; whether perceived from the view of supervisors, (O0s- or

'inmates, were consistent]ly valued across the three different

institutional settings. Perhaps there is a conception of an all-

purpose (0, whereby training would not necessarily be geared to a

specific type of institution.

Percéptions between subject groups differed on the Responsibility/
Leadership dimension, as C0s and supervisors attributed more importance
to these skills than the inmates. These routine job skills which aid
in the maintenance of security'may be perceived as their primary task,
whereas inmates, are obviously less concerned with many aspects of the

administrative functioning of the institution.

Inmates attributed more weight to the Inmate-Relationship Skills

- L .
dimension, not unexpectedly, as they are involved with the day-to-day
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relationships with 1ine staff. If one were to have an institutional
. -

setting where inmate-staff relationships had the highest priority from

a counselling and programming framework, then skills tapped by this

dimension would be a vital evaluative and training tool for COs.

No other studies in the corrections personnel evaluation
Titerature haﬁe examined the inf]u&nce, if any, of individual
differences on the perception§ of the CO0's role. Given the
limitations of the individual differences assessed in this study, it
may not be surprising that the correlations of these individual
differences with the factors identifiéd were not potent. The
significant correlations that were reported, nevertheless, supported
common sense notions. Younger supervisors attributed @ore'importance
to the counselling skills of the CO.. L{ke1y, many of the older
supervisors had come up through the corrections system that reflected
the traditional values of past years.

Several individual difference rélationships were significant from
the inmates’® perspectivé. Age and experience an offende; hqd.with
previous ,incarceratiodé, .time' served on the current sentence, and
maximum seCUfity settings Qere neéatively related to their ratings on
factors A, B, and C, respectively. jnmaﬁes .who had considerable
experience.with prisons agpeared to be Ie;s concerned with the skills
copstifuting an effective CO, posSib]y because they have déveloped,
through experience, more 'appropriate‘ copiné skilils to aid in their

adjustment to the environment.



x..) ]
\ : . ] “a
- 42 -

There are however, some limitations applied to the above results.
These will be discussed in order of a) non-compliance;, b) represen-
tativeness; ¢) behavioral specificity.

a) Non-compliance ) -

\ N '

One of the serious limitations was the lower (<50%) response rate

from (Os at Ottawa-Carleton Detention <Lentre (0CDC). Of the
institutions sampled in the present study, OCOC is well known for its
checkered history from the point of view of institutional  stability.
On a proportional basis, in contrast to the ot@er settings surveyed,
0CDC has had much more_{nmate unrest, management changeover militant
un1on1sm and grievahces from line staff Not surpr1s1ng]y, some of
fﬁ1s history may we]] have been ref}ected in the refusal of, many COs
to co-operate with the project (see subJect section, 'p.16). It is
tempting to assume that the non-respoﬁaé;s may hgve ‘pogsessed
different perceptions of the qualities of an effective CO. Of course
this is an assumption; possib]y,.if these §£aff were to ever reSpoéd,
they still may have produced perceptjons similar to:;heir counterparts
in the other settings. Unless staff were exceptionally radical, it
would be stretching the point to argue that they would djsagree with
factors A and B. - The only speculation possiblezat this time comes
from the studie§ by Wilkins (1975) and Williams and Soutar (1984) who

found that COs employed in maximum settings had, as expécted,xa more

custodial view and negative stereotyping of inmates. It is hot known,

however, whether the settings surveyed in these studies had histories

sigﬁﬂar to-0CDC. . ..
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This limitation raises another intrighing question for personnel
seIectiQn research in corrections. Given the adversarial relation-
ships that exist in somerpzigons, it may be possible to produce data
only relevant to setting; that have a reasonable dégree'of stability.

One may never know the true _s3tuation that exists for oyr most
N :
problematic prisons,

unless sgcial scientists are able to measure COS'

~

" behavior unobtrusively. The Jogistics of such a study are not easy to

imagine. As it stands now, objective data on CO evaluZtion processes
from -any of our Wprisons may® be diffiCult Fo obtain in ithe future.
As a case in point, the Public Service Union_in-Ontério has insisﬁéd
that COs refuse to co-operate with research unless it s carried out.
by researchers .of their own choice on prob1em§ defined solely of
interest to the unions cdncerns (OPSEU, Note 1). Somehow, future
researchers must attempt somecreapproachment with the unions and stili
attempt to conduct objective CO evaluation sﬁudies that will serve the
purpoée of all concernea.

by Representativeness

It is recognized that the three different types of institutional

en&ironments samﬁ1ed in this study are not characteristic of the
entire range of institutions found across North America. The roles
of the C0s in diffefent institutions, such as federal penitentiaries
méy be discrepant to those sampled in this study. In addition,‘the

offenders sampled do not include those with extensive nor particularly

Ve
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~violent criminal histories. It would be imperative to extend this

¥

research to other types of correctional facilities and offenders to
determine the generalizability of the perceptions assessed in this
study.

-

¢) Behavioral Specificity

-—

Throughout -the (0 evaluation, literature, it is implicit that
there does not exist a clearly defined notion df the idgg] functioning
CO0. Probably no ‘such ideal Cregtﬁre egists; it depends o9n one's
viewpoint.: The viewpoint chosen here 1is from a behaviorally based
perspective and “c.he:‘v development of the appropriate skills in this

regard iﬁidependent upon the judgement of those closest to the job.

Some would argue that this approach 1is the necessary one with .
g

reference to CO selecticn (Ross and Mckay, 1981). t appears to be a

far more specific task-oriented approach than the use of psychological

personality assessments that were criticized. earlieﬂggfor producing-

global trait qualities. The results from this study are a mixed

blessing in this regard. Some of ‘the factor&items were indeed

specific e.g.,” “praises 'an inmate -for appropriate behaviour, i.e..

tells him when he has done MNs work correctly and well; tells him his
performancé” on trips outside the institution was good." OQthers, in

the author's opinion, were not concrete enough ‘e.g., “the behavior of:

the CO is consistent with the aims of this institution®". Factor C,

- g

for example, -was composed of some items that, on the 5urfag§, appeared
- Y

to tap a trait ]ige empathy.

