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PREFACE 

Many individuals contributed t.o the successful completion 

of this project. Any attempt to list each of them would be 

impossible, but several deserve special mention. 

That the project took place at all is testimony to the 

supportiveness,of the Division of Corrections, including former 

Division Director Donald Jenkins and former Director of Planning 

David Miller, and especially to the current Director~ Davj,.Cl 

Blackwell, who served as Superintendent of the Reformatory when the 

Project was planned. Continuing ~upport was received:from George 

Lombardi, current Reformatory Superintendent, and virtually all 

Reformatory personnel. We have also been fortunate to be able to 

work with I,a:r.ry Linke, Corrections Specialist of the Missouri 

Council on criminal Justice, who has been consistently supportive. 

P:t'oject staff also must be credited for their efforts. 

Research Assistant Jovonne Pasquale provided consistent and profes-

sional leadership ·in survey data collection and analysis. Graduate 

Research Assistant John Cosgrove was responsible for all aspects 

of ·the participant-o'bser~J'ation, and provided a unique perspective 

for ·this evaluation. Both did ~xcellent work, and'both have moved 

on t" the better positions 'they richly deserve. 

Cynthia Windham brought experience and competence to the 

task of preparing data for processing. Marla Schorr was indispen-

sable in organizing project offices and in providing secretarial 
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support before leaving for a graduate teaching assignment in the 

English Department. Finally, Patti Fjone had the exceptionally 

difficult task of moving into the confusion at the end of the 
• .r 

proJect, and provided the secretarial (and personal) support 

necessary to complete the final report. 

Each Of us has learned a great deal about functional unit 

management, the Division of Corrections, and evaluation this year. 

Most importantly, perhaps, we have had the opportunity to work 

with (and get to know) each other. This report must be assessed 

on its own merits, and I acc~pt iull responsibility !fer ~ny 

inadequacy. The value of this evaluation may well be temporal, 

but the friendships developed will surely endure. 

Ronald J. Scott, Ph.D. 
November, 1980 
St. Louis, Missouri 

U 

n 
D 

n 
n 
U 
U 
fJ 

n 
n 
p j 

u 
[1 

IJ 

rJ 
J 

11 

P J 

n 
n 

•• ,;..;:::::;--;;:..::;-.:;;~=.l.~ 

00 

! ~~ u 

I~ 
I~ 
i~ I J 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

n 
n 
n 
n 
U 

I~ 
II ~ 
J e 
I 
j 
1 !Vi 'I i.W 
'.1 

I 

III 
1

00 

S-1 

EXECUTI~ SUMMARY 

The Missouri Intermediate Reformatory (MIR) was reorgan­

ized in 1975 on the "functional unit management" model popularized 

by the Federal Bureau of Prisons. Functional unit management is 

a decentralized model that divides the institution into several 

autonomous "units." Primary objectives are to j,nrj;'l::ove staff­

resident communication, increase involvement of both groups in 

decision-making, and improve the institutional climate. 

The Division of Corrections, interested in implementing 

this model in other Missouri institutions, requested the assistance 

of the University of Missouri-St. Louis in evaluating this program. 

Funding was obtaiaed from the Missouri Council on Criminal Justice 

for this evaluation in November~ 1979. 

The pri.mary purpose of the evaluation was to assess the 

effectiveness of the program and to identify factors associated 

with effective unit management. Since no appropriate comparison 

institution existed and no pre-program data were aVg,~~able tradi-

tional evaluation models could not be used. There was evidence 

of variations among units, however, so a cross-sectional model, in 

which units were compared on relevant measures, was used. Both 

observational and survey data were· collected: and official records 

\oJ'ere reviewed. 

Detailed observations over several months p~rmitted a 

thorough program description. Interunit variations were noted in 

the degree of involvement and coramunication among staff and resi-

~ ______________________________ ~F ____________________________________ .~.· ______ ~ _______________________ • __________ ~ ______ • ____ __ 
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dents (Units 3 and 4 were better), and in the operation of resident 

councils (Unitsl 3 and 4 councils were more operational, with all 

residents part,i,cipating rather than only elected representatives). 

In ac'!dition, uni.t 3 introduced new residents into medium custody, 

rather than on close custody as did the other units. Quantitative 

obse:L"i.-~'!:ional meal.sures of informal interaction, and staff and resi-

dent involvement in team classification meetings, confirmed the 

better operation of. Units 3 and 4. 

Survey data included assessment of institutional climate 

by the Correctional Institution Environment Scale CCIES); self 

concept by the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS); perception of 

personal control by the Rotter Internal-External Scale (I-E)i and 

attitudes toward the Reformatory by the Resident Attitude Question-

naire (RAQ) and Staff Attitude Questionnaire (SAQ), developed for 

this 3tudy. Results on CIES and RAQ supported positive findings for 

Units 3 and 4., Overall, staff viewed the institution more positive­

ly than did residents, although both groups were near national aver­

ages on the CIES. As expected, residents were more externally 

oriented than staff. Both groups exhibited very low self concepts. 

Official (computerized) records of both the Division of 

COrrections and the Probation and Parole Division were reviewed 

for relevant pre-commitment, institutional and post-release measures. 

While these could not provide reliable data for' this evaluation, 

outlines for on-going Division evaluations were offered. 

Results were interpreted in terms of group theory, suggest­

ing that the most effective units were those that best facilitated 
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development of positive group norms and values. Specific recom­

mendations for such procedures, for staff training in group 

techniques, and for resident motivation were offered. In addition, 

a systematic program of regular evaluation was recommended for all 

Missouri institutions. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1 The Missouri Intermediate Reformatory, constructed in 

1932, is located on a site eight miles east ot Jefferson City, 

Missouri, overlooking the Missouri River. The. institution was 

modeled after several eastern correctional institutions, refor-

matories and schools in a "cottage type industrial school" de-

sign. Since the first residents were assigned to the Reformatory 

in 1932, the institution has served the State lof Missouri in vary­

ing capacities, with the primary function durilng the last two 

decades being that it is the one institution in the Division of 

Corrections that houses young (17-25) first tilme incarcerated 

male adult felons (Missouri Division of Corrections, 1978a, b). 

For more than 40 years the Reformatory maintained an em­

phasis on custody and security, reflected in an autocratic man­

agement style. Commonly, up to 90% of all residents were escort­

ed to and from their living quarters and work or school assign­

me~:its, \T,;i.si ts, etc; there were no gri.evance procedures, resident 

councils/) or other methods of allowing residents input into the 
! 

terms of their incarceration; and resident disciplinary problems 

were dealt with in a traditional arbitrary manner wit.h a narrow 

range of sall:~tions primarily including segregation, physical 

1 Also known as "Algoa." 
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retribution or transfers to other institutions (Missouri Divi-

sion of Corrections, 1978b). 

The resultant institutional climate at the Reformatory 

was described (l-1.D.C., 1978b) as "sullenness, hostility, and 

sabotage." The culmination was a "comparatively serious" dis-

turbance in February, 1975, that resulted in considerable phy­

sical damage to the Reformatory, a good deal of physical retri-

bution towards residents (apparently regardless of whether they 

were involved in the disturbance), -and a clear message to Divi-

sion of Corrections' management on .the seriousness of the insti-

tution's problems. 

The MIR Plan 

During the early months of 1976, administrative personnel 

from the Reformatory and the Division of Corrections worked to-

gether to develop a method of more effective management at the 

Reformatory; the r~sult was adoption of a decentralized manage­

ment model known as "functional unit management. ,,2 Unit- manage-

ment was adopted because it represented a systematic approach to 

improving institutional communication and involving inmates and 

line staff in decision making, to improving the delivery of 

needed services to residents, and to reducing tension in the Re-

forma tory. As the management sys1:em that offered the greatest 

opportunities for staf.f and inmates to have input into the day 

2 Based on a model developed in the Federal Bureau of Prisons 
(see Chapter 2, "Perspectives from the Literature") • 
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to day functioning of the institution, functional unit manage­

ment could be expected to increase "staff and inmate ownership 

and positive identity with the goals of the institution" (M.D.C., 

1978 b) • 

The system developed divided the institution's eight regu­

lar residential housing units (see Figure 1, p. 4) into four 

"functional units," each staffed with a unit manager, case\oiorker, 

classification assistant, and "a group of correctional officers 

(guards). The units were structured to be self-contained and 

autonomous, with separate unit offices located in each living 

quarter. Through this arrangement, staff were more directly 

available to residents. 

~ Classification 

A forerunner of functional unit management at MIR was 

the "team classification" system. Adopted throughout the Divi­

sion of Corrections in 1973, the team approach was designed to 

combine the perspectives of the residents and staff in decision~ 

making about the resident (Taylor and Hepburn, 1977). As ap­

plied to the Reformatory f emph.asis was placed on the planning 

and implementation of behavior to be reinforced and internalized 

through treatment programs based on "reality therapy" (Wicks, 

1974). "Bepavioral contracts" (personalized plans) for each 

resident were central elements of the team approach. The plans 

were to be reviewed by members of the "team," with the team rep-

resented by those persons who were most closely and d,lrectly in­

volved with the resident (M.D.C., 1978 b; M.D.C., n.d.). 
"f 
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The functional unit management program at MI~ was a , '~ l 

(-; 

natural outgrowth of this already accepted "" team" concept. 

Each functional unit maintained classification teams for deci-

sion-making pU1:'pos~s. Team meetings served the purpose of pro­

cessing all decisions regarding residents' classification, dis-

cipline, movement within the instituti.on and recommendations 

for parole (M.D.C., n.d.). Dependent upon the particular resi-

dent's custody status, his contract was reviewed on a 30, 60, or 

90 day basis by the unit 'team, or more frequently if the resident 

received violations or wished to process a grievance. The unit 

team attempted to make frequent resident contacts regarding 

resident behavioral contracts, and met on the average of two or 

three times per week to conduct itfs business.' 

A behavioral incentive reward system was established at 

the-Reformatory through the designation of three Ilcustody levels" 

within unit dorms. Level achievement reflected a resid~nt's 

custody status within the institution, ranging from "close" 
~ 

custody to "minimum" cust.ody. Corresl?onding'ly, privileges were 

minimal at the close custody dorm level and incre~sed as the 

resident advanced to minimum custody. The reward incentive was 

structured so that advancement and deItl,otion among levels was 

contingent upon meeting or not meeting behavioral contract goals, 

with the process monitored by unit staff. "Honor" dorms were 
',:; 

established, representing minimum custody status for residents 

at MIR. Advancement to honor dorm custody implied prestige 

among r.esidents and offered more fr'eedom of movement ,throughout 
i~ 
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I 
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The correctional Evaluation Project --
The Division of Corrections' interest in expanding the 

use of the funct'ional unit management model to other existing 

and propos~d correctional facilities made acquisition of eval­

uative information regarding the Reformatory program important. 

In 1979, Dr. Ronald J. Scott of the Administration of Justice 

of ~'1~ssouri-St. Louis, met with Reforma-Department, University ~~ 

tory and Division of Corrections' personnel and, after joint 

1 t the Missouri council on Crim­planning, submitted a proposa 0 

inal Justice to evaluate the func'tional unit managel;'),en.t program. 
4 

propoeed project objectives outlined in the proposal sought to: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Place a qualified staff member as a participant­
observer at the Missouri Intermediate Reformatory 
for an average of 10 hours each week from Nove~ber, 
1979 through March, 1980 to analyze the,operat1~ns 

, and inter-unit differences of the funct10nal un1t 
management program. 

Survey by questionnaire all inmates (approximately 
550) and all staff members (approximately.20S) of 
the Missouri Intermediate Reformatory dur1ng Febru­
ary or 101arch, 1980, to assess institutiona~ climate, 
inmate self-concept levels, and staff and 1nmate 
attitudes about the institutional programs. 

Review the Division of Corrections' :eco:ds ~nd 
collect relevant pre-~ommitment and 1nst1tut10nal 
data ~n a sample of at least 20% of the inmates 
surveyed, 

3 A more detailed analysis c·f: the operation of the functional 
unit management program at'MIR may be found in Chapter 4 of 
this report. 

4 See- Chapter 3, ,"Design and. Methodology," for explanations of 
changes in specific object~ves. 
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(4) Review the Probation and Parole Division records and 
collect post release adjustment data on a sample of 
at least 100 Missouri Intermediate Reformatory inmates 
released in 1978. 

Funding was approved and the Correctional Evaluation Pro­

ject began late in November, 1979. 5 Initial staffing included 

a part-time Project Director (25% time during the 1979-80 aca­

demic year; 50% time th~reafter), a full-time Research Assistant, 

one Graduate Research Assistant to perform the participant-ob-

servation research, one half-time Secretary, and one updergrad-

uate work study student. 

The general project time schedule involved questionnaire 

development during December and January; data collection during 

February and Marchi data analysis from March through June; and 

preparation of the final report from June to August. Specific 

processes will be detailed during subsequent portions of this 

report; in general, however, project schedules were maintained 

throughout the stu.dy. 

Overview of the Evaluation 

The primary focus of this evaluation has been on ,the oper­

ation of the functional unit management program at the Missouri 

Intermediate Reformatory, focusing on inter-unit differences and 

5 Tentative initiation was planned for November 1, 1979, but 
d~lays in Congressional action on appropriations and adminis­
trative delays within the University resulted in formal ini­
tiation on No'vember 26, 1979, with the appointment of the Re­
search Assistant. The project Secretary was retained from.a 
previous ~raining evaluation grant in 1978. 

~ 
I 
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on institutional climate and measured attitudes. Since the 

central objective of the functional unit managE~ment program has 

bee~ to improve the institutional climate and the delivery of 

services to inmates, the ideal evaluation of th:ls program would 

probably have utilized a "control group design" (Campbell and 

Stanley, 1966), in which equj'\)'alent groups achieved by random­

ization \llould be created, with each group being given pre- and 

posttests, with only the "experimental" group involved in the 

decentralized management program. This design, of course, was 

impossible since the functional unit management program has 

been in effect since 1976, and since all Reformatory residents 

are assigned to units. The likeiihood of inter-unit diffgrences, 

however, does permit comparison petween units as a vehicle to 

evaluate programmatic variations. 

A coupling of evaluative procedures was used in response 

to these realitien. Based on a notion that the integration of 

fic·ldwork and survey methods had advantages over either method 

as a single approach '(Sieber I 1973), this methodology included 

the use of direct participant-observation of actual unit and 

institutional processes and a survey of staff and resident atti­

tudes, percept.ions, and self-concept levels. The contribution 

of field observations represented a "confirmatory role," where­

by survey results could be validated or invalidated by recourse 

to observations and informant interviews (Webb, eta al., 1966). 

A detailed discus~ion of these procedures can be found in Chap­

ter 3 of this report. 
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Introduction 

CHAPTER 2 

PERSPECTIVES FROM THE LITERATURE ---- --- --~~~~ 

Although the concept of functional unit management is 

relatively new in corrections, ideas for better prison admin­

istration through increased inmate responsibility have long 

been espoused by men like Alexander Maconochie, Sir Walter 

Crofton, Thomas Mott Osborne, and others. 

Maconochie was a British naval officer assigned to the 

penal colony at Norfolk Island in Australia in 1840. Inmates 

at the colony were "twill/v condemned" criminals who were trans­

ported from England for punishment. After assignment to Nor­

folk Island, one of thE) 'WQrst penal colonies of: its time, 

Maconochie implemented a reform program based on a "mark sys­

tem" reducl.ng sentences through good behavior and industry 

(Barnes and Teeter, 1959, p. 418). Maconochie':s "apparatus" 

(as he termed his plan) provided a prison social system which 

would grant some dignity and trust to inmates during incarcera­

tion; and he is today considered an astute penal administrator 

for his programs. 

Sir Walter Crofton adapted Maconochie's program to the 

penal system in Xreland in the 1850's. Crofton's work soon 

attracted the attention of American prison administrators and 
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in 1863, Gaylord. Hubbell, warden at Sing Sing prison in New 

York, recommended. adoption of the "Irish System" throughout 

the state. At the time of Hubbell's suggestions, New York 

State had authorized construction of a prison at Elmira, and 

when Maconochie's concepts were implemented at the E~ire in­

stitution, the new program in the United States came to be 

known as the "Elmira System" (Barnes and Teeter, 1959, p. 426). 

Furthering the notion o~ inmate responsibility in the 

United. States, Thomas Mott Osborne proposed that "it was really 

possible to develop responsibility on an honorable scale ~mong 

prison inmates." Osborne, a native of Auburn, New York, con­

ducted an experiment at the Auburn prison by mingling with 

staff and inmates at the institution in the guise of a prisoner. 

After considerable observation at Auburn, Osborne conceived a 

plan called the "Mutual Welfare Leagu~." Under Osborne's sys­

tem, rules of discipline of the institution were decided by a 

group of inmate delegates elected by the prisoners themselves. 

New prison regulations were instituted resulting in improved 

work and education opportunities, a system of token money, or­

ganization of a commissary, and outdoor recreationJ and inmate 

privileges depended-upon adherence to the regulations of the 

new system (Barnes and Teeter, 1959, pp. 499-500). 

Thus, there is evidence that elements later found in 

functional unit management have been in existence for some 

time. Maconochie's and Osborne's systems of inmate management 

met with varying success depending on the motives of the insti-
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tutional staff, but advocates of prison reform continue to 

suggest that increased inmate responsibility and self-govern­

ment would result in a reduction of inmate alienation and 

anonymity, thus providing a more healthy institutional environ­

ment (Smith and Fenton, 1978). Functional unit management, 

culminating' from a tradition of penal reform, may be able to 

meet these needs. 

Histor~. The primary organizational impetus for unit 

management has come from the Federal Bureau of Prisons. Many 

independent developments in the Bureau over the last 20 years 

have involved aspects of functional unit management, and a cur­

rent Bureau objective is "to have all Federal institutions com­

pletely org~nized into functional units" (Bogan t Karacki and 

LanSing, 1975). A primary aspect of this development has been 

the growth of the concept of "classification teams." Before 

the existence of classification teams, the practice of over­

seeing:an' inmate's program and work assignments was achieved 

by havinga,single staff member serve as the classification 

officer for the institution's total inmate population. 

During the mid and late 1950's, the Federal Reformatory 
,I' 

at El Reno, Oklahoma, and 'ithe Federal Youth Center in Ashland, 

Kentucky, developed separate classification teams for each 

caseload',In October, 1961" the Demonstration Counseling Pro­

ject was init.tated at the National Trainir~~'. School for Boys 

(NTS) in Washington, D.C. "A caseload of inmates was gathered 
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together in one housing unit, and an interdisciplinary staff 

was selected to implement a counseling and recreational pro-

d v ckl.' 1977) The assignment of gram" (Lansing, Bogan an ~ara, • 

the interdisciplinary team to separate caseloads of inmates 

represented the earliest, actual attempt at what is presently 

termed "functional unit management." The model was considered 

successful by NTS management and the entire institution was 

subsequently reorganized according to this concept into "func­

tional units" ~anaged through classification teams. 

Following the steps of NTS, the Federal Youth Center 

in Englewood, Colorado, established what they called a "unit 

Englewood's program featured "unit officers" system" in 1963. 

the tradl.'tl.'onal correctional officers supervis­in addition to 

1 i Each unit officer worked with a ing the inmate popu at on. 

caseworker who maintained an office in the inmate housing unit 

where inmatea on their ca.seload were assigned. Classification 

teams were composed of one departmen~ head, the caseworker, 

and the unit officer. 

The Robert F. Kennedy Youth Center at Morgantown, west 

Virginia, which opened in January, 1969, was desigl'led and oper­

ated according to a slightly modified functional unit manage­

ment concept. Based u.pon a notion that unit management pre-

"sortl.'ng out" proces~ which results in meaningful supposes a 

f 'd ts to unl.'t programs, the Kennedy Youth assignment 0 r~sl. en 

Center program included a specific inmate classification sys-
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tern known as the Quay t;pology,l with different management and 

treatment strategies applied to the different groups of inmates. 

In 1968, the first drug abuse programs were developed at 

Federal correctional institutions at Danbury, Connecticut, Ter-

minal Isl~d, California, and Alderson, West Virginia, as a 

re9ult of the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act (NARA) of 1966. 

NARA programs and Drug Abuse programs (DAP) generally operated 

as semiautonomous units within institutions with centralized 

management, and their operational success further encouraged 

the development of the unit management concept. "The NARA/DAP 

staff pattern was considered the 'ideal' for a unit" (Lansing, 

Bogan and Karacki, 1977). It included a unit manager, psycho-

logist, two case managers, four correctional counselors, and 

one clerk for each 100 inmates. 

More recently, the unit management system has been imple­

mented at the Federal Correctional Institutions at Fort Worth 

and Seagoville, Texas, in 1972. The positive experiences of 

these institutions further ~ncouraged the Bureau of Prisons 

to expand the concept of unit management, and as of mid-1977, 

28 of 31 Federal institutions had implemented programs for 

total institution management. 

Unit Management 

Definition and Goals. Unit management is an approach to 

1 The Quay typology uses behavioral, self report and case record 
data to classify youth into several behavioral categories. 
See Differential Treatment ••• A Way to Begin (Bureau of 
Prisons, 1970). - -
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inmate and institutional management designed to improve con­

trol and relationships by dividing the larger institutional 

population into smaller, more manageable groups, thereby im­

proving the delivery of correctional services. A unit itself 

consists of a "small, self-contained inrr.ate living and staff 

office area, operating semiautonomous1y within the confines of 

the larger institution" (Lansing, Bogan and Karacki, 1977). 

