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BACKGROUND OF PROJECT

Preliminary planning for the project that led to this evaluation began
in 1972 when agreement was reached between Virginia Commonwealth University
and the (then) Virginia Division of Corrections for the University to hire a
correctional training expert in the Department of Administration of Justice
and Public Safety to evaluate the Division's training program and to’provide
Tiaison between the Division and University training resources. Funding was

1 and after

secured from the Virginia Division of Justice and Crime Prevention
an extensive search, Robert Phelps, then training supervisor for the Vienna
(IT1inois) Correctional Center, was recruited as Director of the "Training of
Adult and Juvenile Correction, Probation and Parole Personnel" Project.

Phase I {(June 1, 1973 to June 20, 1973) involved initial on-site evalua-
tion of the Division's training program by the project director and prelimipary
planning for revisions and expansion of the comprehensive 200 hour human
relations-oriented training program for all correctional officers employed
in state-operated correctional facilities. Phase II continued these activities
as well as work on related training programs. In addition, during Phase II,
plans were implemented to undertake an empirical assessment of the effective-
ness of the Division of Corrections' (Adult Division) orientationltraining

program. This document is the second report on all phases of the training

evaluation.

Division of Corrections Training The Virginia Division of Corrections has

conducted Correctional Officer Training since August, 1965, at Unit 13 in

1 .

Phase I and II funded under Grant Number 771-A1736, "Increase in
Effectiveness of Correction and Rehabiiitation (Including Probation and
Parole)."



Chesterfield County, and since January 1973 at the former Training Center
on the grounds of the State Farm for Women at Gooch]and.2 Training for
correctional officers at the time the Goochland Training Center was opened
in 1973 involved a total of 200 hours, including 160 hours at the Center
and 40 hours at the various institutions. Although efforts were made to
train all new correctional officers, high turnover and local institutional
pressures resulted in only partial achievement of that goal.

In October, 1973, the recently created Virginia Criminal Justice
Standards Commission designed and mandated an 84-hour training program for
all correctional officers. The training curriculum, already in excess of the
required 84 hours, was .adjusted to include the newly required curriculum.

In July, 1974, the Standards Commission upgraded its minimum training require-
ments, resulting in a total program of 252 hours. These new standards
mandated 164 hours at the Training Center, with 48 hours classroom and 40
hours of on-the-job training at the various institutions.

Although the initial requirement of 252 hours training was to have
been completed prior to certification (and hence the officer's eligibility
for his first pay raise), this was later adjusted because of the high
correctional officer turnover rate (over 20% in 1975). Additionally, there
remained large numbers of untrained older personnel; thus, a final deadline
for training of all staff was set for December 31, 1976.

A total of 633 correctional officers had completed the mandated training
program as of June 1, 1975. An additional 625 officers were trained by
the December 1976 deadline (including 334 new correctional officers and
291 experienced correctional officers).

2 At this writing, the training program has been moved to the
Corrections Training Academy established in Waynesboro.

Il N N N NS S Nl M N
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Training Center Evaluation As previously indicated, the project to

evaluate the Training Center (164 hours) portion of the Adult Division's
Training Program, evolved from activities in Phase II of the University's
Correctional Training and Evaluation Project and was initially conceived
to permit a more empirical analysis of training effectiveness and more
systematic feedback for improvement of training efforts. A longitudinal
design involving pre- and post-testing of trainees was implemented (see
Chapter 2, "Method of Research")3 in April, 1974.

On July 1, 1974, a statutory reorganization created the Virginia
Department of Corrections, and in August the first Project Director was
appointed Director of the Bureau of Staff Organization and Development
(responsible for Departmental training efforts). Phase I1I of the
Training Evaluation Pr‘ojec‘t,4 designed to continue the development of
training programs for specialized correctional personnel and the evaluation
of the Adult Division training program, was hindered by the difficulty in
recruiting a project director (finally filled in February 1975 by the
appointment of Richard Oliver).

3 Initial plans also involved followup assessment of trainees'
job performance six months after training, but 1imited resources have,
in the past, prevented implementation of this phase. Such followup research
is currently under way.

Funded under Grant 75-A2986E.



The absence of a project director during that time period
impeded the evaluation efforts, compounded by a lack of staff to process
the completed questionnaires or assist in data analysis.5 In January,

1975, funds were secured for three part-time work-study students.6 These,
together with one student volunteer,7 began intensive efforts to process

and analyze the massive backlog of collected data, while at the same time
continuing data collection from correctional officer trainees. Though there
was a decrease in the amount of student staffing available, these efforts
continued through the summer and fall of 1975. In late December of 1975,

by agreement of all parties concerned, testing of correctional officer
trainees was halted to allow project resources to be devoted to data ana]ysis.
The preliminary report (published in June of 1976) analyzed the data available
from correctional officers trained up to January of 1975.

In July of 1976, the then project director terminated his employment to
accept a position out of state, and it was not until late August before the
position was filled by the current project director.

Through the 1976-77 school year, Professors Scott and Cienek, with the
assistance of researcher Roseann Evans, continued the processing and analysis
of data from correctional officers trained through early 1976. This report

is an analysis of the data of all phaseswof the project evaluation.

Although nominally respoisible for the evaluation project, the principle
author of the preliminary report (Scott) was on a full-time University teaching
assignment and had very 1ittle time to devote to the research.

Work-study funds are provided under Section 498 of the Federal Higher
Education Act, administered by Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) and
required only 30% matching agency (Department of Corrections) funds. Work-study
students included Roseann Evans, George Hubbs, and Betts Keck.

Joanna Gray.

Raymond P. Cienek.



METHODS OF EVALUATION

The purpose of training is to improve organizational efficiency by
increasing personnel efficiency and effectiveness. Ideally, training programs
are best evaluated through evaluation of performance subsequent to training.
Project evaluation resources, however, prohibited such a comprehensive
undertaking. Thus, evaluation procedures to date have been limited to the
immediate effects of the mandatory 164-hour Training Center program.

The training program of the Virginia Department of Corrections has
identified a number of specific objectives for in-service training related
to institutional objectives, objectives for the individual officer, and/or
tangible results expected from training. Some of these objectives and
anticipated results related to procedures or to the philosophy behind
correctional policies. Achievement of such objectives could best be assessed
by determining thé degree the subjects learned operational procedures and
policies during the training period. Additional objectives related to the
improvement of attitudes about the offender, co-workers, and corrections as
a profession. Achievement of such objectives could be evaluated by assess-
ment of changes in relevant attitudes during training. These two evaluation
areas were specifically considered in the development of the evaluation

instrument.

Evaluation Design

In theory, the most optimal evaluation design for a training program
would utilize an experimental measure comparing the post-training knowledge,

attitudes, and performance of correctional officer subjects who differ only



in that some were not trained. Such a design was not possible in the case
of this report because of the legislative .mandate to train all correctional

officers. The only feasible design, given the Timited resources available,

was one in which the correctional officers were compared with themselves before

and after participation in the training program. It should be cautioned,
however, that although such a design may permit conclusions that changes have
occurred during training, it is not valid to conclude with certainty that
the changes occurred as a direct result of the training.

The Instruments

The subjects were assessed by a questionnaire administered at the
beginning and conclusion of each four-week training session. The question-
naires addressed five specific topics: relevant demographic data, changes
in attitudes related to correctional work, increases in factual knowledge
related to correctional wofk, changes in attitudes about helping relation-
ships, and attitudes about correctional education and training. Each of
these five topics is discussed in more detail below (Refer to Appendix A
for complete pre and post instruments).

Demographic Data Demographic characteristics are useful primarily

to permit further analysis of other results. Specifically, such data permits
answers to questions about the characteristics of trainees who demonstrated
differing results, attitudes, etc. Because 1ittle is known about the

most relevant demographic characteristics of staff related to training or
job performance, a wide diversity of demographic data was collected in the

pretest questionnaire.

Sl B Nl N N AT R an N SR B I NE W TR O m B = Em



In this report, demographic data will be presented for descriptive
purposes only. The following variables were included:

Institution to Which Subject was Assigned
Length of Employment Prior to Training

Role (Title) of Subject

Prior Training (Corrections Related) Received by Subject
Prior Work Experience of Subject

Age When Decided on Corrections Work

Amportance of (Various) Reasons for Decision to Work in Corrections
ge

Sex

Race

Marital Status

Number of Children

Size of Childhood Community

Size of Community of Present Residence

Length of Time a Resident of Present Community
Education

Civic or Fraternal Memberships

Volunteer Activities

Military Service (lLength and Branch)

Use of Alcoholic Beverages

Use of Tobacco

Frequency of Church Attendance

Correctional Work-Related Attitudes

Relevant attitudes of correctional workers include (but are not limited
to) those related to inmates, correctional institutions, themselves and
others, and their jobs. Specific scales designed to address each of these

areas are detailed below.

Attitudes Toward Punishment Subjects' attitudes about the punishmént of

criminals were measured on both the pre- and post-tests by a 34-statement

"Thurstone"9 scale originally developed in 1931. The statements are concerned

with the purpose and appropriate use of punishment, as well as with the

question of whether or not to punish criminals at all. Items are weighted

— e e et e e . —

9A type of scale in which items are selected and weighted on the basis
of where they lie along a continuum representing favorable to unfavorable
attitudes about a subject. The subject usually indicates those items in the
scale with which he agrees. Scoring is done by identifying the weight of
the median item to which the subject indicates agreement.



from 0.5 to 10.6. High scores indicate fayorable attitudés ab6ut punishment
of criminals (Shaw and Wright, 1967, pp. 162~164).

Although rather old, this scale has been used recently in research
designed to assess the effect of inmate public speaking panels on student
audiences' attitudes about punishment and prisons (Brodsky, 1970), as well
as to assess the degree of change in correctional staff attitudes about
punishment as a result of training in a university setting (Final Report:
Correctional Staff Training Institute, 1969) and at a major correctional
institution (Paddock and McMillan, 1972). (For comparative purposes, data
from these studies can be found in Appendix D).

Attitudes Toward Institutions Subjects' attitudes about prisons were

assessed on both the pre- and post-tests by a 45-statement Thurstone scale
revised from a generalized scale developed in 1934 designed to be applicable
to any social institution. As applied to prisons, the scale is concerned
with the value and effectiveness of prisons as a correctional resource. Items
are weighted from 1.6 to 11.2. High scores indicate favorable attitudes
toward the prison as an institution (Shaw and Wright, 1967, pp. 553-555).
This scale was also used to assess attitudes toward prisons in research
on the effects of inmate public speaking panels on students' attitudes about

punishment and prisons (Brodsky, 1970). Completed data from this study can

be found in Appendix D). Although infrequently used, it addresses a pertinent

issye in Virginia corrections.

Attitudes Toward Self and Others Correctional work involves direct

interaction with individuals (staff and inmates) regardless of one's attitudes

about punishment or prisons. Thus, assessment of correctional officer subjects'

acceptance of themselves and their acceptance of others was considered

3
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appropriate. Extreme discrepancies in these attitudes (such as positive views
toward self with negative views toward others, or a Tow view of self with a
positive view of others) could be significant in a staff member's ability

to function in his role. The scale utilized on both pre and post question-
naires was a 64-item Likert]o scale developed in 1952. The "Self-QOthers"
scale is actually two scales, with 36 "se1f-acqeptance“ items intermixed

with 28 "acceptance of others" items. Each item has a five-response
continuum ranging from "not at all true of myself" to "true of myself"
(scored from 1 to 5). Half of the items are worded pos%tively and the

other half negatively to avoid any response set bias. Scores on the "self"
scale can range from 36 to 180, while "other" scores range from 28 to i40.
High scores in each scale indicate greater acceptance (Shaw and Wright, 1967,
pp. 432-436).

Attitudes Toward the Job Job satisfaction was assessed by a single

item on both the pre- and post-test: "Taking into consideration all things
about your job (work), how‘gatisfied or dissatisfied are you or do you
think you will be?" A five-choice Likert response continuum ranging from
“very satisfied" to "very dissatisfied" was utilized with high scores
jndicating greater satisfaction with the job.

Prestige of correctional work was assessed by eliciting ratings of
prestige on a 1 to 10 continuum, for ten separate professions (probation and
parole officer, correctional officer, physician, prison correctiohs officer,
farm worker, priest, policeman, coal miner, garbage collector, and barber).
Instructions were to rate the profession with the lowest prestige as "1," with

—— . —— e msan — —— —

10 A type of scale in which each item has a "response continuum” ranging
from agreement, or acceptance, to disagreement, or rejection; including a
neutral, or "half and half" alternative. Subjects select one response alter-
native for each item; scoring is by assigning a value for the responses in
order and computing the average for each subject for all items in the scale.



the most prestigious profession rated “10." Since virtually all subjects
were employed as correctional officers or -matrons, the prestige

ratings for the correctional officer position were of primary interest in
idertifying the subjects' attitudes about job prestige.

Correctional Work-Related Knowledge

Since a major objective of the training program presumably is the
acquisition of a specific knowledge base, some measure of assessing learned
knowledge is appropriate. The measurement of learned knowledge is an extremely
difficult task and must be carefully coordinated with the goals and methods
of the specific training program in mind. As these goals and methods are
altered, the testing must also be altered.

Such coordinaticon is made more difficult when the evaluation is being
done by parties external to the training program. Since the research staff
did not participate in the actual training, there was no awareness of changes
unless they were formalized and communicated to evaluation staff (usually
some time after the changes were made). Thase factors are important in
reviewing these results. A single type of assessment was used: pre- and
post-tests of knowledge learned (and presumably trained for).

Knowledge Tests Thirty questions were selected or developed from the

set of tests used by training staff at the beginning of the research project
(Apritl, 1974). Ten of these questions were multiple choice, ten were matching,
and ten were of a true-fa1se_nature. These 30 questions were given in both
pre- and post-test sessions.

Two problems are associated with these questions. First, although
presumably relevant at the beginning of the evaluation because they were

selected from actual tests used, some of these questions may have become Tess
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relevant over time as topics or content changed. Second, subjects may

have been exposed td similar questions several times during the four-week
training period. It is difficult to ascertain, therefore, whether improved
scores reflect evidence of generalized learning (sampled by the test
questions) or merely learning of answers to specific, repeated questions.

Helping Relationship

Since a major objective of correctional agencies today has been
promulgated to be the "rehabilitation™ (although'the validity of this
concept is currently under serious debate) of clients, examination of the
subjects' views toward "helping” others was deemed appropriate. OUne topic
covered in the training was the "helping relationship," which is reportedly
approached from a communication perspective. An appropriate instrument
to assess subjects' views of functioning within a "helping relationship"
is the Helping Relationship Inventory.

The Helping Relationship Inventory consists of a series of one-to-one
counséling type situations in which the subject is asked to imagine that he
is in the "helper" role and must respond to the situation presented by the
“client." Each situation is followed by five alternative responses which the
subject is asked to rank from "most apt to favor" (1) to &1east represents
your preference" (5). Each of the five responses is keyed to one of five
possible response patterns, as indicated below:

. Understanding: A response demonstrating that the helper hears

and understands the client, evidenced by his reflecting back to
the client both the content and feeling of the client's comments.

. Probing: A response that leads or encourages the client to disclose
more about the problem area.



. Interpretative: A response that seeks to explain to the client
the nature or reason for his problem, often on a psychological
Tevel.

. Supportive: A response that indicates positive acceptance or
support of the cifent without indicating real understanding,
seeking additional data, providing interpretation, or becoming
evaluative. '

. Evaluative: A response that primarily communicates the helper's
values or judgements about the client or the situation.

The basic assumption underlying the Helping Relationship Inventory is
that it is most preferable to be "understanding” and least preferable to be
“evaluative." The order with which any specific observer chooses to rank
these five alternatives is, of course, a matter of personal preference.

It is hoped that improved (or lower) scores for those alternatives seen as
desirable and poorer (or higher) scores for less desirable alternatives
-are exhibited. |

The original Helping Relationship Inventory was used in university-based

training of correctional trainee subjects and correctional officer subjects

(Final Report: DeveTgpmentéT Laboratory for Correctional Training, 1968),

and consisted of 25 situations. (Comparative data from this study can be
found in Appendix D). This form was too Jong for use in this evaluation;
consequently, it was elected to utilize only 12 of the specific situations.
Because of the somewhat exact nature of the situations, it was felt
best not to repeat the same situation between pre- and post-test sessions
scheduled only four weeks apart. Rather, the Inventory was arbitrarily split
into two equal length sections, with situations 1-12 forming the "pre-test
HRI," and situations 13-24 making up the "post-test HRI." Attempts to
demonstrate comparability between these two forms (by correlating pre-test

scale scores with post-test scale scores) for college level undergraduate

—t
no
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and graduate students were unsatisfactoryi]] Therefore, pre and post
comparisons with this instrument would be less than appropriate. It can,
nevertheless, provide some useful information about the Féiétfve approeach
to helping relationships fur the subjects.

Since twelve situations were used in the pre- and post-tests, and each
response can be ranked from one to five, scores for each scale can vary
from 12 to 60. Lower scores indicate that that method is viewed with more
favor by the subjects.

Attitudes About Education and Training

Two aspects of subjects' attitudes about education and training were
addressed: their attitudes about education and training in general, and
their specific attitudes about the Training Center program.

General Attitudes About Education and Training. Questions in this

section were designed to assess perceptions of need for education, areas
of education or training interest, and perceived obstacles to education.
Since one fruitfui re;u]t of effective training could be to increase
perceptions of neeé or interest, or decrease the importance of obstacles,
these questions were included in both the pre- and post-test instruments.
The perceived need for education generally was assessed by a single
question eliciting a yes or no response. Subjects were also asked to indicate
the extent of their interest in on-the-job training, workshops, and college
courses. The importancé of expense, age, family concerns, lack of suitable
courses, anticipated difficulty, organizational problems, or lack of value
as obstacles to education were assessed by specific questions.

— o . v—_ m— e e d—

Mpaarson's correlations were r=.818 (understanding); r=.706 (probing);
y=.735 (interpretive); r=.356 (supportive); and r=.655 (eva]uat1Ve) for 30

subjects.

13



Attitudes About Training. Each. subject was asked to evaluate each

training topic in terms of the ambunt he felt he had learned from coverage

of the topic, how useful he felt the content would be for him on the job,

and the appropriateness of the amount of time spent on the topic. Ratings
were also obtained for the overall organization of the training program,

the availability of staff, the training facilities, and the overail pace of
the training. Additionally, subjects were asked to rank order the

methods used in training (lecture, discussion, role play, small groups,
simutation, handouts, and audio-visual) in terms of which were best received.
Firally, subjects were given open-ended opportunities to discuss the training,
being asked to identify topics they felt should be added to the training,

the single most important thing they think they will remember about the training
period, and other commients.

" “Administration

Questionnaires were typically administered to the subjects in one or two
groups on the first day of training and again on the final day. Initially,
questionnaires were administered by the Project Director. After January,

1975, Evaluation Project staff administered the questionnaires. With few
exceptions, administration was relatively easy)with the support provided by

the Training Center staff, except for occasional reading problems encountered
amoung the subjects. In such cases, Project Staff orally read the questionnaires

to the subjects.

Data Processing

Data was coded by project staff and transferred to standard IBM data

cards. Analysis was done by creating a Statistical Packaggwfor the Social

—r
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Sciences (SPSS) System file, using University data processing capabilities.
Each training group was analyzed separately and then combined in order to

12
amass total results.

Primary responsibility for data analysis and processing was held
by Roseann Evans, project research assistant.

15
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RESULTS

Demographic¢ Data

Table 1 (page 17) breaks down the number of subjects in each category
by institution. As can be seen, the greatest number of subjects came from
the field units (38%), the Penitentiary (24%), and the State Farm (17%).

Table 2 (page 18) breaks down the average length of time employed for
subjects in each category by weeks. As can be seen, Group I averaged 7
months. Group II averaged over 3-% years, The increasing number of older
and more experienced subjects in the later groups accounts for this
variability. The overall average was over 2-% years.

Table 3 (page 19) identifies the trainees by role and prior. employment;
it additionally details prior training experiences for each group. Almost
all subjects (92%) were correctional officers. Additionally, a significant
minority (25%) had worked in service-related jobs (i.e. hospitals, restaurants,
etc.), law enforcement (11%), or custodial jobs such as jails or prisons (5%).
Few individuals (2.5%) had held prior counseling-related positions. Most-
subjects (79%) had completed the institutional phase of their training. A
large minority (24%), concentrated in the Ionger employed Group II, had
participated in other divisional training. Relatively few had received
training external to the Department of Corrections or had attended college.

Table 4 (page 20) presents group frequencies and percentages for subjects
citing specific reasons influential in their decision to enter correctional
work. Results in this area were not too discriminating; almost all factors

were rated as important or very important by a majority of subjects. The most






TABLE 1
INSTITUTICH ASSIGRMENT

SUBTOTAL 1 SULTUTAL 2 TOTAL 3
N=382 N=614 N=1012
IRSTITUTIONS Frequency|Parzent|{Fraquency| Parcent| Freauency |Fercent
Pre-Release v 0 ( 5) 0
Bland Correczional Farm| ( 44) ;1 { 81) 10 {108) n
State Penitentiary { 91) 24 (148) 24 (239) 24
Southhampton Farm (17} 2 { 27) 4 ( 44) 4
State Farm - Men ( 86) 22 { 84) 14 (170) 17
State Farm - Women { 16) 4} (28) 4 { 40) 4
Field Units (121) 50 (230) 39 (38s) 38
Pulaski N { 2) (7 ( 9)
Caroline { 8) ( 9) { 15}
Nansemond { 3) (7 { 10)
Meckienburg { &) { 8) { 14)
Floyd { 0 { %) ()
Woodbridge { 4 { 3’ {7
white Past { 9) { 8) (- 13)
Harrisonburg { o { 5) { 5
Rustburg {2 ( 8) { 10)
Augusta { 3 { 8 COm
Culpepper { 2) { & {10}
Fluvanna { 0} { 8) {( 8)
Pocahontas { 3) { 8) " { 11}
Pamunky { 0) { o) { o)
Chatham { 9 {9 { 9
New Kent { 4) {7 (1)
Haynesville { &) { 8 {12)
Hise { o) ( 8 (8
Capron (n { 10) (7
Stafford ( 8) ( 8) (m
Tidewater (n (7 { 8)

1 uatifax ( 4) {( & « 12)
Smithlake ( Q) { 8 (8
Botetourt { 5) ( 8 (13}
Haymarket (3 (n { 10
Dnwiddie ( 3) ( 8) (13)
Patrick Henry { 3) (7 (10
Buchanan {n { 9 (9
Northern Virginia ( 6) (1) (17)
Tazewell (1 (9 (10}
5t. Bride's (28) ( 20) ( 44)
Teatning Center (o { 0 {2
James River {1 { 1) { 28)

1 Test Groups 1 - 9
2 Test Groups 10 - 18

3 Totals may not agree dug to methods of handiing missing data




TABLE 2
NUMBER OF WEEKS EMPLOYED PRIOR TO TRAINING

—
CO

NUMBER OF WEEKS

2 3

EMPLOYED SUBTOTAL] SUBTOTAL TOTAL
Mean® 28.93 173.99 126.58
Standard Deviation5 106.08 224.94 249.44
Number 385 605 882
1

Test Groups 1 - 9
2 Test Groups 10 - 18
3 Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data.
4 Mean refers to the average for all persons in the group.
5

Standard deviation indicates variability of scores or responses. Larger

standard deviations suggest Tess agreement or similarity in scores or

responses.
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ROLE, PRIOR EMPLOYMENT AND PRIOR TRAINING

TABLE 3

B AR K IR O I e IDE e DG S e

SUBTOTAL! SUBTUTALZ TOTALS
N=378 N=614 N=1012
Frequencyl Percent Frequencyl Percent |Frequencyl Percent
Role (Title)
1. Correctional Officeri (366) 96.8 (536) 87.30 | (905) 92.2
2. Matron ( 4) 1.1 1 16 1 { 5) .5
3. Corporal ( 3) .8 ( 27) 4.40 { ( 30) 3.1
4. Sergeant ( 0) .0 (11) 1.79 | ( 14) 1.4
5. Industry Worker ( 3) .8 ( 24) 3.91 | ( 26) 2.6
6. Counselor ( 2) .8 ( 0) 01( 2) .2
Prior Employment
(In Months)
1. Custodial ( 30) 7.9 ( 18) 2.93 | ( 48) 4.74
2. Law Enforcement ( 53) 14.0 ( 55) 8.96 | (108) 10.67
3. Counseling (12) 3.2 ( 13) 2.12 { ( 25) 2.47
4. Service (Non-Milit.} (124) 32.8 (124) 20.20 | (248) 24.50
Pfior Training |
1. Received Required '
48 Hour Training (281) 74.3 (514) 83.71 | (795) 78.55
2. Received Partial
48-Hour Training ( 26) 6.9 ( 54) 8.79 | ( 80) 7.90
3. Received Other
Division Run
Training ( 49) { 13.0 (194) 31.60 | (243) 24.01
4 .Received Other
Training Outside
the Division ( 33) 8.7 ( 86) 14.01 | (119) 11.75
5. Obtained Related
College Courses ( 29) 7.7 ( 29) 4.72 | ( 58) 5.73

Test Groups 1 - 9.
Test Groups 10 - 18.

Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data.
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TABLE 4

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF TRAINEES CITING FACTORS AS IMPORTANT
IN THEIR DECISION TO ENTER CORRECTIONAL WORK

SUBTOTALZ SUBTOTALS ToTAL?
FACTORS INFLUENCING N=382 N=614 N=1012 .
JOB CHOICE T
Frequency Percent{Frequencyl Percent |Frequency Percent

Importance of Influence

of Others (162) 42 (248) 39.7 (384) 43.0
Importance of Prior

Education (240) 63 (349) 55.9 (565) 61.0
Importance of Prior

Occupation (143) 37 (220) 35.2 (349) 38.0
Importance of Job

Security (321) 84 (516) 82.6 (805) 79.6
Importance of Salary (288) 75 (423) 67.7 (682) 73.0
Importance of Other

Benefits (299) 78 (450) 72.0 (719) 77.2
Importance of Work

Load (181) 47 (276) 44.1 (439) 47.7
Importance of Advance-
~ment Opportunities (325) 85 (416) 66.6 (709) 76.6
Importance of Co-Workerk (304) | 80 (463) | 74.0 | (737) | 79.0
Importance of Job

Prestige (168) 44 (280) 44.8 (421) 46.2
Importance of Desire

to Help (350) 92 (490) 78.4 (805) 85.2

Respondents rated importance on a continuum including very important,

important, somewhat important, and not important.

'very important" and "important" were combined.

Test Groups 1 -9
3 Test Groups 10 - 18.

4 Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data.

For present purposes

-



- W

important reasons given (those cited by over 75% of all subjects) included
a desire to help others, sa1ary; job security, advancement opportunities, '
other benefits and co—workers;

Table 5 (page 22) 1ists group means by-seyera] subject demographic
variables. Little difference was found in the average ages at which subjects
decided upon correctional careers (ages 28-29), but present mean ages differed
between groups by a considerable number of years(Group I Age 30; Group II -
Age 36). Again, this phenomena reflects the larger number of older subjects
in the second group and, as mentioned previouslys this group had the most
prior employment experience. The overall mean for all subjects was 34 years.
Subjects averaged less than two children each and over 15 years 1iving in
their present community (suggesting great stability of residence). The
average length of military service was slightly over three years; however,
this was the result of lengthy service (about 20 years) by a minority of
subjects.

Table 6 (page 23)aiso presents group frequencies and percentages for
several additional relevant variables. A large majority (93%) of subjects
were male; most (71%) were caucasian; most (67%) were married; most (80%)
came from small towns (of under 25,000 population); and most (73%) continué
to reside in such towns. One-third of all subjects had not finished high
school, although most (72%) of these possessed some high school education.
Few (27%) participated in volunteer activities. Half of the subjects had
had no military service; a phenomena somewhat surprising in view Qf the

sizeable average lengths of military service (see Table 5). Most subjects



AGE, AGE WHEN DECIDED ON CORRECTIONS;~NUMBER OF CHILDREN, YEARS LIVED

TABLE 5

IN PRESENT COMMUNITY AND MILITARY SERVICE FOR TRAINEES

. 1 2 3
SUBTOTAL SUBTOTAL TOTAL
VARIABLES N=387 N=614 N=1012
Age (In-Yearé)
Mean 30.44 36.26 34.34
Standard Deviation 10.18 11.54 11.77
Number 379 599 978
Age When Decided On
Corrections
Mean 28.12 29.40 29.06
Standard Deviation 10.09 9.70 9.63
Number ‘ 358 588 946
Number of Children
Mean 1.55 1.60 1.59
Standard Deviation 4.85 1.62 3.25
Number 381 610 1,002
Years Lived in This
jown
Mean 15.10 17.83 16.67
Standard Deviation 13.34 14.72 14.40
Number 383 600 994
Years in Military
Mean 3.15 3.21 3.10
Standard Deviation 6.11 5.50 5.70
Number 384 601 996

1

Test Groups 1 - 9.

-

2 Test Groups 10 - 18.

3 Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data.



TABLE 6

UEMOGRAPETC VARIABLES

FREQUENCIES AYD PERCENTAGES GF OTHER RELEVANT

el
staToTAL! susToTAL? ToTAL3
=382 N=514 N=1012
VARIABLE v
Ereauency!Parcent |Frequsncy Papcant Fraquancy iPercant)
Sex
1. Male {354) 93 {533) 92 {900) 93
2. Female { 25) 7 (43) 7 { 69) 7
Race
1. Black (131} 35 (134) 23 (258) 28
2. White (244) 64 (433} 75 (687) Fa|
3. Gther { 3) 1 { 8) 1 {12) 1
Marital Status
1. Single (101) 27 { 32) 16 (194) 20
2. Married (232) 60 (408) 71 (647) 87
3. Separated § 8} 2 26) S ( 32) 3
4. Divorced 32) 9 38) 7 ( 72) 7
5. Widowed (3) ] 9} 2 (12) 1
Size of Childhood Town
1. Under 2,000 {124) 33 (216) 38 (343) 36
2. 2,000 to 10,000 (117) 31 (187) 33 (311) 32
3. 10,000 ta 25,000 { 48) 12 ( 73) 13 (119) i2
4. 25,000 to 50,000{ ( 32) 9 ( 39) 7 (72) 7
5.. Over 50,000 { 57) 15 { 54) 10 . (114) 12
Size of Pres. Community
1. Under 2,000 {105) 28 (182) 32 (292) 31
2. 2,000 to 10,000 (110) 29 (165) 29 (280) 29
3. 10,000 to 25,000 { §1) 14 ( 70) 12 {123 13
4. 25,000 to 50,000{ ( 33) g { 66) 12 (100) 10
5. . Over £0,000 { 74) 20 ( 82) 13 (157) 1
Education
1. Some Gram. Scheol ( 8) 2 { 27) 5 ( 35) 4
2. Compl. Gram. Schi { &) 2 { 44) 3 ( £3) 5
3. Some High School] ( 78) 21 (138) 24 (217) 23
4. Compl. Hi-Schael (172) 46 (220) 39 (399) 42
5. Some College { 85) 23 {115) 20 &202; 21
6. Associate Degreef{ ( 7) 2 ? 9) 2 16 2
7. B. A. Degres ( 18) 5 { 14) 3 { 34) 4
Civic or Fraternal Org
1. Military (19) 5 E 19} 3 { 39) 4
2. Public Service { 21) 5 46) 8 { 68) 7
3. Social ( 31) 8 ( 31) 3 { 64) §
4. Church (14) 4 ( 21) 4 { 35) 3
5. None (297) 77 (4%0) 81 (783) 78
Volunteer Activity
Emergency Volunt| ({ 54) 14 { 57) 8 {106) 11
2. Youth Recreaticn| ( 38) 10 { 32) § (7N) 7
3. Religious { 28) 7 { 62} i6 ( s1) g
4. None (262) 69 (464} 78 ) (723) 73
Branch of Military Svc
1. Army 98) 26 {179) 29 {281} 28
2. Navy 37) 10 ( 54} 9 (91) g
3. Marines 25) 7 { 45) 7 E 72) 7
4, Air Force ( 22) 6 ( 32) 5 54) 5
5, Coast Guard (1 - { N - ( 2) -
6. None (200) 52 (298) 49 (492) 50
Orink Alcoholic Bever.
1. Yes (248) 67 (217) 57 (572) 61
2. No (121) 33 (247) 43 (369) 39
Smoke Tobacco
Yes (272} 73 (386) 89 {669) 71
2. No (100) 27 (174) 3 (277) 29
Frequency of Religious
Service
1. . Never { 57) 15 { ap) 9 {105) n
2, Few Times {168) 45 - (253) 47 (437) 46
3. Once 2 Month (" 78) 21 (115) 21 (196) | 21
4. Regular { 69) 19 (128) 23 (202) 21

1 Test Groups 1 -~ 9.

Test Groups 10 - 18.

3 Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data,



(61%) drink alcoholic beverages, and most (71%) smoke tobacco. Few subjects
(11%) report no church attendance; but few subjects (21%) describe themselves

as regular church attendees.

Correctional work-ReTated Attitudes

Table 7 (page 25) contains pre- and post-test comparisons of attitudes
toward punishment, institutions (prisons), and self/others for each group.

A significant reduction from pre- to post-test means scores for Attitudes
toward Punishment were found in both Groups I and II, indjcating less
punitive attitudes at the end of training. When these are combined, however,
the total mean scores yield a non-significant result. Comparisons of these
results with those obtained from correctional trainee subjects, correctional
officers from several states, and students (see Appendix D), suggest that
Virginia correctional officers may have somewhat more punitive attitudes

(it should be noted that differences were not dramatic).

Average scores on the Attitudes toward Institutions scale were uniformly
high, compared to similar vresults obtained from I11inois students (refer to
Appendix D). There was no significant change in subjects' scores between pre-
and post~testing,universally suggesting that training had 1ittle impact on
attitudes about the prison. These uniformly high scores may reflect natural
biases of individuals electing to work in prisons.

There was a significant change found in scores measured by the Attitude
toward Self scale in Group II and combined groups mean scores (this may, in
part, be due to the increased number of subjects). There were no significant

changes in Attitude toward Others scores across the board. One convenient
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TABLE 7

PRE AND POST COMPARISON OF ATTITUDES

SUBTOTAL 1 SUBTOTALZ TOTALS
VARIABLE n=387 n=614 n=1012
Pre Post Pre Post Pre . Post
Attitude Toward
Punishment
Mean : 4,75 4.51 5.54 4.89 4.79 4.71
Standard Deviation 1.15 1.17 1.23 1.29 1.20 1.24
Significance t=2.71 plL.05 t=9.21 pL.01 n.s.
Attitude Toward
Institutions
Mean 8.60 8.53 8.53 8.42 8.56 8.49
Standard Deviation 1.50 1.83 1.57 1.72 1.54 1.72
Significance n.s. n.s. n.s.
Attitude Toward
Self
Mean 144.85 146.721 144.30 146.91 | 144.52 146.84
Standard Deviation 18.96 19.48 17.89 18.431 18.30 18.80
Significance n.s. t=2.46 plL.05 t=2.67 pl.01
Attitude Toward
Others
Mean 103.99 105.05) 103.19 103.88 ) 103.50 104.29
Standard Deviation 9.68 9.94 10.73 10.92{ 10.34 10.60
Significance n.s. n.s. n.s.

Test Groups 1 - 9

2 Test Groups 10 - 18

3 Totals may not agree to methods of handling missing data




way to interpret these scores might be to diyide scale scores by the number
of items in the scale, thus producing "per;item“‘average scores; Using this
procedure for total "self" scores, a per-item average "self" score of 4.0

for each category is derivadl This score suggests that subjects, taken as

a whole, typically felt that positive items were "mostly true of myself"
(scored 4) and most negative items were only "slightly true of myself"

(scored 2 and converted to 4 in computation). Per-item average "other" scores
were slightly lower, averaging 3.7 for each category. Overall, these scores
appear to fall within a favorable range, although comparative data with
similar populations is not available. |

Table 8 (page 27) provides an assessment of the prestige ratings for
the position of correctional officer, and of pre- and post-test measures of
job satisfaction by category. Prestige ratings could range from one (least
prestigious) to ten (most prestigious). The'high overall group average
(total mean = 8.21) suggests that subjects rated the job of correctional
officer surprisingly prestigious. This is particularly interesting, since
almost all subjects were employed as correctional officers or matrons.

Job satisfaction was measured by a single question, with available
responses ranging from one (very dissatisfied) to five (very satisfied). As
can be seen, the post-test score of Group I (3.88) dropped slightly from the
pre-test score (4.01). Post-test scores rose in Group II (3.81 to 4.07) and
in the overall total mean (3.88 to 4.00). The drop in Group I pre-post
scores should be noted ( among the generally younger and less-experienced

subjects). While the measurement of job satisfaction by only a single jtem

.
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TABLE 8

MEASURES OF ATTITUDES TOWARD JOB

VARIABLE SUBTOTAL] SUE&TOTAL2 TOTAL3

Prestige of

Correctional Officen

Mean 8.12 8.27 8.21

Standard Deviation 2.31 2.44 2.39

Number 370 573 942
Job Satisfaction

(Pre)

Mean 4.01 3.81 3.88

Standard Deviation .78 1.03 LG4

Number 375 576 965
Job Satisfaction4

(Post)

Mean 3.88 4,07 4.00

Standard Deviation .87 .93 .91

Number ‘314 550 877

Test Groups 1 - 9
2 Test Groups 10 - 18

3 Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data.

4 Since job satisfaction was measured by a single item, tests of statistical
significance between pre and post measures was deemed inappropriate.



makes tests of significance inappropriate, it may be speculated that the
reduced post-test scores of Group I'may; as a result of training, represent
more realistic perceptions of‘thé problems of the correctional officer's
job by the younger and less experienced subjects.

Correctional Hork-Related Know]édge

Table 9 (page 29) presents scores on the Achievement tests for pre- and
post-tests. The Achievement test utilized consists of ten multiple choice,
ten matching, and ten true-false questions, selected or devised from tests
used in training. As is evident, initial group mean scores were low, partic-
ularly for multiple choice and matching sections, but both groups improved
significantly on the post-test. Consequently, the overall total achievement
scores increased significantly.

These dramatic improvements appear to suggest that subjects increased
their knowledge about correctional-related subjects significantly during
training. It should be considered, however, that since subjects were given
the same questions several times during the course of the training, it is
impossible to determine whether these results reflect generalized learning
or simply that specific responses to appropriate questions were learned by
the subjects.

The scores from Training Center testr were not recorded from test groups
nine through eighteen, so this variable was dropped from the final table.

It can be noted from the preliminary report, that Training Center test scores

were somewhat higher (averaging 85%) than on the Achievement post-test

(averaging 73%)s This observation holds true for Group I only, since comparabie

data for Group II is not available.
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TABLE 9

PRE AND PQOST ACHIEVEMENT SCORES

SUBTOTAL ] SUBTOTAL? TOTALS
N=387 N=331 { N=614 N=595 | N=1012 | N=1012
VARIABLES
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Multiple Choice

Mean 4.90 6.76 5.13 6.09 5.04 5.96

Standard Deviation 1.92 1.48 2.00 2.19 1.97 2.44

Significance t=14.64 pc.01 t=8.00 pL.01 £=9.2 p.01
Matching

Mean 4.54 7.90 4,35 5.49 4.45 5.93

Standard Deviation 2.19 2.11 3.36 3.78 2.97 3.71

Significance t=20.04 p..01 t=5.58 pl.0] t=9.93 pt.01
True - False

Mean 6.34 7.51 6.20 6.60 6.25 6.49

Standard Devia}ion 1.82 1.52 1.84 2.38 1.84- 2.67

Significance - £=9.39 pL.01 £=3.59 p/..01 t=240 pL..05
Total

Mean 15.99 21.89 15.99 19.22 15.99 18.39

Standard Deviation 3.87 4,26 4.78 5.33 4,46 7.55

Significance t=19.29 pt.01 t=11.13 p£.01 t=8.69 pl..01

Test groups 1 - 9
2

Test groups 10 - 18

3 Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data.




Helping Relationships

Interpreting the results of the pre- posttesting with the Helping

Relationship Inventory (HRI) is complicated by the fact that the evaluators

had concern about the reading levels evidenced by some subjects. This concern

became most noticeable when subjects were trying to complete the HRI sections,

leading the evaluators to question the validity of HRI results. Thus, after

_test group 15, the HRI instrument was dropped altogether. Therefore, Group II

in this table consists of test groups 10 through 1%, v presenting 65% in
the pre-teét and 60% in the post-test of the total Group II test population.
It should be further noted that, as discussed in the chapter on methodology,
differences in the pre- and post- versions of the HRI make comparisons
suspect. !

A cursory glance at Table 10 {(page 31) would suggest that there was only
a slight change in any of the HRI variables; although consistent changes
across both groups, coupied with large numbers of subjects, resulted in all
of the total changes being significant.

Since the su! :cts were asked to rank order the five responses to each
given situation, perhaps the most instructive way to view these results would
be to rank order the pre- and post- totals for the five possible response

patterns for all subjects. These rankings are listed below {with "1"

representing the most likely response and "5" the Teast likely):

Pre-Test Post-Test
Evaluative 1 Evaluative 1
Probing 2 Probing 2
Supportive 3 Supportive 3
Interpretive 4 Understanding 4
Understanding 5 Interpretive 5

_ w
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TABLE 10

HELPING RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY SCORES

SUBTOTAL! SUBTOTAL2 TOTAL3
VARTABLES N=382 N=342 N=368 N=372 | N=1012 | N=1012
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

HRI UNDERSTANDING

Mean 42.52 35.94 42.97 35.88 |42.74 35.75.

Standard Deviation 7.96 9.96 7.64 8.42 7.81 7.74

Significance t=8.97 p&.0l £=10.35 pL.01 t=15.74 pl.01
HRI PROBING

Mean 33.14 34.74 33.48 34,38 | 33.30 35.22

Standard Deviation 6.03 6.72 5.90 7.34 5.97 5.92

Significance t=3.09 pl.01 t=3.76 pl.01 t=5.68 pl.01
HRI INTERPRETATION

Mean 36.63 36.12 37.14 35.66 | 36.58 36.48

Standard Deviation 5.07 5.27 4.30 6.97 4.72 6.12

Significance n.s. £=3.20 pl.01 t=1.25 pl.05
HRI SUPPORTIVE

Mean 34.83 36.56 34.93 35.43 | 34.52 35.83

Standard Deviation 6.42 6.53 7.90 7.48 6.39 6.47

Significance t=3.31 pl.01 n.s. t=3.58 pl..01
HRI EVALUATIVE

Mean 32.15 35.38 31.83 34.28 1§ 31.10 34.46

Standard Deviation 5.99 6.72 5.77 7.44 5.86 6.50

Significance t=6.27 pl.01 t=4.60 pt.07 £=9.71 pL.01

Test groups 1 - 9
2

Test groups i0 - 15

3 Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data.




Most observers would agree that the eyaluative response is the least

desirable one, with understanding most preferable. Although there was a

change in the rankings between pre- and post-tests with understanding responses

more 1ikely, evaluative responses were, overall, much more Tikely to occur.
These data do indicate, nevertheless, that some positive bhange may have
occurred during the training, and that the HRI may be a somewhat useful
evaluative tool for indepth counseling training programs used with subjects
‘possessing adequate reading skills, although its use in this evaluation
appears questionable.

Attitudes Toward Education and Training

In both pre- and post- questionnaires, subjects were asked to respond
either "yes " or "no" to the following question: "Based on your experience,
do you think you now have enough education for the kind of work you do?"

As reveé1ed in Table 11 (page 33), most answered affirmatively (66%) on
the pre-test, and slightly less so (64%) on the post-test.

When questioned about their interest in further training and education
at the outset of training, the response of Group 1 was very high (81% to 93%
indicating interest). Group II was slightly less enthusiastic (49% to 86%).
Overall interest ranged from 57% to 88%. Interest remained high in Group I
(82% to 95%) and, in fact, most categories displayed some increase in interest
during the training period. Group II waivered Tittle in post-test interest
(59% to 85%), and in most cases, interest dropped even further. Overall
interest was scored from 60% to 85%. Again, this difference in educational
and training interest levels could be attributed to the differences in age

and experience between the groups.

32
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FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF TRAINEES RESPONDING TO QUESTIONS

TABLE 11

POSITIVELY ABOUT EDUCATION AND TRAINING

SUBTOTAL ' SUBTOTAL? ToTAL®
VARIABLES N=382 N=337 { N=614 N=595 N=1012 | N=1012
Pre PosT Pre Post Pre Post

Enough Education

Frequency 235 238 387 403 633 652

Percent 62 71 67 73 66 64
Interest in On-Job 4

Training

Frequency 357 320 483 466 836 752

Percent 93 95 86 85 88 85
Interest in Department

Workshops

Frequency 353 317 434 417 738 684

Percent 92 94 78 77 79 78
Interest in Qutside

Workshops

Frequency 324 275 305 315 526 514

Percent 85 82 49 59 57 60
Interest in College

Courses at Inst.

Frequency 336 290 407 328 689 -

Percent 88 86 74 62 74
Interest in College

Courses on Campus

Frequency 310 282 341 333 590 462

Percent 81 84 62 . 62 65 66

Test groups 1 - 9
Test groups 10 - 18

somewhat interested, not interested.
and "interested" were combined.

Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data.

Respondents rated interest in a continuum including very interested, interested,
For present purposes "very interested"



As shown in Tahle 12 (page 35), when presented with a 1ist of eight
poscible obstacles to furtharing their education, responses between Group I
and Group II are quite dfsparate; Group I chose expense as the greatest
obstacle to further educatfon; Only slightly more than half the subjects
considered age a@ obstacle. Lack of effect on promotional opportunities,
obtaining leave, and family considerations were also cited as possible
obstacles. In most of the post-test percentages, however, there is a slight
decline, perhaps suggesting that as subjects became more aware of familial
and departmental interest in their obtaining further training and education
some obstacles appeared less significant to them.

Group I1 exhibited greater concern than Group I over obstacles in
all eight areas. Unlike Group I, %ami]y considerations presented the
greatest obstacle with no effect on promotion, no improvement in performance,
no suitable course, and diffiku]ty in obtaining leave also rating high.
Also, unlike Group I, in post-test percentages of Group II perception of
obstacles increased rather than diminished. Although Group II does not cite
age as an obstacle to further education, their lower interest in education
and training, feelings of adequate education, and higher job satisfaction
suggests a relationship between age, expérience, and the above-mentioned
factors. Due to the combination of high and low scores of the obstacles
presented, overall percentages were 35% to 58% in pre-test scores and 35% to
59% in post-test scores, with most attitudes changing little (1% to 2%)
}during training.

A format revision of TEQ1-3 (See Appendix A) was utilized for test

groups XII through XVIII. This change elicited far greater responses from
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TABLE 12

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF TRAINEES CITING OBSTACLES TO EDUCATION

SUBTOTAL] SUBTOTALZ TOTALS3
VARIABLES N=382 | N=337 N=614 | N=595 N=1012 IN=1012.
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Expense

Frequency 326 298 392 381 646 568

Percent 86 88 69 69 69 69
|Age

Frequency 198 165 232 217 253 342

Percent 52 49 60 58 38 39
Family )

Frequency 277 256 312 322 514 482

Percent 73 76 84 89 56 55
No Suitable Course

Frequency 247 235 213 256 383 407

Percent 65 70 75 74 51 49
Anticipated DifficuTty

Frequency 225 190 193 201 306 301

Percent 59 56 54 56 35 35
Obtaining Leave

Frequency 277 249 280 287 463 453

Percent 73 74 76 80 51 52
Would Not Improve

Performance

Frequency 239 203 287 293 456 452

Percent 63 60 79 85 51 55
INo Effect on Promotion

Frequency 284 242 - 317 311 528 492

Percent 74 72 88 89 58 59

T Test groups 1 - 9.
Test groups 10 - 18.

Totals may not agree due to methods of'handling missing data.



subjects than had previously occurred, The evaluators felt, therefore,
that to present a meaningful comparison, groups should be 1isted according
to the instrument each received and combined subtotals derived thereof, These
data are summarized in Tables 13, 14, and 15.
Subjects were asked to choose from a list of 31 topics addressed by
the training program, ‘those in which they felt the had Tearned.the
most and those in which they felt they had learned the least, The eva?uétors
arbitrarily focused only on the topics with the highest positive and
negative index scores.13 Results for Table 13 (page 37) are listed below:

Groups VI to XI

Most Learned Least Learned
1. Searches 1. Philosophy of Corrections
2. Security, Custody, Control 2. Court Decisions
3. Inmate Behavior 3. Probation and Parole
4. Inmate Supervision 4. Corrections and Related Law
5. Riot Training ... . .. b, Development of Corrections
Groups XII- to XVIII
Most Learned Least Learned
1. Security, Custody, Control 1. Probation and Parole
2. Searches 2. Physical Fitness
3. Inmate Supervision 3. Drug Program
4. Control of Inmate 4. Criminal Justice System
5. Transportation of Prisoners 5. Institution Climate

In summarizing these results, a comparison of topics considered most
learned by the subjects compared with topics Teast learned suggests that the
subjects' perception of topic applicability to the job is a crucial factor.

13 see Tables for methods of computing index scores.
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ATTITUDES TOWARD TRAINING - LEARNED RATING ~
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In each case, "most learned" response= +1; "least learned" response= -1.
[tems omitted or rated as neither were recorded as 0. R




Responding again to the same list of topics, each subject indicated

which he considered most useful and least usefuT; These data are presented

in Table 14 (page 39). Those topics with the highest and Towest index scores

are as follows:

*Groups VI to XI

Most Useful .

Security, Custody, Control
Searches

Inmate Behavior
Inmate/0fficer Relationship
Inmate Supervision

O1 -2 0 DN —t

Groups XII to XVIII

Most Useful

Security’, Custody, Control
Control of Inmates

Legal Responsibilites of C.0.
Adjustment Committee Actions
Inmate/Officer Relationship

G148 W N —

Gl Wy —

g~

Least Usefulﬁ

Development of Corrections
Probation and Parole
Philosophy of Corrections
Organization of Department

Public Responsibilities of C.0,

Least Useful

Probation and Parole
Organization of the Department
Development of Corrections
Philosophy of Corrections
Effects of Incarceration ,

The most striking observation is the similarity between the summaries

of Tables 13 and 14. Subjects appeared to feel that they learned the most

about those topics they felt were most useful.

In addition to high ratings

for topics directly applicable to the job, there is also a positive attitude

toward relationship-oriented topics. Most topics least learned dealt with

academic or abstract concepts.

Subjects also rated topics according to those they felt should have

been given more time, those that should have been given less time, and those

; 14
that should have been deleted. Table 15 (page 40) presents complete data,

while the strongest responses are listed below:

14 Index construction from these data combined "less time" and "delete"

responses.
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response = -1; "Delete" = -2; and omitted responses = 0.
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Groups VI to XI

~More Time ‘“g§5$;Time/Déiete
1. Firearms Training 1. Human Relations
2. Self Defense 2. Philosophy of Corrections
3.  Riot Training 3, Development of Corrections
4. Searches 4, Probation and Parole
5. Drug Program 5. Public Responsibilities of C.0.