\\—}\1'

B
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Generating specific tasks, however, is not all that easily

raccomplished. In an exhaustive study, Segal and Jackson (1975)

obtained a random sample of 500 personnel from correction institutions
both at the federal and provincial level. C(Os, probation/parole
officers, and management were administered questionnaires to identify

the variOus tasks that constituted.their reSpeEtive jobs. From these

. questionnaiées a task bank was developed which consisted of 228 task

descriptions grouped into 16 activities, rather than by occupation.

"Manyg of these task descriptions were also global and the 'specifib-

behavioral skills required to perform these tasks were not readi]y-

identified, e.g., “"Report Writing - fills out reports on any incidents

—

occurred du?%ng the shift; Disciplining - initiates charge against
inmate according to security regulations when violations have occurred

7 -
in order to trigger mechanism for disciplinary action® (p.145).

Obviously, a behavioral skills approach -is no panacea. The

-further.deve]qpment of a behavioral skills approach using the CPRS or

any other similar measure must allow for a more concrete definition of

discreet behaviors. Future .research should define some of the items

by conducting observational studies of COs. For example, how "the CO
shows interest in what an inmate is saying" (item no. 1), may be
assessed by observing such behaviors as eye contact, voice tonality,
body posture,' etc. Alternative studies, _shou]d _invo]ve Situational
role-playing procedures where definitions of appropriate behaviorsl
coyld be refined. Thﬁs approach is being considered more and more

ameng corrections agencies (Be@rens; 1985). At the very least, some

b
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‘of . the items generated from the CPRS in this study, can identify ,

behaviors that should be focussed on in pre-job training exercises.

-

Finally, although not specifically a limitation of the present

L4

,mvest1gat1on the police evaluation literature deserves some comment

as it reflects the opportunity for - significant advances in the CO

fleld Wwhile a behavioral skiTls approach is ‘new to CO evaluation,
one assumes mgmﬁcant advances  have been made in police ofﬁcer

evaluation practn:es. * This- research should .be relevant and offer

valuable Teads. As" recent'iy as 1980, Cordner noted that, “To date, ng

rev1ew of pohce job analyses has been pubhshed. One 'i'mportant-_

reason for this gap in the hterature 1s that reports of job analysis

stud1es do not get pubhshed or receive mde c1rcu1at1on. They are
produced for a partlcu'lar ‘agency and are not readily avaﬂable m
libraries or journals® (p. 359) McGuiness (Note 2) ‘stated that “all
the pubhshed hterature on pohce ofﬁcer evaluation rev1ews~the use
of  psychological personaht_y mstrumeots.__ For example, there are
probably over 200 studies reporting the use of the MMPI. It is true
that there probably -are 'behaviora1 skills .ana]yse's being conducted,
however, the .police are not typically authors and therefore this

research is not being published." Wycoff (Note 3) remarked that “all

. \ .
published reports in our library on police officer selection do not'

focus on a behavioral skill of ta_sk approach but rather on
psychological tests as screening devn;::es." «<ither there is little
quality research on this topic or it 1is bemg c]assvhed As such,
the police hterature resembles the “fugxtwe" 'hterature found in
other areas of c¢riminal Justice «research. 'That is,.a number of
r‘.eports‘ and unpoblished papers are dif'f'i'CUlt to obtain and are of

%4
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varying methodological quality. (Sechrest, White, and Brown, 1979,
pp.104-105). |

Summary

In summary, the selection, training, and evaluation of COs should
be intimately linked to the necessary skills that are required for, the
performance of an effective CO. This process, however, cannot Dbe

-

accomplished without tﬁe identification of theée skills. To date the
. -~
reéearch in the area'of CO selection is limited and has not joined the
mainstream of personnel selection research in the fie]ﬁ of industrial/
organizational psychology. Efforts must be directed towards the
objective assessment of the behavioral skills that are pertinent to
the £0's jdb. 'Obvidusly, other behavioral me;sures-may prové_to be
more worthuhi]e than the {PRY, but the'reshlts that it has generated
to date, appear to have some credibility warranting further research

-
to be collected. The stability of the factor loadings should be

on the measure itself. In'particu]ar, much morzqurmative data needs
investigated by 2 rep{ic;;ion of this study with a larger sample size.
Additiona}ly, similar factors may not be obtained with a sample and
institutions that' are different from the one in this study. The
intérna].cqnsistency of the CPRS must also be further in}estigated.
Addi%iona] data must be generated to deve]ép internally consisté;t and
orthogonal factor scales. ‘ﬁredicfjve and concurrent validity must

also be obtained.

Finally, there is a need for further attempts at a more specific
identification of CO behavior skills. Once this goal is attained, .the

process of CO evaluation will advance beyond its present stage.