The essential components of a unit are a small number of in-

mates (50-100) who are housed together with a mu1tidiscl:y)linary 

team of staff members. This multidisciplinary staff is headed 

by a unit manager who has administrative authority and super­

visory responsibility for the entire unit staff. 

The unit management approach is directly related to two 

major goals of the Bureau of PriRons: "(1) to establish a 

safe, humane environment which minimizes the detrj~ental ef-

fects of confinement," and "(2) to provide a variety of coun­

seling, social, educational and vocational traininq opportun­

ities and programs which are moat likely to aid offenders in 

their successful return to the community" (Lansing, Bogan and 

Karacki, 1977). 

Based on the assumption that managerial Bty1e and admin­

istrative behavior may influence the att~inment of correctional 

goals (studt, et. al., 1968), functional unit management is 

designed to improve contr,ol and the delivery of correctional 

aervices by altering traditional inmate-staff relationships. 

In the tradi.tiona1 prison, inmates and staff function under 
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condi tions which are .strained by the total dominance of the 

institution (Goffman, 1961). The goal of functional uni t mian-

agement is to improve these strained conditions. 

Advantages of Functional Unit Management. The Bureau has 

outlined si" advantages to the functional unit management pro-

gram as most important (Bogan, Karacki and Lansing, 1975). 

These advantages focus on improving the atmosphere of the in-

stitution and thus lessening the inmates' commitment to insti-

tutional life, sino.e an inmate who becomes totally committed 

to life in the institution tends to lack those social skills 

necessary for a successful return to society (Clemmer, 1958). 

The following are the advantages cited by the Bureau of Prisons: 

1. 

2. 

It divides the large numbers of inmates into small 
well defined and mdnageable groups, whose members ' 
develop a common identity and closoe association with 
each other and their unit staff. 

It increases the frequency of contacts and the inten­
sity of the relationship between staff and inmates, 
resulting in: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

better communication and understanding between 
individuals; 
more individualized classification and program 
planr.ing; 
more valuable program reviews and program adjust­
ments; 
better. observation of inmates, enablir.g early 
detect1~n of proble~s before they reach critical 
proport10nSj 
development of common goals which encourage posi­
tive unit cohesiveness; and 
gen;ra)ly, a more positive living and working 
enV1ronment for inmates and staff. 

I 
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3. The multidisciplinary backgro'unds of unit shff m~I1l­
bers and their varied areas of expertise enhance 
communi~ation and c09peration with other 'institu­
tional departments. 

4. Staff invctlvement in the correctional process and 
IUnagement decision-ml;lldng is increased. 

5. DecisionE- <1'l;'e made by the unit staff who are clollely 
associat;:e~ with the inmates; which increases t~je qual­
ity B,ng, 8wiftness of decisl.on-making. 

6. Program flexibility is increased, since sp~cial areS8 
of emphasis can be developed to meet the needs of thre 
inmates in each unit, and prngrams in a unit may be 
changed without affecting the total institution. 

Levinson and Gerard (1973) have discussed the advantages 

of functional unit management, in terms of correction, care, and 

control. Functional unit programs can be altered, removed, or 

added with minimal disturhance. The semiautonomous na-i:ure of 

the functional units provides for greater program flexibility 

and it places the services closer to the users. This allows 

the decision-making in regards to plannin9, implementing, mamlg­

ing and evaluating programs to be guided by individuals more 

aware of the 'needs of the inmatf.'~ population. Also, program 

fragmentation is reduced through decentralized case management 

which results in a greater liklihood for program assignment to 

meet the offenders needs. The result is improved correctional 

programming. 

Staff development is encouraged under a-functional unit 

management sys'l:em which permits more effiCient management of 

available resources as lower-level individuals develop manager-
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ial skills. Since all staff members become a more integral 

part of the functional unit's treatment plan, a greater organ-

izational cohesiveness develops between line and supervisory 

staff, and between staff and inmates, resulting in better care 

for correctional clients. 

The functional unit concept involves maintaining resi-

dents in small, independent groups and substantially reduces 

the amount of movement within the facility, considerably improv-

ing effective control. Transfers between units are,discouraged 

and physical control of residents is easier since there is a 

closer working relationship between those incarcerated and the 

insti tution staff. Often a type of "friendly rivalry" dev"elops 

among functional units whereby both staff and inmates come to 

feel a sense of pride in their unit. 

Disadvant,ages of Functional Unit Management. The concept 

of functional unit management results in a total-reorganization 

of the correctional institution in a "flattening out" process 

of the traditional hierarchy through decentralization. The 

group experiencing the most impact from the functional unit ap.­

proach is management, especially at the department, head level,. 

The decentralization process places those having the most imme­

diate and direct contact with inmates in close proximity to 

top-level management, while others assume functions at a line 

or department head level. 

This change is th~reby reflected in a change in the roles 
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of the department heads, as their duties become that of mon­

itoring policy implementation and maintaining performance 

standards. Many department heads find their new roles under 

functional unit management much less satisfying than their 

previous roles. Feelings of loss of authority or status may 

result in staff morale problems for some time at various levels 

of the organization (Levinson and Gerard, 1973). 

AIlother difficult aspect in implementing :-~he functional 

uni't approach, cited by Levinson and Gerard (J.973), is related 

to the transition stag,e--moving from a centralized to a decen­

tralized structure. The transition stage, or "getting there," 

presents a number of problems not present in either a totally 

centralized or totally decentralized institution. During the 

time that managers are adjusting to their new roles, there 

tends tn, be a lack of communication between the- various depart­

ments and the units, resulting in occasional faulty program 

coordination. 

Definition and Description of ~ Unit. The unit consti­

tutes the central it~m in a functional unit management program. 

As previously noted, "unit management was conceptualized as a 

means of more efficient program delivery to inmate populations, 

better utilizing staff resources" (Smith and Fenton, 1978, p. 

40). The staff for a particular unit represents such various 

aspects of the institution as custody, treatment, and parole; 

and functions in a team manner with all members of the team 
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providing input into decisions which affect the inmates and 

the unit. The unit staff"usually has administrative authority 

regarding institutional aspects of their unit. 

The housing facilities of the unit are typically arranged 

to represent various security levels. The possibility of ad­

vancement to a more preferred living ~rea can serve as an incen­

tive and reward for the achievement of behavioral goals est)ab-

1ished by the unit staff, and privileges within the. institu~ion 

can be increased as the inmate moves to less secure custody 

levels. 

Unit Staff Patterns. The staffing patterns of a unit 

vary according to the number of inmates in the unit. For a 

population of 75 to 100 inmates, the Bureau of Prisons recom­

mends one unit ~anager, two caseworkers, four correctional coun­

selors, three to five educational representatives, and three to 

five unit correctional officers. The following section will 

briefly descJ::'ibe the roles and duties of th~ unit staff members 

as proposed by the Bureau. Thesr~:~le descr~tptions are by no 

means exhaustive and are included,~t\ allow the reaq.er a general 

view of how various key personnel inte~aGt in the functional 
'.' 

unit system (Levinson and Gerard, 1973, pp. 11-14). 

Unit Manager. The major function of the unit manager is 

to coordinate the development of an effectivetreatrnent approach 

in the unit. The unit manager is the supervisor of the unit and 
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is responsible for all matters pertaining to the unit, in­

cluding the most efficient utilization of manpower for the. 

unit (viewed in terms of the residents themselves) •. Thus, the 

unit manager arranges for staff members to be on duty when 

inmates are most available, such as evening I; and weekends. 

In addition to these administrative duties, the unit manager 

must place a priority on assessing and monitoring treatment 

activities, moving to impose remediea.if.deficiencies.arise. 

In an overall sense, therefore, the unit manager provides an 

important link between unit staff and top administrat~on. 

Caseworker •. The caseworker typically assists the unit 

manager in .the.! administrative duties of the unit, although his 

major functioll is management of the unit's caseload. In .addi­

tion, the caseworker serves as an important source of informa­

tion to the unit's residents, providing informat.ion required 

to move th~9ugh a correctional institution, such as parole pro­

cedures, release dates, and general rules and regulations of 

the institution. 

Correctional Counselor. The correctional counselor's 

primary responsibility is t~e counseling of assigned unit in­

mates'; thus the correctional counselor is the direct implemen­

ter of the team's treatment modality. The counselor also 

typically serves as the liaison between the unit staff i£l.nd 

extra-unit activities such as work and recreation. This per-
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son may have the most contact and therefore the most prolonged 

and intensive relationship with the inmates. 

Educational Representative. The educational representa-

, t' to the team regarding the availability tive provides 1nforma 10n 

and suita.:.:d.lity of school programs. This person is responsible 

for monitoring the academic efforts of those inmates on his 

cascload and suggesting any programs which may benefit a par­

ticular inmate. The educational representative thus provides 

an important link between the education program and the unit. 

Unit Correctional Officer. The prime role of the unit 

correctional officer is maintaining security, but this role 

must be fulfilled in a manner consistent with the established 

therapeutic nature of the team's treatment program. The unit 

officer can be a very important source of :d.nformation to the 

unit team since he or she interacts with residents in a more 

informal setting, and thus can provide input regarding the tone 

and climate of the unit, as well as on individual inmate be-

havior. 

, t' The un~t is .1l;,.:.:naged primarily by means ~ Mee 1ngs. ... 

of two major meetings. The first meeting is the "unit staff 

" h' h f on adm~n4strative concerns of the unit. meeting, W 1C ocuses ...... 

This meeting provides an opportunity for all unit staff members 

to initiate and develop ideas, resolve problems, disseminate 

information and, hopefully, increase group solidarity. Insti-
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tutional decisions which affect the unit are typically reached 

through a staff consensus. 

The second meeting is called the IIteam meeting. II As 

previously described, the team is composed of unit staff mem­

bers and the inmate (if he or she wishes to take pa~t). In a 

team meeting in the Bureau of Prisons, at least three areas of 

the unit are represented (i.e., caseworker, correctional coun­

selor, etc.). Also, the inmate's parole representative can be 

a member of the team if the inmate so desires. The unit team 

meeting c:oncentrates on decisionsi imrolving an inmate's insti­

tutional reviews, furloughs, and work assignment or violation 

investigations. Under optimal conditions, all members of the 

team are encouraged to provide input in the decision-making 

process. 

The team thus represents a multidisciplinary approaoh 

which attempts to insure professional input from all areas of 

the institution which affect an inmate's institutional life. 

Hepburn (197S, pp. 63-73) suggests that an effective team 

classification process enables staff from various levels to 

work together while also permitting the inmate to ~epresent 

his or her interest in the decision-making process. An effec­

tive team classification process is n(l) positively associated 

with staff attitudes toward inmates, work assignments, and 

other staff; and, with inmate attitudes toward staff. and both 

living and program assignments;n and n(2) negatively associated 
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with staff punitiveness and role conflict and inm~te aliena-

tion" (Hepburn, 1978, p. 63). 

Evaluations 2! Functional ~ Management Programs 

Most of the evaluations of functional unit management 

programs have been performed by the Federal Bureau of Prisons' 

researchers. Several studie shave evaluated the impact of. 

unit management on the inst:f.tutional population. The follow­

ing summary of evaluation research on functional unit manage-

ment will be organized according to the particular research 

design employed. 

Pretest-Posttest Design. Described b~( Carr.pbell and 

Stanley (1966) as a still widely used design for evaluation 

research., the pretest-posttest design is often used .. when noth­

ing better can be done. The one-group pretest-posttest design 

raises questions on internal validity {i.e., did the program 

itself make a.difference, or were other concurrent factors at 

work?). No design except a pure experimental design can suc­

cessfully control for such validity factors# nevertheless, the 

pretest-po attest has been used to evaluate several functional 

unit management programs since it seemed the most applicable 

design based on timing of the evaluation and stage c·f program 

implementation~ Several such evaluations will.be sUlI'~a~ized 

below. 

Federal Youth Center, Ashland, ~ent\lcky. "Institutional 
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climate" has b~en identified as an important variable in 

corrections by numerous authors (Cressy, 1959; Goffman, 1961, 

Moos, 1968; and Vinter, et.al 1969) and was, therefore, chosen 

as a measure .for Eltudy in an evaluation of the Federal Youth 

Center at Ashland. Institutional climate was assessed in this 

study by means of a questionnaire developed by Robert Vinter 

(Lansing, Bog~n and Karacki, 1977, p. 47). The Vinter question­

naire was administered to staff and inmates on two separate 

occasions, prior to (1972) and after (1974) implementation of 

functional unit management. All questionnaires were kept 

anonymous in an effort to produce more candia responses. The 

overall results from the survey indicated an improvoi:!ment in 

the institutional climate at the Ashland facility: 

Seventy percent of staff thought the Unit Management 
system increased staff interaction, 51.1 percent respond­
ed that they now knew more about residents in their unit, 
39.5 percent said they had greater input into the develop­
ment of programs, 44.8 percent thought staff were more 
cooperative before, and 44.7 percent s~id their attitude 
toward their job had improved. «Bogan, Karacki and Lansing, 
1975). 

staff members also indicated that shifts had occurred 

in program planning, with more emphasis being placed on treat­

ment and. i'raining procedures in 1974 than in 1972. Finally, 

inmat.es more often rated their living condi tions as "very good" 

or "good," and reported that they had more contact with coun­

selors after functional unit management implementation. 

Federa·l Correctional Institution, ~lan, ~higan. The 

Vinter questionnaire and the Correctional Institutions Environ-
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ment Scale (Moos, 1968) were administered to staff and inmates 

~t the Milan facility both prior to (1973) and after (1974) 

implementation of functional unit management (Bogan, Karacki 

and Lansing, 1975). Once again, in an attempt to measure in-

stitutional climate as impacted by the unit management system, 

positive results were revealed. 

The Vinter instrument suggested that staff felt a greater 

involvement in decision-making within the institution and an 

increase in measures assessing job-related involvettient with 

the outside community. Staff also indicated that the tasks of 

maintaining order and providing role mode~s for inruates had be-

come more important since the implement.ation of functional unit 

management in 1973. Inmates also responded favorably on the 

Vinter quest:i.onnaire, indicating more frequent and positiv<;.! 

contact with st.aff after functional unit management implemen-

tation, and considered. staff to be "fairer, more concernBd, 

friendlier, and less inclined to talk down residents" (Bogan, 

Karacki and Lansing, 1975). Inmates also ranked the counsel­

ing program and living conditions more posit.ively in 1974 than 

in 1973. 

The Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (CIES)2 

obtained positive results in the Milan s.tudy as well. The CIES 

profiles institutions along nine dimen~ions: three measuring 

type and intensity of personal relationships~ three measuring 

2 The CIES will be. reviewed in greater detail in Chapter 3 of 
this report. 

J 
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treatment orientation, and three measuring system maintenance 

and living unit functions. Results showed that both staff 

and residents were more positive in their overall assessment 

of social climate in 1974 following the introduction of unit 

manqgement, with six of the nine dimensions showing subs tan-

tial imprOVemel'lt between 1973 and 1974 in both staff and in-

mate scores. Therefore, survey results from both the Vinter 

questionnaire and theCIES supported the position that there 

had been considerable posi1~ive increase in the social environ­

ment at Milan since the introduction of functional unit manage­

ment (Bogan, Kara)~ki and Lansing, 1975). 

Federal Correctional Institution, Seagoville, Texas. 

The Correctional Institutions Environment Scale was administer-

ed at the Seagoville facility before and after the implementa­

tion of functional unit manag.ement between. 1971 and. 1973 

(Karacki, Wash, Brown and Prather, 1974). Although the 

CIES was administered to 'staff on both occasions, pre-post 

comparisons were not legitimate due to structural staff changes 

which had occurred between the two test periods. CIES scores 

for residents obtained in 1971 were comparable with scores ob­

tained in 1973, however. Results revealed gains for all nine 

dimensions, seven of which were statistically significant (sup-

port, expressiveness, autonomy, personal problem orientation, 

orger and organization, clarity, and staff control). These 

results suggest that the functional unit system had a positive 
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impact on the social climate at Seagoville. 

Federal Correctional Institution, !allahasse~, EIorica. 

Another approach to evaluation through a pretest-posttest oesign 

was the documentation study piloted at Tallahassee. The method 

employed in this study was to compare institutional incidents, 

such as inmate violations, before functional unit ~anagernent 

(October, 1970 - July, 1974) and after unit management (December, 

1974 - February, 1975), and to compare work adjustment and 

dorm adjustment forms before and after implementation of func­

tional unit management. (Bogan, Karacki and Lansing, 1975). 

Significant ¢lifferences among incidents classified as 

major were found. Specifically, rev~~ws of instj.tutional records 

showed proportionate reductions after functional unit management 

in instances of trouble ~n the job, possession of contraband, 

verbal disrespect for officers, use'jof drugs or alcohol, physical 

attack on officers, stealing, and attempts to smuggle contra­

band. There'were increases, however, in the percentages of 

escapes, physical attack cn residents, and verbal attack on 

residents. 

Staff perceived signific~n.t changes in resident behavior, 

based on dorm adjustment reports, .including better relations 

with staff, less aggressiveness, more emotional control, ano 

better response to supervision. However, work adjustment re-

. ports revealed that foremen saw no changes in resident behavior. 
(\ 

Data collection based on official' records can often be con tarn-
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inated through lack of validity, lack of standardization, and 

faulty reporting procedures. Overall, however, these results 

seemed positive. A majority of staff agreed that functional 

unit man~gement better met inmate needs, and most. staff felt 

that staff interaction had improved as well. 

Posttest Control Group Design 

While the pretest is a concept deeply embedded in the 

thinking of most research workers, it is not an essential ele­

ment for experimental designs to be valid. Within the limits 

of confidence stated by the tests of significance, randomiza­

tion can assur~ validity without a pretest (Campbell and Stan­

ley, 1966). Often, many problems exist for which pretests 

cannot be obtained or are inconvenien~, and for such purposes 

a posttest control group design may be appropriate. An example 

of such an e~~aluation is summarized below. 

National Training School for Boys, Washington, D.C. In 

1964, an evaluation of the Demonstration Counseling Project, 

based on the. principles of functional unit management, was con­

ducted at the National Training School for BoyS (NTS) in Wash­

ington, D.C. (Bogan, Karacki and Lansing, 1975). The initial 

objective was to investigate what effects an increase in staff 

numbers and an interdisciplinary program effort would have on 
'~. 

the unit. 

Seventy-five boys were randomly assigned to the Experi-
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mental Group (DCP unit) and two control groups of 75 boys were 

randomly assigned to regular NTS units. These three groups were 

compared over a 2l-month period on institutional adjustment (mea­

sured by the number of misconduct reports), time in segregation, 

results of academic training, and parole board releases. The 

boys were also c~mpared according to inter-boy relations! based 

on an analysis of clique structures; intra-psychic changes! mea-

sured by the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule i and relea~,e 

follow-u,p data, based on recidivism as mea.sured by reincarcera­

tion. 

The Experimental boys were released significantly sooner 

by the parole board, received few~r misconduct reports, spent 

less time in segregation, and ranked first in inter-cottage com­

petition. In addition, the Experimental group scored more posi-
, . 

tively on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, although 

the data representing community adjustment indi9ated no statis­

tical significance between the groups in terms of recidivism. 

The conclusions from the Demonstration Counseling Project 

suggested that decentralized management had a significant posi­

thre impact upon the boys' institutional adjustment and the 

climate and environment of the institution (Bogan, Karacki and 

Lansing, 1975). The results of the project led to the restruc­

turing of the entire Training School along functional unit lines, 

with E.~ach unit containing c;ts own interdisciplinary staff. 
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The etatic Group Comparison 

The static group comparison design compares one group 

experiencing a particular program to a similar group that is 

not, for ,the purpose of establishing the effect of the program. 

The major difficulty with "this' design involves "selection," or 

what Campbell and Stanley (1966) call the "differential,.:recruit-

ment of persons making up the groups." In other words, the. 

groups might have differed anyway, without the occut'rence of 

the program. Also, the static group comparison design presents 

problems with "mortality" due to the drop-out rate 0'£ persons' 

from the groups. ~ven if the two groups had once been i~err~.'t .. 

cal, they might differ later because of the sel.ective drop-out 

of persons from one of the groups. These concerns of biased 

selection and "mortality" should be considered when using this 

design s,ince research results could be invalidated. An example 

of such an evaluation is summarized below. 

Kennedy Youth Center, Morgantown, West Virginia. In 1969, 

the Kennedy Youth Center opened as a correctional facility, 

ut~lizing a functional unit management system based on the Quay 

typology (see page 13 of this chapter). For evaluation purposes, 
- . 

Youth Center residents were compared to inmates at the Federal 

Youth Center, Englewood, Colorado, in a static group comparison 

design. Results from the study demonstrated that the test pop-

ulations were very similar except ~hat the,Eng1ewood facility 

utilized a traditional management system at the time of the 
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evaUlation (Bogan, Karacki and Lansing, 1975). 
I 

Comparisons between the two groups were mqde according 

to kn analysis of the amount and type of interaction with staff, 

1i'&ing conditions, and quality of counseling programs. Research 

methodology included periodic' opservations of the program., in­

terviews with staff and inmates, 'and the administration of the 

Vinter questionnaire • 

Imnates at the Kennedy facility reported having "more 

frequent contacts with staff and more often perceived staff to 

be friendlier, accessible, committed, and ablt,: to help" (Bogan, 

Karacki and Lansing, 1975, p. 7). Also, 82 percent of the inmates 

rated their living conditions as "good" or "very good,1I compared 

to 31 percent at the Englewood facility. Seventy-two percen~ 

of the inmates at the Kennedy facility said the counseling pro­

gram was "good" or "very good," while only 40 percent of the 

inmates at the Englewood facility indicated similar responses. 