Groups XII to XVIII
More'TTmé " 'Less Time/Delete

1. Self Defense 1. Human Relations
2. Firearms Training 2. Organization of Department
3. Riot Training 3. Philosophy of Corrections
4. Legal Responsibilities of C.0. 4. Development of Corrections
5. Searches 5. Probation and Parole

Again, the subjects are consistant in their perceptions of topics that
need more time. A1l deal with emergency responses to a crisis situation,
perhaps reflecting growing concern over prison unrest and potential for
violence. The topic of searches received the highest ratings through all
categories. Topics dealing with basic concepts of philosophy and development
consistantly drew negative responses. The topic of probation and parole
was perceived as particularly unimportant. Human relations training,
although exhibiting a high profile in its usefulness received a Tow rating in
the learned category and its deletion was suggested in considering time
allocations.

Table 16 (page 42) summarizes rankings by subjects of the seven training
methods utilized in presenting information. The discussion method was most
preferred, followed by both audio-visual techniques and Tectures. Handouts

were least preferred (perhaps due to deficiencies in subject-reading levels).
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TABLE 16
PREFERENCE OF METHOD OF PRESENTATION IN RANK ORDER

VARIABLES SUBTOTAL] SUBTOTAL2 ToTALS
N=326 N=602 N=1012
Lecture 3 2 3
Discussion 1 1 1
RoTe Playing | 4 4
Sma11 Groups 5 5 5
Simulation 6 6 6
Handouts 7 7 7
Audio-~Visual 2 3 2

Test groups 1 - 9.
Test groups 10 - 18.

3 Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data
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Subjects rated the organization of the training program and the ayaila-
bilfty of training staff both very favorably (positive in each instance),
as shown in Table 17 (page 44). Satisfaction with the *raining facility
itself was high (73%).]5 Over a third (38%) thought the training was paced
too rapidly; few (6%) thought the pace was too slow,

The data on Table 18 (page 45) was not processed after group IX, due
to limited resources. The table summarizes frequencies of types of written
comments made by trainees to three open-ended questions about the training.
Table 18 is a reproduction of what was published in the preliminary report.
Actual responses are detailed in Appendix B; however, Table 18 reflects
the overall positive tones of the subjects' comments, especially the training
itself and the instructors.

The most frequent change suggested (by 23 subjects) was that training
needed to be lengthened, thus confirming prior ratings (see Table 17), and
evaluators' perceptions from subjects' verbal comments. An interesting concern
expressed (by 5 subjects) was that the use of methods or materials learned in
training might be detrimental in their units, perhaps even leading to their
being fired.

It should be remembered that Tabie 18 and Appendix B are reproductions
from the preliminary report, representing the comments of the first nine test
groups. Though this is half the number of groups, Group I constitutes only
a 1ittle more than one-third (38%) of the total test population and, in fact,
total subjects responding to this question number-less than 15% in aT]j\

The comments are suggestive, but cannot be construed to represent the feg®ings

of the subject population.

15 [t should be noted that the training facility under evaluation was
the previous Goochland site.
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TABLE 17
AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ABOUT TRAINING

2
VARIABLES SUBTOTALT SUBTOTAL TOTAL3

N=326 N=595 N=1012

Overall Organization4

Satisfactory

Frequency 304 546 848

Percent 93.3 96.0 95.0
Adequate Availability’

of Staff

Frequency 293 512 841

Percent 89.9 G2.5 95.3
Training Faci]ity4

Satisfactory

Frequency 233 418 648

Percent 71.5 67.0 72.7

Lived at Center

Frequency 159 320 478
Percent 48.8 56.1 B3.2

Training Pace Rate

1. Too Fast
Frequency 131 201 332
Percent 40.2 37.5 37.7
2. Jdust Right '
Frequency 155 344 496
Percent 47.5 58.0 56.3
3. Too Slow
Frequency 28 25 53
Percent 8.6 3.9 6.0
1
5 Test groups 1 - 9
Test groups 10 - 18
3 Totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data.
4 "Very Good" or "good" responses were defined as satisfactory; "fair" or
. "poor" responses were defined as unsatisfactory.

"Always" or "usually® responses were defined as adequate; "seldom" or
"never" responses were defined as inadequate.
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TABLE 18
FREQUENCILS OF TRAINEES COMMFNTS ASDUT TPAINING, Y SROUP
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TYPE Or COMMERT
AND_TOPIC

GRICP T

GRGG? 11 t [HITHV N S T T T ) GROUFV GROTP VT 7T GROUP ViT T orauP VIT!
H=d1 438 N=¢3 H=E2 N=4g N=34 4=39

URAGH TX
H=51

TOTALS

N=382

A. Positive Comments About:
1. .Instructors
2. Training

J. Research

N=40

17 12 8 6

o
ES
o

33
72
1

1. Instructors
2. Training
a) Leagth
b} Courses
¢) Facilities
d) Other
3. Research

4. Qther

8. Positive/Change Comments About:

— N~

-— P Al
N

[ ]

— Ly

(=]

R ad

N
N D Bsyiace

Neutral Comments About:
1. Instructors
2. Training

3. Research

D. Neutral/Change Comments Abouc:

T. Instructors

2. Training

a) Length

b) Courses

c) Facilities
d) Other

3. Research

4. OQther

oneiwn

—

. Negative fommants About:
1. Instructors
2.  Training

3. Researgh

Negative/Change Comments About:
1. Instructors

2. Training

a} Length

b) Courses

¢) Facilities
4} Qther

3. Rasearch

4. Qther

S O OoOoM-—

QTAL RESPONDENTS
PERCENT

12 iz 10 32 25 18 ?
293 29% Jex 52% 51% §3% 18%

19
37

156
13

OTAL COMMENTS®

20 12 13 12 3 23 9

20

197 .

L)

Some respondents made more than one coament.
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ADDITIONAL ANALYSES

The results contained in this report provide descriptive information
about the subjects evaluated, but beyond comparisons across thie 18 groups
few significant differences among subjects were found. It is reasonable to
expect, however, that correctional officers entering training might differ
considerably as to relevant attitudes about the job and/or job-related
knowledge. Additionally, some subjects may have changed more than others
in terms of job—re1ated}attftudes or knowledge levels while undergoing
training. Additional analysis of the data was, therefore, conducted to
examine the relationships between relevant demographic variables and initial
(i.e. pre-test) measures of attitudes and knowledge, as well as between these
demographic vériab1es and changes (i.e. post-test - pre-test) during training
in attitudes and knowledge.

Attitudinal measures included attitudes toward punishment of criminals,
attitudes toward prisons, attitudes toward self and others, job satisfaction,
and the subjects' perceptions of whether they needed additional education
to do their job. Knowledge was éssessed by the (total) achievement measure.
These measures were selected because they represented the most relevant

16
variables for which both pre- and post-test scores were available.

—— — — —— — — t— —— — ——

16 Some possibly relevant variables were omitted from these analyses
because their distributions did not vary enough to provide distinguishable
groups of subjects. For example, since most subjects rated the training (in
terms of organization, staff availability, adequacy of the facility, and pace
of the training) quite favorably, such variables would not provide meaningful
comparisons among subjects. Other such variables included rated prestige of
correctional officers, interest in additional education and perceived
obstacles to further education. .

As was previously discussed (see page 30), the Helping Relationship
Inventory variables were not inciuded because of questions of validity in
this testing.



Demographic variables utilized in these analyses included educational
level, age, race, length of time employed before training, marital status,
size of childhood community, military experience, and the subject's institu-
tional assignment. These variables were selected because they could reason-
ably have been associated with differences in attitude or knowledge of
subject (i.e. older subjects might be more positive than younger subjects,
etc.), or could reasonably be associated with differing degrees of change

17

during training.

Results of these analyses are presented in Tables 19 through 25.

Each of these tables is actually a composite of 16 separate tables representing

a measure of attitude or knowledge in terms of initial values and of changes
during training compared across each of the eight demographic variables.
Interpretation of these results, therefore, requires that each of the 16
sections be examined separately.

Results in Tables 19 through 23, for attitudes toward punishment,
prisons, self/others, and achievement (i.e. job-related knowledge) are
presented in terms of mean values, because these measures permitted such
comparisons. Tables 24 and 25, concerning job satisfaction and perceptions
about educational needs, are in terms of frequencies and percentages because
these measures were more clearly in categories (i.e. yes, more education

vt vy s i moma mww | m—p amn. -

17 .
The method of arriving at the change measure should be noted here.
For convenience, the means of the change measure were converted to a base
of 100 by adding 100.0 to actual discrimipation scores. Scores less than
100, therefore, represent negative changes and scores over 100 represent
positive changes. Scores equal to 100 represent no change. Although
significant changes in long-term attitudes over a perjod of 4 weeks would
be suspect, the nature of computation of the change measure made differ-
ences relatively small and may have eliminated otherwise significant
results (i.e. a regression effect).
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is needed; or no, more education is not needed), and did not lend themselves

to computation by group means.18

Table 19 (page 49) compares initial means and changes during training
for attitudes relative to punishment across the same eight demographic
variables. As can be seen, attitudes toward punishment initial scores

were significantly related to the subjects' educational levels, with less-

18 As noted, interpretation of these composite tables requires some
care. The following examples may be helpful to readers unfamiiiar with
such tabular presentations.

The relationship between educatijonal level and attitudes toward
punishment can be found in Table 19. As can be seen, mean initial
ATP scores dropped from 5.00 to 4.53 as educaticnal levels increased from
“Tess than high school" to "college". Furthermore, as indicated by the
triple asterisk, this pattern of results was statistically significant
(that is, 1ikely to occur by chance less than one time in one thousand).
ATP changes during training also varied with educational level, but not
so dramatically. Overall. ATP scores decreased (i.e. subjects became Jess
punitive) slightly during training (99.91). The highest educational level
showed the least decrease, that is, Tess well-educated staff changed more
than better-educated staff. Although these results were not statistically
significant (see footnote 17), this pattern seems to clearly suggest
some group "leveling": 1initially more positive staff tended to become
less positive to a greater extent during training.

Similar processes are used in the interpretation of Tables 24 and 25,
even though results are presented in terms of frequencies and percentages.
Readers familiar with contingency tables will note that these tables are
designed in opposite fashion to typical tables: frequencies and percentages

are totaled "across", and comparison between groups must be made "vertically".

Thus, the relationship between job satisfaction and education, which
can be examined in Table 24, suggests that initially satisfaction and
educational level were inversely related. Where 79% of the "less tfian high
school" group were "more satisfied", only 66% of the "college" group
described themselves in this manner. (Although frequencies are presented,
in general, meaningful comparisons are best made by examining percentages).
Furthermore, these differences were statistically significant.

During the course of training, changes in job satisfaction were mixed,
with the high school group changing less. When change did occur, it was
more often found to be in a negative diréection.

48



TABLE 19

MEAN INITIAL VALUES AND CHANGES DURING TRAINING OF ATTITUDES TOWARD
PUNISHMENT BROKEN DOWN BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLESI]

INITIAL VALUES CHANGES DURING TRAINING3
Mean |Std. Dev.|No. | (Sig.)| Mean |Std. Dev. {No. |(Sig.)

Tota]sz 4.76 1.19 | 984 - 99.91 1.26 8957 -
Education okl

Less than High School 5.00 1.20 | 300 99.95 1.34 265

High School Graduate 4.76 1.20 396 99.85 1.24 362

College (Any) 4.53| 1.16 | 248 99.98| 1.23 | 229
Age *

Youngest (18-25) 4.78 1.20 | 318 99.76f 1.25 | 284

Younger (26-39) 4.79 1.22 | 322 99.99 1.37 289

Young (40-60) 4.28 1.19 | 344 100.00 1.15 3214}
Race

White 1.80 1.22 | 678 99.91] 1.33 | 242

Minority 4.74 1.16 | 277 99.93] 1.25 | 625
Time Employed Before Training N

Less ham 3 Months 4.77 | 1.15 |48s] L |99.91] 1.28 | 435

3 - 6 Months 4,57 1.22 {143 99.95 1.26 135

7 - 12 Months 4,94 1.11 74 99.70 1.75 65

1 - 2 Years 4.87 1.37 31 89.79 1.30 26

Over 2 Years 4.91 1.28 | 251 100.00 1.32 233
Marital Status

Married 4.80 1.21 | 637 99.91 1.18 277

Not Married 4.73 1.19 | 310 99.92 1.31 583
Size of Childhood Town ok

. Under 2,000 4.93 1.28 | 336 99.90 1.35 313

2,000 to 10,000 4.78 1.20 | 308 99.93 1.21 281

Over 10,000 4.60 1.10 | 303 99.95 1.22 265
Military Experience

No 4.77 1.17 {474 99.94 1.27 428

Yes 4.79 1.22 | 491 99.90 1.25 466
Institution falialad

Penitentiary 4.42 1.13 | 235 100.06 1.21 205

Powhatan 4.73 1.04 167 99.93 1.32 149

Other Major Institutions 4.86 1.17 212 99.96 1.19 203

Field Units 5.02 | 1.28 | 342 99.81| 1.32 | 317

1 This table is a composite of 16 separate tables; each section of the table should be

considered separately.

2 Totals may vary due to methods of handling missing responses.

*pl 053 **pl.01; ***pL.001; Trend:T pe.d.

analysis oT varijance.

Statistical significance was computed by

3 Means computed to a base of 100 (by adding 100.0 to actual discrimination scores).
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educated staff being more positive; to subjects' childhood community,
with staff from smaller communities being more positive; and to the subjects’
institutional assignment, with the Virginia State Penitentiary and Powhattan
Correctional Center tending to be less posifive than field units and other
major institutions. Furthermore, there was a trend (i.e., a non-significant
tendency)]9 for length of employment prior to training to be related
to attitudes towards punishment: with Tonger employed staff being more
positive.

The method of score computation minimized the Tiklihood of
statistical significance (see footnote 17); thus, only the age variable
showed statistical significance; with the youngest subjects changing most
often. Here also there was a tendency toward "“leveling" evident: where
initial differences did exist, initially more punitive staff tended to
change more (i.e. became less punitive to a greater extent). This pattern
is consistant across all eight demographic variables.

This pattern of results was repeated in reviewing attitudes toward
prisons (Table 20, page 51). These attitudes were significantly higher
(i.e. more favorable) for less educated staff, longer employed staff,
and staff from Powhattan and other major institutions. Married staff tended
to be more positive than unmarried staff. |

Once again, the "leveling" pattern of changes was observed, with'the
exception of age and marital status, in all areas with pr..iously more o
favorable staff becoming less favorable and less favorable staff becoming

more favorable.

Since the level of significance was predetermined to ?e p = .05,
trends were defined as results likely to occur less than one time in ten,
but not statistically significant.



~ TABLE 20

'MEAN INITIAL VALUES AND CHANGES DURING TRAINING OF ATTITUDES TOWARD
"~ PRISONS BROKEN DOWN BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLEST

INITIAL VALUES CHANGES DURING TRAINING3

Mean |Std. Dev.|No. | (Sig.)| Mean |Std. Dev.|No. |(Sig.)

Totals? 8.53 1.54 | 984 - 199.92 1.75 | 887{ -
Education Rk
Less than High School 8.69 1.38 | 302 99.82 1.89 263
High School Graduate 8.66 1.42 | 394 100.00 1.66 357
College (Any) 8.25 1.82 | 248 99.86 1.69 229
Age
Youngest (18-25) 8.46 1.63 | 318 99.84 1.77 282
Younger (26-39) 8.51 1.59 | 322 99,99 1.81 285
Young (40-60) 8.69 1.40 | 344 "1 99.94 1.66 320
Race ‘
White 8.55 1.52 | 678 99.97 1.73 242
Minority 18.60 1.54 | 277 99.88 1.76 618

Time Employed Before Training **

Less than 3 Months 8.72 1.49 | 485 99,85 1.68 433
3 - 5 Months 8.30 1.66 | 144 99.88 1.95 135
7 - 12 Months 8.52 1.51 73 99.98 1.76 64
1 - 2 Years 8.04 1.90 31 100.74 1.98 26
Over 2 Years 8.47 1.49 | 251 100.05 1.71 229
Marital Status ;‘g
Married 8.62 1.60 } 309 99,94 56 273
Not Married 8.44 1.50 | 638 99. 90} 1.83 580
Size of Childhood Town
Under 2,000 8.63 1.44 1336} 99.96 1.76 308
2,000 to 10,000 8.52 1.61 | 308 99.98 1.77 280
Over 10,000 8.52 1.56 | 303 99.79 1.70 264
Military Experience
No 8.51 1.62 | 476 100.00 1.74 427
Yes 8.60 1.47 | 489 99.86 1.74 460
Institution *kk .
Penitentiary 8.35 1.60 | 234 99.86 1.83 202
Powhatan 8.96 1.30 | 167 99.77 1.53 148
Other Major Institutions 8.77 1.37 | 214 99,95 1.64 203
Field Units 8.39 1.67 | 345 99.99 1.86 314

1 This table is a composite of 16 separate tables; each section of the table should be
considered separately.

2 Totals may vary due to methods of handling missing responses.

*nl..05; **pl.01; ***pL.001; Trend:J péal; Statistical significance was computed by
ana1ys1s o?'var1ance e 3 .

"3 Means computed to a base of 100 {by adding 100.0 to actual discr1m1nat1on scores)
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With respect to age and marital status, younger staff and unmarried staff
became even less favorable towards prisons while undergoing training.

Initial attitudes toward self (Table 21, page 53), were significantly
related to education; with more favorable self attitudes reported by better-
educated staff. There was also a trend for subjects from larger childhood
communities to exhibit more favorable self attitudes. High variations
among subjects on this scale (demonstrated by high standard deviations)
may have prevented other observed differences, such as marital status, from
reaching significance. Size of childhood community additionally was of
statistical significance, with staff from smaller communitieé becoming
increasingly positive in self attitudes. Once again, a non-significant
leveling effect was observed as a result of training, with previously Tess
positive (toward self) staff becoming more positive with respect to all
demographic variables.

Initial attitudes toward others (Tab1e‘22, page 54), was not
significantly related to any of the eight demographic variables. There was
a trend with respect to race and institutional assignment,vwith white staff
and staff from field units and other major institutions being more favorable
in attitudes toward others. Once again, the leveling effect was observed;
initially, less favorable staff (with respect to age and institutional
assignment) tended to become more favorable.

Table 23 {page 55) represents relationships between the demographic
variables and achievement (i.e. job-related knowledge). As can be seen,
Initial achievement scores were significantly related to educational level,
age, race, and military experience. Not surprisingly, better-educafed staff
scored better on the pre-test Aéhievement test; as did younger staff, white
staff, and staff with military experience. Again, a non-gignificanttendéncy

towards leveling during training was noted, particularly for age and race.



TABLE 21

MEAN INITIAL VALUES AND CHANGES DURING TRAINING OF ATTITUDES TOWARD
SELF BROKEN DOWN BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLEST
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.w‘~\llu

INITIAL VALUES

CHANGES DURING TRAINING3

Mean |Std. Dev.|No. | (Sig.)| Mean |Std. Dev. [No. |(Sig.)

Totals? 144.53] 18.08 | 956 - [102.67] 13.34 | 842] -
Education Fkk

Less than High School 140.33} 19.49 | 278 103,59 13.39 | 231

High School Graduate 145.35f 17.43 | 394 101.74 13.48 | 351

College (Any) 148.80] 17.02 | 247 102,420  12.33 | 225
Age

Youngest (18-25) 143.34] 18.79 | 312 102.50] 13.55 | 274

Younger (26-39) 145.85] 18.46 | 319 101.93 12.82 | 281

Young (40-60) 144.35) 17.62 | 325 103.23 13.53 § 287
Race (3

White 144.46] 18.44 | 659 101.15 13.80 | 231

Minority 144.931 18.20 | 271 103.04 12.90 | 586
Time Employed Before Training

Less than 3 Months 144.56] 18.95 | 481 102.18 13.20 | 4223

3 - § Months 146.47) 18.56 | 139 100.63]  14.27 | 131

7 - 12 Months 143.80| 18,47 | 69 105.10] 13.03 | 57

1 - 2 Years 141.71] 14.31 | 31 105.04] 16.40 | 22

Over 2 Years 143.87} 17.22 | 236 103.59 12.47 |} 209
Marital Status

Married flaa.81) 18.48 | 625 102.35 12.88 | 257

Not Married 144,241 18.22 {298 102.58 13.35 | 554
Size of Childhood Town (@ *

Under 2,000 42.86] 18.01 3304 102.79 13.58 | 297

2,000 to 10,000 44,471 18.37 | 295 103.79 13.16 | 263

Qver 10,000 47.121 18.25 | 298 101.00 12.59 | 252
Military Ekperience .

No 144,36 18.38 | 457 102.72 13.31 | 399

Yes 144.96) - 18.32 | 481 102.41 13.30 | 443
Institution .

Penitentiary 145.83] 17.39 | 232 101.37 12.78 | 199

Powhatan 143.54] 18.15 | 166 103.6S) - 12.26 | 145

Other Major Institutions 144,491 19.719 | 210 102.35 14.28 | 196

Field Units 44,291 18.21 326 102.86 13.47 | 286

T This table is a composite of 16

considered separately.

separate tables; each section of the

2 Totals may vary due to methods of handling missing responses.

*pl, 055 **pl.01; ***pl,001;
dnalys1s o?'var1ance

Trend:J pl.d.

table should be

Statistical significance was computed by

3 Means computed to a base of 100 (by addang 100.0 to actua1 d1scr1m1nat1on SCOPES)



TABLE 22

MEAN INITIAL VALUES AND CHANGES DURING TRAINING OF ATTITUDES TOWARD
OTHERS BROKEN DOWN BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

. O

. Il
1
I

?

INITIAL VALUES CHANGES DURING TRAINING3
Mean |Std. Dev.|No. | (Sig.)| Mean {Std. Dev. |No. }(Sig.)

Totals? 103.40f 10.22 |]954 - 100,97 9.41 {840} -
Fducation

Lgss than High School 102.61} 10.92 278 100.71 10.05 | 232

High School Graduate H03.59 10.13 {393 100.96 8.79 | 349

College (Any) 104.25 9.84 |247 107.43 9.46 {225
Age

Youngest (18-25) 102.58( 10.56 {311 101.24 9.47 |} 273

Younger (26-39) 103.90| 10.19 {319 100.97 9.46 | 281

Young (40-60) 103.99| 10.22 |324 100.94 9.12 | 286
Race :b

White 104.01 9.84 659 107.22 10.08 | 230

Minority 102.31}F 11.36 [270 100.84 9.05 |} 586
Time Employed Before Training

Less than 3 Months 103.83 10.35 | 479 101.31 9.40 421

3 - 6 Months 103.14f 12.16 {139 107.06 9.16 ¢ 130

7 - 12 Months 104.49 9.78 69 107.14 9.12 57

I 1 - 2 Years 102.22 7.05 31 98.50 11.43 22

Over 2 Years 102.94 9.65 236 100.75) ~ 9.41 210
Marital Status

Married 103.73] 10.04 | 624 101.34 9.19 | 256

Not Married 102.921 10.81 | 298 100.79 9.45 | 554
Size of Childhood Town

Under 2,000 103.57) 10.50 | 329 101.13 9.70 1} 298

2,000 to 10,000 103.16f 10.26 | 296 100.70 9.54 | 263

Over 10,000 103.91 10.24 | 297 101.06 8.60 250
Military E%perience

No AOS.BO 10.23 | 456 101.59 9.10 { 398

Yes 03.21 10.36 480 100.56 98.53 442

P

Institution » \b -

Penitentiary 103.00{ 10.34 | 232 100.95 9.07 | 198

Powhatan 102.26 9.39 | 165 102.21 9.15 } 143

Other Major Institutions 103.48} 11.01 | 210 101.66 9.00 | 196

Field Units 104.67) 10.08 325 100.18 2.62 287

1 This table is a composite of 16

considered separately.

separate tables; each section of the

2 Totals may vary due to methods of handling missing responses.

*pl.05; **pL.01;

ana1ys1s o? var1ance
g‘Means computed to a base of 100 (by add1ng 100 O to actua1 d1scr1m1nat1on scores)

#HkpL 0013

Trend:$ pl.1:

table should be

Statistical significance was computed by
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TABLE 23 |

{

MEAN INITIAL VALUES AND CHANGES DURING TRAINING OF ACHIEVEMENT SCORES |
BROKEN DOWN BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLEST *

INITIAL VALUES CHANGES DURING TRAININGS3

Mean |Std. Dev.|No. { (Sig.)| Mean |Std. Dev. No. {(Sig.)

T This table is a composite of 16 separate tables; each section of the table should be
considered separately.