' , \
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Ministry of 55 - , Memorandum
Correctional . - - .
Services
Ontario
Dats
September 11, 1984
. - Name/Title/Branch '
To Correctional Staff
Addren/City/Postal Codle
Namue/Title/Branch/Phone “
From M.. A. Sial, Deputy Superintendent
Addrexs/City/Postal Code
' Subject RESEARCH ON TEE QUALITIES OF AN

EFFECTIVE CORRECTIONAL OFFICER

Ms. C. Wahler is a doctoral student from the University of
Ottawa who is interested in the views of correctional staff

on what makes an ideal correctional officer. She is asking
staff to complete a brief questionnaire that will form the
basis for her research. This research has been approved by

the Ministry. The guestionnaires are confidential and staff
need not identify themselves. The results ,of the study will be
reported in her dissertation and it will be available to staff
when completed. Your co-operation in this project would be
much appreciated. : '

’M\A‘g‘ﬂ-/(
' M. A. Sial,
JB:1b Deputy Superintendent.

o’
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other individuals working within this field have often

- 56 - .
Nnestry of Fomoraniam
Correctional
Servicés - . ' . -
Ontano . :
< Dawe
October "1, 1984
MNama/Tizle/Branch
To CORRECTIONAL STAFF, 0.C.D.C.
] - Adgress/City/Pastal Code
Namae/Title/ Brar:chIPhont
From Cindy Wahler, Doctoral Candidate, Universitv of Ottawa
. Address/City /Postal Code .
. . ¥ i
Subject RESEARCH ON THE QUALITIES OF AN R
EFFECTIVE CORRECTIONAL OFFICER \j
I am currently conducting research to determine:the qualities
3 \of an ideal correctional officer. Correctional staff and

asked

what gualities constitute an ideal correctional officer. This
is considered an important piece of research as you, the stafZ,

are being consulted and givenwthe opportunity to offer

input. This research is. also being conducted at other

tional institutions within the Ministry and it appears
the return rate of these gquestionnaires at 0.C.D.C. is
high as originally expected. Your input in this study
considered to be of major importance. I would like to

vour
correc-
that
not as
is

ask

you once more that if you have not yvet completed a guestion-
naire could you please consider doing so. The guestionnair
is anonymous and you may find copies of the guestionnaire in

the staff duty offices. Your co-operation in this project

would be much appreciated.

. Cindy W 1ler,

CW:1b University of Ottawa.

- ) ’

—
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g Minustry of - 57 - viciniorancum -
i 5 Correctional
Ontano Semvices
- Dare )
- Cctober 31, 1962
Name/Title/Branch /,_...__ . : - \ 1
To All Correctional Officers and Seraeapts, Perth Jail I
E ] © Acdrest/City [Postal Ox!a( b
i Narmae/Title/Branch/Phone
From Mr..C. R. Stewart, Superintendent
i d i - Addresz/City/Postal Code - !
1 . _
Subject RESEARCH ON THE QUALITTES QF AN TDEAL CORRECTIONAL QFFICER

[T

5

o N

k-

Ms. C. Wahler is a student from the University of Ottawa who

i%s interested in the vie\i of correctional .staff on what makes, .
an ideal correctional officer. She is asking staff to complete

a brief cuestionnaire that will form the basis for her reséarch.
mnis research has been approved by the Ministry and the following
instirurions, Ottawa-Carleton Detention Centre, Rideau Correcticnal
Contze and Brockville Jail, have already participated in this
research, and most of the cuestionnaires have been camleted-and
rerurneé. The cuesticnnaires are confidentential and staff need not
identify themselves. The results cf vhe study will be reported

in her thesis and it will be available to staff when campleted.
Your ‘cooperation in this project would be much aporeciated.

C. R. Stewart,
Superintendent . )

CRS/Jm _ S/



. RIDEAU CORRECTIONAL CENTRE

October 3, 1984.
To: Correcticnal Staff
Fm: Cindy Wahler, University of Cttawa

Re: Research cn the Qualities of an Effective Correcticnal Cfficer

I am currently doing research to cbtain views of correctional stafs
on what makes an ideal correcticmal officer. In crder to cather the
information I require, I am asking vou to take a few minutes of vour
time to camplete the #ttached questionnaire. DPlease let me assuce _
you that since this questi ire is twotally ancnymous, veur identity
will not be revealed. Cnce vou have campleted the Questicnnaire,
please return it to' Mr. Cowie, Assistant Superintendent, as socn as
possible. '

Ay

Thank. you very mrh for vour cocperation.

@ LA &~

Cindy “wanler,
Cniversity cf Ottawa.
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To: Supervisors
From: Cindy Wahler

Re: " Research on the Qualities of an Effective
Correcticnal Qfficer -

I am currently working on 2 study to determine the qualities
that pertain to an ideal correcticnal ¢fficer. This study
is unique in that correctional officers and inmates as

well as supervisors are being asked to identify those
quaiities. t is important to get the perspectives of all
three groups to understand how the correctional officer
views himself and is viewed by others within the correctional
system.

In order to gather the information I recujre, { am asking-
you %0 take a few minutes of your time to complete the
attached questionnaire. Please let me assure you that since -
this guestionnaire is totally anonymous, your identity will
not be revealed.

Thank you very much for your Cooperation.
Sincerely yours,
- ‘ -
Cindy Wahler
University of Qttawa
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To: ° Correctional Qfficers
From: Cindy-Wahler

Re: Research on the Quaiities of an Efféct1ve
Correctional Officer

BN

1 am currently working on a study to determine the

qualities that pertain to an ideal correctional

officer. This study i1s unique in that correctional
ocfficers themselves are being asked to identify those
qualities. It is important that we have the opportunity
to obtain your point of view. This will help me to
understand how the correcticnal officer views himself
and his Jjob.

In order to gather this information [ am seeking, I

am asking“you to take a few minutes of your time to £117
ocut the attached questiomnaire. Please Tet me assure
you that since this questionnaire is totally anonymous,.
your identity will not be revealed.

Thank you very much for youé cooperation.

Sincerely yours, .
Cindy Wdahler
University of Qttawa
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To: Inmates
From: Cindy Wahler

Re: Research on the Qualities of an Effective
Correctional Officer

I am currently working on a study to determine the .
gqualities of a good correctional officer. This study
is different beczuse it asks inmates what makes an
Tdeal correctional officer. Inmates spend more time
with correctional officers than with any other staff
in the prison. This will help me to understand how
inmates see correctioral officers.

minutes of your time jto fill out the attached questicnnaire.
The questionnaire ig/totally anonymous, therefore, your
identity will not Be revealed.