The Vinter questionnaire results revealed that inmates at the 

Kennedy facility were more positive in their assessment of staff 

and program in general. 

Conclusions from Evaluations 

The Bureau of Prisons t evaluations appear to provi,de a 

great deal of evidence that functional unit management systems 

lead to an improved institutiQna1 climate, Methodologies in 

these studies have been fairly clear in terms of procedure 

despite the lack of more soph;i:?'ticated statistical analysis. 
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General findings suggested that both staff and residents in 

these institutions had more positive attitudes about living 

and working under unit management systems. 

In viewing the guidelines set out by the Federal Bureau 

of Prisons based on their evaluations, a successful functional 

unit management program would appear to be contingent upon a 

workable classification team to oversee inmates' programs and 

work assignments, a multidisciplinary staff working within 

semi-autonomous "functional units," and an effective treatment 

modali.ty. aiding offenders in a successfu·l return to life out­

side confinement. The Bureau has suggested that it is through 

these conditions that a more healthy institutional environment 

is attained, stressing a need for cooperation among staff and 

inmates. 

Very little documentation, however, outside the Bureau 

of Prisons exists regarding the functional unit management 

approach and its evaluation. This situation presents problems 

of generalizability of results, or what Campbell and stanley 

(1966) refer to as "external validity." What this suggests 

for our research efforts is that findings from the Bureau's 

studies of Federal institutions need to be compared to MIR 

results to make generalization more appropriate. Such a com­

parison is one purpose of this evaluation. 

Summary 

The literature indicates that functional unit management 
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represents a method of improving service del'i very and creating 

a more positive institutional environme~t. The major problem 

encountered with unit management has been during program imple­

mentation, when the move from a centralized to a decentralized 

institution may require managers and line staff to adjust to 

new roles, creating communication and program coordination 

b 
/\ pro ll;·ps. 

Evaluation measures most frequently used have relied on 

survey and institutional records' data to measure social cli­

mate and institutional adjustment. Instruments like the Vinter 

questionnaire and the Correctional Institutions Environment 

Scale have been commonly employed by the Bureau of Prisons to 

assess institutional c1imate--uti1izing either a pretest-post­

test design or, in studies utilizing the posttest alone, by 

comparing results with other institutions or groups of inmates. 

Data from institutional records (work adjustment forms, inmate 

violations, etc.) have bee~ used to measure institutional ad­

justment; but sUch results should be viewed with caution because 

such data may not be the best indicators of institutional ad­

justment and, secondly, may not be the result of adequate re­

port standardization and format procedure. 

Conclusions from the literature, then, would seem to in­

dicate that once fully implemented, the functional unit program 

can provide the correctional administrator with a useful tool 

for effective management of an institution. 



CHAPTER 3 

EVALUATION METHODS 

The original questions presented by the Division of Correc­

tions were whether their MIR functional unit management program 

was effective, and how best to implement the model in other 

Division institutions. The latter question, of course, presumes 

the first, implying that program effectiveness was already assumed 

by Division administrators. l 

Actual demonstration of program effectiveness, however, was 

not possible under the circumstances. Effectiveness, of course, 

can be assessed only in terms of something else: either an 

absolute standard or some comparable "control" program. Neither 

type of comparison was possible in this evaluation. No absolute 

standards exist for measures likely to be affected by institutional 

management~ and there was no correctional program that could 
. 2 serve as a compar~son. 

lOur observations during the course of this project amply demon­
strated that this was the case, at least for MIR officials. 

2 
Three such "comparisons" might be possible. The best arrange-
ment would be random assignment of inmates to either a "func­
tional unit management" or "regular" institutiona·l program 
(either at MIR or into a comparable institution serving similar 
inmates); seco~d would be comparison of the MIR program with a 
similar institution (without random assignment of inmates); 
third would be comparison of current MIR conditions, after pro­
gram implementation, with similar measures taken prior to pro­
gram implementation. None of the three approaches was possibl1e 
in this evaluation. There is no other institution in the stat:e 
that has comparable inmates, and MIR has been completely orgall-(cont.) 
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There was little choice, therefore, but to focus on the 

second ~uestionl that is, to see if we could identify factors 

associated with more (or less) effective aspects of program 

operation. This approach proved to be more feasible because 

there appeared to be operational variations across the four units 

at MIR. The actual evaluation design, therefore, was a cross­

sectional analysis of the operation and impact of the functional 

uni t management program (using the four units a.s. the ind'ependent 

variable) • 
\! 

What was possible within this design was a multi-faceted 

approach to analysis that combined both "qualitative" and "quan­

titative" methods. Such evaluation models have been recoIl'Jl1ended 

(McCall, 1975; Sieber, 1973; Bennett & Thaiss, 1970) as providing 

the most valid information on operating programs •. Accordingly, 

data from sysEematic participant observation, a survey of staff 

and inmates, and official records were used to aSSure the broad­

est possible focus. Specifically, data for the study were ob­

tained in four primary ways: 

1. 

2. 

A review of the literature on functional unit manage­
ment evaluation team ctassification aud Division of 
Corrections I literature; , 

Syst:matic p~rti~ipant observation of the operations 
and 1nter-un1t d1fferences of the functional unit 
management program; 

ized according to fu?ctional unit management for several years. 
furthermore, no pre-~mplementation data are available (and even 
~f suc~ data wer7 ~vailable, historical changes would make such 
compar~sons of l~m~ted value). f 
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3. A questionnaire survey of a randomly selected sample 
of MIR residents and the majority of all staff mem­
bers; 

4. Analysis of data available from Division of c§rrections 
and Division of Probation and Parole records. 

This chapter summarizes. the data.co~ctiQn.methcds used, 

detailing instruments, sampling, and processing methods utilized. 

The Literature Review - =~=-=;;;..;. 

Prior to survey instrll..rnent development, andthrollghont the 

project term, ~elevant literature related to functional unit 

management and its concepts has been accumulated and reviewed. 

Particular emphasis has been placed on Federal Bureau of Prison 

materials which described and evaluated their unit management 

programs to provide background perspectives for this study. 

Particular areas of interest with respect to the literature were 

related to types of evaluation design used in previous studies and 

the use of standardized instruments measuring correctional insti-

tutions and their environments. This literature has been summar-

ized in Chapter 2 of this report. 

Participant-Observation 

Observational methodology has received growing recognition 

in the field of evaluation research in recent years (McCall, 1975; 

Sieber, 1973). Observational methods allow evaluators to view be-

havior and events in their natural settings, permitt:~)ng analysis 

3 As will be noted subsequently in this chapter, it was not possible 
to integrate this objective into the rest, of the evaluation; and 
these data were used for demonstration purposes only. See pp. 56 
and 57 of this chapter and Appendix C. 
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of programs as they actually operate. Furthl"rmore, systemat:i.c 

observation enables evaluators to obtain directly data on the 

activities of program participants, eliminating the need to rely 

on the accounts of the participants themselves. This becomes an 

important advantage in correctional settings (whete staff and 

residents may develop a degree of institutional nadjustment" 

that leads them to view critical incidents as'''normal occurrences" 

and therefore not worth reporting). 

The observational methods utilized in this project provided 

evaluators with a unique opportunity to analyze actual inter­

action processes between staff and residents in the prison setting. 4 

Data obtained through observation therefore permitted systematic 

description of actual program operations and differentiation of 

the operating units in terms of operational variations, and also 

provide potential validation for findings obtained from survey 

data and/or official records. 

Participant-observation for this evaluation wa.s divided into 

two phases. phase I involved informal observation to obtain da.ta 

for a description of program operations. These observations led 

to identification of specific processes most appropriate f6r 

subsequent formal (quantifiable) observation and measurement, and 

development of instruments to record these formal observations and. 

measurements. Phase II involved formal observations to collect 

·4 All observations were done by John Cosgrove, a graduate research 
assistant in a sociology master~s program designed to develop 
observational skills for criminal justice. Cosgrove was support­
ed during the period of observations in part by funding from the 
National Institute of Mental Health, under grant number USPH 5 TE 
31 ~15223. ' 
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data on relevant interaction and decision-making processes. Specif­

ic methods employed in each of these phases will be described in 

turn. " 

phase I Observations. Phase I of the observations (conducted from 

September through DE~cember, 1979) was designed to gather informa­

tion for a thorough description of activities and process~s in 

the MIR functional unit management program. These data permit 

identification of programmatic variations among tile four MIR units; 

and alDo make it possible to determine the extent to which actual 

. are at variance with proposed (or written) pro-program operat~ons 

gram objectives. 

In order to completely recognize and describe the activities 

involved in the MIR functional unit management program it was 

necessary for a trained observer to be present at the Reformatory 

at least once a week. Observations were arranged so that each day 

of the ",eek was sampled and acti vi ties for that particular day were 

recorded. On Several occasions the observer spent the night at 

the Reformatory5 in order to record data on night activities of the 

functional unit management program. 

The specific methods {'I';' data collection employed during 

Phase I were direct observation and informal interviews. Data were 

recorded after the fact, in field note format. This procedure 

, . b t' of a "1o"'n' tinuous f low of acti vi ties, allot,;ed unobtrus~ ve 0 serva ~on .... ' 

with da'ta reC;'orded later in the day. The field note format employ-

5 The 6bserv~r.spent the night at the Reformatory in a.room pro~ 
vided for his ~se above one of the inmate housing un~ts. 
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ed detailed what had occurred and which individu:\~.ls were involved 

in that particular observational period. 

During the 'initial weeks of Phase I observation various pro­

gram activities were recognized as important, and for the subse­

quent weeks of Phase I additional emphasis was placeo on these 

activities. The activities considered important were related 

either to the operation of a unit (i.e., unj.t team classification 

meetings, unit staff meetings, informal ·interactions between unit 

staff and residents, and resident dc;>uncil meetings) or to the 

administration of the institution (i.e., informal unit managers' 

meetings, overall formal unit rranagers' meetings, executive staff 

meetings, and the section heads' meetings). 

pevelopment 2! 6bse~yatio~al !~ruments. Phase I observa­

tions and review of program goals and objectives led to identifica­

tion of two primary activities considered to be key indicators of 

functional unit management program implerrentation: informal inter~ 

action between unit staff and residents, and the amount of staff 

and resident particiPfltion in the team classification meetings. 

To the extent that increased informal staff-resia.ent interaction 

and increased staff-resident involvement in decisie>n-making about 

residents are important objectives 'for functional unit management, 

variations in these activities between units should indicate 

differing degrees of program implementation. 

Observational instruments for both informal interaction and 

team meating participation were developed utilizing the "sign­

code ~tandardized observation technique" (Weick, 1968: 357-451). 

In the sign-oode technique the observer watches for pre-determined 
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specific acts or behaviors, recording whether each act listed in 

the code occurs. 

1. Informal Interaction was assessed in terms of level of 

intensity and amount of interaction. Three levels of intensity 

were defined on the basis of Phase I observations: Level I, 

representing basic.inetitutional interaction between staff and 

residents (such as a resident requesting supplies or a telephone 

call); Level II, representing institutional problem~solving (such 

as a discussion of a resident's work or school assignment); and 

Level III, representing extra-institutional problem-solving (such 

as a resident and staff member discussing a resident's home situ­

ation). Thus, intensity of interaction was conceptualized along 

a personal problem-solving dimension, with Level I identifying the 

lower end of the continuum. A Guttman-scale scoring procedure was 

employed to determine the intensity of the interaction •. Thus, if 

during an interaction only Level I interactions occurred, the 

incident was given an intensity score of I) but if both Level I and 

Level III interactions took place, a score of III was g;'.ven. This 

procedure assured recognition of the full degree of interact,ion 

present in each unit. 

The amount of informal interaction was measured by the length 

of time taken for a specific interaction. An instance of informal 

interaction began when either a unit staff member or a resident 

initiated a discussion. It was considered terminated when one 

party ended the discussion. 'Use of length of time as a cri.terion 

permitted assessing both total and average amounts of time involved 

in observed informal interaction instances. The informal inter-
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action in~trument (Appendix A) was pretested in all four uhits 

on a total of 40 interaction incidents. This pretesting led to 

restrictions in· time and place of final sampl~ng, and to or 

decision to limit scoring to the most intense level of interaction 

taking place. 

2. Participation ~ ~ c1assificati~ meetings was analyz­

ed in terms of the decision-making processes employed. Specific 

focus was on 1) which team members participated most frequently, 

as measured by the number of statements made by a particular team 

memberJ 2) which team member made the statement that produced the 

greatest influence on the team's final decision, measured by who 

suggested th~ solution that resulted in the: final outcome i 3) how 

the act of making statements that exerted most influence on the 
, ' 

classification team's final decision WaS distributed among team 

membersJ and 4} the degree to which residents participated in the 

team's decision, measured by the number of statements made by the 

resident during the meeting, 

Statements by an individual present at a team meeting were 

considered in terms of whether they were made before or after a 

final decision was reached. Statements were further organized 

into 20 categories, as presented in Table 3.1 on page 42. The 

final instrum~nt (Appendix A) was pretested in all four units on 

a total of 27 team classification 6 "cases ll
• 

6 The interaction process scales of Lewis, eta ale (1961) were 
.helpful ill developing this instrument. 
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TABLE 3.1 

CATEGOHIZ1\TION 12K STATE}:m1'l'S ~ ~ PARTICIPANTS 

* DmUNG ~1 £LASSIFICATION MEETINGS. 

--,r p 
-~--

I. EE£::.cLecisional Sta tements 

II. 

* 

A. Explanation of present Case 
1. Explains the case -- this refer.s to a presentation of the violation or review 

report. 
2. Gives analysis of present case -- this refers to an attempt by a team member 

to give his interpretation of the case of the issues contained within the case, 
or answer questions pertaining to the case. 

3. Asks about the inmate's job/scho;,l -- thls refers to any statement made by a 
team me~~er with the purpose of illiciting information regarding the inmate's 
job or school assignment. 

4. Asks about the inw.ate's home situation -- this refers to any statement made by 
3. team member with the purpose of illiciting information regarding the inmate's 
general home situation or a specific problem in the inmate's house. 

5. Asks for an expression of opinions -- this refers to a' statement which is 
intended to illicit views, opinions, or judgements from other team members. 

B. Inmate History 
1. Asks for information from the inmate's record -- this refers to any statement 

made by a team member in an attempt to gain information from the inmate's 
record. 

2. Gives information from the inmate's record -- this refers to a statement which 
provides information from the inmate's record to other team members. 

c. solution Statements 
1. suggest a solution -- this refers to a statement which is intended to structure 

action. or indicate alternatives to the team members. 

2. Gives support of his suggestion -- th:l.s refers to a statement made by a team 
member in an attempt to further convince other team members to follow his 
suggest.ion •. 

3. Suggest an alternative to someone else's solution -- this refers to a statement 
which is intended to offer alternative avenues of action. 

4. Supports someone else's solution -- this refers to any statement by a team member 
whic;:h offers support to a suggest~d alternative of another team member. 

D... Evaluation statements 
1. Uakespositive statements a.bout inmate/staff metl'Der -- this ,refers to any state­

ment macle by a team member which irr.plies positive evaluation of a staff member 
or inmate. 

2. Makes negative statements about innate/staff member -- this refers to any state­
ment made by a team member which, implies negative evaluation of a staff member 
or irunate. 

E. Direction Statements 

1. Gives direction '-- this refers to a statement by a staff member which attempts 
to illicit compliance from other team members regarding proceduraL activities 
in the team meeting. 

post-decisional Statements 
A. Moot.Influential Statement 

1. Gave suggestion which resulted in final outcome -- this refers to the statement 
wh~c~ exerted the greatest influence on 'the team's final decision. 

B. Additional Outcome Statements 
1. Verbally agreed with the final outcome -- this refers to any statement by a 

team member which indicates a positive evaluation of the team's final decision. 

2. Gave a lecture to the inmate -- this refers to any statement by a staff merr~er 
which attempts to influence the attitude or behavior of the inmate. 

3. Gave a rationale for the final outcome -- this refers to any statement made by 
a team member which attempts to eXPLain why a certain decision was reached. 

4. Inmate signed the report -- this refers to the act of the inmate ackno\"ledging 
the outcow.e of the case by signing the report. 

5. Disagreecl with the final outcome -- this refers to any statement by a tea\":\ 
~,ember which indicates a negative evaluation of the team's final outcome. 

Adapted from Cosgrove, 1980, pp. 60-61 
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Phase II Observational Procedures. Phase II observations were - -
conducted dur.ing February and March, 1980. Fifty instances of 

informal interactiori were observed in each unit. Interactions 

were selected during the 4:00 - 6:00 p.m. or 6:00 - 8:00 p.m. 

time periods, when both unit staff and residents were most 

commonly present in the dormatories. All observations were done 

in unit staff offices located in dormatory buildings. The initial 

period of data collection focused on units 1 and 4 because Units 2 

and 3 had recently received new staff members, and it was neces­

sary to allow time for the staff of these units to devWlop working 

relationships. 

A sample of 50 team classification cases was also collected 

from each unit, including in each unit 25 violation and 25 review 

cases. Again, initial attention was directed to Units land 4 

because of new staff on the other two units. The specific proce­

dure employed was to observe the team classification meeting and 

record data on each case disposed of by the team. Each s ta temen,t 

made by a participant in the team meeting was recorded in terms 

of a specific category and who the speaker was. 

Processing Observational ~~ Phase I observations were analyzed 

to provide a complete description of the MIR program. This des-

cription can be found in Ch~pter 4 of this report. phase II 

observations were analyzed by both qualitative and quantitative 

statistical methods. These results will also be reported in 

Chapter 4 of this report. 
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Survey 2i Staff ~ ~dents 

The survey of staff and residents at the Reformatory was 

designed to assess institutional climate, staff and resident 

attitudes about the institution and its programs, and staff and 

resident perceptions of self-ooncept and~personal control. At 
\.?~;\ 

the same time, relevant demographic data was obtained for descrip-

tive analysis. Instrument selection and development for this 

survey will be summarized below. 

Institutional Climate. Substantial research has indicated the 

importance of the interaction of a person and his setting as a 

determinant of behavior (Endler and Hunt, 1968). An assessment 

of the correctional setting should yield information indicative 

of how the participants would behave within their environment~ 

therefore, such feedback shod'ld prove to be a useful tool for 

the correctionai administra tor .\~~ .' ':-

The Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (CIES)7 

was chosen to assess institutional climate based on staff and 
I "'- .' • l.fllna...,e p~~rceptl.ons at the Reformatory. The CIES (Moos, 1968 ~ 

1974, 1975~ Wenk and Moos, 1972a, b), is a standardized 

instrument consisting of 90 items on various aspects of the 

institution to which the'respondent answers "true" or "false". 

Organized into nine subscales, the CIES provides an assessment of 

the "psychosocial environment." of the institution. Specifically, 

7 Published~ by Consul~ing psycholog:ist Press, Inc.,i 577 College 
Avenue, Palo Alto, CA 94306. A copy for inform~tional pur­
poses can be found in Appendix A. .' , 

u 
u 
n 
o 
[I 

L1 
[J 

U 

u 
u 
u 
[! 

[J 

n 
[1 

rO 
~\ 

n 
JJ 

n 

[j 

n 
IJ 
U 
n 

n u 
[
"1 
J 

o 
fJ 

U 

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

- 45 -

there are three "Relationship" dimensions, assessing "Involvement", 

"Support", a~d "Expressiveness"; three "Treatment Pro.;:::-"tm" 

dimensions, assessing "Autonomy", "Practical Orientation", and 

"Personal Problem Orientation"; and three "System Maintenance" 

dimensions, assessing "Order and Organization", "Clarity", and 

"Staff Control". Table 3.2 summarizes descriptions of these 

subscales. These nine CIES dimensions can provide an indication 
, 

of institutional social climate by generating profiles of various 

living units, or of the institution as a whole, based on indepen­
i 

dent staff and inmate perceptions. 

As summarized in Chapter 2, the CIES has been widely used 

in correctional program evaluations (Moos, 1974, 1975; Lansing, 

Bogan and Karacki, 1977;. Bogan Karacki and l.ansing, 1977). 

Furthermore, it has relatively satisfactory psychometric proper­

ties (Buros, 1978, pp. 759-760; Moos, 1974, p. 7). Normative 

data are available for adult and juv~nile male and female programs, 

with both resident and staff scores standardized for comparative 

plotting. 

There is relatively little evidence of test validity for 

the CIES, except as can be inferred from the effective use of the 

CIES as a dependent measure in assessing the impact of program 

differenceS on institutional climate (Moos, 1974, 1975; Lansing, 

Bogan and Karacki, 1977). Nevertheless, the history of the use 

of CIES in correctional program evaluation, together with its 

favorable psychometric qualities, makes it a most appropriate 

measure of institutional climate for this study. 

J. 
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Attitudes about the Institution. The Resident Attitude Question-

naire (RAQ) and Staff Attitude ~tionnaire (SAQ) were developed 

simultaneously, differing only in the wording of qu~~tions for 
• i ~ 

residents and staff, and with varying demographic questions for 

residents and staff. The questionnaites were designed to elicit 

staff and resident attitudes towards sp)ecific aspects of the MIR 

functional unit management program, such as their satisfaction 

. with unit conditions, relationships amcmg staff and inmates, the 

overall institution, treatment program.s, and unit processes. 

The RAQ and SAQ consist of 2l'statements to which sUbjects 

give one of five responses ranging from "very satisfied" to n very 

dissatisfied". These statements al:e organized into five sub­

scales, assessing satisfaction wit.h the institution as a whole 

(questions 1-5), unit processes <'questions 6 ... 1\:q, the staff 

(questions 11-17), treatment programs (questions 18-19), and unit 

conditions ~questions 20-21). 'Demograph~c questions provide 

descriptive data, such as unit, assignment, staff position, age, 

race,sex, and education. 