2 Totals may vary due to methods of handling missing responses.

*pl,05; **pl.01; ***pl.001; Trend:@ pld: Statistical significance was computed by
ana'lysws of vamance

'_; 55'
Totals2 14.74{ 4.32 1993| - f02.49} 7.15 980} — Il
Education doksk *
Less than High School 14.58] 5.47 304 101.81 7.48 289 . , l
High School Graduate 16.36f 3.63 398 102,42 6.87 390
College (Any) 17.59}1 3.36 252 103.47 6.82 248
Age **x I
Youngest (18-25) 16.29]1 3.82 323 102.56 7.37 315
Younger (26-39) 16.33] 3.74 327 102.27 7.38 319
Young (40-60) 15.391 5.48 343 102.76 6.29 330 I
Race *kk
White 16.38| 3.99 |685 h02.32|  7.88 | 272 |
Minority 15.31 5.26 280 102.64 6.69 664
Time Employed Before Training * I
Less than 3 Months 15.89] 4.00 494 103.43 7.58 500
3 - 6 Months 16.45}( 3.43 143 103.05 5.91 138
7 - 12 Months 16.041 3.92 74 101.89 8.47 71 H
1 - 2 Years 16.35{ 3.96 31 100.90 8.40 31 ‘
Qver 2 Years 15.88f 5.83 251 107.81 6.62 240
Marital Status l
Married 16.05) 4.65 645 102.22 7.50 305
Not Married 16.25{ 3.85 312 102.70 6.82 624
Size of Childhood Town l
Under 2,000 15.84] 4.15 342 102.77 6.54 327
2,000 to 10,000 16.18f 5.10 310 102.79 6.90 299 l
Over 10,000 16.38}{ 3.84 305 102.02 7.74 302
Military Expemence *
No 15.74) 4.24 478 102.75 7.64 483 '
Yes 16.35{ 4.61 496 102.83 6.89 497
Institution . l
Pen'itent'iary 15.74 5.23 238 101.88 7.99 230
Powhatan 16.28} 3.73 170 102.47 7.21 163
Other Majo]n Institutions ]6.52 3.96 277 103.46 5.87 2]4
Field Units 15.81f 4.43 344 102.56 6.71 333 X

3 Means computed to a base of 100 (bv addmg 100. 0 to actuaT d1scr1m1nat1on SCOY‘ES)
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Tables 24 and 25 contain frequencies and percentages of initial responses
and changes during training for job satisfaction (Table 24) and perceptions of
educational needs (Table 25) relative to the eight demographic variables.

For assistance in interpreting these tables, refer to footnote 18.

As is evident from Table 24 (page 57), initial job satisfaction was,
with the exception of race, significantly related to all demographic variables.
(there was a trend relationship with military experience). Specifically, job
satisfaction was higher for less-educated staff, older staff, both new
employees and long~term employees, married staff, staff from small childhood
communitiies, and staff with military experience. In addition, Penitentiary
staff seemed particu]ér]y dissatisfied relative to their jobs when compared
with staff from other institutions.

Changes during training are less clear. Some "leveling” was apparent
with respect to education, age, marital status and size of childhood .
community (previously less-satisfied groups tended to become s1ightly more
satisfied). Statistical significance is observed for race, with minorities
becoming increasingly dissatisfied while participating in the training
program. Trends are also noted for newer staff to also become more
dissatisfied and staff without military experience to become more satisfied.

Initial perceived educational needs (Table 25, page 58) were
significantly related to education, age,.race, and time employed before training.
Better educated staff, younger staff, minorities, newer staff, and staff
with no military experience were more likely to perceive need for more
education (since better-educated staff also scored highest on the pre-test
%ﬁhievemﬁnt test, these results probably reflect a value for education,

rather than an actual greater need for education).



TABLE 24

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENYAGES OF INITIAL RESPONSES AND CHANGES DURING TRAIHINC OF J0OB SATISFACTION
BROKEN DOWN BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIADLES!

INITYAL RESPONSES - CEc¥ﬁgczs ”’%{ﬁﬁtTRA'" NG
SJELHIT: ¢ ]
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES LESS SATISFIEDY MORE SATISFIEN _ T0TALSZ (s16.) LESS SALSELEDISATISEN Ti0 [MoRE SATISFIED| _ ToTALS? " sis )
Frea,  Percent] Frea, Percent ) freq, Percent W Freq, IPzrcentl Freq, WPercent) freq, jPercent] Freq. Percent} 7 -
IQIAL§ED (261) | 27.3 (o} | 72.7 [ {sas¥oo.e T (sey i85 [ (assy ] 53,7 | (2327 §27.8 [ (84h) | TU0.0 T
! EDUCATION
: Less Than IHgh School { 62) | 20.7 } (237) | 79.3 (299} |100.0 s« Il (a2)]16.5 | (142)] s55.91 (70) | 27.6 | (254) |100.0
High School Graduate 106} | 26.9 %20& 73.1 | (394) lioo.o {(723f227 | Q7)) s0.9) ( 94)|27.0 | (348) |100.0
Asgollege {Any) 81) | 33.7 | {165 | 66.3 | (249) {100.0 {36) {16.0 | (125} 55.6 ] ( 64) jze.4 | {225) | 190.0
Youngest (18 - 25) 5!05) 32.8 ) (215) | 67.2 | (320) J100.0 | #++ | { 50y }18.2 | (140} | sv.v ) (eayizo.7 | (274) |h00.0
Younger (26 - 39) . 100) 1 31.2 }(221) { 62.8 (321} {100.0 { s2) |18.4 | (146) | 51.8 | { 8a)]29.3 | (282) }100.0
: RAzgung {40 - 60) { 56) [ 17.3 | (268) | 82.7 | (324) 1100.0 {57) [19.7 | Qies) | s8.3 | ( ea}]22.1 1 (200) |100.9
. Wnite 2!78 26.3 1(499) | 73.7 | (677} |100.0 gloo) 16.4 233) | 54.8 (175; 28.8 (coag 100.0 .
) Minority 81 29.5 { (194) | 70.5 | (275) |100.0 56) §24.7 N6} 51.1 § (55) j24.2 | {227} {1000
| TIME EMPLOYED BEFORE TRAIMING 7
Less Than Three Honths 132 27.4 | (350) | 72.6 | (a82) [100.0 | %e* a4) [20.1 1 (232) ) s5.6 | (102) |24.4 | (418) }100.0
3 to 6 Months 57 40.7 | ( &5) | 59.9 { (142} |100.0 27y fa21.a | (s1) ) a0.5 | (48) {381 | (126) |100.0
' 7 to 12 Months 23) | 32.4 | {48) | 67.6 | ( 71) |i00.0 10) 116.7 | (3¢)} 56.7 | { 16) }26.7 | { 60) | 100
; 1 to 2 Years 6 19.4 25) | 8o.6 | ( 1) ,100.0 3) j12.0 f({ )| s56.0 | { 8)§32.0 | { 25){100.0
i Over 2 Years 43 18.0 | (196) | 82,0 | (239) {1000 35) $16.1 j(12ey | s7.1 {1 ( s8) §26.7 | (217) | 99.9
MARITAL STATUS * '
flarried (156) | 24.5 §481 75.5 | (637) li0o.0 5112 19.9 302) | 53.5 {150) 26.6 | (564) |100.0
tiok Harried {9} 1371 66.3 § (309) li00.0 43) 116.2 145) | 54.5 78) §29.3 | (2¢6) {100.0
SIZE_OF CILILDIODD TOHN *
Under 2,000 {8a) | 24.8 | (2s5) | 75.2 ] (339) [100.8 {49) 1159 l{172) | s5.7 { ¢ 88) {28.5 | (309) [100,1
2,000 to 10,000 (89) 1 29.2 {({6) | 70.8 | (305) hoo.o { 52) |20.0 | {3} ] s5.0] ( 65) {25.0 | (260) 169
Over 10,600 {85) *2s.2 §(216) | 1.8 | (300) roo.o { 52) |20.1 | (1315 | 50.6 | { 76) {29.3 | (»59) |100.0
MILITARY EXPERIENCE i % 4
Ho (128) | 27.6 }(335) | 72.4 §463) j09.0 ( 62) 1n5.4 | (223} | 55.5 | (117) {29.1 | (402} [100.90
Yes (129) | 26.0 | {363} | 74.0 | (492) poo.o (97) 216 | (232) | 52.3 | (115) |25.9 | (444) {100.0
INSTITUTIONS _ : o
“Penttentiary { 82) | 35.7 {148 64.3 | {230) [ico.0 42) le2.v {93 | 48.9 2 55; 28.9 190) | 99.9
Powhattan {42) |25.0 |( 75.0 | (158) [100.0 29) 19,7 2 ae) | £9.9 30) {20.4 147) {100.0
Other Major Institutions { 46) | 21.8 | {165) | 78.2 }{211) hoo.o 5 3s) |18.8 106) | 54.4 1 ( 53) {27.2 {(195) |00y
field Units { a7} 5.7 ){as1} | 7a.3 | (338) [100.0 49) [16.4 1{153) | 52.8 | { 92} [30.8 | (299) }100.¢

! This table is a composite of 16 separate tables; ecach section of the table should be considered separately. Contrary to typical

contingency tables, percentages are totaled across, and therefore comparisons should be made vertically (see text).
2 Totals may vary due to methods of handling missing responses.

! *oupl05; %% e pl 01 M o= pg 0NN Trend: $ pL ). Statistical significance computed by chi-square.
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TABLE 25

FREQUENCIES AND PERCEIITAGES OF INITIAL RESPONSES AND CHA!NGES DURING TRAINING 00 YOU HAVE ENOUGH EDUCATION TO DO JOB?"
QUESTION SROKEN DOYN Y SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

VEEIOUET 18 YIA}PRESPQHSES CHANGES DURING TRAINING
\ 1 EHGT
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES }ZDUCI\T”N NOW ‘gmll\ ?Qﬁ 19 AL52 m’P”rHFIIEO[D”C R}lRN%Qr ﬁ}\\f{{!ﬁgn DHQH ToraLs3
- Ereq.  Peccont]__Freq dlercent) Freq. Peccent (SIG.) || Freq, |Percent] Froq Percent] [req. JPercent] Freg. Percent (s1G)
TOTALS 2 {633) 66.2 |{326) | 33.8 {{961) {100.0 - (87) 110.2 (608) | 7.9} (155) | 17.9 (847) §.100.0 -
EDUCATION * *
Less than Hign School {208 69.8 | ( 90) | 30.2 | (298) J100.0 (18) 7.2 (169) | 75.3 1 (44)]17.5 2251) 100.0
liigh School Graduate {263 67.1 | (129)- | 32.9 }(392) }100.0 (44) Q2.5 (255) | 72.4 | ( 53)}15.1 352) | 100.0
College (Any) . (147) 59.3 J(101) | 40.7 | (248) [100.0 (23) jn0.3 (149) } 66.5 1 ( 52)]23.2 (224) }100.0
AGE * *
Youngest (18 - 25) (200) 62.9 {118} | 37.1 ] {318) [r00.0 (34) p2.3 (m3) | 66.1 } ( 6n)|21.7 {277) 1100.1
Younger {26 - 39) (201) 63.6 | (116) | 36.4 | (319} jl00.0 {33) 1.8 (196) | 70.31 { 50) | 172.9 {279) {100.0
qunu (40 - 60) {230) 1.0 | { 94) | 29.0 | (324) }100.0 (20) 6.9 (ceey | 77.7 ] ( a5) | 15.5 (291) {1091
RACE
White (458) 68.0 | (216) | 32,0 | (674) j100.0 * (64) {10.6 (433) 1 .5 (0g) {18.0 {606) {100.1
ltinority (166) 60.6 | (108) | 39.4 1} (274) lico.0 (21) 9.1 (165) §} 7.7 ] { 44) | 191 {230) | 99.9
TIME EMPLOYED BEFORE TRAINING ok
Less Than 3 Months (288) 60.4 | (189) | 39.6 | (477) N00.0 (43} pn.2 (285) § 67.9 | ( 92)}21.9 {420) {120.0
3 to 6 Months { 99} 69.7 §( 43) § 30.3 142) {100.0 (19} 4.8 (89) | 69.51 ( 20) {15.6 (128) | 99.9
7 to 12 Months { 55; 77.5 | ( 16) | 22.% 1) [100.0 { 6) [10.2 43) | 72.9 } 10) }16.9 { 59) |100.0
1 to 2 Years { 20 64.5 | { 11) | 35.5 31) {100.0 ( 2) 8.0 20} | 80.0 3} 12.0 { 25) 1100.0
Over 2 Years {(171) 71.3 {( 69) | 28.8 | (240} |[100.0 (17) 1.9 (168) | 78.1 | ( 30) | 14.0 (215) {100.0
MARITAL STATUS .
Married 419) 66.0 216) | 34.0 | (635) 110D.0 (53) 9.4 (a06) | 72,2 } (103) {18.3 {562} | 99.9
Hot Married 201) 65.7 105) | 34.3 | {306) }100.0 (31) Nt.s (190) | 70.6 | ( 48) J17.8 {263) | 99.9
SIZE OF CHILDIOOD TOMN
Under 2,000 (2208) §7.9 | (108) | 32.1 | (336) |100.0 {31) 10 225) | 73.3 ) { 51) {16.6 {397) | 100.0
2,000 To 10,000 {205) 67.0 101) | 33.0 | (306) [100.0 (25) 9.4 193) { 72.3 s 19) f18.4 (267) | 100.1
Over 10,000 {186) 62.2 113) | 37.8 | (299) [100.0 (29) 111.4 {174) | 68.2 52) 120.4 (255) 1190.0
MILITARY: EXPERIEHCE ¢ .
No $294 63.9 | (166) | 36.1 §460§ 100.0 (443 10.9 (276) } 68.3 § 84) j20.8 (404) 1100.0
Yes 335 68.4 | (156) | 31.6 491) oo.o {43 9 {329) | 74.3 71) J16.0 (443) |100.0
IHSTITUTIGNS
Penitentiary {147) 64.2 1 ( uz; 35.8 | (229) J100.0 (16) 8.3 (148) | 76.7 | ( 29) 115.0 (193) {100.9
Powhattan (110) 65.9 | { 57 34.1 | (167) |r00.0 (193 3. { 96) § 66.2 | { 30) |20.7 (145) j100.0
Other Major Institutions {141) 66.5 2 70) { 33,2 21) hoo.o (2]; 10.7 (143) 1 .73.0 | ( 32) 116.3 196). 1100.0
Field Units (220) 65.45 116} | 34.5 336) {100.0 (29 9,7 (206) §{ 69.1 )} { 63) }21.1 298) | 99.9

This table is a composite of 16 separate tables; each section should be considered separately. Contrary to typical contingency
tables, percentages are totaled across, and therefore comparisons should be made vertically {see text).

2. Totals may vary due to methods of handling missing responses.

* pg.06; ** pl.O1; Y pg00); Trcnd:l} 1. Statistical significance coiputed by chi-cquare
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Changes during training with regard to education and age were statistically II
significant; better-educated staff and younger staff perceived the need for
education more frequently. Very 1ittle "leveling" phenomena is apparent
with these results., Those groups who initially perceived a need for education
more often were also the groups more 1ikely to assume that position as é result
of training. Perceived educational need is seemingly related to basic
values much more than to relative comparisons with one's peers.

In summarizing the results in terms of demographic variables, education

was the one factor most clearly related to significant results. Better-

educated staff were less punitive, 1ess favorable toward prisons, more

knowledgeable about corrections, less satisfied with their jobs, and more
often perceived the need for education.

Institutional assignment frequently was a significant factor: Peni-
tentiary and field unit staffs often, with the exception of attitudes toward
punishment, exhibited the same attitudes. Penitentiary and field unit
staffs were less favorable toward prisons, tended to have a more favorable
attitude toward others, were less satisfied with their jobs, and slightly
(but not significantly) more aware of the need for additional education.
Penitentiary staff scored lowest for attitudes toward punishment, field
unit staffs were the most punitive.

Length of employment prior to training significantly affected a number

of results, although no clear pattern was apparent. Subjects with less than

three months experience, 6 to 12 months experience, and over two years
experience were more favorable toward prisons, while staff employed

3 to 6 months and 1 to 2 years were less favorable. Long-term



employees were less favorable toward themselves and others (but not

signiffcant1y); Staff employed three months to twe years were more
knowledgeable (but not significantly) than the least and most experienced.
Subjects employed 3 to 12 months were less satisfied with their jobs (and, in
fact, this group is the most 1ikely to leave the job). Staff of less than
three months perceived most the need for additional education.

Age was a significant factor in achievement, with younger staff more
knowledgeable; in job satisfaction, with older staff more satisfied; and
in perceived need for education, with younger staff more aware of their
need for education.

Race tended to affect attitudes toward others, with white staff
feeling more favorable. Statistical significance was observed for achieve-
ment, with white staff more knowledgeable; and for perceived need for
education, with minority staff more aware of this need.

The size of the subjects' childhood community was significant in
attitude towards punishment, with staff from smaller communities more
punitive; in attitude toward self, with subjects from larger communities
more favorable; and in job satisfaction, with those from smailer towns
more satisfied with their job.

Years of military experience significantly affected the results of
achievement, with those with military experience more knowledgable:
of job satisfaction, with veterans more satisfied with their jobs; and in

the perceived need for education, with non-veterans more aware of their need

for education.



Marital status was occasionally a factor with married staff more

favorable toward prisons, and more satisfied with their jobs.

| In summarizing the results of changes which occurred during training
in terms of demographic variables, there is 1ittle to suggest a systematic
effect by any factor. Education, age, race, and Tength of time employed
seemed to relate to some changés. Better educated subjects were most Tikely
to increase their knowledge of corrections and more likely to perceive their
need for additional education; Younger subjects were most likely to become
less punitive and become more aware of their need for further education.
Minorities' attitudes toward self tended to improve and they more often
became less satisfied with their job. Staff employed less than six months
significantly increased their knowledge of corrections. Job satisfaction
results were mixed. The group employed 3 to 6 months changed most often in
both directions, some becoming more satisfied, some less, Staff employed
over six months changed less frequently (when they did change, it was
generally in a favorable direction).

Size of childhood community and years of military experience surface as
significant factors in isolated cases. Staff from smaller communities
changed more often to more favorable attitudes toward self, and those with
no military experience were more likely to become satisfied with their job
(although initially less satisfied).

The most consistent effect in terms of change occurring while under-
going training seemed to be a tendency toward leveling; there was less
of a difference among groups on the post-test than the pre-test. Such a
result could possibly be explained by the regression principle that extreme
scores tend to become Tess extreme with repeated testing (particularly to

the extent than the extremes were functions of chance, rather than actual

.
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diffe@ences between groups). Howeyer, such Teyeling is reasonably one
objective of group training and through discussion and group experiences
one could expect greater differences among group members to be reduced.
Of course, these results may also suffer from 1imitations previously cited;
the most obvious of these being the methodology for computing change scores
(refer to page 47).

Interpreters of these results should also bear in mind two other facts.
First, to some degree, many of the differences may have been significant
because of the large number of subjects evaluated; since the tests of
statistical significance used are somewhat affected by the size of the
sample. On the other hand, group differences noted with such very large
groups are more likely valid than those occurring with smaller groups of
subjects.

Secondly, it is reasonable to assume that the demographic varijables
studied do not operate independently. Thus, there may have been an inter-
acting effect between age; educational level, length of time on the job
and other demographic variables. Given the changing nature of recruitment
emphasis of Corrections, it is reasonable to assume that new employees
might tend to be younger and better educated. Such interactive factors may also
explain differences found in institutional assignment, since outlying insti-
tutional staffs may be very demographically different from those staff

employed in Richmond.20

20 These questions could be addressed by additional analyses designed
to control for jnteractive effects; but present staff and time resources
did not permit such analyses.
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DISCUSSION

In any discussion of the results of this evaluation survey, it is

critical that the reader review all data with a note of caution. The

‘results contained within the report were derived from an analysis of

a massive volume of data relative to 1012 subjects; however, it is
imperative to bear in mind that the significant results obtained cannot
be considered totally conclusive.

The Tlarge sample size (1012 cases) does provide some measure of
validity to the reported results relative to the attitudes and knowledge
measured, but this validity can be applied only to the subject population
evaluated. It would be inappropriate to infer-that -similar attitudes,
knowledge, or demographic d;ta would be applicable to other subjects
hired and trained at a later date. Lacking a suitable control group with
which to compare our results, it is difficult to assess how rebresentative
our findings might be of the correctional officer population as a whole
and/or future training groups. A large number of potential variables
might possibly interact in a diversity of manners to significantly
affect the results obtained, irrespective of the training program.
Additionally, future changes in the training curriculum or the demographic
composition of the subject groups might produce attitudes or reactions at
variance with this report.

Finally, the Timited eva]uatidn and staff resources available have
in part prevented us from refining our procedures or analyses so that
additional pertinent questions might be addressed. Consequently, while
the results obtained are of value, they raise more questions for future

study than they are able to address.



Implications for training. Despite the threats to validity noted, it

is stil1 possible to conclude that the Virginia Department of Corrections
Training Program (as conducted through January, 1976) has been effective.
For whatever reason, subjects did appear to Tearn the desired knowledge
measured by the training center tests, positive changes in attitudes did
occur, and a high degree of interest in additional training Qas noted.

This is particularly the case relative to attitudinal changes.
Although changes in attitudes towards prisons were minimal, changes 1in
attitudes towards punishment and self/others were consistent1yrfound.
These changes were significantly in a positive direction.

There is also evidence that the desired learning occured (at least
as measured by the testing instruments). Subjects scored much higher on
the posttest achievement test than on the same test in the pretest.
Admittedly, however, this criterion does not address the question of the
relevancy of that knowledge to actual job performance.

One effect consistently noted was the "leveling" of differences
(i.e. the tendency for demographically different groups to become more
similar) during the training program. Although this may have been partly
- a statistical phenomenon,21 it on]d appear to reflect desirable results
of interaction within the tréining groups in the direction of group
value development. A relevant question, beyond the scope of this research,
is the extent to which these altered attitudes or increased knowTedge
are maintained subsequent to participation in training. To the degree
that they are products of group processes within the subject population,
these changes may be highly vulnerable when, subsequent to training,

refer to the previous discussion of a "regression effect", p. 61.



they are found to be at variance with pressures from other singificant
groups (1;e.; co-wdréefs;ifam$1y,:ﬁéers;"étc:}. L

Primary trainee interest, as measured by posttest ratings of
learning and usefuiness, was directed towards concrete topics of a
clearly task-oriented nature. Subjects indicated that they had "learned
the most" from such “most useful" topics as "riot training," “contraband
control," “security," "searches," and “weapons training," etc. The
subjects indicated considerably less interest in topics of a more abstract
nature such as "communications training," "probation and parole," "the
development of corrections," etc. It should be noted that these topics
were perceived by the subjects as less functional or task-oriented.
Results in this area compare closely with those noted in the recently
compleped National Manpower Survey (National Planning Association, 1977,
volume III, pp. 285-287). In that study incumbent correctional officers.
also identified task and job performance skills (i.e., weapons training,
control of inmates, searches, emergency procedures) as those areas of
primary utility for training emphasis. Consequently, it would appear
that attention should be focused upon modifying abstract topics to increase
their task reWevancy or incorporation of them into discussions of more
concrete topics.

A major function of this report was.toidentify evaluation questions
yet to be addressed. Answers are not yet clear to the need for inclusion
of specific training content areas, appropriation of training time
resources, methods of training in specific areas, differential training
by subject background, etc. While of extreme value to the designers of
correctional training programs, the development of such an information

base is hindered by the lack of job performance standards for correctional



officers, the need to adhere to a legislatively mandated curriculum,
and the resources of the evaluation itself.

Implications for further evaluation. Since a function of this

report has evolved to be the posing of additional questions for further
evaluation, a major conclusion must be that the evaluation of correctional
officer training be continued, with adequate resources devoted to it so
that some of these yet unanswered questions may be addressed. While
attention needs to be focused upon the further refinement of testing
instruments, it would no longer seem necessary to test all correctional
officer trainees. Rather, attention should be directed toward the
periodic evaluation of a randomly selected sample of statistically
generalizable size. STmp]ificétion:of”attitudfnaT”scales and refinement
of instruments designed to measure correctional knowledge are strongly
suggested. Such instruments must be of sufficient flexability so that
they might be adapted to ongoing curriculum modifications.

It must be continually stressgd that training is not a goal in and of
itself. Any valid evaluation of training must ultimately focus upon
the impact of that training relative to subsequent job performance.
To accomplish this, it is necessary that concrete, measurable job
performance objective; be established for the position of correctional
officer (or matron).22 Such evaluation procedures as are established
to measure performance objectives must be tested, refined, and utilized
on a continuing basis.

These suggestions may serve as the nucleus for future evaluation
efforts. While resources devoted to program evaluation do not directly

— e e . —— ot —— —

22
The authors have continually stressed this point for a number of
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contribute to meeting programatic objectives, it must be evident that
any systematic improvement of a training program is dependent upon
adequately supported evaluation.

Implications for recruitment. An analysis of recruitment procedures

was not a major thrust of this study; however, the results obtained do

Tend themselves to certain inferences relative to recruitment. An analysis
of the reported data in terms of the various demographic factors raises
interesting questions in this regard. It must be cautioned, however,

that such comments are of a speculative nature and are not appropriate

for specific recommendations.

The results obtained indicated clearly that younger and better
educated staff were less punitive oriented, more knowledgeable about
corrections, and more receptive to training than their older and less
educated counterparts. Additionally, younger and better educated staff
were more likely to be receptive to change as a result of participating
in the training program. Conversely, younger and better educated staff
were also more likely to express lower levels of job satisfaction (this
does not necessarily indicate dissatisfaction, however, there remains
the implication that job satisfaction may be directly related to turnover
rates). Thus, while such younger and better educated staff might be
potentially superior {as measured by their response to the training
program), they might also produce a higher agency turnover rate with its

resultant increased costs and morale problems. o S

22
(continued) years. For further reference on this point refer to
Scott, R.J. and Cienek, R.P., "Correctional Training and Education to
Reduce Recidivism," Proceedings of the Southern Conference on Corrections:
1975.




Implications for Length and Timing of Training Two variables which

this report was specifically requested to address were the appropriateness
of the number of training program hours and the optimum period of time
- for subjects to be employed before entering training. Some conclusions
are possible relative to each of these factors.