To get the infbrmat:jn I am asking you to take a few

Thank you' very much for your cooperatiomn.

Sincerely yourﬁ;

% M‘-zzf/ ' ~ i i
Cindy Wehler

University of Ottawa
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Level of Education: high school diploma

BACKGROUND INFORMATION SEEET - SUPERVISORS

-

Age

some University

Bachelor's degree

Bachelor's degree plus graduate school

.,

M ster's degree

-

Ecw\long have you been emploved as a supervisor at this
institution? Number of vears

Previous experience at other ingtitutions as a Supervisor

LY

Level of Security Number of Years

HINIﬁUM

MEDITM ¢

MAXIMUM

A\
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SACKGRCUND

.

INFORMATICN SEEST - CORRECTIONAL CFPICERS

Age . Tull-tine Zargaining Unit
- Part-time Management
Level of Zduc some high school
o high school diploma
' some university .

Sachelor's degree

Bachelor's degree plus grzduate school

Master's degree

/‘

Zow long have you been employed as a correctionzl officer at this

L]

Institution? Number of years ™

L

Srovisus exmerience 2% other

institutions 2s a Correctionzl (ffiger

r

—evel ¥ Security Nimber ¢f

T ——

[P WLIY FIEN

A g
RS T
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BACKGRCOUND INFORMATION SHEET - INMATES

Age

I

Level of Education: some high school

high school diploma

some university

Bachelor's degree

How long have you been incarcerated at this institution?
N r ¢f months or number of vears .

Number of Prewvious Incarcerations

'

Level of Security Length of Time

MINIMOM  MEDIOM . MAXIMUM MONTHES or  YEARS
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Minigiry of

Correctional
Services

ML

Ministére des
Services
correctionnels

~

CORRECTIONAL CFFICZR R=ZSZARCH PROJECY

~- . .
This is Lo note that the Correctional Officer Research
Project has been explained to me. I understand that I
will be asked to complete some confidential research
forms and I agree to these conditicns. I also

.recognize that participating in the research is not

a condition of my sentence and that my participation
n the research project is in addition to the

[E0

+

equirements of the Ministry's rules and regulations.:

n
|Jl

gnature of Inmate

Signature of Research StafT

Dazte:
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Instructions

This rating scale contains a series of statements which define
different types of behaviour. Please rate these items cn the
basis of what you consider. to be the desirable -behaviours of an
ideal correctional officer. In completing the scaie,use, as a
basis for your judgement, your own experiences waorking with
correctional officers in this particular institution. Place your
rating number in the space beside each item.

1 2 -3 4

A Poor A Mediocre A Good ~ An Excellent

C.0. c.0. c.0.. - C.0.

Examples: If you answered "a mediocre C.0Y to the question below,
a two (2) should be placed in the space beside it.

‘2 A. Gives up quickly when in an argument with other staff.

If you answered "an excellent C.0." to the guestion below,
a four (4) should be placed in the space beside it.

4 B. Spends time listening to inmate's ccmplaints.
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1 2 3 4
A Poor A Mediocre A Good An Excellent
€.0. C.0. C.0. c.0.
-
1.(f§;;:§‘ﬁﬁterest in what an inmate is saying.
2. Deals with the actual feelings and behavigurs.of inmates.
3. Avoids-méking decisions cn his own.
4. Many inmates treat this C.0. as 2 friend (ask the C.0.'s
oginion, or talk with the C.0. apenly}.
5. Will not talk-in a group'about other staff.
6. Is as honest with the inmate as the job allows.
7. Often fails to tell staff on the next shift of any problems
that inmates had during the shift.
8. "Acts" appropriately during an emergency rather than wa1;1ng
to. be told what to do.
] 3. Treats 1nmates.fa1r1y; does not show favouritism; does not
"have it on* for particular inmates.
TO.I-Admits mistakes and tries to correct them.
11. His views of issues or problems have ]1 tle influence on
other staff.
"12. Avoids interacting with inmates.
13. Works well with other staff.
.14, Often fails to follow through with instituticnal rules and
regulations.
15. W11l confront inmate, places demands on him when he tries
to avoid responsibilities or deny facts about himself.
16. Tries to anticipate a possible problem with the inmates and
acts to prevent its development.
L 17. [oes not respect confidential information from inmates.
18. Accepts instruction from other staff without resentment.
19. Is open and willing to say what he thinks provided it is to
the best interest of the inmate.
20. The behaviour of this C.0. is consistest with'the aims of -

this institution.



A Poor

C.0.
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2 3 4

A Mediocre é Good An Excellent
C.0. C.0. C.0.

21.
22.
23.
24 .

25.

26.
27.

. 28.

28.
30.

1.
32.

33.

34.

36.

37.

38.
39.
40.

Gives up quickly in an argument with supervisors.

Improves performance after well-grounded criticism from

a supervisor.

Has difficulty working with groups of inmates.

Rarely makes suggestions for improving institution programme.
[s consistent in allotting privileges (is equally apt to

give permission on any day; does not let a “"bad day" make
him negative toward the inmates). '

Understands facts of a situation quickly and is quick to act.
When an inmate displays inappropriate behaviour, the C.0.
explains clearly the appropriate behaviour which should

have occurred.

Helps inmates explore their experiences, feelings, and behaviour
in order to better understand them.

Inmates do nct find the C.0. approachable.

When counselling, the C.0. plaées the responsibility for the
inmate's 1ife on the inmate.

Other staff look to the C.0. for guidance and suggestions.

Does not say no to inmates, instead he prefers supervisgors
to make the decision.

Does not encourage other staff to express their opinions.

Writes detailed reports of his shift which intlude datails
of any problems and their treatment as well as possible problems.

Helps inmates explore alternative methods of handling situations.

Instructions to inmates are often unclear or confusing.

The C.0.'s enthusiasm has a positive effect on those who
work with him. ‘

REéPOnds-to the inmates, is available to them, works with them.