Psychometric qualities 6f RAQ and SAQ appear very favor­
able. Item analysis and scale reliability data are summarized 

in Appendix B. Item-s.ubscale correlations ranged from r*.543 to 

r=.864 (median = .707) for RAQ, and from r=.465 to r=.895 (median = 
.769) for SAQ. Item-total scale correlations were only slightly 

lower, ranging from r=.409 to r=.748 (median = .595) for RAQ and 

from r=.3l2 to r=.795 (median = .634) for SAQ. 

Internal subscale and scale reliabilities were very aatis-
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TABLE 3.2 

* COlmZCTIq~~ INSTITUTIONS' ENVIRONMENT SCALE ... .i£X ___ E_S .... ' 

Subscale Descriptions 

Involvement"~ ., .... 

Support 

Expressiveness 

Autonomy 

Practical Orientation 

Personal Problem 
orientation 

Order and Organization 

Clarity 

Staff Cc:m.trol 

* From Moos, 1975, 41.:', 

:"Measures" how active and enf:;rgetic resi­
dents are in the day-to~day i~~ctioning 
of the program (te., 'interacting socially 
with other res±dents, doing things on 
their own initiative, and developing 
priae and group spirit ih the program). 

-Measures the extent to which residents 
'are encouraged to be helpful and support­
ive toward other residents, and how 
supportive the staff is toward residents. 

-Measures the extent to which the program 
encourages the open expression of feel­
ings (including angry feelings) by 
residents and staff. 

-Assesses the extent to which residents 
are encouraged to take initiative in 
planning activities and take l~adership 
in the unit. 

-Assesses the extent to which the resident's 
environment orients him toward preparing 
himself for release from the program: 
training for new kinds of jobs, looking 
to the future, and setting- and working 
toward goals are among the factors 
considered. 

-Measures the extent to which residents are 
encouraged to be concerned with their 
personal problems and feelings and to 
seek to understand them. 

-Measures how important order and organi­
zation are in the progr~n, in terms of 
residents (how they look), staff (what 
they do to encourage order), and the 
facility itself (how well it is kept). 

-Measures the extent to which the resident 
knows what to expect in the day-to-day 
routine of his program and how expl~cit 
the program rules and procedures are. 

-Assesses the extent to Which the st~ff 
use regulations to keep residents under 
necessary controls (i.e~, in the formation 
of rules, the scheduling of activities, 
and in the relationships between residents 
~d ,staffL. 

1 
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factory', a.s assessed by Cronbach' s Alpha,8 with subscale alphas 

ranging from 0( =.580 to eX =.790 for RAQ, and from 0( =.427 to 

0<=.834 for SAQ. Full scale alphas were very high -~ .903 for 

RAQ and .906 for SAQ. These results indicate that subscal.~s were 

assessing fairly distinct areas; and that the total scale was 

measuring a rela.tively singular attitudinal construct. 
!'; 

~ Concept. 'l'he Tennessee self Concept Scale (TSCS) 9 was --
selected to assess self concept level because of the interest of 

institutional staff in the impact of institutional programming 
10 on self concept. The TSCS attempts to identify the "role which 

the self concept plays in human behavior" (Fitts and Hamner, 1969). 

As with the CIES, the TSCS has been used in prison evaluations as 

a measure of the "delinquent self concept" (Fitts and Hamner, 1969; 

Lefeber, 1965 ~ Lively, et. al. 1962). 

8 Alpha is an estimate of a scale's ability to correlate with an 
equivalent scale of the same length, and is depend~nt upon the 
homogeneity and length of the scale. Alpha is computed from the 
formula 0( =(1- ~t4~~r) where L Si 2 = the sum of individual 
scale item variances, St2 = the total scale variance, an~ K = 
the number of items. Alphas above .60 indicate satisfactory 
scale reliability (Cronbach, 1951). 

9 Published by Counselor Recordings and Tests, Box 6184 Acklen 
Station, Nashville, Tennessee 37212. A copy for informational 
purposes can be found in Appendj.~ A. 

IS--= \ 

10 I~ is, in .fact, unlikely that any,'brief inst~,:tuti~nal pX'ogram 
can materially affect one's self- 'concept in 'Ime face ef life­
long socializ'ation and. the potentially devastating, :impact of 
conviction and imprisonment. It may' be', -neverthelesf!j:,~ that 
one's self-image may be a' factor- in 'one's reaction to -specific 
types ofpiogramming. Thus, scores on the TSCS' may.'!.predict" 
scdres on'other measures, such as the CIES, RAQ, arid SAQ. 
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The TSCS consists of 100.self~descriptive statements to 

wh:"cl1 thei subject gives one of five responses ranging from "com­

~letely true" to ,"complet.e-ly false". Ten items (from the L 

Scale of the Minnesota MUltiphasic personality Inventory) constj.­

tute a Self-Criticism Score; the othel; 90 items contribute, to the 

self concept scores. The 90-item pool is used t.o compute how 

positive the respo~dent feels in terms of his "Self-Identity", 

"Self-Satisfaction", and "Behavior"; as well as how positive he 

feels about his "Physical Self", "Moral-Ethical Self", "Personal 

Self", "Family Self", and "Social selfll. Table 3.3 on page 49 

summarizes these subscales. A large number of additional clinical 

subscales can ~lso be derived from the TSCS, but are not being 

utilized in this evaluation. 

Relatively little reliability/validity data have been report­

ed for the TSCS (Ro1;>inson and Shaver, 1973), despite its rather 

extensive use. The ~xtensive use has, however, resulted in consid-

erable data on i\ variety of populations. Such data can provide 

useful comparisolls for specific subjects (or "norms"), and compar­

ative data are available for delin~uent popUlations (Fitts, 1965; 

Fitts and Hamner, 1969). However, these "delinquent" norms will 

have very limited usefulness fOl; the current stugy. 

Perceptions of Personal Control. Tne Internal-External Control ....... -~ --- ---
Scale (I-E) is-an unpublished but widely used questionnaire which 

as~esses how individuals view.their r~lationship to their environ­

ment. Specifically, the I-E scale 'assesses the "degree to,- which 

an individual perceiv~s that reward fol,lows from, or is ~:ontingent 
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TABLE 3.3 

TIOl" OF TE'l'NE'''SEE SELF Cm~CEPT ~ SUBSCAL!* DESCRI~ __ "~ __ 

Self-cd ticism 

Total positive Score 

Identity 

~elf-satisfaction 

BE'navior 

Physical Self 

Moral-Ethical Self 

Personal Self 

Family. Self 

social Self 

-Ten mildly derogatory state~ent~h~~at ~~~I-

~~~~!~Sae~~td:~~b~~~fd~~u~~~;: :;~t~~~t~: 
most f~~;~n t~r;r~~!~f a e f~vorable p~,ct',ure of 
an e 1 Iliah scores indicate tiorwal, themse ves. - 't for self .. 
heal~hy openness and cap~c~ Y "te 
cri ticisml E:):tran\eiy high .s~ol:es ~ndJ.C\~ 
lack of defen~es and possr~le patholo91' 

indjcate de~ensJ.veness and. Low scores , ,~ be arti-
suggest that positJ.ve scores may , 
ficially elevated. 

-Reflects overal.l level of sedlf;eBi7~:' 
with hjgh scores ten 0 1. 

personsl fee'l they have value and worth, themse ves, d' . l1
l

y' 
have self-confidp-nce, and a.cdt aubc~~~ll.~lJout 

with lc~" scores are 0 . 
Persons '!:.h' see themselves as undpsi17-their own wor. I d ahd 
able often feel anxious, depresse

id unhappy; and have little self-conf en~e~ 
-The "what I am" items. p.e:r;e the pers~r i: 
describing hiE, ba~ic jdentJ.ty - what e 
as he sees hiwself. 

-How the individual feels abolut i he fS:!if~e 
'es in general, the eve 0 

~~~~pe~~nc~. ()\~ individual may have.~rYlf 
" , t't nd still be low on $e -poslotJ.ve J.den l, yah' h standards satisfaction'because of very loS 

and expectation for himself). 

-The "This is what I do" or,nThis is ~ow I 
ttl items ME::asures the J.ndivid\"al s 

~~rception'of his own behavior or the way 
he functions. 

-His view of his body, his state of health, 
his physical appearance, skills and se~ 
vality. 

-Describes self in terms o~ moral wo:r;th, 
relationship to God, feell.ngs of belong; a 
"good" or "bad" person, and sat~sfact:!;on 
with one's religion or lack of lot. 

-Reflects sense of personal ~o~~~sf::!i~~~ion 
of adequacy as a person, an , d or his 
of his persono,li ty apart from hlos bo ~ 
relationship to others 
Re r.) ects one t s feelings of adequacy, \'1orth 

- .... • 'JJ' Refers to 
and, value as ';- faml.l~ me~ i~r ;ef~rence to his 
one's percePtl.~nt ~fID;~~;te circle of associ­closest and mow l.rr 
ates. 