Most trainees indicate that they found the current length of training
(i.e. 160 hours at the Training Center), satisfactory and apprroriate.
A significant minority (24%), however, did indicate that the length should
be increased. While there might be some benefit (particularly with those
subjects Qho relate in a highly positive manner towards the training program)
to increasing the number of hours of training, such a move would be of
tremendous expense when all real and hidden costs are analyzed. The recently
completed National Manpower Study (National Manpower Study for Criminal
Justice, 1977) found that in large correctional agencies, such as the
institutional component of the Virginia Department of Corrections, the
average length of time devoted to basic correctional officer training was
117 hours. Only some 10% of the correctional agencies studied maintained
basic correctional officer training programs eéua] to or in excess of
the numher of training hours currently required in Virginia. Thus, there
exists 1ittle evidence to indicate a need for increasing the basic training
program for new correctional officers.

Specific efforts were made towards attempting to determine the optimal
length of employment before requiring a new correctional officer to par-

Yicipate in the Training Center progrem. Significant differences



were found between the first nine groups tested (length of time on the job
prior to training, M = 29 weeks), and the second nine groups of correctional
officers (length of time on the job prior to training M = 174 weeks).

There was some evidence found that correctional officers who had been
employed longer periods of time prior to participating in the training program
were less frequently receptive. to attitudinal chances and possessed a
generally more punitive orientation relative to corrections. Correctional
officers with less experience on the job prior to training scored higher

on the achievement tests (significant at the .01 Tevel of confidence)

and in their ability to demonstrate positive change while undergoing
training (significant at the .05 level of confidence). It should be noted
that there was some six years difference between the~age means for the
first nine groups of subjects and the second nine groups. Consequently,

it would appear to be more beneficial to regquire new correctional officers
to participate in the training program prior to the completion of six
months of employment. However, this suggestion must be tempered by the
realization that we were unable to eliminate the effects of education

and age variables (newer employees tended to be younger and better

educated) when analyzing this factor.

69



e




SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report presents the results of an evaluation that was designed
to test the effectiveness of the Adult Division Training Center, Virginia
Department of Corrections. Between 1974 and 1976, all correctional officers
participating in the legislatively mandated training program were tested
and given questionnaires both-at the beginning and completion of their
participation. Specific variables addressed in the data collection were
relevant demographic data; attitudes relative to education and training;
correctional knowledge; and attitides relative to prisons, punishment,
and self/others.

Contained within the report is data from eighteen groups of
correctional officer trainees (1012 cases). Descriptive results were
presented for the first niné groups (consisting of relatively new
employees), for the second nine groups {consisting of more experienced
csployees), and for the total subject population. Additionally, the results
were analyzed by a number of relevant demographic variables. Subjects
were found to differ in both attitudes and knowledge levels relative to
most of the demographic categories; however, the training program ~
clearly had a tendency to produce a "leveling" effect with a resultant
reductioh of initial differences across demographic groups. In particular,
age and educational level were found to be crucial variables. Younger
and better educated stéff were more knowledgeable about Corrections,
exhibited more positive responses to training and education, were less
punitive, were less positive towards prisons, and indicated a lesser degree
of job satisfaction. In conclusion, the training program (as conducted

through éar]y 1976) was extremely well received. Most participants rated



highly the facilities, instructors, and the program itself. Although
relevant questions remain, procedural refinements and additional data
collection will be necessary before these questions can be approached.

Recommendations. The foregoing results and discussion do permit the

evaluators to make several specific recommendations pertaining to training.
The basic training program for correctional officers should continue along
the model now in effect, with particular attention directed to the

following:

1. Job performance objectives, towards which training should
be directed, should be developed for the position of
correctional officer.

2. The training program itself should be structured towards
the teaching of specific task-related skills.

3. When abstract or more theoretically oriented concepts are
taught, every effort should be made to emphasize their
relevancy to the work of the correctional officer.

4, Additional emphasis should be given to continual
reinforcement of the high regard which most correctional
officers hold for their work.

5. Every effort should be made to obtain and utilize subject
feedback for the purpose of improving the training
curriculum and methods of instruction.

The evaluation of the basic correctional officer training program
should be continued, with the allocation of sufficient resources to
to appropriately perform this task, subject to the following suggestions

for modification:
1. There appears to be 1ittle need for continued testing of
all participants trained. Evaluation efforts should be
directed at a random sample of training program participants
large enough to permit statistical-generalization,

2. The testing instruments developed should be refined as much
as possible so as to increase their reliability and validity.

3. FEvaluation should be centered on the measurement of job
performance objectives as established by the Department
of Corrections. .

i '



New employee levels of job satisfaction should be reviewed
relative to employee retention rates.

Evaluation follow-up procedures for subjects should be
developed and utilized to determine the long-range
effectiveness and impact of the training program.
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APPENDIX A
EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRES
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Training/Education Questionnaire

Pretest,
Pretest,
Pretest,
Pretest,
Pretest
Pretest
Pretest

Posttest

Posttest
Posttest
Posttest
Posttest
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ATP 1

This section concerns attitudes toward punishment of criminals. Below
you will find a number of statements expressing different attitudes
toward punishment of criminals.

-

Put a plus sign (+) if you agree with the statement
Make no mark if you disagree with the statement

ry to indicate either agreement of disagreement for each statement.
If you simply cannot decide about a statement you may mark it with
a guestion mark.

This is not an examination. There are no right or wrong answars to
these statements. This is simply a study of people's attitudes
toward the punishment of criminals. Please indicate your own
convictions by a plus mark (+) when you agree.

1. A person should be imprisoned only for serious offanses.
—__ 2. It is wrong for soclety to make any of its members suffer.
3. Hard prison life will keep men from committing crime.

4. Some criminals do not benefit from punishment.

5. Most prisons are school of crime.
6. We should not consicder the comfort of a prisoner.

7. A criminal will go straight only when he finds that prison
life is hard.

8, No punishment can reduce crime.
9. Prison influence is degenerating.
10. Only habitual criminals should ke punished.

1l. We should employ corporal punishment in dealing with all.criv
12. I have no opinion about the treatment of crime.

i3. Punishment of criminals is a disgrace to civilized society.
____l4. solitary confinement will make the criminal penitent.

15. It is advantageous to society to spare certain criminals.
l6. Only humane treatment can cure criminals.

17. Harsh imprisonment merely embitters a criminal.

18. No leniency should be shown to convicts.

2]
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3
o
—
n



19.
20,
21,
22.
23,
24,
25.
26.
27.

28.

33.

34.

ATP 2
Many petty offenders become dangeroius criminals after a prison term.
Failure to punish the criminal encourages crime.
Only by extreme brutal punishment:can we-cure.the criminal.
The more severely a man is punished, the greater criminal he becomes.
A criminal should be punishc;d first and then reformed.
One way to deter mén from crime is to make them suffér..
Punishment is wasteful of human life.'
A bread and water diet in‘.l'::rison will-cure the criminal.
Brutal treatment of a criminal makes him more dangerous.

A jail sentence will cure many criminalscdf further difenses.

~ Prison inmates should be put in irons.

We should consider the individual in treating crime.
Even the most vicious criminal should not be harmed.

It is fair for society to punish those who offend against it.
Humane treatment inspires the criminal to be good.

Some punishment is necessary in dealing with the criminal,
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Following is a list of statements about institutions. Place a plus
sign (+) before each statement with which you agrge about the prisons.

1.
2.

10.
11l.
12.
13.
14.
1s5.
16.

17.

22.

23,

Is perfect in every way.

Is the most admirable of institutions.

Is necessary to the very existence of civilization.
Is the most beloved of institutions.

Represents the best thought in modern life.

Grew up in answer to a felt nead and is serving that need
perfectly.

Expects a strong influence for good government and right
living.

Has more pleasant things connected with it than any other
institution.

Is a strong influence fof right living.

(Give real help in meeting moral problems.

Give real help in meeting social problems.

Is valuable in creating ideals.

Is necessary to the very existence of society.
Encourages social improvement.

Serves society as a whole well.

Aids the individual in wise use of leisure time.
Is necessary to socilety as organizaed.

Adjusts itself to changing conditions.

Is improving with the years.

Dopes more good than harm.

Will not harm anybody.

Inspires no definite likes or dislikes,

Is necessary’only until a better way can be found.

+



24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

29,

45.

ATI 2
Is too liberal in its policies.
Is too conservative for a changing civilization.
Does not consider individual differences.
Is losing ground as education advances.
Gives too little service.
Represents outgrown beliefs.
Gives no opportunity for self-expression.
Promotes false beliefs and much wishfu;“éhinking.

Is too selfish to benefit society.

-Does more harm than good.

Is cordially hated by the majority for its smugness and snobbishness.
Satisfies only the most stupid with its services. |

Is hopelessly cut of date.

No one any longer has faith in this institution.

Is entirely unnecessary.

Is detriméntal to society and the individual.

The world would be better off without this institution.
Is in a hopeless conditicn.

Will destroy civilization if it is not radically changed.
Never was any good.

Benefits no one.

Has positively no value.
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This is a study.of:some of your attitudes about yoursslf. Of course, I
there 1s na rightianswer  focr-any statement. The best answer is what
you feel is' true 'of-yourself.

Put the’ numhar which’ represents how vou feel about yourself in the
space next to’ each stmtement. - The numbers and the fesling they correspon
to are shown below. ..

1 2 3 4 5
Not at &all Slightly true: About halfway Mostly true True of
true of myself of mymself -~ true af mys=1F of myself myself I

Remember the best answer is the one which. applies to you.

1. I'd like 4+ if I could find someone who would tell me how
to solve. my personal problems...:

2. I don't guestion my worth as a person,.even if I think others c{‘
3. I can be comfortable with all varieties of people--from the
highest - to the lowest.

4, I can begome so absorbed in the.wark I'm doing that it does
not bother me not-to have: any. insimate friends. i

5.. .1 .den't approve  of spending .time and energy in doing things for
‘other. people. I beliewve:zin-lasking to my family and myself
- more and letting others shift: fororthemselves.
6. When people say nicethings:abaout me,. I find it difficult to
believe. they really . mean it. . T think maybe they're kidding me I
or just aren't being sincere,.

7. If there is any criticism .or anyone says anything about me,
. L just can't take it,

8. I don't say much' at sacial.affairs because. I'm afraid that
. people will criticize me ar: laugh if I.say the wrong thing.

9...I rea¥ize that I'm not living very .effectively, but I just
don't beliéve that IL'wve got it in me to use my energies in
better ways.

10. I don't apprave of doing:favors. £or people. If you're too i

agreeable they'll take advantage.of:ryon.

1l1. T look' .on".most: oi the: feelings.:and impluses I have toward - i
peaple: as being quite natural. andracceptaple.

12. . Something: inside me just wol't let me ba satisfied with any I
"job. I've done--if it turns ecut well, I get a véry smug feeling
that this is beneath me, .L shounldn't be satisfied with this,
this isn't a fair test. | I



23.

24,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

25.

26.

27.
28.

30.

S0Q 2

I feel differnt from other people. I'd like to-lmve the feeling
of security that comes from knowing I'w nut~too-different from others.

I'm afraid for people that I like to find outwhat I'm really
like for fear they'd be disappoimted in me.

I'm frequently bothered by feelings. of inferiority.

Because of other people, I haven't.been able toachieve as much
as I should have.

I am quite shy and self-conscious in, social situations.

In order to get along and be liked, I tend to be what people expert
me tc be rather than anything else.

I usually ignore the feelings of others when I'm accomplishing
sane important end.

I seem to have the real inner strengtiy tu~handling things. I'm
on a pretty solid foundation and it mskes me pretty sure of myself.

There's no sense in compromising. When peeple have values 1 don't
like, I just don't care to have much to do with them.

The personyou marry may not. be.perfect, but L.believe in trying to
get him (or her) to change along desirable lines.

I see no objection to stepping on other people's toes a little if it'll
help get me what I want in life.

I feel self-conscious when I'm with people who have a superior position
to mine in business or at school.

I try to get people to do what I want -them do, in one way or another,

I often tell people what they should do when they're having trouble
making a decision.

I enjoy myself most when I'm alone, away from other people.

I think I'm neurotic or something.

29. I feel neither above nor below the peopie I meet.

Samnetimes people misunderstand me when I try to keep them from
making mistakes that could have an important effect on their lives.



3l.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38,

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45,

46.

S0Q 3

Very often I don't try to be friendly with people because
I think they won't like me.

There are very few times when I compliment people for their
talents or jobs they have done.

I enjoy doing little favors for people even if I don't know
them well.

I feel that I'm a person of worth, on an equal plane with
others.

I can't avoid feeling quilty about the way I feel toward
certain people in my life.

I prefer to be alone rather than have close friendship with
any of the people around me.

I'm not afraid of meeting new people. I feel that I'm a
worthwhile person and there's no reason why they should
dislike me.

I sort of only half-believe in myself.

I seldom worry about. other people. I'm really pretty self-
centered.

I'm very sensitive. People say things and I have a tendency
to think they're criticizing me or insulting me in some

way and later when I think of it, they may not have meant
anything like that at all.

I think I have certain abilities and other people say so too,
but I wonder if I'm not giving them an importance way beyond
what they deserve.

I feel confident that I can do something about the problems
that may arise in the future.

I believe that people should get credit for their accomplish-
ments, but I very seldom come across work that deserves
praise.

When someone asks for advice about some personal problem, I'm
most likely to say, "It's up to you to decide," rather than
tell him that he should do.

I guess I put on a show to impress people. I know I'm not
the person I pretend to be.

I feel that for the most part one has to fight his way through
life. That means that people who stand in the way will be
hurt.
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47,

48,

49,

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57,

58.

59-

60,

61.

62,

63.

64,

S0Q 4
I can't help feeling superior to most of the people I know.

I do not worry or condemn myself if other people pass judgement
against me.

I don't hesitate to urge people to live by the same high set of
values which I have for myself.

I can be friendly with people who do things which I consider wrong.
1 don'tfeel very normal, butl want to feel normal.
!

When I'm in a group I usually don't say much for fear of saying
th e wrong thing,

I have a tendency to sidestep my problems,

If people are weak and inefficient I'm inclined to take advantage
of them. I believe you must be strong to achieve your goals,

I'm easily irritated by people who argue with me.

When I'm dealing with younger persons, I expect them to do what
I tell them.

I don't see much point to doing things for others unless they can
do you some good later on.

Even when people do think well of me, I feel sort of guilty
because I know I must be fooling them--that if I were really

to be myself, they wouldn't think well of me.

I feel that I'm m the same level as other people and that helps
to establish good relations with them.

If someone I know is having difficulty in working things out for
himself, I like to tellthim what to do.

I feel that people are apt to react differently to me than they
would 'normally react to other people,

I live too much by other people's standards.

When I have i address a group, I get self-conscious and have
difficulty saying things well,

If I didn't always have such hard luck, I'd accomplish much more
than I have.
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Circle the letter which corresponds to the best answer in the following
multiple choice questions.

1. Firearms may be used in prison work:

To prevent a serious felonious assault
To halt a fleeing inmate

To look official

For self-protection

. All of the above

A, B, and D above

ARYaw>

2. Getting inmates up, moving them from place to place, seeing that they
are fed, and insuring that rules are observed is: l

. Routine
Custody
Security
Control

-

Uowb

.

3. Most of the examples of custody problems created by officers seem
to result from:

A, DPoor training

B. Carelessness

C. Intereference by treatment staff
D. DPoor quality officers

4., A felon becomes eligible for parole after serving:

A. One-fourth or 12 years of his/her sentence,
whichever is less

B. After serving 15 years

C. Never

D. After serving 20 vears

5. Which of the following is a weak structure area of'the body?

A, Throat

B. Groin

C. Buttocks

D, A, B, and C
E. Aand B

6. Which of the following are some of the important techniques of helping?

A, Exploring C.  Feedback E. All of the above
B. Attending D. Continuation F. A, B, and C

, T i ;
B s . :

~
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7. Security refers tor

A. Physical structure

B. Supervision of inmates

C. Keeping inmates within the limits
of the institution

D, Frequent and unscheduled shakedowns of their
cells

8. Types o inmates behavior more likely tc be seen by a
correctional officer by the treatment staff include:

The inmate's adjustment of confinement
B. The inmate's relationship to other inmates
C, Staff-Inmate Relationships

D. Physical Limitations

E. All of the above

F. A, B, and C above

>

9. Some problems that might hinder good communications are:

A. Assuming to hear something not said

B. "Fillin in" with misleading or incorrect infarmation

C. A personal dislike for your communication partner
or his ideas

D. All-of the above

E. A and B only

10, Which of the following general principles apply to all wounds?

Prevent contamination
C-antrol hemmorrhage
Provide protection
Apply a splint

Only A, B and C

-

HmooWP
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Write the correct letter (answer' on the line in front of each number in the

left-hand column.

MATCHING

m—— V— — —- — —— f—— — o—

Tool Control

Stroking

Motor Coordination Disturbance
A game people play

Supervision

Rest;aint Equipment

A parent command

Incision, laceration, puncture

Crotch

Johari's Window

A Misdemeanor
B '""Now I've got you,
you S.-O.. B; "
C Communication Model
D Safety Chain
E Type of wounds
F "I think you will make
a fine officer"
G Critical Search Area
H bFelony
1 Shadow Board
J: ”Youb must do as I say"
K Getting people to do what
is required
I, One thing to look-for in

e

abnormal behavior

PR

!

M  Gun port in guard's towerl
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ACH 4

Circle either T (true) or F (false) for each of the following questions

T F 1. One of the basic functions of the Inmate Social Code is to

provide ties and contacts,

T F 2. The maximum effective range of the 38 caliber revolver is
50 yards.

T F 3. Burglary is the crime that occurs most frequently in the
United States.

T ¥ 4, Assume that the Adjustment Committee Action Report has been
written for a2 minor violation of the institutional rule, Correctional
action may be taken by the officer in charge of the shift.

T F 5. Pressure to a supplying vessel is the recommended way to stop
severe bleeding.

=]
b
o~

Written permission must first be obtained in order for tear gas
to be used.

T ¥ 7. The best indicator of the type of security required hy an
inmate is the type of offense for which he was committed.

T F 8. Reclassification is for the purpose of correcting
classification errors,

T ¥ 9. According to the law on escépes, 2 misdemeanant who escapes
will be charged with a felony,

10. The objective of First Aid for wounds is to prevent
contamination and control bleeding.

3
by
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Relationship -1 1 +3 +1 +5 {+21+1.1+20 +19 +17 +22 +23 +30 +35 +11 | +1&3
9. Physical Fitness -21-3 -5 | 412 [ +7 | +5 }+26 17 +29 | +26 +29 | +34 +35 +16 {+165
10. Criminal Justice . .

System 0})-6 + 2 -2 1t4 0 §+17 +18 +19 +21 +27 +35 +27 -2 [+162
. Copractions and | oo} 0| o |-3 |f2 |+3 [+21 | no | +22 | 429 | 4| 436 | 41 | +4 |+205
12 legmt Respons- b Jua | 0| +1 |+5 | 0| 026 | s2a | 435 |43 | s | 427 | w2 | 48 [4228

Correct. Officer
13. Court Decisions .

(Djscjp]inary Proc.1 ¥ 1 -5 0 -2 {+1 +1 +19 +14 +18 +25 +30 +28 +33 -4 }+167
14. Comunication +6] o 0 | -4l al+a =g [ s3] «21 | +23 | +26 | +28 | +26 +6 |+158 |
15. Inmate Behavior +3[+3 +1 +1 |+2 [+2 [+ +15 +13 +19 +21 +27 +30 +12 | +146
16. Institution Ciimate i . . .

(Prison Community) 0j+2 0 | +3 0 0 j+18 +11 +9 +20 +16 | +22 +26 +5 [+122
17. Recognition of T - ’ " 4

Unusual Prisoners |+ 4 | + 1 -1 +3 {+71 {+1 |+23 +16 +18 +19 +28 23 +26 + 9 |+183
18. Probation & Parole| -2 (-4 | -1 | -4 |- g |+ +5 1 +21 +14 | +19 412 | 6 -16 |+ 98
-39, Respon.& Relations ERISRN I ~ - =

of €. 0. to Pubile} -1 1 -2} -3 0 |-5 [+1 }|+12 #17 | +16 | +23 | +24 ) 422 | +30 ~10 | +138
20. Transportaion of R samen el B - - S Bl B - - :

© Prisoners +5 0] -2 |+2 0 [+2 |+13 +21 | 425 | +28 | +32 | +32 | +22 +7 |4173

21, Tourtroom Demeanor| - = = DR T R B T
& Appearance 0}-5 9 |+ 0 10 j+13 +16 | +18 | +16 | +27 1 +24 | +21 -4 |+135

22. Firearms Training | 416 | +3 [ H1 | 332 [¥17 1412 l+o9 | s32 [ 451 | +a2 | +sa | 457 | 452 | 491 lsai7
23, Inmate Supervision| . 3 | 4 5T+ 2 |+3 | 0 [0 {+26 | +oa | +28 | +3i | 4331 +37 | 433 +11 1421
Rl by ekt ot IR S I RO T I O R O B C 8 B B U T I 0 {4153
2. Securlty, Custodys) _y 27|22 w6 [+8 |+2 lvaa | waa | w0 | +32 | s3] 433 | 432 | 415 [+215
| 26. Searches - - - | 1S |#6 ). +5 | 412 j+3—{+ 5 {+26 L—+23-t +37 [ 432 | +28 v +37 | +34 -} 446 [+217°
27..€.0," in In- . - . .
o gtgen: ?glgst?g.n ol-21 -2 {+2 0 0 |+22 +21 | 426 | +28 | +27{ 430 | +32 -2 |+186
28. Control of Inmates| +2 | + 2./ . 0. [L.+#2 [+.2. |+.3 j+21 | +22 }[..432 |-+33 +34 +35 +28 11 | +205
29, Riot Training M A0 FT 1 es |7 (a6 1433 ] +33 ] sa7 | 435 | +a3 | s62 | +50 1 +50 4303
30, Human Relations +9 1 +7 1 -2 |17 t-22 1-3 {+8 #1301 +6 ' 12 4 - 51 13 | 418 =28 i+ 62
1. Drug Program +olaal $2 {+1 lez {1 fega | 425 | +2a | 427 { 31| 435 | +31 ¥25 {4195

- INDEX 2,22 .87 .16 1 2.68 11.26 ;1.93]19.35/18.54 {23.G3 :24.10 27.16(29.26 29,55 ) 8.58 1171.0

Lin each case "More Times" response = +1; "lLess Time"
response = -1; "Delete" = -2; and omitted responses = 0,

40



TYPL OF COMHENT
AND TOPIC

TABLE 18

FREQUENCIES OF TRAINEES COMMENTS ABOUT TRAINING, BY GROUP

“GROGP T
 N=40

GROUP 11
N=41

GROGFTIT |
N=38

[ GROUP 1V

N=28

N=£2

Y

A, Positive Comments About:
1. .Instructors
2. Training

3. Research

[~
h

Positive/Change Comments About:
1. Instructors
2. Training
a) Length
bg Couvses
¢} Facilities
d) Other
3. Research

4, Other

- — )

—_ N W W

C. Neutral Comments About:
1. Instructors
2. Training
3. Research

Neutral/Change Comments About:

o
.

1. Instructors
2. Training
a) Length
b} Courses
¢ ¢} Facilities
d} Other
3. Research

4, Other

E. Negative Comments About:
1. Instructors
2. Training

3. Research

o

Negative/Change Comments About:
1. Instructors ’
2, Training
2} Length
b) Courses
¢) Facilities
d} Other
3. Research

4. Other

TORNGETV T TGROUP VT TGROUP VT [ GROUP VITI
N=49

_ Ke39

GROUP TX
N=51

w

TOTAL RESPONDENTS
PERCENT

22
55%

29%

n
29%

10
36%

32
52%

18
£3%

[TOTAL COMMENTS*

27

20

12

12

23

197

*Some respondents made more than onecumencnt,
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Demographic variables utilized in these analyses included educational
level, age, race, length of time employed before training, marital status,
size of childhood community, military experience, and the subject's institu-
tional assignment. These variables were selected bécause they could reason-
ably have been associated with differences in attitude or knowledge of
subject (i.e. older subjects might be more positive than younger Subjects,
etc.), or could reasonably be associated with differing degrees of change
during training.]7

Results of these analyses are presented in Tables 19 through 25.

Each of these tables is actually a composite of 16 separate tables representing
a measure of attitude or knowledge in terms of initial values and of changes
during training compared across each of the eight demographic variables.
Interpretation of these results, therefore, requires that each of the 16
sections be examined separately.

Results in Tables 19 through 23, for attitudes toward punishment,
prisons, self/others, and achievement (i.e. job-related knowledge) are
presented in terms of mean values, because these meaﬁures permitted such
comparisons. Tables 24 and 25, concerning job satisfaction and perceptions
about educational needs, are in terms of frequencies and percentages because
these measures were more clearly in categories (i.e. yes, more education

17

The method of arriving at the change measure should be noted here,
For convenience, the means of the change measure were converted to a base
of 100 by adding 100.0 to actual discrimination scores. Scores less than
100, therefore, represent negative changes and scores over 100 represent
positive changes. Scores equal to 100 represent no change. Although
significant changes in long-term attitudes over a period of 4 weeks would
be suspect, the nature of computation of the change measure made differ-
ences relatively small and may have eliminated otherwise significant
results (i.e. a regression effect).



TABLE 19' 49

MEAN INITIAL VALUES AND CHANGES JURING TRAINING OF ATTITUDES TOWARD _!
PUNISHMENT BROKEN DOWN BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES!