Does not accept responsibility for the mistakeg that he makes.

Remains calm when annoyed.
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1 2 3 4
A Poor A Mediocre 7 A Good An Excellent
C.0. ) : -a/EtO. ) c.0. c.0.
¢
41, Praises or compliments the work of other staff. -

42i Avoids spending time with inmates on a one-to-one basis. ~

43. Argues with other staff in front of inmates.

&4. Is ﬁnable to give accurate information on inmates' gquestions
(e.g. parole procedures, temporary absence programmes,
institutional requlations). |

45. When disagreemeﬁts arise between staff the C.0. takes the

' lead in bringing the group to an agreement. ¢ .

- 46. Talks with and/or helps an inmate who has received bad news.

47. Doe; not follow through on promises to inmates.

48. Seeks advice from supervisors or colleagues.

49. Lets personal needs interfere with.helping the. inmates.

50. Counsels inmates on a one-to one basis.

S1. Passes on appropriate infbrmatidn to inmates.

52. Loses temper. |

53. Takes the Tead in a group of staff. )

S54. Makes uncomplimentary remarks to other staff.

55. Shares personal experiences and emotions with the inmates
to help them understand their own.

" 56. Acts suddenly without considering the conseque his actions.

57. Competes with other staff for popularity with the inmate

58. Solutions the C.0. suggests to problems are often taken on
by the staff. . .

59. Does naot respect the inmate;s personal privacy.

6§0. Teases or makes fun of inmates.

61. Follows the rules of the institution with regard to personal

protection (i.e. does two person searches, personal and room).
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1 2 3 - 4 L%
A Poor A Mediocre » A Good An Excellent’

C-O- . CuO- ’ C-O- * C-O.

62. Puts things off; work often gets behind.

63. Attempts to get inmates who are involved in a disagreement
to talk about it openly,

64. Praises an inmate for appropriate behaviour,-i.e. teils
" him when he has done his work corre¢tiy and well; tells
him his performance on trips outsidé the institution was good, etc.

65, PBersists when told by supervisors that he cannot do someth1ng
(nags, demands, asks repeatedTy) ] -

66. The C. 0 does not allow the inmate time to pract1ce new
behaviours and chores before giving consequences’ for
poor performance

67. Has to be told what to do next.

68. During the shift the C.0. knows where 1nmates are and what
;Egy are doing.

N
69. Emphasizes inmate's bad points by pointing thém out to
other people.

T~

How would you make this questionnaire better? Please 1ist other characteristics
of an ideal C.0. : : :




item no.

L S

Revised Words from

13.
ls.

17.

"'19 -

-

22.

26.

34.
ao.
as5.
46.

56.

4

Originél
resideﬁt
harmoniousliy
shirk
confiaénceé
non-defensive
house or éhit
frogr

valiad

grasps
essentials

potential
>

- provoked

-~

Questionnaire

Revised
inmate
well

aveoid

confidential information

consensus or compromise

aids

~impulsively

adopted

excursions

_open

institution .
well-grounded

understands
facts

possible
annayed
agreement
helps
suddenly

taken on
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APPENDIX B
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Table A
. Items with Tagisr loadings for Factors A, B, and €
Tacwor A - Item Nos.  Factior A Facwzr B ractor C
5 .49266 LQ1560 .19892
5 Co.sla2 L1380 .15892
8 . 46595 . 0584 . 15855
9 .550886 .12237 FBL: rh
3 .62554 .06LSS .02256
16 L6444l L01764 06724
18 .51588 .03999 .03580
20 .68159 .00060 .16456
2 .66718 .01399 .04746
25 67458 .20328 .13262
27 .%6592 ..01B6 .05038
30 .+0508 .17605 .15252
il .57460 .17766 .17453
4 .45060 7 - L11815 .13827
37 . 71332 03151 .06314
4 .52294 .28982 .11664
&8 -68323 06671 .g2202
{5 .61644 .10053 . 05002
48 -54825 L1726 .Qo821
S0 .42436 .05974 . 25645
53 .55030 .07822 .20s58
S8 .46552 .18974 .Qo284
6l .59164 .068le . 30853
€63 .42373 .01915 215401
S .46543 .05552 . 34704
68 .€5046 .15505 .13328°
Factor B - Item NGS.
7 .21095 .43728 .10134
el .18418 322 .07857
21 .12978 . . 44979 .22503
23 . 04009 .58957 .00434
. 24 -10208 §7 49196 .04150
29 .03148 .55362 .10%946
i3 . 32090 . 37044 .3g612
39 . 08976 .50088 .02016-
43 .29304 - 49189 .20892
44 .03973 . 45461 .09277
47 .03315 - .4721% .0L468
49 .C0346 .47206 .15821
52 . .09732 .07822 .20558
4 . 22066 . 44857 .24008
N S6 + .36159 - .40155 .10916
59 .12034 -46379 .21021
60 . 20064 44293 .1o28s
62 13963 .66122 .04689
66 .20360 .45241 .32961
67 -09987 54177 213163
.. 69 .15259 . -49250 . 31957
Factor C — Item Nes.
1 .27583 .09013 .53976
2 .24317 .05491 .5595%
4 .Qosi8 Q7917 -49044
19 07522 .05769 #5775
28 .28003 .086l6 56671
T 35 .28545 .21472 .60649
38 .29897 .16508 .64608
6 .31701 .15705 .49989
S5 .03461 .14122 .66560
57 .25063 417778 .45124
Eliminated Items .
3 . L2390 . 33942 .25331
12 .07421 -26247 .25770
14. . . 26685 L28771 .21326
15 .25489 .2485%5 .06225
17 .09351 . 28565 12141
25 .27509 .20836 . 31658
32 .3209Q . 37044 . 32612
36 . .14961 21314 .06314
42 - .08976 . 26995 .16466
51 ¢ .32661 05974 . 25645
65 .10635 . 25984 23277



Table B
Inter-Itun Correlations for Pactor A
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Table D
T-Interrltem Corretations for Factor C

Item No.