-Refiects "self as perceived in rela~ion tOn. 
others" with more general sensde of t~~~r~i~ 
, 1 's sense of adequacy an wor 
~~~i~l l~elations with other people in general. 

* Self Concept ~ Manual, l\dapted from Fitts, W. H., Tenne~sec and Tests, 1965. , . h' lle ""l' Counselor Recordl.ngs Nas vJ. ., ..... 
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upon, his own behavior or attributes versus the degree to which he 

feels the reward is controlled by forces outside of himself • • 

(Rotter, 1966). There are 29 test items in the I-E scale (includ-
" 

ing six "filler" items), each with a pair of "internal" and 

"external" alternative responses. Respondents select the one 

statement of ~ach pair which they more strongly believe to pc true. 

One point is given for each external statement selected, so scores 

can range from zero (most internal) to 23 (most external). 

The I-E has exhibited satisfactory reliability, although 

there is limited data from populations similar to the current 

study. Factor analyses have suggested that two factors may be 

present, assessing "personal control" and "control attribution" 

(Robinson and Shaver, 1973). 

The I-E was used in this study because it assesses the extent 

to which an individual perceives that he has control over his 

environment, which is precisely What the functional unit manage­

ment program is attempting to address. By increasing staff and 

resident involvement in 'decision-making, the functional unit 

program might be expected to enhance perceptions of self-control 

(or, more likely, redUce perceptions of external control that would 
f 11 f t di'tO l' ') .. 11 A copy of the I-E o ow rom ra 10na pr1son exper1ences • 

scale, for infor~tional purposes, can be found in Appendix A. 

11 
Again, it is unlikely that any relatively brief institutional 
program experience can materially affect individual beliefs 
in "fate" or "personal control" which have developed during a 
lifetime of socialization. What is more likely is that one's 
perceptions of personal control will affect how one responds 
to the increased ipvolvement of functional unit management 
(that is, how sati-sfied one is with the program, etc.) • 
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Selection 2! Survey Subjects. To obtain as representative a 

sample as possible, a stratified random sample of one-third of the 

residents was drawn from all inmates assigned to each unit at the 
, 12 

Reformatory. 

RE\sidents at the Reformatory were identified by unit asaign-
I 

ment and sub-unit designation (close, medium, honor custody levels). 

Residen ts in adminis tra ti ve se.greg!1 tion, puni ti ve segregation, and 

protective custody at the time of sampling were added to the "close 

custody" list of their appropriate unit. To prevent introducing 

bias resulting from disproportionate distributions of black or 

white inmates across custody levels, residents were also racially 

stratified. Thus, one of every three white residents and one of 

every three black residents in each unit and sub-unit were random-
13 ly selected. Table 3.4 on page 52 summarizes the sample oy unit, 

race, and custody level. As the table demonstrates, the total 

sample size was 169 inmates, dj.stributed relatively evenly across 

t . 14 ca egorJ.es. 

After consulting with MIR administrators, evaluators decided 

t~at as many staff members as possible should be surveyed to 

.. _-------
12 MooS (1968) suggests that a one-third sample has been demonstra­

ted adequate for generalization of results. 

13 The sampling procedure involved random selection of a number 
from one to three representing the number of the first inmate 
to be selected from each sub-unit listing; then selection o,f 
every third name correspondirig to racial identification on the 
list. 

14 Except for a higher percentage of medium oustody residents on 
Unit 3 (and a corresponding lower percentage of close custody 
residents), rgsul ting from Unit 3 policy of in'troducing new 
residents directly into medium custody (se~ Chapter 4,'pp. 76). 
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TABLE 3.4 

RESID~ SAMPLE DISTRIBUTIQ! ~~, CUST0E!.,~~ AND RACE 

- . 
. 

CUSTODY LEVEL UNIT' 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT 4 

( f) % (f) % ( f) % ( f) % 
A. Resident Sal~J?l~ 

CLOSE 

White (12) 27.9 ' (12) 28.6 (8) 19.1 (10) 23.8 

Non-White (6) 14.0 (5) 11.9 (5) 11.9 (7) 16.7 
L 

MEDIUM 

White (10) 23.3 (7) 16.7 (9) 21.4 (10) 23.8 

Non-White ( 1) 2.3 (3) 7.1 (5) 11..9 ( 1) 2.4 

HONOR 

White (9) 20.9 (12) 28.6 (10) 23.8 ( 10) 23.8 

Non-White (5) 11.6 (3) 7.1 (5) 11.9 (4) 9.5 

" 

TOTAL SAMPLE (43) 100.0 (42) 10000 (42) 100.0 (42) 100.0 

. B. "ResponSje Data 
, 

Nwnber of 
Respondents .39 31. 39 34 

0 
0 

,~es)?onse Rate 90.7 73.8 92.9 81.0 

. ' . 

t--,J 

, ,~ 

TOTAL 

(f) % 

(42) 24.9 

(23) 13.6 

(36 ) 21.3 

(10) 5.9 

(41) 24.3 

(17 ) 10.1 

(169) 100.1 

1/~3 

84.6 

~--'-'- . 
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achieve representative results. Subsequently, various staff. 

members throughout the institution, including security, vocation­

al/educational, professional, technical, clerical, administrative, 

and management employees, completed the questionnaires. Table 3.5 

on page 54 summarizes the staff sample by type of position. 

Questionnaire Administra tior." Survey questionnaires were admin-

istered to residents and staff at the Reformatory on February 25-

27, 1980. In all, 134 of 183 total staff members (or 73.2% of 

the total staff) and 143 inmates of the 169 one-third sampling 

(or 84.6% of the resident sample) completed the questionnaires. 15 

Project staff introducedthe~eLves;before each testing 

period, explained each test and its use i.n the study, and empha­

sized that each respondent's participation would be strictly 

voluntary and anonymous. Consent forms were included as part of 

the test packets for both residents and staff. 16 Procedures 

involved testing residents and staff from two un:lts each on 

February 25th and 26th; testing evening (shift 3) and morning 

15 As can be seen from Table 3.4, resident response rate was high-
est for units 1 and 3 (over 90%), and much lower for unit 2 . 
(74%) and Unit 4 (81%). The reason for this variation is 
unclear. The procedures used'by unit staff served ~o assure 
that virtually all available residents were present for test­
ing; but since participation was voluntary variation was still 
possible. An obvious, although hard to understand, explanation 
was the fact that Units 2 and 4 were tested in the afternoons. 
Another factor, however, was the fact that sampled residents in 
segregation and protective custody were included in each unit's 
totals. Response rates may , the!refore, have been in part a 
function of the number (and willingness to participate) of 
these isolated re.sidents. 

16 Signed consent forms are on file in project offices. A copy 
of the consent form can be found in Appendix A. 
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TABLE 3.5 

STAFF SAMPLE ~ISTRIBUTION ~ ~. CATEGORY 

JOB POSITION SAMPLE RESPONDENTS RESPONSE 

(f) % (f) % % 

Man~gement (8) 4.4. (9 ) 6.0 100.0 

security (105) 57.4 (59 ) 44.0 56~2 

Professional (37) 20.2 (29) 21.6 78.4 

Clerical (14) 7.6 (11) 8.2 78~6 

Miscellaneous (19) 10.4 (13) 9.7 68.4 

Other (missing) * --- ---- (14) 10.4 -----

TOTAL (183) 100.0 (134) 99.9 73.2. 
(I 

.-

* Fourteen st~ff r7spt?ndents.fa~led to complete the portion of 
the survey 1dent1fY1ng the1r Job cl.assification and a.re thus 
reported as "missing" in this breakdown by job category. 
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(shift 1) employees as available during their working hours; and 

completing testing with administrative/punitive segregation and 

protective custody residents and remaining day (shift 2) employees 

on February 27th. 

Overall, the questionnaire administration ran very smoothly. 

Complete support was provided by institutional management, and 

almost all residents were cooperative and willing to complete the 

questionnaires. There was, in fact, very little resistance to 

the testing in general, although some staff were skeptical and 

considered the experience a "waste of good timen.17 

Processin~ Survey Results. Detailed coding guides were developed 

for all survey questionnai~~s by project staff. lS Survey data 

were coded on IB11 data processing sheets and organized i.nto a 

standard SPSS (Statistical Package !£t ~ ,epcial §lciences; 

Nie, E!t. al" 1975) system file for computer analysis. Results of 

these analyses will be reported in Chapter 5· of thi.s report. _ 

Analys~ 2! Official Records ~ 

A concern raised by MIR officials early in the discussions 

leadin9 to this project was their developing the capacity to 

--,-----
17 Most of this dissatisfaction came from non-unit and non­

management personnel within the institution. These staff were 
included in the testing since functional unit management is 
designed to represent total institution management; .therefore, 
the genera.l. ideas of such. persons regarding unit management 
were also felt to be' relevant. Most of these staff do, for 
exarnple, have reqular contact<!with residents at MIR. 

18 
Copies of these coding guides may be obtained from project staff. 
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conduct continuing "in,",:house" evaluations of institutional 'pro­

grams. Specifically, they were interested in developinq methods 

to identify and utilize relevant da:ta available in ;it he Division's 
19 information system. 

Accordingly, an objective of this evaluation involved util­

ization of these data, primarily for demonstration purposes. 

Because .~ hiqh percentage of MIR residents are released on parole 

(and because new statutes :require conditional supet"vision on 

parole of all correctional releasees) a review of Division of 

Probation and Parole record.s was also included in this objective. " 

It was not possible, h,owever, to integrate these data into 

the rest of this evaluation for several reasons. First, a~though 

Division of Corrections' data, maintained by the (umbrella agenc~1) 

Department of Social Servictes' data prot~essing section, was 

readily available, it was a,railable only in ,a form in which all 

identifying numbers had been removed. 20 Thu$, the:r::e was no way to 

obtain data for the same r,esidents who had been sampl~d. in the 

survey (Since the survey was anonymous, of course, there would 

19 AlthCugli individual residents' data hi\ave been stored in the 
Division's information system for several years, they have 
-been utilized primarily in processing residents. No proce­
dures or programs have been available for combining these 
individual records into aggregate datau~eful for program 
evaluatiol).. 

20 At the time these data were requested, Soc'~,;al Services' staff 
were in the process of changing their computer systems, and 
were unable to provide staff assistance for programming to 
select a sample, identity and retrieve desire~ data, etc. 
Instead, all Division data were made available (on t~p~), but 
confidentiality regulations required that all identifying 
numbers be deleted. . 
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have been no way to link the two sets of data under any circum­

sta,nces) • 

, 

Furthermore, Division of Probation and Parole records could 

usefully be reviewed only on residents who had been released for 

several months. Thus, parole d;~ta had to come on residents who 

were in the institution at a much earlier stage of implementa-

tioD. (a sample from 1978 was selected) and generalizations from 

that sample to current or future populations of residents tiould 

be speculative at best. 

It seemed most appropriate, therefore, to consider this 

phase of the proj'ect as a demonstration only , to suggest ways 

in w~ch official records could be used in on-going evaluation. 
, ! 

Methods involved in' this phase and a demonstration of results 

will be presented in Appendix C. 
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CHAPTER 4 

E~RTICIPANT-OBSERVATION RESULTS 
Program De'scri~~~~ Qp~~l 

dl 

,This cha,pter presents results of the participant-observa_ 

H.on methodoJ!ogy outlined in Chapter 3 (pp. 36-43). Specifically 

included is a description of the structure and operation'of the 

functional unit management program in the context of the Reforma­

tory as an institution, and the results of data collection on 

variables (informal interaction and classification tealTl partici­

pation) selected as indicators of the degriee of implerrrentation 

of the unit management program. Each of tlheseareas will be 

discussed i~ turn. 

Description 2! ~,~ogr~ 
I' 

~ Institutional ~~~. General informatJlon on the Missou,ri 

Intermediate Reformatory, and circumstances leading to development 

of the functional unit management program, were presented in 

Chapter 1 of this report. This slection will detail key institu-
(,"--''1 

ti0l1?;i personnel, programs, and a.ctivities that will provide a 

context for more complete underst:anding of the institution's 

functional unit management program. 

!!!!:. Residents.. Clients, of course, are an important part 

of any institutional. contex, t. There . 1 ' , are app~oX:t:maE& y 600 

1 This chapter'has been adapted from Cosgrove, 1980. 
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residents housed at MIR. The roajority are first time incarc~r-
ated male felons bet.ween the ages of 17-25. 

(In December, 1979, 

a decision was made to return to MIR technical parole violators 

who were previously incarcerated there, but the numbers' of these 

residents were quite small at the time of data collection). 

The average stay of residents is about 11 months; the overall 

parole rate of the instit.ution is 80 percent. At the present 

time the racial breakdown of the resident population is 58% 

white and 42% black. The majority of the inmates are from 

either the St. Louis or Kansas City area. 

Administrative E,ersonne!. The key administrative personnel 
i'j 

in the Reformatory are the Superintendent, two Assistant Super~-
intendents, and the Correctional Casework Superviaor. 2 Figure 

4.1 below displays the formal structure of these administrative 
personnel. 

I SUPERINTENDENT I 
I 

ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT 
OF INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES 

, 
..1. 

CORRECTIONAL CASEWORK 
SUPERVISOR 

ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT 
OF INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMS 

Figure 4.1. Formal Structu~ 2! !e~ ~inifotrativ~ Personnel. 

The primary role of the Superintendent is overall in~titution-

2 .The Chief of Custody also plays an important" ro'le, . but '·this role' 
will be discussed in the context of custody later in ~his chapter. 
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al coordination. He supervises the activities of thel institution, 

attempting to insure _ that .; nati tutional and di vision~(l policies 

alre implemented. He -reviews '''viOlations, pre-:releaSefJ, furlough 

the' application" and resident grievancesf reviews and a~~ts upon 

rec~mmendations of the classification team; and m~et!~ weekly 

with heads of major institutional components (custo~~, unit pro-: 
t ,i 

.. 1 II ms) He grams, institutional services, and inst~tut~ona prqigra • 

i! .• also freguently attends unit manager and unit staff :lmeet.~ngs. 

FinallY,' because functipnal unit management is a re ~la ti ve'ly: new 
-'\ 

concept, the superintendent correctly considers empi,a.oy'~:e rela-: 
Ii -tions, "both with Reformatory and overall Division~lersonnel, 

an important part of his responsibility. 

The Assistant Superintendent ~ Institut~~~~ ~!~ is ................. --- ': 

primarily responsible for the direction of various~ services 

offered to the resident population, including medical services, 

the Osage Expedition (wilderness challenge program)~ recreation, 

classification (unit system), mail anq chaplains. In addition, 

he 

by 

assists the Superintendent in the operation of the institution 

providing input regarding institutional services and sugges-

tions regarding institutional policies and procedures, both formal­

ly in the Superintendent's executive meetings, and informally 

through periodid' conversations. H€l also participates in discipli-

nary hear ngs i and is a regular Ioornb~r of the Classification 

Committee. 3 

The seC.()lld,'Assi . .stant,:. s,u:per.ill.tendent. is . re~ponsible .ill 

including laundry, education, farms, food 

,;: . commi ttee ' s 3 6 4-65 ~,\ ummary of the classifi.cat~on See pp. \'!pr a s 
function. 
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ser"ice, maintenance, and fiscal management. This Assist~mt super-: 

intendent supervises the overall activities of these pxog~~ams, 

pr.oviding .relevant input to the Superintendent. In additl~on, a 

major portion of his job is to assist the Superintendent !~n the 

administration and operation of the facility through at:t~~dance 
'I 

4 
at unit managers' meetings and unit staff meetings. 

The final key administrative position is the Correo~~ 

Casework 2-uperviaor, who is the direct supervisor of the ,various 
i 

unit's staff. A major part of this person's job is the ~,uper-: 

vision and the coordination of the units and their activi~ties 
" 

through attendance at unit staff meetings or participatilPn in 

informal unit manager's meetings (conferences with the f:our unit 
J; I 

managers) 5 Meetings such as these serv~ to de:1;lop conSjansus 
// :::-

among the units to be presented to various ins,.i-~i;tutio~al. depart-

ments. The Corrections Casework Supervisor sees himse1~: as 

"middle management", providing a link between unit staf~E and top 

administration through his participation in unit staff l,neetings, 

unit managers' meetings, and the Superintendent's executive staff 

meeting. In addition, he is also involved in the insti;tutional 

disciplinary hearings, serving as a member of the Adjus,tment 

Board and the Classification Committee. 

Project staff observations of institutional acti~lities have 

led to the' suggestion that an informal structure existl~ between 

4 See pp. 82-83 for description of the unit staff me'~ting. a 
I 

5 See pp. 84-85 for description of the informal uni~; managers' a 
meetings. 
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these key administrative personnel,6 depicted graphically in 

Figure 4.2 below. 

I SUPERINTENDENT I 
>' """" 

"..'" -..,., ...... 
..,., ...... 

r-----------------~~-----, ___ ~'=_ ____________________ ___ 

ASS ISTAN'l' SUPERINTENDENT I ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDF.:NT 
INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMS 

~ / '" / '-, // 

CORRECTIONS CASEWORK 
SUPERVISOR 

~------------__________ -J . 

Figure 4.2. ~,forma1 ~.EE.£!.~ 2! ~ex. Administrative Personnel. 
--..----.-- -_---.:;,a __ 

Institution~l ~~tivities. Four institutional activities are 

relevant to th~ operation of the flllflctional unit management program: 

new resident orientation, the grievance procedure:, the adjustment 

board meetings, and class~f~,cation cOl'nmi ttee meetings. The objec­

ti ve of ~ resident ?rienta..E-.E!! is to provide n~~~ ;r.esidents with 

information regarding rules, regulations, and inEJtit,~tional 

programs. Orientation involves on~ week in the reception and 

orientation unit, when the new inmate is told wlta'c is expected ,of 

h;m while he is in the institutIon. Once a resident has been 

ass ';gned to a un't rob f th' 0
1 

... ,~ , a me er 0 e um.t staff will complete th.~ 

-----_.-
6 The" Corrections Casework Supervisor was new': to the position when 

observati.qns were conducted r having been ~ppointed in January, 
1980, and was only beginning to become ffflniliar with the tasks 
associated with his position. This ind~vidual had experience 
as a unit ma~ager, and therefore was familiar with t~:e program, 
but at the t1me of observations he may have been lower in the 
informal administrative structure merely becquse of his relat­
ively new status. 
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orientation procedure with a tour of the institution, a lecture 

regarding unit policy, and the development of a personalized 

plan based on the assets and needs of the particular resident. 

A grievance can be filed by a resident if he feels that he 

has been dealt with in an illegal or discriminatory manner. In 

SUCD a, case, the classification team reviews and responds to 

the resident's grieva.nce. The resident can then accept the 

classification team's response or appeal the decision to the 

Superintendent; and if he is not satisfied with the Superin­

tendent's response he can appeal to the Director of the Division 

of Corrections. The purpose of the grievance proce~ure is to 
7 provide a safeguard aga.inst abuses of authority by staff. 

The Adjustment Board is the major disciplinary board in the - --
insti tution. The Adjus;tment Board usually has three members: 

the Corrections Casewolc:k Supervisor, a Correctional Officer 

Captain, and the Chief of ,Custody (who serves as chairperson). 

A case might be referred to the adjustment board for several 
~: 

reasons. Any violation of the first seven institutional rules8 

results in an automatic referral to the Adjustment Board. A 

second type of referral can come from the classification team, 

if, for exalnple they feel a resident is unusually agressive, 

vi~lent, or is rece~ving a large number of violations. In such 

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

7 

8 

Although project s'caff observations of grieva~ce procedu:-es wE7;l'e 
limi ted several residents expressed the opin~on that grl.evance 
procedu~es were not ext.remely useful tool~ ~-or reso~ving 
problems and suggested that the act of fl.l~ng -a gr·~evance may 
result i~ more trouble for the resident from various staff members. 

Murder/manslaughter, assault, dangerous contraband, escape or 
att~m9t~d escape, riot, forcible sexual misconduct, or arson. 
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an instance the adjustment board would be asked for appropriate 

sanctions, such as transfer to administrative segregativn or to 

another institution, or for the residen.t to be placed on 'i9/l2ths" 

or '~12/l2thsn time .instead of the normal tr7/12ths" tiIn6 (with the 

result that the resident must serve a longer sentence).9. 

Once a resident has been referred to the MIR Adjustment Board, 

his case will be heard during a regular Tuesday morning meeting. 

The resident will be accompanied by a unit team member (usually 

the unit manager or the caseworker) who presents therecommenda­

tion of the unit team. The Adjustment Board will review the 

resident's file, hear the case, and listen to the recommendation 

from the unit team. Additional information may also be requested 

from the institutional investigation office staff. After review-

Jng'iall information, the Adjustment Board makes a recommendation to . , 
'., . 10 

the Classification Committee for approval. 

The Classification £2!!!mittee also serves a ~jor discipli­

nary function in the institution. The classification corr®ittee 

usually meets on Friday mornings, with suggested members including 

the Corrections Casework Supervisor, the Chief of Custody, and the 

Assistant Superintendent for Institutional Services (although other 

9 For example, a resident entering MIR with a three-year sentence 
ordinarily would be required to serve 21 months (or 7/l2ths of 
the sentence); the Adjustment Board could increase the amount 
of time to 27 or 36 months. 

10 Although the Adjustment Board only makesrecominendations to the 
Classification Committee, several unit staff members have indi­
cated to project staff that the Adjustment Board is the more 
powerful of the two, and that the Classification Committee 
usually approves the recommendations of the AdjuF\tment Board. 

',' 
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people often are substituted at any given meeting). A member of 

the unit team usually aecompanies the ~esident to Classification 

Committee meetings. The classification con~ittee hears recommen-

dations from the classification team and/or the Adjustment Board 

on disciplinary actions, transfers, movements to or from 

administrative segregation or protective custody, or other insti-

tutional matters, suggests any changes in resident contracts (with 

unit teams) that they may feel is necessaryp and forwards its 

decision to the Superintendent for final approval. 

Custodial Structu~~. The custody staff at MIR is structur­

ed into a traditional hierarchYr with a Chief of Custody (major), 

captains, lieuten~nts, sergeants, and line correctional officars. 

The Chief of custody's major responsibility is custody, and all 

his energies are directed toward this goal. As the Chief of 

Custody, he is responsible for the supervision and coordination 

of the custodial staff l done primarily by means of weekly captains' 

arId lieutenants' meetings. The captains, lieutenants and ser-

geants are the.immediatesupervisors of line correctional officers. 

Project staff observations demonstrated that the line correctional 

officer had the most contact with residents, and therefore the 

majorit:.y of this section will focus on the position of line correp­

tional offic.ers. 

The primary function of the correctional officer is security. 

Initially (1974) correctional officers were members of the~iclassi-

fication teams at MIR, but at the present time-they are not. 

Currently, a correctional officer may attend the team ·olassifi­

cation meetings if he so ,desires, but is no~ allowed to vote on 
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the team's final decisi~n. The reasons for th~s~\ changes are 

unclear, although "insufficient staffing" is frequently cited. 

It maybe that the presence of a correctional officer created 

constC';nt confrontations between the officers and the residents. 

\ Nevertheless, there was some concern (at the time of our 

obser'i.tations) that the correctional officers were not signj ficant­

ly invblved in the functional unit management program, were iso ... 

lated from the unit processes, and should be more involved in 

unit activities The unit managers agree: that the correctional 

officers should not be isolated from the unit processes, but may 

not be in favor of allowing t,hem to vote on the classification 

t.eam. They do, however, often encourage the correctional officers 

to provide input to the team classification meetings, occasionally 

asking a correctional officer to attend one of the meetj,'ngs. 

In conjunction with their primary role of security, correc-

tional officers are strongly encouraged (b~ the Chief of Custody) 

to attend unit staff meetings to provide input regarding the 

climate of the unit. Correctional officers observed in attendance 

at unit staff meetings comment'ed primarily on the atmosphere of the 

individual dorms, questions concerning unit procedures . ' specific 

problems in the d.o~ms and/6r suggestions regarding unit policy. 

At {c.he time of observations two majo;r concerns were expressed 

by the u{~i;t and tidministrative personnel regarding the correctional 
II 

officer. The fi,rst concern Was the level of training for the 

correci't.ional officer'f and in particular, the la.ck of any special 
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training in terms of functional lmj, t mi?<nagement" 11 The second 

related concern was that correctional officers were underpaid, 

making jt more difficult to keep quality officers on the job. 

Rapid turnover among correctional officers is undoubtedly detri­

mental to 'developing the kinds of working and trusting relation­

ships needed between staff members and residents in the correc-

t.ional setting. 

Insti tutio!1al. F.~!l-ill~. The Missouri Intermediate Reform­

atory is composed of ten housing buildings. Eight are used to 

house residents in the units;12 the other two are used for Adminis­

trative o,nd Punitive Segregation (building six), and for Reception 

and Orientation, Protective Custody, and the Special Adjustment 

. 10' .) 13 Unit (bu~ ~ng n~ne • 

A resident can be sent to Administrative Segregation for an 

initial period of no more than '0 days. At this time he is 

r~viewed by the Classification Committee and is either released to 

the general population, referred to the Special Adjustment Unit, 

or is given additional time in Administrative Segregation. The 

Classification Committee is the only disciplinary board which can 

pluce a resident in Administrative Segregation. Residents in 

---_ .. -----
11 The Assistant Superintendent for Institutional Programs has an 

informal interest in the institution's custody program and has 
expressed interest in upgrading training for MIR correctional 
officers. 

12 See page 4, Chapter 1, for a map of institutional buildings. 

13 See pp. 72-74 for a discussion of these aspects of the 
functional unit management program. 
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Administrative Segregation are under constant supervision, and 

personal possessions and freedom of movement a.re greatly restrict-

ed. 

Residents may be placed in Punitive Segregation by the class­

ification team for no more than t,en days in a row. The rest.ric-

t'ions on residents in Punitive Segregation are more extreme than 

in Administrative Segregation, as they are locked in their cells 

for the majority of the day_ Punitive Segregation is commonly 

referred to by most staff and residents as "the hole". 

A resident may request a. transfer to Protective Custody at 

any time during: his term at MIR to eat, work, and remain apart 

from the gener,al population for his own protection. The Special 

Adjustment Unit is designed to allow :..\..~sidents released from 

Protective Custody, Punitive Segregation, or Administrat.ive Segre­

gation to gradually return to the general population. The Special 

Adjustment Unit is not required for all residents returning to 

the general population, but only those that the unit team feels 

would benefit from it. 

A second facility is the education department, d.ivic1ec1 into 

academic and CETA (Comprehensive Educational and Training Act) 

components. There are 15 people who teach academic subjects. One 

of the aims of the educational program is to allm .. T residents an 

opportunity to achieve their GED (high school e~uivalency). For 

those residents who cannot obtain a GED, basic subjects are stressed.. 

In addition to the regular classroom, the edu.cation department 

provides a more intense pr~gram referred to as t.he Learni~g Center. 

The tearning Center, serving residents over the age of 21, is 
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designed to provide additional help to residents who are having 

a difficult time in the regular classroom. The CETA program 

consists of small engine repair, wood workir'lg, welding, plumbing, 

electrical repair, auto mechanics, and machine shop. All CETA 

co'Urses are certified and provide job related training for the 

residents during their period of incarceration. 

One position in the education department directly related 

to the functional unit management program is th.e Educational Repre­

sentative. In previous years the teachers were considered official 

team classification members, but as of sept.ember, 1979, one indi-
14 vidual now represents the teachers on all four teams. 

A third set of facilities at the Reformatory are the farm 

and other work areas. MIR is located on several hundred acres of 

farm land in central Missouri, and with the assistance of the farm 

staff the residents work this land. In addition to the farm, other 

facilities which employ inmates are the powerhouse, greenhouse, 

food service, library (which is very small), and recreational 

department. 

~ Functional ~. ~93~~. We will discuss this program in 

terms of its development, structure, and operations. In addition, 

variations among units will be explored. 

14 For the months of January and February, 1980, the educational 
representative did not participate in the team classific~tion 
activity because he had to work on the American Correct10ns 
Association (ACA) accreditation; during this period each unit, 
was given one teacher to serve as the educational representat1ve. 
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Devel0l'ment £f ~ ~9£.men! ~ ~~. The initial plan fo:1:' 

implementation of functiona. 1 un1' t managenlent 
at l-ITR rei~rred to 

the concept created by the Federal Bureau of ' 
Pr1sons. However" 

while the advantages of MIR's functional unit management program 

were to be the same as those listed by the Bureau of Prisons 15 

the Bureau's program was used only as a model, not as a goal for 
reproduction. 

Based on the advantages of functional unit manage-

ment, the initial goals for MIR. w'ere t.o improve the institutional 

climate; to increase the nUmber e,f staff and . 
1'1mates who have 

input into the day-to-day functioning of the institution; and to 

improve the relationsh{p between t f 
~ s a f and inmates (Missouri Divi-

sion of Corrections, 1978b). 

Functional unit management at MIR was developed in two 

Primary stages. The f1' st t ' I 
r sage 1nvo ved the implementation of 

team classification, separation of the larger I' 
popu at10n into four 

smaller units, placement of staff offices in the inmate housing 

uni ts, development of a skeletal file system, and developrr1ent of 

the three custody levels. 

Once ·the team clasSification concept was t' I opera 10na , t.he 
institution's population was divided into four units. 

Each case-
worker Was assigned a unit, and those residents who had previously 

been on a caseworker's caseload were placed in his unit. 
In 

conjunction with the creation of the four units, three other moves 
occurred. 

First, the caseworker's and classification assistant's 

15 
See Chapter 2, "?erspecti ves from t.he Li tera ture" of this report." 

; , 
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offices were placed in the resident housing areas. The basic 

assumption behind this move was that staff would develop a better 

understanding of the residents, and that commur.ication between 

residents and unit staff would increase. Second, each unit was 

divided into three custody levels, (honor, medium, and close). In 

the development of the custody level system, two honor dorms were 

added, which allowed each unit to have an honor dorm. Third, a 

skeletal file system allowed the units to maintain information on 

residents in their units. By placing copies of files in unit 

offices, staff members had easier access to 'information on their 

residents. 

The second stage of developroent occurred in July, 1978, when 

the Missouri Merit Systero authorized the position of unit manager. 

A unit manager was hired for each unit and given administrative 

authority in the unit (i.e., staffing patterns, supervision of 
16 unit procedures, etc.). 

At the time of observations the functional unit management 

program was fully operational. Each unit had approximately 150 

residents, and the three custody levels were present in If\ach unit. 

Team classification was utilized in the handling of resident vio1a-

tions, resident reviews and program adjustment, and incident 

16 At the time of observations. howeve:t, Unit 4 was underst:ff£ed, 
lacking a unit manager, as the individua1'who was formerly the 
unit manager had become the educational representative for all 
four teams. The caseworker of Unit 4 was acting as unit manager, 
assuming both the duties of unit manager and of caseworker. Be­
cause this individual was informally the unit manager of Unit 4,­
all analyses of Unit 4 are based on the assumption that the unit 
was one caseworker short. The other three units were fully 
staffed, each with a unit manager, caseworker, and classification 
assistant. 
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investigations. Official merobers of the unit team at the time 

inclUded the unit manager, caseworker, classification a.ssistant, 

parole representative and the educational representative. 

?rogra~ ~cturec As previously noted, there are ten 

housing buildings at MIR, divided into four units by assigning 

two bui Idings to each uni t. (\,li th two bui Idings used for reception, 

segregation, and prot.ective custody) .17 Each building houses 

approximately 75 residents. 

The housing facilities are all separate bpildings, and this 

aspect of the MIR facility is important to functional unit manage­

ment. Separate buildings make it easier to distinguish the 

various units and their classification teams and, in addition, 

allow each unit to utilize a custody level system, with one 

building housing t.hose residents on close and mediUm custody and 

the other housing residents on honor status. 

The major objective of the units is to divide the larger 

population "into f;ma11 and manageable groups, whose merobers 

develop a common identity and close association with each other 

and their unit staff" (Missouri Division of Correct.ions, 1978b). 

One effect of creating four individual units has been to increase 

the flexibility of the unit staff with regard to unit programs. 

Each unit has the authority to conduct or initiate programs as 

they wish, as long as they comply with general institutional 

policy. 

A resident is assigned to a particular unit on the basis of 

17 
See P. 4, Chapter 1, for a map of institutional buildings. 

:{ 
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available space. For example, if two new residents cllrrive and 

Unit 4 is the only unit with available bed space, they are placed 

in Unit 4. The units may also make an effort to maintain a racial 

balance in their population, and thus race may also be a factor in 

the decision to place a new resident in a particular unit. 

A key program feature is the placement of staff offices in 

the residents' housing area. The major objectives behind this 

placement were to allow the staff to develop a better understand­

ing of their residents, and to increase communication be{~ween 

unit staff and residents. One result of the placement qf staff 

offices in resident housing areas is that unit staff are more 

accessible to residents than when the staff offices were in the 

administration building. Although access to staff offices may 

vary according to custody level, it seems as though residents can 

visi t. the staff offices fairly easily. 

The staff offices of all four units are located on the third 

floor of the close and medium custody housing buildings. The 

major differences in the physical layout of the offices is that 

in Units 1, 3, and 4 the unit manager, caseworker, and classifi-

cation assistant all share an office; in Unit 2, the caseworker 

and cla.ssification assistant share an office but the unit manager 

has a separate office. 

A second key feature is the custody level system of each 

unit. Tnele are three basic custody levels: close, medium, and 

honor. One housing building of each unit is composed of close 

and medium status, and the second is used to house residents on 

honor status. 

I I 
I I 

L J 

u 
n 
n 
f 1 

u 
u 
II . J 

fl 

f I 
, 

lJI 
n 
n 

~ 

~ ~ 
I 
I f 

I, : 

1 
" 

'I' ~n (, Uu 
I 

(i ~ 
i' Ll 

- 74 -

There are three major differences among 1~he custody levels. 

First, as a resident progresses through the custody lev~l system, 

he has fewer restrictions placed on his freedom. For example, 

residents in close custOdy are not allowed to work on the farm 

and they are under constant supervision of a correctional officer 

when in the housing bl.1ilding. Second, residents on honor status 

receive less stringent restrictions on personal belongings than 

those on medium or close status. Third, residents on honor status 

have their own rooms, while medium and close status residents 

usually are re~uired to share a room. Table 4.J., on page 75, 

provides a list of the restrictions and privileges which accompany 

each custody level. One result of the custody level system is 

that it separates residents who ha.ve proven they can make pro­

gress in the institution from those who have not yet exhibited 

positive behavior during their term in the institution. 

Residents progress through the custody level system by m~ans 

of a series of behavioral contracts. The behavioral contract is 

created by the classification team during the resident's initial 

review and is altered as J:?ecessary during subsequent reviews. A 

resident's contract is reviewed by the classification team after 

thirty days on close custody; after sixty days on medium custody; 

and every ninety days when he is in the honor dormitory. The 

basic contract requires the resident to acquire no conduct viola­

tions, to maintain satisfactory work and/or training reports, ano 

to obtain satisfactory reports on weekly inspections for the 

length of the contract. 
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TABLE 4. 1. ~ @ PRIVILEGES BY CUSTODY !!!~ 

MISSOURI INTERMEDIATE REFORMATORY 
(Revised 4-11-79) 

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

1. No television in rooms. One television set per Recreation Hall. 
2. One radio per room. 
3. Recreation Hall closed during check-in and check-out time. 
4. No outcounts. 
5. No furloughs. 
6. No visiting between rooms. Visiting in Recreation Hall only. 
7. No recommendation for parole from Team. 
8. A telephone call every 60 days. 

MEDIUM CUSTODY 

1. One television set per room. 
2. Furloughs for critical need only. 
3. One radio per inmate. 
4. May have thtee (3) people in a room to visit. 
5. May be eligible for outcounts if inmate has been here ninety (90) days 

with thirty (30) days clear conduct. 
6. Possess non-electric guitar. 
7. Eligible to work at Greenhouse. 
8. A telephone call every 45 days. 

MINIMUM 9USTODY (HONOR) 

1. Fref~ visiting between rooms and Recreation Halls on same floors. 
Any~ne caught behind the J.e. Door on another floor is automatically 
rerr,oved. 

2. FLee movement on Hill within out-of-bound limita~~:ions and time res\trictions. 
3. Front door locked at 4:00 p.m. except during daylight savings time when 

it will be open until 9,00 p.m. or dusk -- whichever is soonest. 
4. Receive favorable parole recommendations from Team, except in highly 

unusual circumstances. 
5. Except in unusual circumstances, residents will receive positive rec­

ommendations for trans£ers to an honor center or halfway house. 
6. Eligible for furloughs. 
7. May possess throw rug, non-electric guitar, bedspread, radio, TV, and 

other items app'roved by the Superintendent. 
8. Eligible for Osage Expeditions. 
9. Given priority on outcounts. 

10. May be assigned outside of perimeter fence; i.e., Farm, Powerhouse, 
Kennelman, and Bus Driver, etc. 

11. A telephone call every 30 days. 
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The behavioral contracts operat,e in conjunction with the 

reality therapy treatment modality. Residents are mad~ aware of 

behavior that is expected of them and the natural consequences of 

negative behavior. In addition, the custody level system is 

used to provide an incentive system where residents may gain 

privileges through positive behavior. The hope is that a resident 

will recognize that his behavior regUlates his progress within 

the institution, and that he is responsible for his negative 

behavior and its consequences. 

There is one major difference among the four units with 

regard to the custody level system. Units 1, 2, ann 4 all place 

new resideni;ra on close custody. Residents are then allo'<led t.o 

move to medium custody if they successfully complete a thirty-

day contract designed by the classification team, and may move 

from medium custody to honor status if they successfully complete 

a sixty-day contract. According tiJ unit staff :in these units, new 

residents are placed on close custOdy in an effort to determine 

if they can follow rules and regulations. All of the custody 

moves, however, are: dependent on available spac!e on the next 

higher level (for example, if a resident is eligible for the honor 

dormi tory and thE'~re is no space, he must wait until space is 

available). A resident who is placed on ei thE!r medi urn or honor 

status, furthermore, can be returned to close custody for a serious 

violation or a larger number of minor violations (us'Ually something 

that would result in a resident being sent to Punitive Segregation). 

The custOdy level of Unit 3, however, is different from that 

of the other three units. Unit.3 places all new resic'lents direct-
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lyon the medium custoay level (although sometimes medil~ custoay 

may be overcrowded and new residents must start on close custody) • 

According ~o the staff on Unit 3, the idea behino placing new 

residen'ts on medium custody level is to separate them from 

residents who have shown negative behavior in the past (close 

custody residents), and therefore possibly proviae a better 

atmosphere for new residents. In addition, the staff of Unit 3 

seem to feel that by placing new residents on medium custody, they 

are giving them the impression that the staff respect and tr.ust 

them. 

~ staffin~. The unit staff includes the Unit Man~ger, 

Caseworker, and Classification Assistant. The Unit Marlager is the 

administrative heaa of the unit. Ideally he should supervise 

the upit staff and manage the unit through "management by objec­

tives" and participatory management. Under this model, the Unit 

·Manager and the unit staff would consult on mat,ters pertaining to 

the operation of a unit, hanaling of residents, and institutional 

procedures; and this consultation would result in the setting of 

objectives which the unit staff would seek to fulfill through 

various unit activities. 

The role of the Unit Manager is still somewhat unclear and 

seems to be developing at MIR. Nevertheless, there seems to be a 

feeling on the part of upper administratjon that the position is 

a powerful one in the organiZation. In addition to managing the 

uni t, t,he Unit Manager coordinates and supervises the classifica­

tion team and thus delivers such correctional services as assis-

tance, control, and counseling of residents. 
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The unit Manager's role also requires him to provide a 

liason between the unit staff and upper administration of the 

prison. The unit Manager chairs the unit staff meetings, receiv­

ing input from the unit staff r~garding institutional and unit 

policies ana procedures. He also attends meetings with the 

Corrections Casework Supervisor and participates in meetings with 

various administrative heaas of the institution. In t.hese meet-

ings, the Unit Manage;;r provides input to the administration based 

on information received from their unit staff. 

The Caseworker has a diverse role, and individual Case-

workers are involved in numerous custodial and tr.eatment activi-

ties. Caseworkers were observed participating in team meetings, 

unit staff meetings, orientation procedures, informal counseling 

of residents, and l-esident council sessions. In part.icipating in 

these activities the Caseworkers were assisting the Unit Manager 

in the management of the unit, implementing treatment during the 

team meetings, providing information to inmates, and acting in a 

custodial function to ensure control in the unit. 

The third position in the unit is the Classification Assis-

tanto The Classification Assistant is a member of the classifi~ 

cation team and is expected to provide input to the team meetings. 

The rol'e of the Classification Assistant, like that of the Case-

worker, is diverse. Classification Assistants were observed as 

involved in team meetings, unit staff meetings, informal counsel~ 

ing, mo~~ments of residents to various custody levels, and orien-

tation lectures. 

The diversity which is involved in the Classification Assis-
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tant's role requires him to be active in both treatment and custody 

activities. The general feelings of the Classification Assistants 

seem to be that they function in a "helping" role until a resident 

creates a problem, when they must adopt a custodial role. 

In terms of appearance the Classification Assistant resembles 

a Correctional Officer, as both wear Division of Corrections' 

uniforms-. The institution' s administration has suggested that 

the Classification Assistant wear plain clothes, but this idea did 

not gain serious consideration. The Unit Managers and the 

Corrections Casework Supervisor seem to feel the Classification 

Assistant should remain in uniform, perhaps because of the possi-

bilit.y that the Classification Assistants may be placed in charge 

of unit Correctional Officers (a move that might be easier to 

implement if the Classification Assist.ants remain in uniform). In 

an overall sense, the Classification Assistant assists the team in 

the implementation of treatment, provides information to residents, 

participates in the daily operation of the units, and helps to 

ensure unit control. 

The formal structure vf the unit staff members calls for a 

hierarchy of authority within the unit. In each unit, the Unit 

Manager seems to be the administrative head and top authority 

figure. The Unit Manager attends administrative meetings, chairs 

unit staff meetings, and gives directions to Unit Staff. The 

distinct.ion between the Caseworker and the Classifica:l:ion Assistant 

seems to be less clear and an informal structure in the unit 

appears to be more prevalent. Based on project staff observations 

of unit activities, unit staff meetings, and unit team meeti~gs, 
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it appears that the Caseworker and Classification Assistant may 

possess e~ual power and authority within the unit. 

All Unit Staff Members have had previous correct,ional exper-

ience as either a Caseworker, Correctional Officer, Probat.ion 

Officer, or Youth Specialist. All Unit Staff Members have also 

participated in various training programs offered by the Division 

of Corrections, including Basic, Intermediate, and Advanced 

correctional training1 ~anagement training; and t~am classifica­

tion training, In addition to these programs, some of the Unit 

Staff Members have also participated in reality therapy training. 

~ Man.!l-gement. Func·tional unit management requires a 

decentralized organizational structure, allowing decisions to be 

made, within the framework of institutional policy, at lower levels 

of the organization. This s('Iction focuses on the managerial style 

18 employed in the MIR functional unit management program. Figure 

4.3 of page 81 presents the formal levels of organization jn 

functional unit management at MIR, including Institutional Admin­

istration, the Corrections Casework Supervisor, Unit Staff, and. 

Residents. 

The units are managed by a Unit Manager through management 

by objectives and participatory management. Other than informal 

conversations between Unit li.1anagoers and their st.aff, the management 

of the unit is achieved through two major meetings: the Resident 

Council Meeting and the Unit Staff Meeting. 

la The organizational structure of the custody, maintenance, 
farm and other institutional services are represented by 
tradi tional centralized structure .• 
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Units may operate the Resident Council in various manners, 

but the general principle behind the Council is similar. The 

Resident Council is composed of residents, either elected as 

representatives or participating as a total group. The va.rions 

custody levels each have a Resident Council, which meets (ideally) 

with the Unit Staff at least twice a month. 

The goals of the Resident Council Meetings seem to be to 

resolve resident problems, provide resident input in the manage­

ment of the unit, and to enhance positive corr®.unication between 

residents and staff. An important notion underlying the Resident 

Council is that the residents are involved in the discussion of 

activities ~lhich may affect their lives. 19 By involving the 

residents in the discussion of unit policy, the functional unit 

management program incorporates members of the correctional organ-

ization who are ordinarily excluded, and thus may result in an 

increase of information and more efficient. management of the 

institution. The Resident Council meeting, therefore, provides 

the first level of participatory management. Table 4.2 summarizes 

variations among units in resident council operation. 

The second meeting which attempts to involve the lower 

organiZational levels in decision-making and unit policy formula-

tion is the weekly Unit Staff Meeting. The Unit staff Meeting 

appears to be concerned \.,i th the transmission of information 

between the Uni't.Staff, Correctional Officers, and the Unit 

19 
In .ORe un'it, a suggestion from the Resident Council was obser-
ved to 'advance to' unit staff level and eventually piogress to 
to level administration for consid.eration. ,.' 
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RESIDENT CO~Q!b 

.UNIT STAFF MEET­
ING 
Date and Time 

Location 

Chairperson 

Participants 

Pror.edures 

.--- -~.~.----------~' -"r"l------

TABLE 4.2 
VARIATIONS ~ UNITS IN ,~~~ COUN.9.!1 AND UNIT ~ ~ETINGS 

UNIT ONE -------------
Not always fully opera­
tional; at times does 
not exist at all. When 
operational, each cus­
tody level has own 
Council ,.,ith 3 elected 
members. Unit Staff 
indicates transfers 
within custody levels 
impede operations. 

2:30 p.m. Fridays 

Unit Staff meetings in 
unit offices; resident 
council inactive at 
time of data collec­
tion. 

Unit Manager or Case­
worker 

Unit Staffi Corrections 
Casework Supervisor; 
Superintendent (or an 
Assistant Superinten­
dent); 2nd and 3rd 
shift Lieutenant. 

Pre-arranged ~genda 
discussed with ~taff 
present; items may 
include suggeutions 
from Resident Council, 
unit atmosphere, insti­
tutional or unit policy, 
or other items. 

UNIT TWO -----,_ ..... -------
Each Custody level has 
own Council with 3 
elected members who 
discuss issues of 
concern to residents 
in meetings with Unit 
Staff. Staff report 
that only honor level 
Council is effective 
due to inter-level 
tranfers 

2:30 p.m. Mondays 

Caseworker/Classifica­
tion Assistant's 
office 

Unit Manager 

Same as Unit One 

Same as Unit One 

UNIT THREE -------
Each Custody level has 
own Council, all resi­
dents on that level 
can participate. Each 
Council meets with 
Unit Staff every three 
weeks. (Elections not 
used because of move­
ment between levels.) 

2:30 p.m. Tuesdays 

Main unit office 

Unit Manager 

Same as Unit One 

Same as Unit One 

UNIT FOTJR 

Each Custody level has own 
Council with 3 elected mem­
bers; but all residents on 
level may participate; meets 
with staff every two weeks. 
Staff indicate purpose is to 
bring unit problems into open 
and resolve minor difficulties 
before they become major. 

2:30 p.m. Wednesdays 

Main unit office 

Unit Manager 

Same as Unit One 

Same as Unit One 

r ., C~-l . L 1 
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Manager. 

Based on observations, the Unit Staff Meeting appears to be 

an essential part of the unit's operation, providing an opportun-

ity for all staff members (including correctional officers) to 

initiate and develop ideas, discuss problems, and exchange infor­

mation regarding unit activities. Also, objectives are discussed 

and set during the Unit Staff Meeting, and decisions are then made 

by unit staff in regard to optimal ways to achieve stai:ed objec-

tives. The Unit Staff Meetings, thus, provide the second level 

of participatory management for the units. 

In addition to facilitating unit operations, the Unit Staff 

Meeting allows unit staff to develop a consensus on certain issues 

which the Unit Manager can then discuss with higher administration. 

The importance of the Unit Staff Meeting is recognized by the upper 

administration because it initiates the flow of communication from 

the units to the administrative level. Table 4.2 also summarizes 

variations among the units in their conduct of unit staff meetings. 

The previously mentioned meetings pertain directly to the 

management of the unit; but the functional unit management program 

provides an additional set of meetings which facilitate the flow 

of communication from lower to upper levels of. the organization. 

The first meeting of this type is the informal unit managers' 

meeting, between the Corrections Casework Supervisor and the four 

unit managers every other week. These individuals review concerns 

in the units, discuss any problems or suggestions from either 

the Resident Councilor the Unit Staff Meetings, and attempt to 

arrive at a consensus which can be presented to other members of 
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the ins ti tu tion at-the formal Uni t Managers I Meeting. 

The formal unit Managers' Meeting focuses on issues and 

concerns of the various units, but other departments of the 

institution such as custody, school and vocational members are 

also present. The various departments represented at the formal 

Unit Managers' Meeting discuss issues presented by the unit program 

staff and make recommendations to top level administration. The 

major objective of the formal unit Managers' Meeting, therefore, 

is to provide a formal process where the functional unit manage­

ment "departmen-s" can present ideas to other members of the insti­

tution and receive immed~ate feGdback. 

The third meeting which provides input to the administration 

is the section Heads meeting. The institutional departments of 

food service, medical services, farm, custody, and unit programs 

th Sect1.'on Heads' meeting, where institutional are represented at e 

, d The purpose of this meeting is to allow issues are d1.scusse • 

f the 1., ns t1.' tution to be i .lvolved in decisions various departments 0 

which are relevant to the operation of the overall institution. 

The issues discussed in this meeting do not pertain specifically 

" b t more to overall institutional activities. to unit activ1.t1.es, u 

The input given to the administrative level is in the form of 

, to the Super1.'ntendent regarding the issues discuss-re commeI\da t1. ons 

ed. 

The final meeting which the administration utilizes to 

acquire recommendations and input from institutional departments is 

the Superintendent's Executive Meeting. The heads of the institu­

tional departments of custody and the unit system, and the Assistant 
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Superintendents for Institutional Programs and for Services are 

represented. This meeting occurs every two weeks, and the major 

objective is to provide the Superintendent with information re­

garding institutional activities. 

These meetings are essentia~ to the operation of the Reform-

atory, allowing decisions to be made at the lower levels of the 

organization and facilitating the flow of communication through 

the organization. Figure 4.4 summarizes the meetings employed 

in the management of the Reformatory and indicates the flow of 

communication. 

RESIDENT 
COUNCIL ~~~::---~~~:~----~~;::~----~i::----~~;~---I:~· I 

I , 

, L-----------------JI L _______________________________ J 

Figure 4,4 Schematic Summary of Management Meetings 
at the Missouri Intermediate Reformatory, 

~ £lasaification Meetings. Although team classification 

represents a program in itself, it is also a major activity in 

the functional unit management program. The team classification 

system allows a variety of individuals from various levels and 

departments of the institution, and in particular those per~ons 

most closely and directly involved with the residents, the oppor-

tunity to make decisions regarding resident concerns. This idea 

is consistent with the participatory management concept in func­

tional unit management. The objectives bf MIR's team classifi-

cation system are to provide more valuable program reviews and 

adjustments, and to increase the quality and swiftness of decision-

making. : , 
) \ , ' 
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The major duties of t~e classification team are to review 

all residents on its caseload, make recommendations for treatment 

or classification, investigate problems in the unit, and handle 

conduct violations. Each unit has a separate classification team 

which consists of the Unit Manager, Caseworker, Classification 

Assistant, Parole Representative, the Educational Representative 

(and the resident under discussion). For the team to met: ~., at 

least three members must be present. Table 4.3 on page 88, summa-

rizes variations among the four units in team classification 

meetings. 

1. Violation Reviews. In the handling of violations, the 

team reviews the violation report and asks the resident to comment. 

In most cases the individuals present at the team meeting provide 

the input which results in the final decision. On a few occas-

ions there is input which may influence the final decision from 

outside the team, such as from a teacher or work supervisor, or 

from an officer providing clarification of a violation. 

There are five possible outcomes for a violation review. 

First, it is possible that a correctional officer may "squelch" 

a violation he has written before it goes before the team. This 

process occurs when the officer calls the team and says that he 

has dropped the violation. Second, a warning may be given to the 

resident, if the team has decided that the resident is guilty of 

the violation, but that it is not serious enough to merit punish-

mente Third, no action may be taken on the violation, if the 

team has decided that the resident is not guilty. Fourth, the 

team may find the resident and sentence him to a variety of 
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TABLE 4.3 
VARIATIONS AMONG ~ IN TEAM CLASSIFICATION MEETINGS 

TEAM (CLASSIFI-
CATION) MEETINGS UNIT ONE 