INITIAL VALUES CHANGES DURING TRAINING3
Mean {Std. Dev.{No. { (Sig.)| Mean |Std. Dev. [No. {(Sig.)
Totals? 4.76 1.19 |984] - |99.911 1.26 | 894| -
Education , ek
Less than High School 5.00 1.20 | 300 99.95 1.34 265
High School Graduate 4.76 1.20 | 396 99.85 1.24 362
College (Any) 4,53 1.16 | 248 99,98 1.23 229
Age *
Youngest (18-25) 4.78 1.20 } 318 99.76 1.25 284
Younger (26-39) 4.79 1.22 | 322 99.99 1.37 289
Young (40-60) 4.28 1.19 | 344 100.00 1.15 321
Race
White 4.80 1.22 } 678 99.91 1.33 242
Minority 4.74 1.16 | 277 99.93] 1.25 | 625
Time Employed Before Training
Loss than 3 Months 2771 1.15 |4ass| T |o9.01] 1.22 |ass
3 - 6 Months 4.57 1.22 1143 99.95 1.26 135
7 - 12 Months 4.94 1.1 74 99.70 1.15 65
1 - 2 Years 4.87 1.37 | 31 99.79]  1.30 26
Over 2 Years 4.9 1.28 | 251 100.00f 1.32 | 233
Marital Status
Harried 4.80 1.21 | 637 99.91 1.18 277
Net Married 4.73 1.19 | 310 99.92 1.31 583
Size of Childhood Town Hkk
Under 2,000 4.93 1.28 1 336 99.90 1.35 313
2,000 to 10,000 4.78 1.20 | 308 99.93 1.21 281
Over 10,000 4.60 1.10 | 303 99.95 1.22 265
Military Ekperience
No 4.77 1.17 | 474 99.94 1.27 428
Yes 4.79 1.22 |49} 99.90 1.25 466
institution Fkk :
Penitentiary 4.42 1.13 {235 100.06 1.21 205
Powhatan 4.73 1.04 | 167 99.93 1.32 149
Other Major Institutions 4.86 1.17 | 212 99.96 1.19 203
Field Units 5.02 1.28 | 342 | 99.81 1.32 317
1 This table is a composite of 16 separate tables; each section of the table should be
considered separately.
2 Totals may vary due to methods of handling missing responses.
*pd 053 **pl 013 ***pL,001; Trend:J pl.1. Statistical significance was computed by
ana}ysis of variance. : |

3 Means computed to a base of 100 (by adding 100.0 to actual discrimination scores). -






TABLE 24 .

FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF INITIAL RESPONSES AND CHANGES DURING TRAINING OF JOB SATISFACTION
BROKEN DOWN BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

S R R N TR S -

INITIAL RESPONSES CHANGES OURING TRAINING
. 2 JELUR: [0} (r'HéHGE IH ECURE 2
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES LESS SATISFIED | MORE SATISFIEM  TOTALS LESS _SATISFIEDISATISEACTION |MORE SATISFIED] _ TOTALS :
: {s16.) (s16.)
, Freq.  Percent] Freq, Percept | Freq, Percent Freq, 1Parcent! Frea, IPercent! Freq, Percent] Freq. Percent

TOTALSZ (261) 27.3 | (704) | 72.7 }(965) |100.C - (159) | 18.5 (455) | 53,7} (232)127.8 (846) 1 100.0 -
EDUCATION

Less Than High School ( 62) 20.7 | (237) | 79.3 1§ (299) |100.0 *x { 42) 116.5 (142) | 65.9| { 70))27.6 (254) 1100.0

lligh School Graduate 5106) 26.9 1 (268) | 73.1 {(394) |100.0 77) teza §177) 50.9 | ( 94){27.0 (348) {100.0
AG(EIO'l]ege (Any) 84) 33.7 | (165) | 66.3 | {249) {100.0 36) ]16.0 125) | 55.6 | ( 64)]|28.4 (225)-1100.0

Youngest (18 - 25) (195) 32.8 | (215) | 67.2 5320) 100.0 ekl ( 50) j18.2 (140) | 51.1 | ( B4) |30.7 (274) {100.0

Younger (26 - 39) (100) 31.2 {221} | 6.8 321) §100.0 ( 52) 118.4 (146) | 51.8 } { 84) {29.8 (282} |100.0

Young (40 - 60) (56 17.3 | (268) | 82.7 [ (324) |100.0 ( 57) |19.7 (169) | 58.3 | { €4) [22.} (290) [100.1
RACE

Wnite (]78} 26.3 1 (499 73.7 5677 100.0 2100) 16.4 333} | 54.8 | (175) [28.8 (608; 100.0 *

Minority ( 81 29.5 | (194 70.5 275) 1100.0 56) | 24.7 116) 1 51.1 ) ( 85) } 24.2 (227) {100.0
TIME EMPLOYED BEFORE TRAIMING - D s ‘ 1

Less Than Three Months §]32) 27.4 2350 72.6 | (482) |100.0 ool é 84) 120.1 (232) | 55.5 {:(102) 24.4 (418) | 100.0

3 to 6 Months 57} 40.1 85 59.5 | (142) j100.0 27} 121.4 ( 51) ] 40.5 } ( 48) }38.1 (126) ]100.0

7 to 12 Months ( 23) 2.4 [ (48) | 67.6 | { 7} [100.0 $ 10) |16.7 (34)} 56.7 | ( 16) 126.7 { 60) 1100.1

1 to 2 Years ( 6) 19.4 2 25) 1 80.6 | { 31) [100.0 3) |12.0 ( 14} 56.0 § 8) 132.0 ( 25) 100.0

Over 2 Years { 43) 18.0 196) { 82.0 | (239) }100.0 ( 35) 116.1 (128} 571 58) {26.7 {217) | 99.9
MARITAL STATUS *

Harried (156) 24.5 | (481) | 75.5 %637) 100.0 ?12; 19.9 (302§ 53.5 ?50; 26.6 564} {100.0

Hot Married ( 98) 31.7 }(21) | 68.3 309) [100.0 43) }16.2 (145 54.5 78) 129.3 266) |100.0
SIZE OF CHILDHOOD TOWN *

Under 2,000 ( 8a4) 24.8 | (255) | 75.2 5339) 100.0 ( 49) }15.9 {172) | 55.7 | ( 88) |28.5 (309) {100.1

2,000 to 10,000 { 89) 2.2 | (216) | 70.8 305) [100.0 ( 52) [20.0 (143} | 55.0 | ( 65) {25.0 (260) 1 100.0

Over 10,600 ( 85) 28.2 | (216) | 71.8 | (301} fl00.0 { 52) {20.1 (131) | 50.6 | { 76) [29.3 (259) |100.0
MILITARY EXPERTENCE , g O

No : (128) 27.6 | (335) | 72.4 | (463) 109.0 ( 62) 115.4 (223) | 55.5 (]17; 29.1 (402) |100.0

Yes (129) 26.0 §(363) | 74.0 | (492) hoo.0 (97) |21.8 (232) | 52.3 } (115) }25.9 (444) |100,0
INSTITUTIONS ) b

Penitentiary { 82; 35.7 1 (148 64.3 | (230) poo.0 42) f22.1 { 93 48.8 f 56) 128.9 (190} | 99.9

Powhattan 2 42 25.0 | (126 75.0 §]68 100.0 29) 119.7 g a8 59.9 30) |20.4 (147) 1100.0

Other Major Institutions 46) 21.8 | (165) | 78.2 211) f00.0 36) 118.5 106) | 54.4 | ( 53) j27.2 (195} 1001

Field Units ( 87) 25.7 j(251) {74.3 |(338) [0o.o 49} 116.4 (158) | 52.8 | ( 92) |30.8 (299) |100.¢

This table is a composite of 16 separate tables; each section of the table.should be considered separateiy. Contrary to typical
contingency .tables, percentages are totaled across, ,andthen;efore comparisons should be made vertipa]‘ly (see text). ;

* I
2 Totals may vary due to methods of handling missing responses.

* 2 phO5; M o= pl 0 k= pg 001; Trend: 3 psl. Statistical significance computed by chi-square,



Changes during training with regard to education and age were statistically
significant; better-educated staff and younger staff perceived the need for
education more frequent]y; Very Tittle "leveling" phenomena s apparent
with these results. Those groups who initially perceived a need for education
more often were also the groups more likely to assume that position as é result
of training. Perceived educational need is seemingly related to basic
values much more than to relative compérfsons with one's peers.

In summarizing the results in terms of demographic variables, education
was the one factor most clearly related to significant results. Better-
educated staff were less punitive, less favorable toward prisons, more
knowledgeable about corrections, less satisfied with their jobs, and more
often perceived the need for education.

Institutional assignment frequently was a significantlfactor: Peni-
tentiary and field unit staffs often, with the exception of attitudes toward
punishment, exhibited the same attitudes. Penitentiary and field unit
staffs were less favorable toward prisons, tended to have a more favorable
attitude toward others, were less satisfied with their jobs, and slightly
(but not significantly) more aware cf the need for additional education.
Penitentiary staff scored lowest for attitudes toward punishment, field
unit staffs were the most punitive.

Length of employment prior to training significantly affected a number

of results, although no clear pattern was apparent. Subjects with less than

three months experience, 6 to 12 mbnths experience, and over tWo'years
experience were more favorable toward prisons, while staff employed

3 to 6 months and 1 to 2 years were less favorable. Long-term
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ATP 1

you will find a number of statements expressing different attitudes
toward punishment of criminals.

r

This section concerns attitudes toward punishment of criminals. Below I

Put a plus sign (+) if you agree with the statement
Make no mark if you disagree with the statement i

Try to indicate either agreement of disagreement for each statement.
If you simply cannot decide about a statefient you may mark it with
a question mark. .
This is not an examination. There are no right or wrong answers to
these statements. This is simply a study of people's attitudes
toward the punishment of criminals. Please indicate your own
convictions by a plus mark (+) when you agree.
1. A person should be imprisoned only for serious offenses.
2. It is wrong for society to make any of its members suffer.

3. Hard prison life will keep men from committing crime.

5. Most prisons are school of crime.
6. We should not consider the comfort of a prisoner.

7. A criminal will go straight only‘when he finds that prison
life is hard.

i
i
i
i
4. Some criminals do not benefit from punishment. I
| i
|
8. No punishment can reduce crime. l
9. Prison influence is degenerating.

10. Only habitual criminals should be punished. '
____11. We should employ corporal punishment in dealing with all.criminiff
12. I have no opinion about the treatment of crime.

13. Punishment of criminals is a disgrace to civilized society.

l4. Solitary confiinement will make the criminal penitent.

15. It is advantageous to society to spare certain criminals.

17. Harsh imprisonment merely ‘embitters a criminal.

16, Only humane treatment can cure criminals. I
18. No leniency should be shown to convicts. i



‘HELPING RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY

INSTRUCTIONS--PLEASE READ CAREFULLY

N N N R N

This is not a test in the sense that your answers can be right or wrong. Itis.a
survey of your feelings concerning the relationship between two persons when one
is attempting to help the other. Imagine yourself as a person to whom another
person has come for personal assistance. Each of the items represents possible
interchange between you and your ''client,! who seeks your help. The "client"
begins the conversation by talking about an aspect of the situation he faces.

No further information is available on the case. You will not know at what point
in the conversation the interchange takes place. In short, you are presented |
with an isolated statement. This is followed by five possible reponses that you
may make. Arrange these responses in the order of your preference, using the
foilowing code: .

lal

beside the response you would be most apt to faver
beside the response next most desirable to you

beside the next ) o

beside the next,” and , :
5 beside the response that least represents your preference

le

$‘w

Exa.n\_g 1e:.' A o

1. Woman--Age 26
"I'm planning the menu now. What kinds of foods do you like?"

a. Pizza and other Italian foods.
b, Steaks and hamburgers.

c. Salads and vegetables.

d. Desserts, '

e. Spanish cooking,

m].»{w

N

=

The person who responded to this item showed the highest preference for steaks
and hamburgers and the least preference for salads and vegetables.

The wording used may not strike you as b2ing the best, but disregard this factor
as long as the response is the same type you would favor. You may think af
responses which would be more preferable from your point of view, It is neces-

" sary, however, that you make your selection from the alternatives presented and

that you arrange all five in the order of their desirability.



HR 3 I
3. Man, age 30.

.11 have the queerest feeling, Whenever anything good happens to me, I just ‘
can't believe it, I act as though it never happened. And it worries me. I wanted
a date with Myrtle, and I stood around for weeks before I got up enough courage

to ask her for a date and she said yes, and I couldn't believe it! I couldn't believe
it so much that I didn't keep the date! .

. a. You've got to grow up, fellow, and get a little more realistic about

women. They!re human too, you know; and want dates just as much
as you do,

~ b. It just doesn't seem rea.l when something-good happen,s. .

: c. .- You have probably demed to yourself so- stroncly' that anything good
could happen. to you that when.it does it seems unrea.};.

' d. I am wondering whether or not these feelmcrs of u.nrea.hty' are 2sso-
ciated with any particular area of your life. Would you like to tell

me more about what you mean when you sdid,- "‘Wheqeyje_l: a.nyi.hma gdod
happens to me?"

) e. Well, I'm not too sure that you should be so worned about it. "It

- doesn't mean anything in itself rea.lly'._ I think we'll be able to get
to the bottom of it all right,

I
N
N
q
[
0
1
o
I |
N
1
n
1
1
N
l



4, Ma.n, age 59,

1] couldn't let my son help me now that I'm down and out. I've got that

shred of pride left. Because you see I remember when he was a kid 1

didn't turn my hand to help him. I traipsed around the country. His mother

died when the kid was born-- And I let the relatives push him around and stuck
him in foSter homes, and now-- It certainly was like a knife stuck in rme when

- we met the other day and he said, *We can make a ga of it together, Dad, I've
got a little money sawved up.! No. No, I won!t let him do it. Iwill clear out
of here. It'll be hard, but-- I haven't done one thing for ha.m-- Or anyone
else; for that matter.! :

‘a. Have you investigated the possibility of an old age pension2 Possibly .
something could be worked out there thatwouldn't make it necessary
for you to impose on your son or accept help frcm hirn.

b. What was your married life like? Had you and your 'mfe pla.:med for
a child? .. . .

i ¢.. Your behavior in the past makes you unworthy of the help your son
wants to give you now; is that what you Tonean?

Ha.ve you thought about what it will mean for your son if you &on.' tlet
birm, do this thing which he wants to do for you?

. _e. I see what you mean. You feel that you don't deserve the help he wants
o ~ to give because in the past you did nothing to earn it. Andyour stitew
ment that you never have done anything forr anyone else makes it look as
if it might be a rezal problem to you to accept respcnszbzhty for heln-
ing others, and to accept heln from others ’ ‘

o
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HR 5
5. Man, age 35. ‘ . . l

"I'm determined ta get ahead. I am not afraid of hard work. I am not l
afraid to tak: a few hard knocks, if I can see my goal out there in front. And
" I don't mind climbing over a few people who get in my way, because this means

a ot to me. I can't be satisfied with just 2 mediocre job. No, I waxnt to be l
somebody. ! : '

a. You see yourself as a deeply ambiticus person; is that it? i : I
_be. This driving ambition may s‘tem from a-need to attack other pecpile. I

. c.. What do you suppose is behind this strong detenm.na.tmn of yours ta
get ahead?

- d. Itis poss1ble with your drive that you could be succesgsiul in a .
' number of fields. . L I

_ e. Strong ambition can be a real asset to any man. You say you don't mind

climbing over those who get in your way"? Couldn't that turn out to do
you more harm than good?

'_ . . . N . - "
N L ) 3 . .
- . . . . . . . .
. . -
. . . .
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6. Man, age 21

"Shall I marry her? Cr shaill think of my future? If: a fellow is going to think of
"his future--if he's got ambition and drive to get ahead--he's got to be hard--and

forget all about sentiment. ButI do love Marie. I really do. And she's been my
“inspiration. If we broke off, I don't know what I'd do. I don't know whether I should

_be able to do a thing, I don't: know. On the other hand, I can't.afiord advanced study

and marriage too. And Marie says if we can't get married now she isn't willing
to wait--I don't knowwhat to do. I love her, but if she loved me, would she say,
'Now or never.'? That's the thing I can't answer. i : T

a.. That is, you can't decide whether to marry and risk your futurz or

- whether to plan for your future and risk losing cut on the marnace.
' They seem so dependent on each other. B . ST

b, It is not really so much a problem of indecision between marriage ) -‘_ -
and vosational plans as it is the deeper problerh of whether you should

“be dependent upon your own self approval or denendent upon her a.pproval
of what you do.

c. Iam wondering if you can't bave both the-career and ma,rna.ce, Have

you two discussed ways and means of increasing your income by extra

l o - " work or by her working? Most universities or schocls would cooperate

"with you. And besides, there just isn't time for expensive entertain- :
ment among married students working their own way. There would rot be

' the demand for social activities that you might expect to nnd out in a’

“comrmunity.

d. I think you have got to take into account-how Marie will feel if you

go ahead and decide to follow your studies .and not get married now.
Whatiwill it do to her? The decision you make ought to take mtc
account wnat is best for both of you.

_ e, I think you may have hit on something significant there: how rmuch

she loves you. Could you tell me a little more about that? How she
acts toward you and your ideas?,



14,

15,

16,

JIQ 4

Approximately how old were you when you got ~thevidea of entering correctional
work? years

How important do.you consider each of the [ollwoing-in your decision to enter
your present field of work? (Circle the degree of inportance in each case.
VI means Very Important; I means Important; SI Scmewnat-fmportant; NI Not
Tmportant.) o —

VI I SI NI Influence of relative or friend

VI I SI NI Previous education
VI I SI+ NI Occupation before entering correctional work
VI I SI NI Job Security-
Vi I SI NI Salary | | .
VL I SI NI Benefits other than salary
VI I ST NI Work load
VI I SI NI Pramotional or advancement opportunities
vi I SI NI Good co-workers
VI I SI NI Prestige in relation to other jobs
VI .I SI NI Desire to help people in need
VI I SI NI Other (Speciiy)

— e

Rate the prestige (desirzbility) of each of the following occupations
by circling. the number that represents vour versconal estimation of

the nrestize oI zach ccecupatica. The number 1 sikould ce given the
occupation having the lowest prestize, and the aumber 10 should be given
to the occupation having the highest prestige. You may give the same
rating to more than cne of the occupations, if they appear to be exactly
equal.)

Probation or Parole Officer - 123456789 10
Correctional counselor 12345678910
Paysician 12345678810
Prison Correction officer 12345678910
farm worker 12345678910
Priest 123456788910
Policeman 12345678910
Coal miner 12345678910
Garbage Collector 123456780910



HELFING RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY

INSTRUCTIONS--PLEASE READ CAREFULLY

This is not a test in the sense that your answers can be right or wrong. Iiis a
survey of your feelings concerning the relationship between two persons when one
is attempting to help the other. Imagine yourself as a person to whom another
person has come for personal assistance. Each of the items represents possible
interchange between you and your ''client," who seeks your help. The Yclient!
begins the conversation by talking about an aspect of the situation he faces.

No further information is available on the case. You will not know at what point
in the conversation the interchange takes place. In short, you are presented
with an isclated statement. This is followed by five possible reponses that you
may make. Arrange these responses in the order of your preference, using the
foilowing code: N

Y

beside the response you would be most apt to favor
beside the response next most desirable to you

beside the next :

beside the next, and A ]
5 beside the response that least represents your preference

NIH

,p.lu

Example:“
l. Woman--Age 26
"I'm planning the menu now. What kinds of foods do you like?"

Pizza and other Italian foods,
Steaks and hamburgers.
Salads and vegetables.
Desserts.

. Spanish cooking.

© o0 U M

The person who responded to this item showed the highest preference for steaks
and hamburgers and the least preference f0r salads and vegetables.

’

The wording used may not strike you as béing the best, but disregard this factor
as long as the response is the same type you would favor. You may think of
responses which would be moxe preferable from your point of view., It is neces-
sary, however, that you mzake your selection from the alternatives presented and
that you arrange all five in the order of their desirability. '






T

APPENDIX C
COMPARATIVE ATTITUDINAL DATA

I. Attitudes Toward Punishment

A. Minimum Security Prison Correctional Officers, 5ix Week Institutional
Training Sessions. (Source: Paddock and McMillan, 1972)

PRETEST POSTTEST
N Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Sig.

61 4.34 .75 3.70 .66 p .005

B. Training Officers and Correctional Officers in University Based Training
Sessions. (Source: The Center for the Study of Crime, Delinquency and
Corvections, 1969)*

SESSION DATE OFFICER PRETEST POSTTEST
N Mean Mean Sig.
Fall 1967 Training 21 4.33 4.14 n.s.
Correctional 33 4.82 Not Tested Twice
Winter 1968 Training .16 4.43 4.92 p< .025
Correctional .25 5.01 3.92 p...05
Spring 1968 Training 20 3.80 3.95 n.s.
Correctional 29 4.60 4,55 n.s.

C. College Students, Delinquents and Pre-Delinquents Exposed to Inmate Panels
and Prison Tours. (Source: Brodsky, 1970)

GROUP SEX PRETEST POSTTEST

N Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Sig.
Southern I1linois Males 18 4.08 1.15 3.72 1.26 n.s.
Univ., Students Femaies 14 3.44 .84 3.22 .65 n.s.
Principia College Males 9 4.47 1.08 3.53 .85 pe.05
Students Females 18 4.87 1.01 3.97 .86 ps .01
Forestry Camp M 4.74 . 1.42 4,08 .76 n.s.
Delinquents
High School 15 5.20 1.06 4.91 1.06 n.s.

Pre-Delinquents

*Standard deviations for distributions not provided.



10.
11.

—
1
.

16.

17.
18.

Enjoyed training and the people. (P)
A1l instructors 1like what they are doing. (P)

Training will make things easier at the institution and help me under-
stand. The trainers are excellent. (P)

More subjects and hours should be mandatory. Instructors are vcry
adept and understanding. (PC)

More time is needed on most subjects. (NC)

Instructors did not handle the few men (of the group) who just seemed
to take over the whole class properly. Problems in the institution
should be handled by the institution and the instructors advocated
going higher up which is a violaticn of this rule. (NgC)

Program is very good and handled very efficiently by all the instructors.

(P)
Overall ckay; the instructors are good.- (P)
Training was fairly good but the training should be Tonger. (PC)

{ra;ning is very good, but more time should be spent on each detail.
PC

Research is helpful in overall evaluation, but I don't see where it's
necessary. (P) ' '

It will help me be & better C0. (P)

Very rewarding, but more time is needed. (PC)

Group VITT

Total Tests - 41
No Response on Comments - 34
Total Response - 7

1.
2.
3.

Worthwhile program. (P)
Training was good, every officer should take it. (P)

Training was too intense, too repetitive, but have great value in
showing diversity in the field of corrections. (PC)

Staff should be professional. Course was boring and frustrating, but
necessary. Very well organized. (P)

Very good. (P)

Qutstanding staffy excellent. {P)

4
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16. Very good, but too far from home. Needs better facitities. (PC)

17. Too speedy. (Ng)

18. Instructors need to be more flexible. (Ng)

19. Feel I can do my job better; excellent staff. (P)

ZQ. Training good, but time should be extended; excellent staff. (PC) (P)

21. Trairing was helpful, instructors good. (P) (P)

22. Training was helpful, instructor goed. (P)

23. Training was excellent and helpful. {P)

24. Training is excellent but more time needed. (PC)

25. Instructors were good, but pace was too fast. (PC)

26. Good training, presented well, (F) |

27. Through this training there should be a great change in the type of CO
in the system. (P)

23. Learned a gneaf deal from the class, staff did excellent job. (P)

29. Overall iraining good, instructors did an excellent job. (P)

30. Classes need to be smalier. (NC)

31. Training will be of great help. I've benefited and enjnyed. (P)

32. Very helpful, well crganized, brought forth in good manaer. (P}

Group VI

Total! Tests - 52
No Response on Coimmments - 17
Total Response - 24

i.

o2 W N

A1l very good. (P) -

Training very well prepared, instructors understanding. (P)
We need aﬁot more. (NC)

Excellent. (P) o

Training is important, glad to see things added. (F)

Very good, more time needed. (PC)



9. E for effort, can be improved. (P)

10. See alot more importance in my job as result of training and instructors
Jim Collins and Stan Smith. (P)

11. Good training tool, but I believe more time is needed, especially in self
defense. (PC)

12.. Much, much more time is needed to build good C.0., 200 hours just makes
basic C.0. (NC)

Group 11T

Total Tests - 35
No Response on Comments - 24
Total Responses - 11

1.. A1l the instructors are very good teachers, well qualified. (P)
2. Too much on human relations and not enough on daily duties eof working
office. (Ng)
3. Very good. (P)
4. Really enjoyed this training. (P)
5. Black and white communications film should be discontinued. (NC)
6. Very good training and staff, but I didn't understand the speaker. (P)
7. Pretty good, but more material should be added. (PC)
8. Dislike, didn't understand statements. Bull on some parts. (Ng)
9. I enjoyed it all. (P)
10. Keep it up! (P)
11. The teaching staff could really get the point across. (P)
Group 1Y

Total Tests - 26
No Response on Comments - 16
Total Response - 16

1.
2.

.3.

The training was very good, the instructors, concerned and sincere. (P}
The instructors were excellent. (F)

(1) Stricter methods of control by instructors, decreasing near constant
interuptions of concentration. (NC)

{2) Training schedule should be adhered to strictly to avoid duplicating.