1

2 JQLxxx

4 VA ST Lol

19 .24%*x  2gwxx  plwx
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7 Table F

Inter-Item Correlatians for Factors A and C

-

Factor A
Item No.
5 .13 .11 -.01 .03 .03 .03 .04 .00 .10 -, 22%+
6 L 32%*% 20** (0§ .08 .09 LEdxwk Jlxkx 14x (03 .11
8 .03 .04 .12 L0500 =01 L2 L1 L1g9x= 07 -.06
9 L26xxx _Jgwxx 10 .09 J18xx  31*xx 24xxx p3xxx (0 -,13
10 L27xEx 30kxx (] J19xx  16% L28*x*%  _3J0xx*x _18** - 01 -,04
13 .12 .17 .05 RELN) L15% T 27%x* (8 .00 -.0/
16 LLBxx _20%* - (02 .09 LJ20%*  25%%x Ixwx _igxx _ (0§ - (2
18 L0 L 20%* - 03 .07 14 13 L9 00 0 -.03 -.08
20 .15 .06 -.05 -.03 L/ 08 .07 L1000 =04 -, 22%%*
22 .13 .04 .10 BEEEN! LLgx® 1% x 5% .04 -.10
26 LL/x U lexr 02 /% .12 L33F%% _30wxk Dowwx_ ()7° L14*
2/ LIgEx s (g .06 L1z WELEEEN & L26%** (b -.00 -.08
30 -0l -,02 -.01 .05 090 -0 -.05 06 -.0800 - Z20%*
31 L26xxx _3hxxx 1) .08 L3TEEX . 4xxx hwxx Jxxx T3 0B
34 Ry Lx [ P0xww Tgx P xkx 35Fwk, JpEEx (00 0 - [T
3/ L2 J18xx 0l L -.01 JR* | 23%F%x phkxx GRwkx ()3 7%
40 LLrx o L 21xx 0 0l .00 L23FEK 27 wxx Qpkxk oRxxx () - 12
41 L20x* 20** - 05 -.09 L2OF*X Powxk  1Rxx  24xxk. (] - 6%
45 L 28%%x _37xkx ()3 .15% L34%xkx 14% .13 23xxx 050 -.04
48 L2axax Plxxx_ )/ 05 0 J20xx 13 - L 20*x>  I5x 0l -.06
50 LI5x 33xxx _[4x (B L35%%kx 2]k (k% Zpkrk g%k _ ]2
53 040 13 -.08 0 -.01  J20%* .06 .04 L2OFx - 04 - 14%
58 5% 27%%x 1] .04 L30%xx 14%  15% LeTERY (04 .0l
61 00 -0z -.048 - 11 .06 .04 .04 Jdx o lex o [gwx
63 L30%xx _3Jixxx ()p .02 LAlxEx Jgex 1) L22xex 16 00
64 L28xwx 17 DL L23XF® . _J7kwx 30wxkx 3Iq3xxx Jlxx ()3
63 REETINN ) .02 Lib*x 2hwxx 3(0xFx Jhxxx [ T _]g%x

1 7 4 19 28 35 38 46 55 57

*p<. 05
**p< 01 {’//__—_\\ Factor C _
**xxp<, 001 . (Item Nos.) X=,22%%*
. \’ﬂ
Ny

»
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Table G

Inter-Item Correlations for Factors 8 and C

,/-\ . J

Factor B

\-.‘ Item No. =

A

7 -.07 -.04 .01 06 -.01 -.17* - 16* -.09 L1513
11 .00 .04 .03 .08 -.03 -.09 -0l -.03 .10 .05
2l -.12 -.04 -.498 -.0b .08 =.I4x 1T 03 -.03 .00
23 -.05 -.01 -.17¢« -85 -.03 -.02 .01 -.07 -.08 .01
24 -.06 -.12 -.03 -.06 02 -T2 L0z =01 .07 .06
29 = 18*x- 12 - 23*x= 05 - 08 -.12  -.100 -.I3 -.00 -.0%
33 .04 -.08 -.08 .07 030 -.02 -.04 .00 LIBEX Q2wxx
39 - 14x 00  -.06 08 - 10 -UIT - T8 - 7T== 1D 17>
43 2o JIax 1D .08 .02 .01 .02 .00 L2hxEx 3Rwxw
44 - 10 =14 14 - 10 -.18* =07 -.06  -.20** -.03 -.08
47 -1l -.04 .00 LI 00 -.06 .02 -UT4x 07 .05
49 -1 .00 -.08 -.04 L0 =18 J 5 07 -.08 .08
52 .05 .04 =005 -JIT -0 - T5* 13 -.13 .03 .02
54 02 L0/ .00 .00 L0500 =11 L0000 -.01 14 37w
56 -.06 .02 -.05 -.06 -.0Z2 -.06 -.25%**__I4x _I7* . 26***

- 59 -.22x** 00 -,08 ~.02 -.02 -.I1 -.05 -.20** -_08 .05
60 -.09 .03 -0 -.08 -03 -.07 -.I7 -.10 .04 . 20%*
62 -.11 .02 -.03 02 -06 - I0 -.08 -.09 07 [ Ib*
66 -.20%*-,08 -.09  -.09 - T0 - 3IxFx__77xxx_ (08 - 20%* - .00
67 =10 .0l -.04  -TI0 -.072  -.Te* -.2T** .01 -.0% .07
69 - 17x - 100 =012 04 - TT T U7 R w__21xx _19x% _ (06 -.03

I 2 4 19 28 35 38 46 - 55 57
*p<.05 .
**p<, 01 Factor C T
*xx5<,001 (Item Nos.) X= -.03
- ‘“\ *
PR . .
. { , .
M
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Takle B