~~~~~----~------------
Date and Time 1:00 p.m. - M & W 

Location Main unit office* 

Chairperson Caseworker 

Persons Present 

Procedures 

At least three team members 
members 

UNIT TWO ..::.UN:.;.I::.;T::......:TH=RE::.;E=--____ _ 

9:00 a.m. - T & W 9:00 a.m. - M, W & F 
Outer unit staf.f office* Main unit office* 

Varies, may be Unit 
Manager, Caseworker 
or Parole Representa­
tive 

Same as Unit One 

Parole Representative 
(or Caseworker if he 
is absent) 

Same as Unit One 

a. violations Chairperson reads violatioD; Same as Unit One 
resident presents his case; 

Same as Unit One 

b. inmate 
contracts 

c. furlough/ 
honor center 
application 

team discusses violation; 
team votes on final deci-
s~on. 

Staff members and resident 
discuss resident's progress 
and activities in institu­
tion, and based on discus­
sion a new contract is 
agreed upon including 
agreement that resident: 
receive satisfactory 
work/training reports, 
not receive violations, 
(that are his fault), 
receive satisfactory room 
inspection reports. 

Team reviews and screens on 
institutional criteria; sends 
recommendation to Superinten­
dent (and Honor Center Repre­
sentative, if applicable). 

Same as Unit One 

Same as Unit One 

Same as Unit One, 
except that residen"t 
is given a copy of 
contract. 

Same as Unit One 

* Unless resident is in Administrative or Punitive Segregation or on Protective Custody. 

L a 1 

UNIT FOUR 

1:00 p.m. - M, T, & Th 
Main unit office* 

Unit Manager (or Parole 
Representative if he is 
absent) 

Same as Unit One 

Same as Unit One 

Same as Unit One, 
except that resident 
is given a copy of 
contract. 

Same.as Unit One 

1 
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punishments, depending on the seriousness of the violation. 

The fifth outcome of a violation is that the team may 

decide not to handle the case, and instead refer the violation 

to the Adjustment Board. Any violation of the first seven insti-

tutional rules (murder/manslaughter, assault, dangerous contra­

band, escape or attempted escape, riot, forcible sexual misconduct, 

and arson) is automatically referred ·to the Adjustment Board for 

action. The classification team may also refer a case to the 

Adjustment Board if they decide the resident has been involved 

in negative behavior too frequently. 

2. Contract Reviews. Resident contract reviews also 

occur during team classification meetings. Residents may be 

reviewed for five major reasons. The first type of review focuses 

on a resident's job or school progress, and any personal problems 

that might exis·t. 

A second type of review occurs when a resident has been in 

Administrative Segregation or Protective Custody for thirty days. 

The classification team's review and recommendation is then sent 

on to the Adjustment Board, who will recommend to the institution­

al Classification Committee whether or not the resident should 

be released to the general population. 

The third type of review is to obtain the classification 

team's recommendation for a transfer to the Pre-Release Center 

at Tipton. Residents who are recommended for transfer to an Honor 

Center (Kansas City, St. Louis, o·r Springfield) and are granted 

the transfer are first moved to the Pre-Release Center for about 

one month. This move seems to occur .to allow the resident to 
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est!3.blish a bank account and to allow for a grf.l.dual release to 

the Honor Center. Only residents who are on honor sta~us (mini­

mum custody level) are allowed to transfer to an Honor Center, 

and the Superintendent must approve all such transfers. 