(NC)



APPENDIX B
ITEMIZED OPEN-ENDED COMMENTS OF TRAINEES*

Group T

Total sTests - 35

Mo Response on Comments - 13

Total Response - 22

1. Very efficient {p)**

2. Learned alut and thoroughly enjoyed it. (P)

3. Good school, youd personnel. (P)

4, Overall training was good, but should be better equipped at the center.
(better guarters and living conditions) (¥C)

5. Feit it was necessary and beneficizi, however impractical and useless ip
that the institutions will not allow to use it. {PC)

6. An excellent job, hy all instructors, very interesting training program.

(P)

7. Training and staff were excellent and learned alot from the teaching,
but don't agree on coing to bed at 31:00. \ﬁC)

i
8. Very good, but more time was needed to learn more. (PC)

O

The training was axcellent. (P)

10. Biggest gripe was in the usage of word for word type learning. Ths
material was outdated and the instructors only followed the book. Do
nct Teel material was effectively covered in such a sho~t period of
time. (MoC)

11, An excellent job, but inefficient training aids and poov living and
working conditions. (PC)

12. 1t was wonderful to Tearn PAC, but I'11 never be able to use the training
It does not relate to the job at all, or to the ciientele. (PC)

13. More time is needed for overall courss in all field. (NC)

*%| otter codas indicate the catzgeries
o8t

*By Joanna Gray.

2 ich the comments were assigned by
the researcher. P=Positive, PC=Positive/Change, N=Neutral, NC=Neuiral Change,

hg=Negative, Ngl=negative changa.



10.

11.

12,

13.

Taking into consideration all the things about your job (work), how satisfied or
dissatisfied are you (or do you think you will be)?

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Not at all sure at this time
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Based on your experience, do you think you now have enough education for the kind
of work you do?

Yes
No

How interested do you think you might be in each of the following types of furthar
training or educational opportunities {(circle the degree of interast in each case.

VI means Yary Interested; I means Interested; SI means Somewhat Interested; NI
maans Not Interasted.

VI I SI NI On-the-job training at my institution

VI I SI NI Workshops or courses conducted by the Department

VI i SI NI Workshops or courses put on by persons outside the
Department

VI I SI NI College courses if available at my institution

VI I SI NI College coursas available on a community college or a
university campus

VI I SI NI Qther (specify)

IT you wanted more education that might advance you in your field of work, how
important would each of the following things be as an obstacle in obtaining such
education? (Circle the degree of importance in each case. VI means Very Important;
I means Important; SI means Somewhat Imoortant; NI means Not Important.)

Vi I SI NI Expense involved

VI I SI NI My age |

VI I SI NI My family

VI I SI NI No suitable course of study

VI I SI NI Anticipated difficulty of the training

VI I SI NI Problem of obtaining leava-of-absence ’

VI I SI NI Would not really improve my job performance

VI I SI NI Would not make a difference in terms of promotional
opportunity

VI I SI NI Other (specify)

= N



should have been spent on each.

-‘"- -

Put "0" if you feel enough time was spent.

l Objective of In-Service Training

! The Philosophy of Corrections

Organization of the Department of
Corractions

______Development of Corrections

I Effects of Incarceration

"Corractional Officer as a Saurce of

T— Change"

Self Defanse
Inmata/0fficar Relationship
Physical Fitness
Criminal dJustice System _
_l__ Corrections and Related Laws (Title 353)

Legal Responsibility and Authority of
Corrections Q7ficer

Court Decisfons (Disciplinary Procadures)

' Communication .
l Inmate Behavior

_____Institution Climate (Prison Community)

TEQ 37

In the 1ist of topiés below, rate esach item in terms of how much time you fea1

Put "1" if you fe2l more time should have been spent.
Put "2" if you feel less time should have been speént.
Put "3" 17 you feel the topic should have been deleted.

Recognition of Unusual Prisoners

Probaﬁ%on and Parole

Public Responsibility and

Relationship of Correction
Qf ficer to the Public

Transportation and Movement of
Prisaners

Courtroom Demeanar and Appearance
Firearms Training
Inmate Supervision

Adjustment Committee Action
Report Writing

Security, Custaody, and Control
Searches

Correctional 0Qfficars Rale in
Incident Investigations

Control of Inmates
Riot Training
Human Relations

Orug Program

(Revised April, 1975)



TEQ 1

Tn the list of topics below, rate each item in terms of how useful you feel it will

be to you on the job.

Put "1" if you feel the topic will be most useful.

Put "2" if you feel the topis will be least useful.’

Put "“0" if you feel the topic will be neither useful nor useless.

Objective of In-Service Training
The Philosophy of Corrections

Organication of the Department of
Corrections

Development of Corrections
Effects of Incarceration

"Correctional Officer as a Source of
Chang='"

Self Defense

Immate/Qfficer Relationship

Physical Fitness

Criminaa Justice Systam

Corrections and Related Laws (Title 53)

Legal Responsibility and Authority of
Corrections Officer

Court Decisions (Disciplinary Procedures)

‘

Communication
Inmate Behavior

Institution Climate (Prison Community)

Recognition of Unusual Prisomers
Probation and Parole

Public Responsibility and
Relationship of Correction Officer

to the Public

Transportation and Movement of
risoners

e nr——

Courtroom Demeanor and Appearznce
Firearms Training
Inmate Supervision

Adjustment Coumittes Actions
Report Writing

Security, Custody,.and Control
Searches

Correctional Officers Role in

" Incident Investigations

Control of Immates

Riot Training
Human Relations

Drug Program

(Revised April, 1975)
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From the 1ist of topics provided, write down those areas that you
feel will be most useful to you on the job, and those which you feel
will be least useful.

Most Useful 'yeast”ngfui

From the 1ist of topics provided, write down those areas that you feel
you Tearned the most and which you feel you learned the Teast.

Most Learned Least Learned

™
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HR B 6

23, Man, age 29.

"I keep remembering how I walked out on MHary and the two kids. Five
vears ago-- The law hever caught up with me. I thought I was pretty smart..
But now-- God, was I a heell! I don't see how I could do it. And I'm so
ashamed I can't look people in the eye. Now I can't find her--not a trace.
Her relatives won't tell me where she is. I tell you, I'll never have any
self respect. Never! And I-- I don't know what to do--cr how I can even
try to rectify my big mistake. -I don't know—-!"

é. There are a number of things you might do to try to £find her. You
could list her as a .missing person and get police help. ¥You could
get a private detective agency to handle it for you. You mignt even

be able to get a court order that would force the relatives to give
her address. '

b. When did you decide that you wanted her back? Tell me about the
circumstances.

¢. The hopalessness tﬁere seems pretty clearly connected w1th the
fee.ing of guilt.

d. Are you at all sure that you should try to go back to her? If you

left her once maybe you'd do it again. Possibly you Just dldn t get
along at all well and you were forced to leave her

e, As you see lt then, your behavior is just plalniunforgivable.

24. Man, age 38.

“There is no other way to handle this than ko destroy them completely.
Remember this man was supposed to be my best friend, and he took my wife away
from me. And after the divorce he married her. And then he pushed me out of
the business. But I've got the evidence to ruin him. I could clean him out,

and put him behind bars for the rest of his life. (Laughs bitterly.) Wouldn't

that be something? My ex-wife married to somesthing xept behind bars and not
a 2ime left to live on?" :

. a. Your desire to destroy them seems to me to be largely a desire for

! revenge. It may have grown out of the rejection and denial you
experienced from both of them.

b. Wanting to get even is understandable but don't you think that is

going pretty faxr? I certainly wouldn't do anything I'd regret
later.

c. You want them to suffer at your hand just as they made you suffer at
; theirs.

d. After all that I can see where it would be really satisfying to see
them suffer.

., Fas anyone else evar arussed you like that:

in business, among your
rclends, when you wars a kid in school? )




HR B 4

19. Woman, age 30.

"Tt's not that I don't want to do something about it, I just—- Well--
I know what I ought to do, but for some reason or other I just--can't do a
thing.”
-

a. Haybe 1f we talked over what you've thought of dolng we could figure
out what 1s bast to do. It's possible that the answer is something
new.

o., Let's trxy to get at what's behind this blocking. Tell me more about
it. :

c. Behind this blockad feeling you're experiencing is a conflict in your
desires: you want to and you don‘t want to.

d., You're blocked by something and you don't know what it is, is that
what you're saying?

! really had a clear idea of what you ought to do you'd be able ko go
i ahead.

20. Man, age 60.

“I've got it all figured out. There’s nothing for me to live for
any more., My wife's dead. My kids don't need me. IX'm too old to get a job.
Just the f£ifth wheel on a wagon. Aand I'm tired of it all. I'm going to end it
all. put a bullet through my brain. And rnst in peawce.” .
2. You feel there's nothing left in life for you.
a
b. When things add up for a person like they've added up for you it
" really does make it tough to face. And sometimes there doessn't
seem to be a way out. ¥Yet-- I think that we may be able to find a
way out, i ' )

c. How long have you felt this way, may I aski

4. Escaping is one way, all right. But have you thought of what it would
mean to your children to have you commit suicide?

‘e. It seems to me that you are looking for a way to escape an otherwise
i intolerable situation.

-

e; Are you sure you know what you ought to do? It seems to me that if you
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15. Man, age 27.

“I got. out of the Navy last month ard I thought, °"Now what?' I
looked for a job, and right there I ran into a snag. I couldn't make up my
mind what to do. I thought I ought to go back to school and finish up and I
thought I'd be happier if I signed up for more Navy, and then I looked for a
job ané nothing stood out as a clear cholce. Everything locked good and every-
thing locoked bad, and I felt-- Well, what the hell? Am I going nuts? Am I

always going to be so messed up inside of me that I won't be able to move in
any direction?”

a. You're wondering just what's at the bottom of it all.

b. Let's go 2head and discuss some of the things—-~why don't you want
them and why do you want them--maybe we can find a clue that will
point out the answar,.

. c. I think your criticism of yourself is a little harsh. Thousands

© ,0f G. I.'s have felt the way you do. .

d, No, I don't think you need to remain messed up or really that you're
messed up now. You're confused, yes, but if you set your mind to it,
you'll overcome your confusion and move ahead in a more natural
manner.

e,. You're confused, and alarmed with your conrfusion. This is to be
expected when you suddenly find yourself facing the necessity for
making decisions after a long period of having even minor decisions
made for you.- - '

16. Man, age 35.

"I know I could make a success of that business. All a person needs
is a4 little overall vision, some common sense, and the courage to try it. I've

got that. So-- If I could just get ahold of the cash-- I'd sure take the
plunga.," :

a, If you'd think it wise I could give you thz name of an investment
counselor who'd be glad to go over the proposition with you angd
possibly give you some good leads on how to seek financial support.

bh. That's fine! One must feel sure of himself if he expecks to make a
go of something. To go into something hesitantly can really make it
get a2ll mixed up. You're on the right track and I wish you success.

c. If you could get the cash to start, you fe2l sure you could maks a

go of it.
8. You feel sure you could be successful because you now see what 1s
involved in making the thing go. Wnen you see things clearly

assurance follows.

. 2. Have you figured oubt what the risks are as yet?




BEELFING RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY

INSTRUCTIONS--PLEASE READ CAREFULLY

This is not a test in the sense that your answers can be right or wrong. Itis a
survey of your feelings concerning the relationship between two persons when one
is attempting to help the other. Imagine yourself as a person to whom anothex
person has come for personal assistance. FEach of the items represents possikle
interchange between you and your ''client,! who seeks your help. The !client!
begins the conversation by talking about an aspect of the situation he faces.

No further information is available on the case. You will not know at wnal point
in the conversation the interchange takes place. In short, you are presented
with an isolated statermment. This is followed by five possible reponses that you
may make. Arrange these responses in the order of your preference, using tne
foilowing code: ;

beside the response you would be most apt to faver
beside the response next most desirable to you

beside the next )

beside the next, and-

beside the response that least represeats your pre:erence

L
2

ﬁlw
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1. Woman--Age 26
"I'm planning the menu now. What kinds of foods do you like?"

a. Pizza and other Italian foods.

. Steaks and hamburgers. B -
. Salads anc vegetables.

Desserts,

. Spanish cooking.

o

-

o 0

o=

The perscn who responded to this item showed the hlghest preference for steaks

and hamburgers and the least preference for salads and vegetables.

1

The wording used may not strike you as being the best, but disregard this factor
as long as the response is the same type you would favor. You may think of
responses which would be mozre preferable from your point of view, Itis neces-
w2y, however, that you make your selection from the alternatives presented and
thiat you arrange all five in the order of their desirability. ‘
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Q1
What is your age? ___ years
What is your sex? __ male __ female
Yhat is your race? ____ black _______ white _____ other

single
married
separated
divorced

What
What is your present marital status?
widowed

How many children do you have?

What was the approximate size of the cammnity (or metropolitan area) in
which you spent most of your childhood years (that is, through high school)?

under 2,000
2,000 - 10,000
10,000 - 25,000
25,000 - 50,000
over 50,000

T

What is the population of the community (or metropolitan area) in which you
now live?

under 2,000 people
2,000 - 10,000 people
10,000 - 25,000 people
25,000 - 50,000 people
over 50,000 people

i

How long have yvou lived in this community? years
How far have you gone in school?

scre grammer school
completed grammer school
some high school
completed high school
some college

Associate degree
Bachelor's dagree

T

.
i B ES



N T N R

-y N I e

N -

14.

15.

JIQ 4

Approximately how old were you when you got ~thweidea of entering correctional
work? years

How important do.you consider each of thce follwoing-im your decision to enter
your present field of work? (Circle the degree of inportance in each case.
V1 means Very Important; I means Important; SI- Sc:mew:mt-mortant, NI Not
Immortant.)

VI I ST NI Influence of relative or friend

VI I SI NI Previous education

VI I SI - NI COccupation before entering corrsctional work
VI I SI NI Joh Security-

VI I SI NI Salary

VI I SI NI Benefits other than salary

VI I SI NI Work load

VI I SI NI Pramotional or advancement opportunities
VI I SI NI Goed co-workers

VI I SI NI Drestige in rslaticn to other jobs

VI .I SI NT Desire to help people in need

VI I SI NI Other (Speciiy)

Ratc the prestige (desirability) of each of the following occupations
by circling. the nurber that represents vour perscnal estimaiion of

the nrestigs <o each cecupatisa. The murber 1 stiould e gilvan the
occupation having the lowest prestizes, and tho aumber 10 should te given
to the occupation having the highest prﬁst¢ge You mey give the same
rating to more than one of the occupations, ifi they appear to be exactly

equal.)

Probation or Parole Officer 123456788910
Correctional counseler 12345678910
Phvsician 12345578810
Prison Corresction officer 12345678210
~ farm worker 12345678910
Priest 123456788910
Policeman 12345678910
Coal miner 123456788910
Garbage Collecter 12345678910



JIQ 2

Answer the following eight questions on the basis of your experiences at your
institution prior to comning to training, ox your anticipated experiences after
returning to your mstitution (check one response on each question):

6'

7.

How would you rate the Department of Corrections as an agency-to work
for, compared with other agencies or companies you know about?

One- of the best
Above-average
Average

Below Average

One.of the worst

How would you rate your institution.as aplace to work compared to other
branches of the Department of Corrections you know abaout?

One of the best

Above average

Average
Below average
_One-of the worst

To whnat extent do you think 2bout vour job as a carzer.in tha Virgizia
Department of Corrections, rather tnan as a career in criminal justice?

I think of my job solely as a career in the Virginia Department of
Corrections.

Primarily as a career in the Virginia Department of Corrections.

—————

Somewhat more as a carser in the Virginia Department of Correctio

¥

N Y s e

Primarily as a career in criminal justice.

I think of my job soclely as a career in criminal justice.

BN R

N N B O oG
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11. Man, veteran, age 30.

"What's

the use of anything? No one plays fair and square with a guy.

The fellows who stayed at home got all the plums. They all took advantage
of us while we sweat it out at the front, I hate their guts--every one of them.
They are all double-crossers. And my wife~-"

2.

b.

Ce

You started to say something about your wife?
You feel they took advantage of you and it really makes you boil.
You get angry when you see people trying to take advantage of you.

I understand how you feel about thaf, but it's going to block you
from getting ahead if you don't try to get away from it.

You've got lots of company with your anger. It's justifiable in so
many cases.,

12, Man, age 33,

"I, tell you I am in one hell of a fix! I'm in love with the swellest girl on the
face of the earth, and she loves me. I'm sure of that. ButI'm not worthy
of her. I can'task her to marry. I've got a criminal record. She doesn't
know about that. But I know it'll come out some day. No. I couldn't marry
and have children. I've got a record that proves to the world that I'm a first

A

inme

b.

D —

Cea

~class s.o0, b, !

Well, it would certainly be unfair to her to marry and to discover
about your past later. Don't you almost have to tell her about it now?

You feel afraid to face her with your record because she might turn
you down and you just couldn't stand that,

Could you tell me a little as to why you're so sure that she wouldn't
be able to accept you if she knew about your past?

Possibly if you were to have her come in to see me I could talk with
her and lead her to see that your past is your past and does not

necessarily mean that you couldn't have a.-happy future together.

You see yourself as unworthy of her beyond all shadow of a doubt.






‘HELPING RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY

INSTRUCTIONS--PLEASE READ CAREFULLY

This is not a test in the sense that your answers can be right or wrong. Itis a
survey of your feelings concerning the relationship between two persons when one
is attempting to help the other. Imagine yourself as a person to whom another
person has come for personal assistance., Each of the items represents possible
interchange between you and your ''client," who seeks your help. The Vclient!
begins the conversation by talking about an aspect of the situation he faces.

No further information is available on the case. You will not know at what point
in the conversation the interchange takes place. In short, you are presented .
with an isolated statement. This is followed by five possible reponses that you
may make. Arrange these responses in the order of your preference, using the
following code: ;

o
-~ -

1 beside the response you would be most apt to favor

2 beside the response next most desirable to you

3 beside the next. ’

4  Dbeside the next, and :
.5  Dbeside the respounse that least represents your preference

EX&I‘.’Z’.B 1e:.

l. Womaun--Age 26 :

"I'm planning the menu now. What kinds of foods do you like?¥

3 a, Pizza and other It2lian foods.
1 b. Steaks and hamburgers.

5 c. Salads and vegetables.

2 d. Desserts.

< e. Spanish cooking,

The person who responded to this item showed the highest preference for steaks
and hamburgers and the least preference for salads and vegetables.

' .
The wording used may not strike you as béing the best, but disregard this factor
as long as the response is the same type you would favor. You may think of
responses which would be moxre preferable from your point of view. It is neces-
sary, however, that you make your selection from the alternatives presented and
that you arrange all five in the order of their desirability.



HR 2
2. Girl, Age 19.

"] tell you I hate my father, I hate him! I hate him! I hate himl}
And there's no reason for it. He is a minister--a good and righteous man. He
has never laid a hand on me, but I have this terrific feeling against him. And
it makes me feel so terrible because-~ There's no reason for it. It's a2 sin
to hate your father, especially if you don't have any reason for it. I-- It
worries me. "

a. Of course you fee' guilty about hating himn so, especially since you
can't put your finger on what he has done tc make you hate hira. And
then, too, even though you see only your hatred of him you'll find
that underneath it all you have some love for him and this plays a
part in your feelings of guilt.

b. I quess everyone at scme time or another goes throudh a period when
they hate one or both.of their parents. It's really not at all un-
commcon. Most people find thatthey can work out some way of gettin
along until things settle down.

w

.
. “

c. This is certainly something which you will want to get cleared up.
Happy relationships with parents are too constructive a thing to a
person, N0t onLy now at your age, but in the future as well, you
won't want to jeopardize what it can mean © you

. d. It worries you that you should. hate your father Wlthout reason and I
yet feel sinful for natlng him. :

e. I think we ought to get to the root of that worry. Tell me about : i
your father--all about him. You say he's never laid a hand on you,
but maybe he has not let you do.a number of things you wanted to do. I
Can you think of anything along that line?




HR 3

3. Man, age 30.

. "I have the queerest feeling, Whenever anything good happens to ma, I just
can't believe it. I act as thuugh it never happerned. And it worries me. I wanted
a date with Myrtle, and I stood around for weeks before I got up eaough courage

to ask her for a date and she said yes, and I couldn't believe .it! I couldn't believe
it so much that I didn't keep the date!

Ca. You've got to grow up, fellew, and geta little more realistic about

women. They're human too, you knaw, and want dates just as much
as you do.

b. It just doesn't seem real when somiething good happens..

- c. - You have pfobably denied to yourself so strongly that anything good
could happen to you that when.it does it seems unreal.

d. I am wondering whether or not these feelings of unreality are asso-
) ciatad with any particular area of your life. Would you like to tell

me more about what you mean when you $did, "Whenevér anything good
happens to me?" ' .

A e. Well, I'm not too sufe that you should be so worried about it. It
I " doesn!'t mean anything in itself really, I think we'll be able to get

to the bottom of it all right. o
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HR 4

4, Man, age 59.

"I couldn't let my son help me now that I'm down and out. I've got that

shred of pride left. Because you see I rememmber when he was a kid 1

didn't turn my hand to help him. I traipsed around the country. His mother
died when the kid was born-- And I let the relatives push him around and stuck
him in foster homes, and now-- It certainly was like a krife stuck in me when
we met the other day and he said, 'We can make a go of it together, Dad, I've
got a little money sawved up.! No. No, I won't let him do it. I-will clear out

of here.
else; for that matter.”

1t'll be hard, but-- I haven't done one thing for hzm-- Or anyone

Have you investigated the possibility of an old age pension? Possibly .
something could be worked out there thatwouldn't make it necessary
for you to impose on your son or accept help f:-om hiro.

What was your married life like? Ha.q you and your mfe pla.nned for
a child?

Your behavior in the past makes you unworthy of the help your son
wants to give you now; is that what you -mean?

Have you thought about what it will mean for your son if you don't let

him, do this thing which he wants to do for you?

I see what you mean. You feel that you don't deserve the help he wants

to give because in the past you did nothing to earn it. Andyour stite-

ment that you never have done anything forr anyone else makes it look 253

if it might be a real problem ta you to accept responsxblhty for heln—

" ing others, and to accept help from others. .



HR 5 |

"I'm determined to get 2head, I am not afraid of bard work. I am not l
afraid to take a few hard kaocks, if I can see my gozl out there in frornt. And

I don't mind climbing over a few people who get in my way, because this meansl
a lot to me. I can't be satisfied with just 2 mediocre job. No, I want to be

5. Man, age 35.

somebody.

a. You see yourself as a deeply ambitious person; is that it? ’

_b. _This driving ambition may stem from a need to attick other people. I
. c. What do you suppose is behind this strong determination of yours to I
get ahead?
. d. It is possible with your drive that you could be successfulim a _ B I
: number of fields, , ‘ :

‘ e. Strong ambition can be a real asset to any man. You say you don't mml
climbing over those who get in your way? Couldn't that turn out to do |
you more harm than good? .



HR 6

6. Man, age 2L

"Shall I marry her? Cr shaill think of my future? If:a fellow is going to think of
his future--if he's got ambition and drive to get ahead--he's got to be hard--and
forget all about sentiment. But I do love Marie. I really do. And she's been my l
inspiration., If we broke oif, I don't know what I'd do. I don't know whether I should
be able to do a thing, I don't: kmow. On the other hand, I caa't afford advanced study
and marriage too. And Marie says if we can't get married now she isn't willing

{o wait--I don't knowwhat to do. I love her, but if she loved me, would she say,

'Now or never.'? That's the thing I can't answer." . . : l
2. That is, you can’t decide whether to marry and risk your future or
whether to plan oz your future and risk losing cut on the marriage.
They seem so dependent on each other.
b.

It is not really so much a problem of indecision betwsen marriage

and vocational plans as it is the deeper probiem of whether you should
be dependent upon your own self approval or depenaem: upon hexr approval

of what you do. - , !

¢. Iam wondering if you can't have both the career and marriage. Have
you two discussed ways a2nd means of increasing your income by extra
work or by her working? Most universities or schocls would cooperate
with you. And besides, there just isn't imme for expensive entertain-
ment among married students working their own way. There would rot be

the demand for social activities that you might expect to find out in a’
coranmunity. ’

I think you have got to take into account how Marie will feel if you

What'will it do to her? The decision you make ought to take into
account wnat is best for both of you.

) e, I thiank you may have hit on somsthing significant there: how much )

she loves you. Could you tell me =z little more about that? How she

go ahead and decide to follow your studies .and not get married now. I
acts toward you and your ideas? I



HR 7

7. Girl, age 29

"I'm afraid to be alone. I really am. I'm afraid I'll kill myself
and I don't want to, but I get so depressed. I get caught in a
terrific clutch of fear. It's unreal, but it's there. And I get
so worked up I could scream. I want to get outside and I'm afraid
to go out in case I run in front of a car--and I'm afraid to stay-
in. I'm afraid of myself. I'm afraid to go to the doctor and get
an examination. I'm afraid he'll tell me it's cancer. My mother
had it. My grandmother, my aunt. I've lived with it all my life,
and it's hell. And when this first came up~~ See, I break out in
a sweat just talking about it. Is there any help?"

a. Aside from your fear, have you experienced any symptoms
: which lead you to think you really have cancer?

b. 7This terrific fear just never lets you alone.

c. If you have any reason at all to think you might
have cancer, you really should try to control your
fear enough to have a medical examination.

d. Would you like to try this? Whenever you experience one
of these fears call me on the telephone, either here at
the office or at home, and talk it over with me? Talking
it over oftentimes helps a person to get a grip on
himself. .

e. My guess is that if we trace these fears a bit we'll find
that they are not as real as you feel them to be. I
think you are punishing yourself for something about
which you feel pretty guilty.
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HR 8
8. ‘Woman, age 30

"I've lived in this toyn for ten years now, and in the same
apartment for seven years, but I don't know anybody. At the office
I just can't seem to make friends. I just freeze up. I try to be
nice to the other workers, but I feel all stiff and uncomfortable
inside. And then I tell myself that I don't care. People aren't
dependable. Everyone is out for himself. I don't want any friends.
And sometimes I think I really mean that."

a. Well, I'll tell you what you can do. You can join a small
social group at the "Y¥". Quite a few people go there who
have difficulty in making friends. Most want to start
out by taking ceramics, leather tooling or some other
handicraft. This gave them something to do as a basis and
permits them to make friends slowly and at their own pace.
How does that sound to you?

b. Possibly if you could tell me a little about how you go
about trying to make friends we could get a clearer idea
of what is involved.

c. It's gone on so long it almost has you convinced--is that
what you mean?

d. Maybe your not wanting friends is just to protect you
from something else.

e. There are a number of things that you might do to learn .
how to make friends, and the sooner you start the better.
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9. Man, age 42

"But can't you tell me what to do?