Correlaticns of Items to Factor Scale Scores for Factors A, ‘B, and C o

Factor A - Itsm Nos. Factor A

Factor B Factar C
5 . 4gee -.06 .00
] Wy i -.09 B
. 8 .3gwew -.02 M
9 .54ﬁt __Z'Ltt '23"I
10 L55een -.15% L2
13 Sgwes -.05 15
16 N-vioh -.16% 19w
18 SQwee -.06 .10
20 LELwew ~=.06 .03
2 LGLEn A4 .15
26 4w - 25%e T Wra ko
27 « W riiid -.14" N 17+
30 Tt .10 -.03 -
11 Sgwee =11 _@ cL o J32wee
34 ~ 4gwwe -.21- Lo 26w
37 70w -.10 15w .
. 40 .5gwe —. 30w L20% ,
v R L] - 14* 14w
45 .6Qwee -.08 27w
48 LSEaw -.08. .16+
50 L4gwee -.08 J3Lwer
53 52w .04 .05 *
58 ) L4Bew -.14* . 24w
6l .Sgmee -.10 - © =06
63 43w -.03 - L29wew
64 L4gwee -.12 ) L
68 DR ~. 20w Bral il
X Sqwen ¥=.10 Xm. 17"
Factor B - Item Nos. .
7 —.19%" v 01
hal —-.1g% -43mwn .03 :
21 .09 L g5wen -.08
23 -.03 .Slemr -.04
24 04 . .4gwe= -.03
. 29 .05 .55 wew -.13
33 S L24mew L4gwan .06 .
. 39 -.14v 50w -.05 P
43 =, 28wnw LSLwvw -.19% ..
44 -.04 AT 17
47 -.08 45w -0
49 -.a Sl -.09
52 -.13 .59wnw -.08
54 20" .50wew .08
56 = 0 =, 37wmw .47 -.02
59 .- .03 L4grew -.12
60 . 21w LAgwew -0
62 -.19% Nl .02
) 66 Q1 L4Bwex - 24w
67 .0l S5www 10
69 .03 - LAGwew - R
) X=—.07 Xm,S5Quew Xm-—.06
Factor C - Item Nos. .
1 RV -.16% LSgww
2 Ll e -.04 LG2wer
) 4 .06 =12 LS4wee
15 1 -0l LSorew
28 L 34w -.06 70w
35 . 32"-' - 24 i 1] - 62!‘t
38 L3 - 20w .Ggmex
46 LA =17 J5gwaw
55 .0L 10 . LG5 wuw
. 57 -. 20 J2L L3Gaer
Xm—_06 . K=, 59w )

Ve
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APPENDIX C.
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Table 1

Analysis of Variance for Factors A, B, and C by
Demographic Subgroup Variable Age for Supervisors

Source df $S > MS F
Factor A by Age Between 1 15.88 . 15.88. 1.09 (NS)
Within 23 332.72  14.46 _
) ’ . -
Factor B by Age .  Between 1 .49 .49 .75 (NS)
Within 23 124.34 5.40
Factor C by Age Between 1 6.28 6.28 1.23 (NS)
' Within 23 116.67  5.07
P -
Age = 1) 30-43 years; 2) 44-83 years.
 Table J- )

Analysis of Variance for Factors A, B, and C for
Demographic Subgroup Variable Vl for Supervisors

C

Source df SS | MS F
Factor A by V; =+ Between 1 .05 .05 .00 (NS)
| O Within 23 348.55  15.15
Factor 8 by v . Bfetween . 1 11.35 11.35 2.3(1 (NS)
) Within. 23 113147 ' 4.93
Factor C by Vl- " Between 1 10.22 10.22 2.08 (NS)

Within 23 112.73 4.90

. - - .
Vl = Level of-education = 1) Grade 9-13;</_,/2) pgst—secondary

»
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3 Tablex :

Analysis of Variance for. Factors A, B, and C for
Demographic Subgroup Variable V2 for Supervisors

L)

_f
Source T df SS -~ M5 F
Factor A by V2 . Bétween I . .15 .15 .01 (NS)
Within ‘\// 23 348.44  15.15
Factor B by V, ~  Between ~ 1 " 8.70 8.70  '1.72 (NS)
' _ Within 23 116.12 5.04
& ~¢ \ o ~
Factor C by Vs, Between 1 11 L1 .00 (NS)
T ". . ‘
y Within - 23 122.84 5.34 -
VZ = Nﬁigér of months employed as a supervisor -at current institution=
1) 2-91 months © Z2) 117-351 months
Table L

- Analysis of Variance for Factors A, B, and { for
ﬂ\“\ . Demographic Subgroup variable VS for Supervisors

b ] Pl
' T :
Source df SS MS F
¢ - -
Factor A by Vo - Between 1 4.14 4,14 .27. (NS)
Within 23 344:45 1497
Factor B by ¥z - . Between 1 2,39 . 2.39 - .44 (NS)
™~ Within 23 122.44  5.32
=  Factor Cby V; Between 1 5.41.  5.41  1.05 (NS) -
Within 23 117.54 ~ 5.11 -

= Number of years prev1ously e loyed as a super
i st1tut10n= 1) 0-1 year S ygars_ pervisor in a maximum

Ry
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Table M

Ana]jﬁis of Uariance for Factors A, B, and C for

' Demographic Subgroup®Variable V¢ for Supervisors
. L. -

‘Source " df . SS MS F

Factor A by Ve ' Between 1 .06 .06 .00 (NS)
Within 23 348.53  15.15

Factor B by Vs Between 1 5.92 5.92 1.14 (NS)
Within 23 118.91  5.17

Factor C by Ve "Between 1 8.78 8.78 1.77 (Né) ’
Within 23 114.17 4.9

Vo = Total number of years previously employed as a supervisor at an
igstitution regardless of level of security.
1) 2-4 years 2) 5-36years.