The fourth type of review is to obtain the classification 

team's recommendation for a resl'dent's f 1 h I' , ur aug app lcatlon, sent 

(if he is eligible for a furlough) to the Superintendent for final 

approval. The final type of review is to determine a recommenda­

tion for a resident's parole hearing. 

Reactions to the Program. Reactions to a program can prove to 

be an important source of feedback to adminis.tra tion and program 

planners, providing data for program improvement. In terms of 

the administrative reaction at MIR, a key individuai was the 

previous Corrections Casework Supervisor. 20 

The previous Corrections Casework Supervisor's reaction to 

the program was positive from the start, as he was one of the 

ini tial pr.·ogram planners. He has indicated, however, that there 

was some confusion among the staff and residents regarding the 

concept of functional unit management during its initial stages. 

Staff directly involved in the unit management program were unsure 

of their roles and duties and were thus unable to communicate the 

procedures and policies of the program to the residents and other 

institutional staff. Furthermore, other institutional staff not 

20 
Since the Superintendent, the two Assistant Superintendents 
and ~e cu~rent Corrections Casework Supervisor are all ' 
relatlvely new' to their positions, they may not be as knowl­
edgeable.as the previous Corrections Ca.sework Supervisor with 
regard to development of the program. 
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directly involved were suspicious of functional unit management, 

as it seemed to give the residents more power and placed less 

emphasis on control. 

A majority of this confusion has been eliminated with the 

passing of time, according to the previous Casework Superviscr. 

Nevertheless, the current administrative heads are still concern-

ed with orienting the staff and residents to the program. Accord­

ingly, the Superintendent and his Assistants have indicated that 

they would like to see more training and orientation for all 

staff members assigned to work at MIR, with such training stress­

ing the principles of functional unit management. 

The unit staff are the major personnel involved in the 

functional unit management program, and their reactions to the 

program are thus quite important. One of the initial steps in 

the program was to grant the Caseworkers additional organizational 

p~wer and responsibility. In conjunction with this move, the 

unit staff was developed and also given a high degree of organi­

zational power. The development of the unit staff allowed more 

people, especially the "treatment staff", to become involved in 

the ope~tion of the institution, and this move seemed to please 

unit staff members. 

At the present time, the general attitude of the unit staff 

members is positive. Unit staff have indicated that the atmosphere 

of the institution currently seems less tense than in previous 

years, and they feel that this improvement might be a result of 

the program. Another advantage of the program indicated by unit 

staff is that it al~ows the staff of a particular unit to know 
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the residents in their unit more completely. Unit staff members 

seem to feel, therefore, that the program may improve the relation-

ship between unit staff and residents. Unit staff are also 

pleased that functional unit management allows more individuals 

to become involved in the handling of residents and the operation 

of the institution. 

As previously stated, the move to functional unit manage-

ment granted additional organizational power to the Caseworkers 

and the unit staff. This move did not please the custody depart-

ment because the decision to implement functional unit management 

resulted in the institution moving away from the traditional 

custodial model. It appears~ in fact, that the correctional 

officers (and the custody department in general) viewed the move 

to functional unit management as an insult to their ability to 

operate the institution. It was not surprising, then, that the 

custody department seems to have provided significant initial 

resistance to the program in 1975-1976, apparently attempting to 

sabotage the program by refusing to fulfill some required duties. 

This custodial resistance had been expected because the custody 

department was losing a significant amount of organizational 

power. In an attempt to lessen their resistance, orientation 

programs were provided for the custodial staff, but these orienta-

tion programs seemed to have been ineffective. 

At the present time, however, the attitudes of the custody 

department seem to have improved to a degree. The majority of 

the correctional officers are now fulfilling their duties with 

regard to functional unit management, such as reporting to the 
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unit Manager, attending unit staff meetings, and providing unit 

staff with information on the unit and its residents. Alt~ough 

there has been some improvement in the correctional officers' 

attitudes, there still seems to be some resistance to the pr'ogram 

from various levels of the custody department. One reason for 

this, according to the Chief of Custody, is that func'tional uni t 

management tends to isolate the line correctional officer from 

the team and the correctional process. 

The majority of the residents at MIR seem pleased with the 

functional unit management program to some extent. For example, 

several residents expressed satisfaction because the program 

allows them to discuss their concerns with unit staff. Neverthe-

less, several residents did express dissatisfaction with function~l 

unit management, in particular with respect to resident input. 

Although residents agreed that they were given the opportunity to 

participate in matters which affect them (tilrough the Resident 

Council, team meeting, etc.) they felt that their input was not 

given the same weight as the staff's. 

Finally, some conflict was noted between the unit staff and 

the custody department. The custody department seems to feel that 

the unit staff -- and functional unit management in general -:-_ 

undermines their authority in the unit and in the institution. On 

the other hand, unit staff members often feel that the higher 

officials in the custody department are still offering resistance 

to the program. 21 Conflict between "treatment" and custody staff 

21 One unit staff member indicated that although these individuals 
forma~ly ~pprove of the program u they informally offer consi~ 
derable resistance to the program. 
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is prevalent in many correctional settings, and MIR seems to be 

no exception. However! such conflict may be lessened if unit 

and custodial staff strive to develop a working relationship, 

and if the level of orientation to functional unit management 

increases for all new staff members. 

Quantitative AssesSment of Program Implementation. 

The preceeding pages summarize the instit.utional context, 

personnel and activities of the unit management program. The 

informal observations that led to thjs summary were augmented by 

the collection of data assessing two aspects of the implementation 

of the unit management program. Specifically, data were collected 

from observations of informal interactions between residents and 

staff and of resident and staff participation in team classifi­

cation meetings. Results of each will be presented below. 

Informal Interaction. Informal interactions were measured 

in terms of both intensity and length of interaction. Table 4.4 

summarizes the intensity of sampled interactions. As can be seen 

from Section A, Units 3 and 4 tended to have a higher percentage 

of Level III, or "extra-institutional problem-solving," and :Level 

II or "institutional problem-:solving 'l interactions; while Units 1 

and 2 had more Level I, or "basic institutional" interaction. 

These variations, however, were not statistically significant. 

These results are presented in'a different manner in Section B 

of Table 4.4, on which weighted intensity scores have been computed 

for each unit using Level I interactions = 1, Level II = 2, and 

Level III =: 3. As can be seen, unit 3 interactions hc.-_ the highest 

average inttnsity, with Units 4, Unit 1 and Unit 2 following. 
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TABLE 4.4 

INTENSIT;l OF INFORMAL INTERAC!~ ~ .£!'!!!. .--- -

A. Frequency Distribution of Level of Intensity 

All Units Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 
Intensity Level - (f) (f) % (f) -r , -r % 

(f) % (f) 

(99) 49.5 (26) 52.0 (27) 54.0 (22) 44.0 (24) 48.0 
Level I 

(J.8) 36.0 (17) 34.0 (20) 40.0 (19) 38.0 
Level II (74) 37.0 

.J:lli 13.5 ...J..§l. . 12.0 -ill- 12.0 .-ill. 16.0 ....ill. 14.0 
Level III 

(50) 100.0 (50) 100.0 (50) 100.0 (50) 100.0 
TOTALS (200) 100.0 

x2=1.27 (d.f.=6)j not significant 

B. 
Weighted Intensity Scores and Average Intensity Per Interaction 

weighted 
Intensity 
Scores* 

Average 
Intensity 
Per Interaction 

328 80 

1. 64 1.60 

19 86 83 

1.58 1. 72 L.66 

d b scoring each Level I interactio. n = 1, * weighted scores compute y umb f t 
each Level II = 2, and each Level III = 3. The n er 0 ~n er-
action incidents = 50 per unit. 
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Length of interaction was measured in minutes, timed from the 

beginning of each observed interaction until the inter.action was 

termilla ted by ei ther parti Gipan t. Table 4.5 summarizes these 

results. As can be seen from Section A, Units 3 and 4 had a 

higher percentage of longer interactions, although results were 

not statistically significant. These differences were :t'eflected 

in mean length of interaction times presented in Section B, which 

shows Unit 3 with the longest average time, followed by Unit 4, 

Unit 2, and Unit 1. 

Participatation ~ ~ Meetings. Since a primary objective 

of l'lnit management is increased involvement of staff and residents 

in decision making, appropriate measures of the implementation of 

unit management in team meetings are resident participation, degree 

of staff participation, and the degree of (or lack of) control 

of fina.l decisions by specific individuals. Thes€ measures are 

summarized in Tables 4.6 and 11.7. 

Resident and staff partiClipation are summarized in Section A, 

which presents mean numbers of comments for each participant in 

each observed meeting, and the percentages of comments made by each 

participant in each unit. As can be seen, statistically signifi­

cant variation oc(:urred a.aross units for all categories of partici­

pants, although no clear patte.rns are obvious from these data. 22 

22 Supporting Tables in Appendix B provide a detailed breakdowrt of 
these results for each partj.cipan t on each type of comment. As 
can be seen, most resident participation involved "explanation 
of present" ~r "history" conwents while other participants most 
frequently offered "explana1::ion of present case" and "solution" 
(Unit Managers and CaseworkE~rs) or "additional outcome" comments 
(See Chapter 3 for descriptions of these types of comments). 
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TABLE 4.5 

LENGTH OF INTERACTI~ ~,UNIT 

A. Frequency Distribution 

Minutes All Units Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 
(f) % (fJ % (t) % (f) % (f) % 

0-2 minutes (89) 47.7 (23) 46.0 (25) 50.0 (19) 38.0 '(22) 44.9 

3-5 minutes (39) 19.6 (11) 22.0 (10) 20.0 (ll) 22.0 (7) 14.3 

6 minutes ..l.Z!l --1bl .J16) 32.0 (15) .1.Q.J>. (20) 40.0 - (20) 40.8 

TOTALS* (199) 100.0 (50) 100.0 (50) 100.0 (50) 100.0 (49) 100.0 

x2=3.11 (d.f.=6); not significant 

B. Group M,eans (Minutes) 

X 4.80 4.26 4.28 5.42 5.24 

S.D. 4.14 3.70 4.03 4.48 4.28 

N 199 50 50 50 49 

F=1.11, not significant 

* Length of interaction not recorded for one Unit 4 interaction 
incident. 
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TABLE 4.6 
~ NUMBER ~ PERCENTAGE 2E .£2...~!§. ~! 

PhRTICIPANTS IN TEAM CLASSIFICATION MEETINGS BY UNIT ------------ -- ---- --------. -- ----
A. Means, Standard 
Participant 

Devia~ions, ,and. 
Unit 1 
N=50 

Percentages 
Unit 2 Unit 3 
N=50- N=50 

Resident X 8.34 
SD 4.53 
% 32.2% 

5.08 7.36 
3.16 2.86 

6.60 F= 7.97 
2.96 p.,S..OOl 

Uni t Manager 

Casew9rker* 

Classification Assistant 

Correctional Officer 

Parole Representative 

Educational Representative 

All Participants 

X 
SD 
% 

X 
SD 
% 

X 
SD 
% 

X 
SD 
% 

X 
SD 
% 

X 
SD 
~ 

X 
SD 
% 

4.14 
3.69 
16.0% 

7.24 
3.69 
27.9% 

2.12 
2.32 

8.2% 

0.34 
1.06 
1. 3% 

2.38 
3.26 

9.2% 

1. 38 
2.06 

5.3% 

25.94 
12.30 
100.1% 

B. Index of Qualitative Variation** 

IQV 90.6% 

26.2% 29.2% 

2.30 
1. 89 
11.9% 

4.92 
2.43 
25.4% 

4.12 
1. 97 
21.3% 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0% 

0.88 
1. 81 

4.5% 

2.06 
1.90 
10.6% 

19.36 
7.66 
99.9% 

92.5% 

3.02 
2.61 
12.0% 

4.52 
3.58 
17.9% 

5.02 
3.13 
19.9% 

0.00 
0.00 

0.0% 

3.36 
3.15 
13.3% 

1.92 
2.72 

7.6% 

25.20 
9.57 
99.9% 

93.9% 

32.3% 

4.18 
3.73 
20.5% 

* 

6.02 
3.27 
29.5% 

0.40 
1. 41 

2.0% 

2.46 
3.12 
12.0% 

0.78 
1. 42 

3.8% 

20.44 
6.46 

, 100.1% 

90.3% 

* Total N for Caseworker = 150; Unit 4 had no Caseworker at the time of data 
collec~ion. This fact requir~s that comparison of Total Means and IQV for 
Unit 4 with other units must be with caution. 

** See Foo~note 23, page 100. 

F= 4.41 
p-.:::.005 -
F=10.00 
P.:s.' 001 

F=lB.53 
p.::s..001 

F= 2.96 
P-< .05 

F= 6.28 
P.:::;., 001 

F= 3.94 
p;:s.Ol 

F= 6.41 
P-< .001 -
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These results are not particularly useful, however, because 

of variations in total n~mbers of comments across units. Thus, 

although unit 1 residents averaged significantly more actual 

comments then Unit 4 residents, they made a slightly smaller percen-

tage of comments. In terms of percentages of comments, Unit 4 

residents were highest, with Unit 1, Unit 3, and Unit 2 following. 

Even more relevant, perhaps, then the percentages of resident 

comments is the degree to which comments were equally distributed 

among participants in each unit's team meetings. Presumably, Units 

with greater equality in numbers of comments have more democratic 

team meetings; certainly, units with greater domination by a few 

participants can be said to have less well implemented Unit Manage­

ment principles. 

An appropriate measure of the distribution of comments across 

participant in such meetings is the Index of Qualitative Variation,23 

which assesses the ratio of the actual variation to the total 

23 . The Index of Qualitative Variation (Mueller, Schuessler and 
Costner, 1970: 174-178) assesses the ratio between the observed 
:'number of differences among a set of items and the maximum 
possible number of differences, expressed as a percentage. Thus, 

QV Total Observed Differ~~l . 
I Maximum Pdssible Differences 00. The total observed d~ffer-
ences=~ninj' where ifj, and where ni=the number in the i th 

category; and the maximum possible differences-k (~.-l) (~)2 
where k=the number of categories and n=the total frequency. For 
example, given three racial categories with six whites, five 
blacks and four hispanics, the maximum number of possible differ-

ences would be ~(~~=75; while the total observed differences 

would be (6x5)+(6x4)+(5x4)=74; and tile IQV would be ~xlOO=9a.7%. ,5 
The IQV can also be computed with percentages rather than 
observed frequencies (where n=lOO). 
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possible (in percentages). The closer the IQV is to 100%, the more 

equally distributed are the comme.nts across participants in the 

unit's team meetings, as the percentage approaches 0%, there is 

less variation. ~able 4.6 (Section B) on page 98 also presents 

IQV scores for participation in each .unit's team meetings. (computed 

from percentages). As can be seen participation was relatively 

equal in all units, although unit 3 was most equally distributed, 

followed by Unit 2, Unit 1 and Unit 4. 

Another indication of the degree of equal participation of 

team members is the extent to which the most influential statement 

(the solution actually adopted by the team) is distributed across 

team members. These results are presented in Table 4.7 on page 101 

(note that since no residents or Correctional Officers made most 

influential statements these participants were not included in 

Table 4.7). Again, these data were converted into IQV scores for 

comparison. As can be seen, Unit 3 had the most equal distribution, 

followed by Unit 4,. Unit 2, and Unit 1. 

Summary 

The preceeding discussion summarized the results on five 

measures of program implementation in terms of informal interaction 

and team classification participation. These measures, of course, 

were at best only ordinal; and in most cases differences between 

groups were not statistically significant. Nevertheless, as the 

summary of rankings outlined in Table 4.8 demonstrates a clear 

pattern seems to be present. 

unit 3 ranked first on four of the five measures, and was 
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TABLE 4.7 

MOST INFLUENTIAL STATEMENTS FOR EACH --PARTICIPANT IN TEAM CLASSIFICATION MEETINGS BY UNIT -- _.--:-

A. Frequency Distribution 

Particieant All Units Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3 Unit 4 
(f) % <f) % <f) % (f) % (£5 % 

Uni t f-f..anager (50) 23.0 (10) 20.0 (7) 14.0 (13) 26.0 (20) 40.0 

Caseworker (77) 38.5 (32) 64.0 (29) 58.0 (16) 32.0 * 
ClassifiC:I1Hon 
Assistant (48) 24.0 (2) 4.0 (11) 22.0 (11) 22.0 (24) 48.0 

Parole 
Representative(23) 11.5 (6) 12.0 (1) 2.0 (10) 20.0 (6) 12.0 

Educational' 
Representative (3) _1. 5 ....J2l 0.0 -1ll 4.0 -.ill. 2.0 -.--Jpl ,,~ 

TOTAL S 'l'c* {ZOO 100.5 (50) 100.0 (50) 100.0 (51) 102.0 (50) 100.0 

B. Index of Qualitative Variation*** 

IQV 91. 0% 66.8% 75.1% 96.7% 79.3% 

* There was no Caseworker on Unit 4 

** N=Sl on Unit 3 because two participants offered identical solution 
at same time on one instance. Percentages were based on N=50, 
total N=200 for comparative purposes. 

*** See footnote 23, page 99. "All units" IQV was probably artificially 
increased because of lack of Caseworker on Unit 4. 

u 
o 
o 
[T 

D 

D 

o 

r l 

ij 

[
'1 

_J 

D 

D 
[l 

n 
n 
n 
[J 

[] 

--.-,-.'---

[t 

[ 1 

l 
I \ 
[ I 

(I 

f 1 

I 
[ 

---, -------

- 102 -

TABLE 4.8 

~ ORDER OF UNITS ~ OBSERVATIONAL l.ffiASUHES 

A~ Informal Interaction 
~easures 

B. 

1. Weighted Intensity 
Scores 

2. Mean ~ngth of 
Interactions 

Participatio~ ~sures 

1. % Resident's 
participation 

2. Pp.rticipants' XQV 

3. Most Influential 
Statement IQV 

C. TOTAL SCORE 

3 4 1 

4 3 1 

2 4 3 

3 2 1 

4 3 1 

16 7 

2 

2 

1 

4 

2 

11 
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first in overall ranking. Unit 2, with three second ranks and one 

first, ranked second overall. Units 1 and 2, each with one second, 

t')110 thirds and two fourth place rankings f tied for third overall. 

variations on individual measures reflect the imprecision 

inevitable in such observational measures~ and also undoubtedly 

reflect areas of strength within each unit. Nevertheless, overall, 

the final rankings in Table 4.8 would appear to reflect a relative­

ly rel~able assessment of the degree that each unit had implemen·ted 

functional unit management at the time of data collection~ The,se 

resu.lts also appeared consistent with re.suH:s of the informal 

observation in Phase I of the participatlt-observation, summarized 
24 

in the first part of this paper. 

This ranking of units on program implementation, therefore, 

should provide a useful source of validation for results of insti ... 

tutiona1 climate ane resident/staff attitude testing. These results 

will be reported in the following chapter. 

24 
It is acknowledged r of course, that the program description 
presented earlier in this chapter was inevitably influenced 
by these results. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SURVEY OF RESIDENTS AND STAFF 

As described in Chapter 3, the survey of residents and 

staff at the Reformatory was designed to assess institutional 

climate, staff and resident attitudes about the institution, 

staff and resident self concept. leve.1s, and to provide demo­

graphic data on sta"=f and residents. Staff and residents were 

administered a series of questionnaires to obtain such data: 

This chapter reports results of the survey analysis. 

E&.scription 2f ~idents and Staff 

Demographic characteristics are useful to provide a des-

criptive background on staff and residents at the Reformatory. 

Results of the resident (Table 5.1 on page 105) and staff (Table 

5.2 on page 109) demographic survey will bE;! briefly summarized 

below. 

Resident Demographic ~~. Demographic data on residents was 

broken down by unit assignment to provide a basis for comparison. 

Overall, ~~ere was little demographic variation among units at the 

Reformatory. 