I'm willing to do anything but I just don't know which way to
I'1l work hard to help myself, if you'll just tell me
whether you think it will help me or not. And whether you think
I can get over this personality problem. If you'll just tell me
what to do, I'll be so grateful to you."

turn.

Maybe one of the important parts of your situation is
that you don't have real confidence in yourself.
Do you see?

Really, it's not so important what you do so long as
what you do is a product of your own self-dependence.
You've got to learn to do the things which are goed
and right because you feel they are, not me.

I gather you just don't feel capable of working this
out yocurself?

Before, it would be possible to answer any of your
questions satisfactorily I'd have to have quite a
bit of information about ycu, about your family,
your childhood, your work, your relationship with
your wife and so forth.

Well, you've really asked for a lot there, all right.
I think I can best answer you in this way: We'll
work together talking over these things that bother
yvou. You'll think of some things and I'll think

of some things that maybe you've missed. And maybe
between the two of us, we'll get to the bottom of all
this and figure out a path for you to follow that will
solve most if not all the problem. I wouldn't worry
too much about it. I think we can be fairly sure of

making headway.

Can't you make a few suggestions?

!
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10. Man, age 35.

"I expect that if I took this job, with the understanding that I'd be given the
opportunity to prove my value to the firm-- And had a chance for pro-

motions— Yes, I believe that's the soundewst way to-go about it. It's not as
spectacular as I would like to have it. No, I don't really want a spectacular
Jjob anvmore--just a good solid job with a future. Yes, I'1l take this job and
discuss my plans with the boss quite frankly and nemestly. Then my wife and

I can get some feeling of permanence and we can buy a home and really think
about the future here in this city. The kids need an.ancher, too. They haven't
had that—but from now on we are all going to have our feet down on solid earth."

a. That's fine. The long way around can be the short way home. I
think you've really got your feet on the ground now for sure. The
kind of thinking you're doing is certainly the most constructive.

b. That sounds good to me. I hope you can sell the boss on it.

c. I'm wondering if you've investigated the promotional policy of the
company to see if the path you want to follow is the one most likely
to lead to promotion?

d. Of course! As you get older you react more to the pressure for
security.

e. It may not be spectacular but I gather the soundness of it is what
really appesls to you.

- .
“ e,
. L
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HR 11
11, Man, veteran, age 30,

"What's the use of anything? No one plays fair and square with a guy.

The fellows who stayed at home got all the plums. They all took advantage
of us while we sweat it out at the front. I hate their guts--every one of them,
They are all double-crossers. And my wife--"

a. You started to say something about your wife?
b. You feel they took advantage of you and it really makes you boil.
c. You get angry when you see people trying to take advantage of you.

d. I understand how you feel about tha.f, but it's going to block you
from getting ahead if you don't try to get away from it.

e. You've got lots of company with your anger. It's justifiable in so
many cases,

12. Man, age 33.

"I, tell you I am in one hell of a fix! I'm in love with the swellest girl on the
face of the earth, and she loves me. I'm sure of that., ButI'm not worthy
of her. I can't ask her to marry., I've got a criminal record. She doesn't
know about that., But I know it'll come out some day. No. I couldn't marry
and have children. I've got a record that proves to the world that I'm a first
class s, o0.b.!

a. Well, it would certainly be unfair to her to marry and to discover
about your past later. Don't you almost have to tell her about it now?

———

b. You feel afraid to face her with your record because she might turn
you down and you just couldn't stand that,

——

c. Could you tell me a little as to why you're so sure that she wouldn't
be able to accept you if she knew about your past?

d. Possibly if you were to have her come in to see me I could talk with
her and lead her to see that your past is your past and does not

necessarily mean that you couldn't have a.happy future together.

e. You see yourself as unworthy of her beyond all shadow of a doubt.



4.

JIQ 1

To what institution have you been assigned?

How long have you worked at your institution prior te reporting for training?
weeks

What is your Department of Corrections title (Correctional Officer, Counselor,
ete.)

Indicate if you have had any of the following Correctional Training or Educational
opportunities (check all appropriate selections)

Completed 'the required 48-hour institutional training. program
Partially campleted required 48-hour institutional training program

Particiapted in any other Department-ran troimimg programs (indicate
approximate number of hours of training: hours

Participated in related training programs outside the Department - either
before or after beginning this job (indicate approximate nunber of hours
of training: hours

Completed college or university level courses related to

Corrections (indicate number of corrections-related credits ccmpleted:
credits

Ccmpleted 40-hour on—-the-job training

Indicate below jobs you have held before this one, in terms of type of company

or agency, what your job was, and how long, in months, or years, you held that job
(Include military experience)

Examples:

Type ccmpany/agency " my job was months or years employed
farm farm worker 3 years
military - airforce airman 3 years

police department officer 8 months
tobacco manufacturer pressman 15 months

List each of your previous jobs below:

Tyne of ccmwany/agency my job was months or years emploved




JiQ 2
Answer the following eight questions on the basis of your experiences at your
institution prior to coming to training, or your anticipated experiences after

returning to your mstitution (check one response on each question):

6. How would you rate the Department of Corrections as an agency-to work
for, compared with other agencies or companies you know about?

One- of the best
Above-average
Average

Below Average

One.of the worst

7. How would you rate your institution.as aplace to work compared to other
branches of the Departmeat of Corrections you know about?

QOne of the best

Above average

Average
Below averége
_One-of the worst

8. To whnat extent do you think about vour job 23 a careser-in tha Virgizia

Vi

Department of Corrections, rather than as a career in crimina

.-—4
.
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I think of my job solely as a career-in the Virginia Department of
Corrections,

Primarily as a career in the Virginia Department of Corrections.
Somewhat more as a2 carser in the Virginia Department of Correcticn
Primarily as a career in criminal justice.

I think of my job solely as a carser in criminal justice.

- O AN N e



JIQ 3

9, If you have your way, will you be working for the Virginia Department of
Corrections five years from now?

Certainly

Probably

Not at all sure either way
Probably not
Certainly not

10. How often.do-you do things.in yourwor‘k that you-.wouldn’t daif it were
up te you?

Nevar
‘Once -in:a while
. Faiﬂ-y often

- Very.oiten

1l. Around here it is-not important how much you know, it!s who you know that
really counts.

Agree
’Disagree.

12. How much say or influence do people like you hnave -on the way your
institution is run?

_ Alet
Some
Very little
None

13. How often do you tell your supervisor your own ideas about things you might
dc in your‘work?

Never Fairly often

Once in a while - : Very often



14.

15.

-t
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JIQ 4

Approximately hcow old were you when you got ~thevidea of entering correctional
work? years

How important do.you consider each of the follwoing-im your decision to enter
your present field of work? (Circle the degree of inportance in each case.
VI means Very Important; I means Important; SI-Screwhat-Immortant; NI Not
Lwortant.) T T

VI ‘ I SI NI Influence of relative or friend

VI I SI NI Previous education

VI I SI- NI Ccecupation before entering correctional work
VI I SI NI Job Security:

VI I SI NI Salary

VI I SI NI Benefits other than salary

VI I SI NI Work load

VI I SI NI Pramotional or advancemsnt oprortunities
21 I SI NI Geed co-workers

Vi I SI NI Prestige in relztion to other -jobs

VI 'I SI NT Desire to help psople in need |

VI I SI NI Other (Specify)

Rate the prestige (desirsbility) of each of the following occupations
by circling. the nurber that represents your verscnal sestimation of

the nrasitige ¢f gach cecupatica. Tue number L siculd te given the
occupation having the lowest prestizz, and tha number 10 should te given
to the occupation naving the highest prestige. You mey give the same
rating to nore than one of the occupations, if they appear to be exactly
equal.)

h (D |4

Probation or Parole Officer - 12345678810
Correctional counselor 123456786910
Physician 123455878818
Prison Correction officer 12345678910
. farm worker 12345678910
Priest 12345678510
Policeman 123456788910
Coal miner 12345678910
Garbage Collector 12345678810



l , JIQ 5

a7 . Taking into consideration all the things about-your job (work), how satisfied
or dissatisfied are you (or do you think you will be)?

Very satisfied

Satisified

Not at all sure at this time
Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied.

111

of work you do?

l18. Based on yoﬁr experience, do you thimk you now have enocugh education for the kind
yes
I no
19. How interested do you think you might be in each of the following types of
further training or educational opportunities (Circle the degree of interest
in each case. VI means Very Important; I means Interested; SImeans - Scmewhat
Interested; NI means Not Interested.

Vi I SI NI On-the-job training at my institution
Vi I SI NI Workshops or courses conducted by +he Department

VI I SI NI Workshops or courses put on by persons outside the
Department .

Vi I SI NI College courses if available at my institution

VI I ST NI College courses on a community college or a university
campus

VI I ST NI Other (specify)

20. If you wanted more education that might advance you in your field of work, how
l important would each of the following things be as an obstacle in obtaining
'_ such education? (Circle the degree of importance in each case. VI Tmeans
Very Inportant; I means Inmortant; SI Somewhat Important; NI means Not Important.

VI I SI NI Expense involved

Vi I SI NI My age

VI I SI NI Iy family

Vi I SI fII No suin.. ..-e of study

VI I SI NI Anticipateq wiiiaculty qf ine t;,raining

VI I SI NI Problem of obtaining leave-of-gosence

VI I SI NI Would not really improve my job performance

VI I SI NI Would not make a difference in terms of promotional opportunity

Vi I SI NI Other (specify)
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13. Han, age 27. o
T *I've come to the conclusion that if I'm not happy in the work I'm
éoing, then I'll get another job. And that's what it adds up to. I‘ve hung
on because I spent four years in college getting ready to do it. Now I think
I'd e a lot happier if I chucked the whole thing and entered this other field—-
even 1f it does mean starting azt the bottom and working mv way up—-"
‘2. You feel that you'd be a lot happiler Lf you could just escape your
work and start out in a field where you are more adequate; is that
it? - .

R

P. Whether this is the field in which you'll end up no one can say, but'
it seems to me quite sound that you are counting more on yourself.

¢. Have you thought of the possibility of working out a combination
line? t seems 3 shame to just toss out all vou've iined up so far.

1. You've decided that you'd do better to change:

r——— p——

—-Ba. How much study have you given this new field?

14. Girl, age 23 (physical handicap)}.

I can't do any of the things 'my sister does. I can't dance or go

riding or date the boys. I'm a-~- I look at Charlene, and I wish I was her.

You can't know the feeling I get deep inside me. I want to be able to have

pretty clothes like hers and to go out and have a good time., It makes me sick

inside me. But ehe can't help it.  She was born that way. And I can't hélp
it because I was born this way-— And I get this feeling. I love my sister. -
Really I do--~ But I just co-ied and cried--until I was sick. I want the

" things other girls have. I can't help it. I'm cnly human. I know it's a ain
‘to £eel as I do. But she has gverything and I have nothing.”

- » 8. I'm wondering; since you aren't going to be able tao engags in physical
activities as your sister does, I'm wondering if there aren't some
other sources of activities which might be satisfying.

b. I can appreciate why you'd envy her so, but since you can't coﬁpete
with her it's pot much use in using up your energles with envy.
You‘ve got to buckle down and bulld a world that satisfles you. /\~

c. In other words, you feel envious of your sister becauss you can't
compete with her and you feel guilty abouk your envy becauss you
love your sister too.

d. I'd like to get a better idea of just how you react to her directly
and how sghe reacts to you in some of these situvations.

¢. You say in one breath that you envy your silster. You say next that
vou love her. Now couldn't vour feelings of cuilt bz due to these
cenflicting f2elings?

-
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17. Girl, age 18.

"oh, I couldn't work through my problem without help. You ask me
questions and tell me-- Because I wouldn't be able to-- Honestly-- I
haven't got any idea how to go about it. I don't want to-- It's like down
at the office, I can't go ahead on my own. I just can't. I want to be tolgd.
Tren it's not my fault i1f things go wrong--~ And they could go wrong--
Bee=is2 I don't know how things should be done, I feel so helpless.”

‘a. You say it's-nok your fault i1f things go wrong even after you've
been told what to do. Can you tell me what. you mean there?

b. You feel that you just aren't capable of doing things unaided.

C. We'll need to work on building up your self-confidence.

Q, Well, I could suggest some of the things ycu micght talk about here .
in our intexrview and some of the things you might think about bhatween

: interview- . I might also suggest some things for you to do about

' "your office work that ought to make it a little easier for you.

You feel dependent upon someone else for nearly everything you do,
don't vou? And it probably makes you panicky when people throw

you on your own, too.. But when people tell you what to do you don't
have to assume the real responsibility and hence it‘*s not your fault
if things go wrong. They just didn't tell you enocugh. '

18. Man, age 46.

"Well, this new man came into the company. He's a big-shot. Has
all the answers. Thinks he's going places. But, by God, he doesn't koow
Ceorge P. Quipznque! I'll get ahead of him if I have a stroke tryingl®

. 9}
2. You feel that vou must be out in front. Thnat it is really important
to you to be the better man.

b. It's a fine thing to try to get a2hesad but do vou think that by

starting out with such zn attitude toward him vou're coing at it
- xright?

-

c. And that will probably take a lot of careful planning and thinking.
You'll want to go carefully.

d. You feel 1lilke ¢his man is trying to get ahead of you.

je. Why is it so important to you to wank to get aheaé of this man?
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21. Woman, age 43.

“I've decided that this is not going to help me. All ik does is make

me realize what I have to do, and I'm sick of taking responsibility. ‘I don't
think I'll come back any more.”
. A

a, Of course it has to be your decision. I can't force you to come. But
you certainly aren't going to settle anything by backing away from it.

b. This has been too painful to you ané ndw you want to éscape the situa-

tion which produces the pain.
c. It just doesn't seem to £ill the bill for you.

d. I'd like to know what your thinking has been in coming to this
decision.

e. Sometimes taking responsibility can be a pretty demanding.thing.
Possibly if you decided to continue coming we could reach a point
where you enjoyed responsibility.

22, HMan, age 41.

"I've been married four times and each time I've thought, ’'Boy, this
is the real thing!' But none of them has ever been like this girl. She's

the most beautiful girl you ever saw, and dancel! And she dresses like a million
dollars. She's out of this worldil”

2. You're reallv enthusiastic about her.

b. How doss she compare with your other wives? Hew did you feel abopt
them before you married?

€. If she's anything like you seem to feel she is, she must be quite a

catch. Maybe this time you'll stick.
d.‘ You may be-naking the same mistake égain.

e. You're looking for some sort of ideal woman, and the only way you
can identify her is through her physical appearance.



10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15,
16.

TEQ1

LIST OF TOPICS

Objective of In-Service
Training

The Philosophy of Corrections

Organization of the Department of
Corrections

Development of Corrections
Effects of Incarceration

"Correctional Officer as a Source
of Change"

Self Defense

Inmate/0fficer Relationship
Physical Fitness

Criminal Justice System

Corrections and Related Law
(Title 53)

Legal Responsibility and Authority
of Correctional Officer

Court Decisions (Disciplinary
Procedures)

Communication
Inmate Behavior

Institution Climate (Prison
Community

17,

18,

18.

20,
21.
22,
23.
24,

25.
26.
27.

28.
29.
30.
31.

Recognition of Unusual Prisoners

Probation and Parole

Public Responsibility and
Relationship of Corrections
Officer to the Public

Transportation and Movement of
Prisoners

Courtroom Demeancr and Appearance
Firearms Training
Inmate Supervision .

Adjustment Committee Actions/
Report Writing

Security, Custody, Control
Searches

Correctional Officers Role in
Incident Investigation

Control of Inmates
Riot Training
Human Relations

Drug Program

L]



TEQ 3

3. From the 1ist of topics provided, write those which you feel you
should have spend more time on, those you feel you should have spent
less time on, and those you feel should be deleted.

More Time Spent

1.

[AS)

(o) I ¢ T

Less Time Spent

1.

2.

w

Deleted

1.

~ Y B w N
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i TEQ 2 l

2. In the list of topies below, rats sach item in terms of how much you feel you
taarned,

Put "1" if you feel you learnad much.
Put "2" if you feel you learned little.
Put "0" if you do not have an obinion about the topic.

_ ObJective of In-Service Training Recognition of Unusual Prisoners

______The Philosophy of Corrections Probation and Parole

Corrections Relationship of Correction

Officer to the Fublic
Developmant of Corractions

Transportation and Movement of

: _ Effacts of Incarceration Prisoners
"Correctional Officer as a Source of Courtroom Demeanor and Appearance
Change"

Firearms Training
$al1f Defense

Inmate SUpervisioh
Inmate/0fficer Relationship

Adjustment Committse Action
. Physical Fitness Report Writing

i
i
i
i
____Organization of the Department of Public Responsibility and i
i
1
i
i

Criminal Justice System Security, Custody, and Contrel
Corractions and Related Laws (Title 53) Searches

Lagal Responsibility and Authority of Corraectional Officers Role in
Corrections Officer Incident Investigations

Court Decisions (Disciplinary Procedures) Control of Inmates

Communication Riot Training
Inmate Behavior Human Relations
Institution Climate (Prison Community) Drug Program

(Revised April, 1975)



e —

TEQ 4

":%% _
How would _you rate the overall organization and operation of the 160 hour correc-
tional officer course? Circle VG (Very Good), G (Good), F (Fair), or P (Pear).

e 6 F P

How would you rate the availability of the training staff ocutside cldass time to meet
your personal needs? AA (Always Ava11ab]e), UA (Usually Available), SA (Seldom
Available), or NA (Never Ava11ab1e)

AA UA SA NA

How would you rate the training facility? That is, classrooms, ‘washrooms, 1iving
quarters, atc. VG (Very Good), G (Good), F (Fair), or P (Door)

VG G F P
Do you Tive at the Training Center during training?

Yes
No -

How would you rate the overall pacz of the training? TF (Too Fast), JR (Just Right),
or TS (Too Siow).

]
TF JR TS

Rank ordar the following methods of presentation from ons to seven. Ohe equals ths
best 1iked method and seven the Teast liked.

Tecture

discussion

role play

small groups

simulation (practice)

handouts

audio visual aides - films, film strips, etc.



14, List any topics you would 1ike to see added ta the training program.

15. What is the one most important thing you will remember about the past four week
training period.

16. Use the space below to write any comments relative to the training program or this
research project.




14. Jim Collins is the best. (P)

15. Training is generally good, but needs more organization. (PC)

16. 1 only regret that the things I learned here will only be applicable
to me and the other students on a personal basis. (PC)

17. Training was excellent. (P)
18. Questionnaire should be given after the test. (N)

19. Training was excellent but would benefit from a tightening and reorgan-
jzation of the schedule. (PC)

20. Training was excellent but more time was nesded. (PC)

21. Classrooms and 1iving areas could be improved. There is no recreation
or amusement facilities within a reascnable distance. (NC)

22. Training was real good, but more time was needeqf (PC)

Group IT

Total Tests - 39

No Response on Comments ~ 27
Total Responses - 12

1. I've Tearneda great deal and would 1ike to continue to advanced courses.
The instructors are excellent. (P)

. A good basic training course, I oniy wish it could last Tonger. (PC)
Is worth the time. (P)
Training is very helpful for future work. (P)

Very good. (P)

o g B oW N

The research is try1ng to fit me in a pattern, I feel it says I m either
right or wrong. Don't like analysis part.

7. Training school is most outstanding component of Department of Corrections,

but I will never get to use what I've learned. Human relations should be
on more understandable level. (PC) '

8. (1) Extend course to eight weeks. (NC)
(2) Introduce physical training at unit level and provide facilities. (NC)
(3) More self defense. (NC)
(4) Get more funds for training, pay, uniforms. (NC)
(5) Develop applicable training films. (NC)
(6) Have beer party at end of session. (NC)
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4, Training was serious and thorqugh. (P)
5. Very beneficial. (P)
6. These guys did a good job, but more time was needed. (PC)
7. 1 will be fired if I use the training I have received. (N)
8. I hope we all continue to improve. (Jim Collins - great instructor) (N)
9. Very good study aid, but more time for material. (PC)
10. Outstanding overall, but more effort should be exerted to instill pride
in CO about his jeb. (PC)
Group V

Total Tests - 61
Mc Response on Comments - 29
Total Response - 32

1.

W o N O

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.
15.

Learned a great deal, would 1ike advanced courses, instructors are
exceptional. (P)

Has its. problems 1ike any other place, but no major ones. (N)
Helped me understand my job better. (P)

Too much noise among students. Some subjects were boring. Instructors
were good and wiiling to help. (P)

Training center is good school, but it has alot of effect on older men.
They need to be talked to so they won't quit. (PC)

Very good. (P)

I feel I've gained a great deal. (P)

A11 the instructors are great. (P)

After four weeks at a fast pace, this research may not be accurate. (Ng)
Everything was alright. (P) |

A1l the old state farm guards should take a human relations course. (NC)

Training was helpful. (P)
Training good; instructors understanding. (P)
Course should be made more demanding on each student. (NC)

Training good, but a few things unnecessary (human relations, inmate
behavior). (PC) .
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7. Very helpful, but not enough time. Instructors good. (PC)

8. Good, but don't have enough time to train good. (PC)

9. Necessary, but speakers boring. (PC)

10. Enjoyed everything, but more time needed. (PC) Good instructors. (P)
11. Research too long and drawn out. (Ng)

12. Great experience far me. (P)

13. Good training, but should be Jonger. (PC)

14. Training Center should be moved somewhere else where better facilities
can be provided. (NC)

15. Overall good. (P)

16. Fantastic, but location could be woved.. (PC)

17. Very good, but more training in other fields. (PC)
8. Very gcod. (P)

19. Enjoyed training and classmates and instructors. (P)
20. Herb, Jim and Greg made it a success. (P)

21. Found this training to be quite wholesome to each company, regardless
of experience, age or seniority with state. (P)

22. Good and useful; instructors good. (P)
23. "A must" for all COs. (P)
24. A1l COs should take, staff made it a success. (P)

Group VIT
Total Tests - 34
No Response on Comments - 16
Total Response - 18
1. I'd better keep my opinions to myself. (Ng)
I enjoyed the school and instructors. (P)

Thanks to training staff, I've learned alot. (P)

Learned alot of things I didn't know. (P)

RIS DU P S )

It was an experience. (P)
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7. Training and instructors were excellent. (P)

Group IX

Total Tests - 50
No Response on Comments - 3]
Total Response - 19

1. Glad to have been a part of training. (P)

2. The staff showed extracrdinary patience and understanding. (P)

3. Training was good; but grade should be determined by final exam. (PC)
4. Training was beneficial. (P)

5. Okay. (P)

6. Has enabled me to see my mistakes and correct them. (P)
7. Research of training is important. (P)

8. ?ng person who has contact with inmates should be required to take it.
p ,

9. Smoking in class is a deterrent to learning for non- smoker: and cheating
on tests was obvious. (NC)

10, C]asses too large and films boring. (Ng)

11. Feel I can now do a good job at the institution. (P)

12. Training was'good but time should be extended. (PC)

13. Time should be extended. (NC)

14. Good, but too fast. More recreation needed. Instructors good. (PC)
15. Staff did a good job. (P)

16. Real good program. (P)

17. Instructors very good. (P)

18. A1l necessary and productive. (P)

19. Training staff did good job for time allotted. (P)



I II. Attitudes Toward Institutions

I1I.

A. College Students, Delinquents and Pre-Delinquents Exposed to Inmate Panels
and Prison Tours. (Source: Brodsky, 1970)

GROUP SEX PRETEST POSTTEST

N Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Nev. Sig.
Southern I1linois Males 14 4.96 1.86 4.46 1.50 n.s.
Univ. Students Females 13 4.72 1.50 4,52 1.64 n.s.
Principia College Males 9 6.77 1.99 5.12 1.50 p<s .05
Students Females 18 7.68 1.82 4.92 1.21 p< 001
Forestry Camp 8 8.70 1.93 9.41 1.49 n.s.
Delinquents
High School 15 - 7.80 2.13 7.27 1.77 n.s.

Pre-Delinquents

Helping Relationship Inventory

A. Training Officers and Correctional Officers in University-Based Training
Sessions. (Source: The Center for the Study of Crime, Delinquency, and
Corrections, 1968) :

X ‘ CORRECTIONAL MIDDLE MANAGE-

SCALE TRAINING OFFICERS, N=17 QFFICERS, N=43 MENT, N=13

PRETEST POSTTEST

Actual Converted Actual Converted Actual Converted Actual Converted
Mean Score** Mean  Score** Mean Score** Mean Score**

Understanding 72.29 34.70 61.57 29.55  90.77 43.57 77.54 37.22
Probing 60.35 28.97 59.20 28.42 70.09 33.64 66.00 31.83
Interpretative 78.65 37.75  80.79 38.78 75.67 36.32 81.92 39.32
Supportive 84.82 40.71  89.01 42.72 74.02  35.53 75.54 36.26
Evaluative 76.47 36.71  85.72 41.15 65.14 31.27 74.00 35.%2

**Converted to range comparable to HRI in this study (by multiplying 25 item
scores by 12/25).