Table N

Analysis of Variance for Factors A, 8, and C for
Demographic Subgroup Variable Age for Correctional Offjcers

Source df - SS MS F

Factor A by Age Between 2 44.57 - 22.29 .76 (NS)
Within 81 2361.95 29.16

Factqr 8 by Age Between 2 6.49 ' 3.24 .36 (NSJ
Within 81 727.71 8.98

Factor C by Age Between .2 33.84 16.92 2.53 (NS)

Within 81 540.49 - 6.67

Age = 1) 0-30 years; 2) 31-38 years; 3) 39-57 years.
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Table O :

Analysis of Variance for Factors A, B, and C for Demographic
Subgroup Variable Vy for Correctional Officers

Source df S8 MS - F

Factor A by Vy Between 1 105.19 105.19  3.74 (NS)
Within 82 2301.32  28.06

Factor B by vy Bptween .1 5.11 5.11 - .57 (NS)
Within 82 729.09 ©  8.89

Factor C by vy Between 1 . 2.57 2.57 3.69 (NS)
Within 82 571.77 6.97

. V1 = Level of education = 1) Grade 9-13; 2) Post-secondary
Table P

Analysis of Variance for Fa;péfs A, B, and C for
Demographic Subgroup Varidble Age for Inmates -

Source df SS MS . F
Factor A by Age Between 1 23.31  23.31 .41 (NS)
Within 88 3122.33 35.48
Factor B by Age Between 1 .90 .90 .06 (NS)
Within 88 1294.33 14.70
Factor C by Age Between 1 6.51 6.51 1.44 (NS)
' Within 88 396.12  4.50
Age = 1) 16-21 years; 2) 22-53 years.

!

10¢
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Table

Analysis of Variance for Factors A, B, and C for
Demographic Subgroup Variable Vl for Inmates

Saurce df S M Fe

Factor A by Vy Between 1 3.72 3.72 .10 (NS)

t ~ Within 88 © 3141.89 35.70

Factor B by V, Bétween 1 11.76  11.76 .80 (NS)
Nj;hin 88 12@3.46‘ 14.58

Factor C by Vl Between 1 6.51 6.51 °~ 1.44 (NS)
Within 88 396.12 7 4.50

Yy = Level of education = 1) grade 2-9; 2) grade 10-13

Table R ’

Analysis of Variance for Factors A, B, and C for
Demographic Subgroup Variable vV, for Inmates

Source df 'SS MS F
Factor A by V, Between 2 79.03  39.51  1.12 (NS)
Within 87 3066.65  35.24
Factor B by V, Between 2 . 41.54  20.77  1.34 (NS)
Within 87. 1253.68  14.41
- Factor C by V, Between 2 .03 .01 .00 (nS)
Within 87  402.60  4.627
' Vo, = length of time served ‘at current institution at time of

questionnaire administration = 1) 2-5 weeks; 2) 6-10 weeks;
3) 12-44 weeks. §
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A}

- IS "
; . Table S
Analysis of Variance for Factors A% B, and C for
Demographic Subgroup Vamiable V3 for Inmates
] ) . ® * .

- — _ ;

_ Source df 8§ - T MS 'F
Factor A by V3 - Between 2 19.48 . 9.74 .27 (NS)
. ‘ Within .87  3126.19 35,93
Factor B by V, Between 2 . 30.76 15.38  1.05 (NS)
. ,  Within 87  1264.46  14.53
Factor C by V, Between 2. 622 3.11 .68 (NS}

Within = 87 396.42  4.55

V3= Length of sentence = 1) 3-14 ‘weeks; 2) 16-24 weeks; 3) 25-62 weeks

'Table T

Analysis of Variance for Factors A, B, and C for
~ Demographic Subgroup Variable V, for Inmates

Source df - S§ MS F

Factor A by'V, Between 2 1.86 .93 .02 (NS)

| L ~ Within 87 3143.78 36.13 ,
Factor B by V4 Between 2 106.53 53.26 3.89*
BT . Within 87 1188.69  13.66 |
Factor C by Vv, Between 2 7.83.  3.91 .86 (NS)

'(/ Within 87 394.81 4.53

* E(.OS' \/j '

Vo = Percentaée of sentence served =-1) 10-35%; 2) 36-59%; 3) 60-99%.
Table U

Tukey's Post-hoc Test for Comparison of
Means for Factor B for Inmates by V4

Percentage  Means 16.20% 14.99 14.52

10-35 . 16.20% - 1.21 (d7=.57)  2.68 (dT=.57)
36-59 14.99 ) - .47 (dT=.58)
60-99 14.52 . -

- *p<. 05

dT= critical value
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Table-v

Ana]ysis'of Variance for Factbrs A, B,.and C for
. Demographic Spbgro%q Variable'vlz for Inmates -

) Source dt %S MS F e
8 4 - - .
Factor 4 by V,, Between 2 859.89  429.94  16.36%**
i _ Mithin - 87 2285.77  26.27
Factor B by V,, Between 2 10.47  5.23 .35 (NS)
T ithin 87  .1284.76  14.76
. Flctor C by le ~ Between 2 12.7¢9 6.39 1.42 (NS)

Within 87 389.84  4.480

. "
rd i

** p<.01

Vo,= Total length of time p?evious]y incarcerated at an institution
réaardless of level of security = 1) 0-1 month; 2) 2-22 months; 3) 23-130
months. 4 . .

Table W

Tukey's PoSt-hoc Test for Comparison of
Means for Factor A for Inmates by V12

Months Medns T 4B8.32% 41.80 41.93

0-1 48.32¢ - ~6.52 (dT=1.23)  6.39 (d7=.92)
2-22 41.80 - .13 (dT=1.21)
23-130 41.93 iy

*p<. 05 )

dT= gritical value