Incarcerati~. As can be seen from Table 5.1, approximately 

seventy per cent of the respondents were serving their first 

incarceration at thE~ Reformatory. Since, as stated in Chapter 1, 

the Reformatory serves the state as the one institution housing 

first-time incarcerated felons, these results are not surprising. 
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~hl 
FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES .2.E RESIDENT DE~!OGP.APHIC VARIABLES !!! 2!!.!!* 

Demographic Variables 

First Incarceration 
--yes 

No 

Number 9.f ~ ~~t~ 
None 
1-2 
:1 or more 

Where Incarcerated Before 
~ne 

Boonville 
Juvenile Camps 
Jails/Workhouses 
Other 

First~.'l!:.~ 
Yes 
No 

!X.E£ £f Offense 
Personal 
Property 
Drugs 
Other 

Length of Sentence 
-12-iirmonths 

28-48 months 
60-120 months 

~Ionths Served 
0-3 months 
4-6 months 
7-12 months 
13-42 months 

Age 
17-20 years 
21-24 years 

Race 
--White 

Non-White 

Education 
Some Grade School 
Completed Grade School 
Some High School 
Completed ,High School 
Some College 

Size of Childhood Town 
~ural (unc.er 2, '1i"Oti') 

Small Town (2,000-20,000) 
Small City (20,000-100,000) 
Large City (100,000-250,000) 
Major Metropolitan Area 

(over 250,000) 

Unit 1 
N=39 

(f) 

(29) 76.3 
(9) 23.7 

(29) 78.4 
(8) 21.6 
(0) 0.0 

(28) 77.8 
(3) 8.3 
(0) 0.0 
(3) 8.3 
(2) 5.6 

(38) 100.0 
(0) 0.0 

(19) 55.9 
(10) 29.4 

(5) 14.7 
(0) 0.0 

(13) 34.2 
(13) 34.2 
(12) 31.6 

(5) 13.2 
(12) 31.6 
(13) 34.2 

(8) 21.1 

(20) 52.6 
(18) 47.4 

(27) 71.1 
(11) 28.9 

(0) 0.0 
(2) 5.1 

(27) 69.2 
(3) 7.7 
(7) 17.9 

(5) 13.2 
(9) 23.7 
(3) 7.9 
(7) 18.4 

(14) 36. B 

Unit 2 
N=31 

(f) % 

(23) 76.7 
(7) 23.3 

(23) 82.1 
(4) 14.3 
(1) 3.6 

(23) 82.1 
(2) 7.1 
(0) 0.0 
(3) 10.7 
(0) 0.0 

(30) 96.8 
(1~ 3.2 

(18) 78.3 
(4) 17.4 
(1) 4.3 
(0) 0.0 

(B) 27.6 
(11) 37.9 
(10) 34.5 

(9) 31.0 
(7) 24.1 
(8) 27.6 
(5) 17.2 

(21) 70.0 
(9) 30.0 

(19) 65.5 
(10) 34.5 

(2) 6.7 
(2) 6.7 

t20) 66.7 
(5) 16.7 
(1) 3.3 

(5) 17.2 
(4) 13.8 
(4) 13.8 
(2) 6.9 

(14) 48.3 

Unit 3 
N=39 

(f) 

(23) 59.0 
(16) 41.0 

(23) 60.5 
(6) 15.8 
(9) 23.7 

(23) 65.7 
(4) 11. 4 
(1) 2.9 
(7) 20.0 
(0) 0.0 

(37) 94.9 
(2) 5.1 

(12) 40.0 
(12) 40 •. 0 

(5) 16.7 
(1) 3.3 

(15) 39.5 
(14) 3'6.8 

(9) 23.7 

(9) 23.1 
(10) 25 •. 6 
(14) 35.9 

(6) 15.4 

(21) 53.8 
(18) 46.2 

(24) 61.5 
(15) 38.5 

(3) 7.7 
(1) 2.6 

(23) 59.0 
(9) 22.1 
(3) 7.7 

(5) 12.8 
(9) 23.1 
(6) 15.4 
(5) 12.8 

(14) 35.9 

Unit 4 
N=34 

(f) 

(21) 61.8 
(13) 38.2 

(21) 63.6 
(9) 27.3 
(3) 9.1 

(21) 67.7 
(2) 6.5 
(2) 6.5 
(3) 9.7 
(3) 9.7 

(32) 94.1 
(2) 5.9 

(17) 53.1 
(9) 28.1 
(5) 15.6 
(1) 3.1 

(16) 4B.5 
(B) 24.2 
(9) 27.3 

(7) 20.6 
(11) 32.4 
(11) 32.4 

(5) 14.7 

(17) 50.0 
(17) 50.0 

(25) 73.5 
(9) 26.5 

(2) 5.9 
(1) 2.9 

(18) 52.9 
(10) 29 ... 

(3) 8.8 

(6) 17.6 
(10) 29.4 

(1) 2.9 
(3) B.B 

(14) 41.2 

* Frequency totals may not agree due to methods of handling missing data. 

-~-. -- ----,-~-

Total 
~ 

(f) % 

(96) 6B.1 
(45) 31.9 

(96) 70.6 
(27) 19.9 
(13) 9.6 

(95) 73.1 
(11) 8.5 

(3) 2.3 
(16) 12.3 
(5) 3.B 

(137) 96.5 
(5) 3.5 

(66) 55.5 
(35) 29.4 
(16) 13.4 

(:.!) 1.7 

(52) 37.7 
(46) 33.3 
(40) 29.0 

(30) 2l •• i 
(40) 28.6 
(46) 32.9 
(24) 17.1 

(79) 56.0 
(62) 44.0 

(95) 67.9 
(45) 32.1 

(7) 4.9 
(6) 4.2 

(BB) 62.0 
(27) 19.0 
(14) 9.9 

(21) 15.0 
(32) 22.9 
(14) 10.0 
(17) 12.1 
(56) 40~0 
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For those subjects who had served prior incarcerations, the major-

ity had been incarcerated only one or two times before. Units 3 

Qnd 4 showed the highest percentages of prior incarcerations (in 

fact, nearly one-fourth of Unit 3 residents responded that they 

had been incarcerated three or more times). For the small percent­

age of residents who had prior incarcerations, time was spent 

mostly at "Boonvi11e,,1 or in jails and wor~.houses. 

Q£fense. Over half of the respondents were serving time 

for personal crimes such as robbery, assault, or homicide; while 

nearly one-third were convicted of proper'1:y crimes such as 

burglary, larceny, or auto theft. Relatively few respondents 

indicated that they were convicted of a drug related charge or 

for another type of offense. 

Sentence/Served. An analysis of the length of sentence 

imposed and the n~~er of months already served at MIR by survey 

respondents showed little variation among units. For the total 

resident population, 37.7% were sentenced to one to two years; 

33.3% to two to five years; and 29.0% to five to ten years. 

Most residents h ..... ..i t;>ervea less than one year; only 17.1% had 

served over tWf,dv~-f months a'e the Reformatory. 

Age. The breakdown of residents among units atMIR by age 

revealed some differences. Although Units 1, 3 and A were Isimi-

1ar in having approximately equal percentages of residents 

younger and 'older than twenty, Unit 2 residents were younger with 

1 Boonville is the Missouri State Training School for Boys. 
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70~ of the 'residents under age twenty. 

RaCe[Education. The racial breakdown of residents dt~mon­

strated that two-thirds (67.9%) of the residents at MIR werle 
. 2 

white, and that there was little racial variance among units. 

Educational demography of residents across units, again,. sho"red 

no differences. The greatest number of subjects had completed 

some high school, though receiving no diploma. 

~ 2! Childhoo~ Co~muEi!l. Interestingly, most resi­

dents at MIR grew up in either rural areas or small towns (37.9%) 

or major metropolitan areas (40.0%), and there was little varia­

tion by units. A ,smaller proportion of residents (less than 25%) 

came from cities of populations between 20,000 and 250,000. 

Staff Demographic ~~rx. To simplify reporting, staff 'positions 

were combined into five categories: management, security, profes­

sional, clerical, and miscellaneous. Management staff included 

the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendents, unit managers, 

and records and training personnel; security staff included all 

correctional officers1 professional st.aff included caseworkers; 

classification assistants, probation and parole officers, and 

vocational and educational employees; clerical staff included all 

clerKs, stenographers, typists, and data entry personnel; and the 

2 Overall, the Divis-i'on o£ correetions' inmate .population is 
approximately 50% white (Missouri Division of Correction$. 
1978). Missouri statute mandates that all first-time, male 
adult felons be sent to MIR; perhaps indicating that minority 
offenders are typically not first-time offenders and, more 
often, have prior incarcerations. 
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miscellaneous category included the Chaplain, librarian, nurses, 

technical services employees, and all other staff. Re~'ll ts of 

the staff demographic survey (see Table 5.2) revealed that there 

was very little variation by job category at the Reformatory. 

Years of Service. Data related to years of service includ-N __ ;;;..;;;.;:..;;..;;;.;;;..;;;;. 

ed the number of years a staff menIDer had held his/her position, 

the number of years he/she had worked overall a t ~lIR, and the 

number of years he/she had worked for the Division of Corrections. 

Overall, findings for years of service by job position revealed 

few differences. 

Half of the management staff reported holding their position 

and wor]~ing at MIR for less than one year, although (not surpris­

ingly) a higher percentage had worked longer for the Division of 

Corrections. Clerical staff also indicated working fewer years 

(over one-half responded working 0-1 years) in their job position 

in comparison to other job catego:cies. 

Shift. The great majority (70%) of Reformatory staff 

members worked the "day" shift. In fact, as would be expected, 

1QO% of the management, professional, and clerical staff worked 

the "day" shift. The only job category revealing substantial 

percentages working "morning" and "evening" shifts was security. 

~. Approximately iO% of the staff replied that they 

were ~ members of a unit. As might be predicted, none of 

certain ca,ftegories of staff (such as clerical) were mer!lbers of 
, .... " 

a unit. Security staff and miscellaneous staff also had few 
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TAB'I,E hl 
F'REQUENCIES MID PERCENTAGES Q!. S'~ 

pm':OGHA1'IIIC Vi':"iUA13I'LS ill: ~ POSITION'" 

Demographic Variables 

Years in Position 
--0:1 year-o--

2-4 years 
3 or morl! years 

Yea~ !!:. Algoa 
0-1 years 
2-4 years 
5 or more years 

Years in Divlsion 
--O:lyears 

2-4 years 
5 or more years 

Shift Worked 
-"Morning 

Day 
Evening 

Hember of Unit -yes---
No 

Mi!:. 
21-29 yearD 
30-39 yeal:B 
40 years aud over 

Sex 
-~Iale 

Female 

Race 
----white 

Non-White 

Education 
Some Grade School 
Completed Grade School 
Some Rigl! School 
Completed High School 
Some Coller,e 
Bachelor's Degree 
Some Graduate School 
M.A./Ph.D. 

Size of Childhood TO'l,ln 

Hanagement 
Staff 
"""N;;s 

(f) % 

(4) 50.0 
(3) 37.5 
(1) 12.5 

(4) 50.0 
0) 12.5 
(3) 37.5 

(1) 12.5 
(2) 25.0 
(5) 62.5 

(0) 0.0 
(8) 100.0 
(0) '0.0 

(4) 50.0 
(4) 50.0 

(0) 0.0 
(4) 50.0 
{4) 50.0 

(8) 100.0 
,(0) 0.0 

(8) 100.0 
(0) 0.0 

(0) 0.0 
(0) 0.0 
(0) 0.0. 
(1). 12.5 
(2)' 25.0 
(0) 0.0 
(4) 50.0 
(1) 12.5 

--Rural (under2,OOO) (2) 25.0 
Small Tow~ (1) 12.5 

(2,000-20,000) 
Small City (5) 62.5 

(20,000-100,000) 
Large City (0) 0.0 

(100,000-250,000) 
Major Metropolitan Area (0) 0.0 

(over 250,000) 

Security 
Starr 
~ 

(f) X 

(22) 38.6 
(20) 35.1 
(15) 26.3 

(21) 36.8 
(17) 29.6 
(19) 33.3 

(19) 33.3 
(17) 29.8 
(21) 36.8 

(14) 23.7 
(24) 40.7 
(21; 35.6 

(17) 28.8 
(39) 66.1 

(12) 20.7 
(14) 24.1 
(32) 55.2 

(57) 98.3 
(1) 1.7 

(55) 94.8 
(3) 5.2 

0) 1.7 
(10) 17.2 
(8) 13.8 

(26) 44.8 
(11) 19.0 
(1) 1. 7 
(0) 0.0 
(1) 1.7 

Professional 
Staff 

N-=29 

(f) % 

(10) 34.5 
(7) 24.1 

(12) 41.4 

(8) 27.6 
(1) 37.9 
(10) 34.5 

(8) 28.6 
(7) 25:0 

('13) 46.4 

(0) 0.0 
(29) 100.0 

(0) 0.0 

(13) 44.8 
(16) 55.2 

(4) 14.3 
(7) 25.0 

(17) 60.7 

(25) 89.3 
(3) 10.7 

(25) 89.3 
"(3) 10.7 

(0) 0.0 
(0 3.6 
(2) 7.1 
(3) 10.7 
(3) 10.7 
(2) 7.1 

(12) 42.9 
(5) 17.9 

(28) 48.3 (13) 46.4 
(11) 19.0 (3) 10.7 

(10) 17.2 . (6) 21.4 

(1) 1.7 (2) 7.1 

(8) 13.8 (4) 111.3 

Clerical 
Staff 
~ 

(f) % 

(6) 54.5 
(3) 27.3 
(2) 18.2 

(6) 60.0 
(1) 10.0 
(3) 30.0 

(3) 27.3 
(4) 36.4 
(4) 36.4 

(0) O~ 0 
(11) 100.0 

(0) 0.0 

(0) 0.0 
(11) 100.0 

(3) 27.3 
(4) 36.4 
(4) 36.4 

(0) 0.0 
(11) 100.0 

(11) 100.0 
(0) 0.0 

(0) 0.0 
(0) 0.0 
(1) 9.1 
(5) 45.5 
(4) 36.4 
(0) 0.0 
(0) 0.0 
(1) 9.1 

(5) 45.5 
(3) 27.3 

(0) 0.0 

(0) 0.0 

(3) 27.3 

Miscellaneous 
Staff 
""NmTI 

(f) X 
(4) 30.8 
(4) 30.8 
(5) 38.5 

(5) 38.5 
(2) 15.4 
(6) 46.2 

(tl) JO.8 
(3) 23.1 
(6) 46.2 

(0) 0.0 
(12) 92.3 
(1) 7.7 

(1) 7.7 
(12) 92.3 

(1) 7.7 
(5) 38.5 
(7) 53.8 

(11) 84.6 
(2) 15.4 

(12) 92.3 
(1) 7.7 

(0) 0.0 
(0) 0.0 
(3) 23.1 
(2) 15.4 
(1) 7.7. 
(0) 0.0 
(4) 30.8 
(3) 23.1 

(4) 30.8 
(2) 15.4 

(3) 23.1 

(2) 15.4 

(2) 15.4 

Total 
Staff 
N .. 12C· 

(f) 

(46) 39.0 
(37) 31.4 
(35) 29.7 

(44) 37.6 
(32) 27.4 
(41) 35.0 

(35) 29.9 
(33) 28.2 
(49) 41.9 

(14) 11.7 
(84) 70.0 
(22) 18.3 

(35) 29.2 
(82) 68.3 

(20) 16.9 
(34) 28.8 
(64) 54.2 

(101) 85.6 
(17) 14.4 

(111) 94.1 
(7) 5.9 

(1) 0.8 
(11) 9.3 
(14) 11.9 
(37) 31.4 
(21) 17.8 
(3) 2.5 

(20) 16.9 
(1i) 9.3 

(52) 44.1 
(20) 16.9. 

(24) 20.3 

(5) 4.2 

(17) 14.4 

* Frc uenc totalr. mny not agree due to methods of handling missing data. Total N for staff equals 120 
(rafher ~h~n 13l.) when brol:en down by job category due to the failure of 14 staff respondents to answer 
the portion of the survey identifying job classification. 
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members of units as well.
3 

The only category revealing a substan­

tial perce,ntage (50%) of unit members was management st-aff, the 

category including unit managers. 

Age. Percentages of personnel in the "40 and over" category 

were highest among all staff positions at the Reformatory. All 

job categories were represented within each age grouping except 

management staff, where half of the subjects were ages 30-39 

years and half were 40 years and over. 

~. Overall, most of the MIR staff were male. Obvious 

variation by job position did exist; for example, all of the 

clerical staff were female. In all other job categories, at 

least 80% of the respondents were male, and all of the management 

staff were males. The variation for sex by job position was not 

particularly surprising in view of the fact that the Reformatory 

represents an adult, male institution. This alone should account 

for higher percentages of males in categories like security 

(98.3%), for example. 

Race. White staff respondents greatly outnumbered non--
white respondents. Management and clerical staff respondents 

were all white; and only security, professional and miscellan­

eous staff revealed any percentages of non-white respondents, 

although all were very low. 

3 Although an ideal functional unit management program would in­
clude security staff as part of their unit team, the decision 
to participate in team meetings remains optional for correc­
tional officers at MIR; thus, this may explain the low percen­
tage of security personnel indicating that they were unit 
members. 

I; 
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Education. Very few staff respondents had not completed 

at least some years of high school, and 78% indicated that they 

had completed high school. Nearly half of the staff respondents 

had acquired Some college credits, and over one-fourth had re­

ceived a bachelor's degree and had done some graduate work. 

Aimost ten per cent of the respondents, in fact, had received a 

graduate degree. 

Educational demography revealed predictable'variation by 

job position for staff respondents at the Reformatory. Higher 

percentages of these completing high school or less were common 

among job categories like se~urity and clerical. The manage­

ment and professional job categories, of course, reflected the 

highest percentages for completing college coursework. 

~ £f Childhood 9ommu~ity. The ~jority of all staff 

respondents at MIR indicated that they grew up in either rural 

areas and small towns or cities of less than 100,000 population. 

There was no significant variation by job category. Only cleri­

cal staff reflected a substantial minority (27.3%) who grew up 

in a major metropolitan area. 

~onclusion~ from Demographi~~. The preceeding results offer­

ed few surprises, reflecting a predictable pattern of young, 

typically first-time offenders, often minorities and often from 

urban areas, commonly supervised by white male staff from rural 

areas. If there were surp.r'ises, it was that percentages of 

urban and minority residents was not higher. 

This type of resident--:staff disparity is quite common, of 

course, in rural correctional institutions in states with larger 
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urban populations; and obvious problems exist when cultural or 

language barriers exist. Such problems may work against 

effective implementation of a program like functional unit 

management; but conversely, of course, such problems may be 

eased as a result of an effective unit management program. 

Institutional Climate 

The Correctional Institutions Environment Scale (CIES) 

was used in this study to assess institutional climate as per­

ceived by residents and staff at the R~formatory. As described 

in Chapter 3, items on the CIES are grouped into nine subscales 

which assess "Relationship" dimensions (Involvement, Support, 

Expressiveness), personal growth or "Treatment ll dimensions (Auton'­

ony, Practical Orientation, Personal Problem Orientation) and 

"System Maintenance" dimensions (Order and Organization, Clarity, 

and Staff Control). Mean resident and staff scores were calcu-

lated for each subscale for each unit or staff group, and were 

converted to profiles for clearer data presentation. 

Profile analysis allowed evaluators to determine the 

extent to which the Reformatory was above or below average, as 

perceived by the respondents, on each of the nine dimensions, 

compared to the perceptions of residents and staff in other 

4 institutions across the country. Since primary uses of the 

4 CIES profile sheets and standard score conversion tables 
(based on resident and staff normative data samples) were 
developed by Rudolf H. Moos and his associates. For a detailed 
explanation, see Correctional Institutions Environment Scale 
Manual, Consulting psychologists Press, Inc., Palo Alto, cA; 
1974. . 

'I 
.1 
~ \ 

i , ., 

.' 
j' 



~---- - - - -~-

- 113 -

CIES have been to "derive detailed descriptions of correctional 

units, to compare resident and staff perceptions, to assess 

program changes over time, or to contrast different units with 

each other ••• " (Moos, 1974), the following profi.\es were 

generated to identify staff and resident contrasts and inter­

unit differences at the Reformatory. 

Resident ~ Staff Profiles. Figure 5.1 graphically com­

pares resident and staff standa·rdized s.cores on the nine CIES 

subscales. 5 As can be seen, staff were consistently more posi-

tive in their assessment of the Reformatory than residents, and 

t-teat results revealed that staff means were significantly high-

er for all CIES subscales (Appendix B). Residents tended to 

perceive the institution as about average, based on national norms 

(as did staff; see Figure 5.3), except on the Program Clarity 

subscale. Both staff and residents at MIR were quite positi·ve 

in their perceptions of Program Clarity, indicating that both 

groups believe that a resident knows what to ~~ect in the day-to-

day routine of his program, and that program rules and procedures 

are clearly defined. 

Although residents and staff followed a similar profile 

pattern overall for the nine CIES subscales, areas of contrast 

were found between the two groups. For example, residents and 

staff '!,vere furthest apart in their perceptions of Support on 

5 For comparative purposes, staff results were plotted on resi­
dent norms. When plotted against staff norms (see Figure 5.3) 
the staff profile would also place MIR near the nornw.tive 
average. 
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(Staff' scores based' 
on resident norms) 
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Figure 5.1. CIES Profiles for Residents and 
Staff ~ the MISiOuri Intermed!at~ ~eformatory 
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the Relationship dimension, indicating that residents saw less 

adequate supportiveness from either staff or other residents 

at the institution than did the staff respondents; and on Person-

al Problem Orientation in the Treatment dimension, where residents 

apparently perceived a lack of encouragement to be concerned with 

their personal problems and staff saw themselves as providing 

more encouragement for concern. 

Residents and staff were closest in their profiles on the 

System Naintenance dimension subscales. Both groups agreed very 

closely on the Order and Organization and Program Clarity sub-. 
scales, and differed most on Staff Control, implying mutual 

agreement that the institution is being run in a clear, organ-

ized manner (although tilere is some disagreement on the amount 

of staff control being exercised).6 

~ Profiles. Figure 5.2 summarizes CIES residents' 

results for each of the four units at the Reformatory. Resi­

dent profile findings revealed interunit differences on each 

of the nine CIES subscales except Expressiveness and Staff 

Control, showing statistically significant variations at the .05 
7 level or greater. 

All units were above average in their perceptions of 

Program Clarity' on the System Maintenance dimension. In fact, 

6 Note that lower scores on the "staff control" dimension reflect 
more positive attitudes. 

7 A one-way Analysis of Variance was performed to measure the 
differences in mean scale scores among unitsJ see data in 
Tables included in Appendix B. 
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-----------_ ... _-----------

•• --.... Unit 1 (N-=39) 

o 0 E Unit 2 (Nc 31) 
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Fiorure 5.2. C!ES Profiles (Residents) for the 
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unit 3 and unit 4 perceptions were far above average and outside 

what could be defined as the normalrange. 8 On the Expressive­

ness and staff Control subscales, where there existed no signifi­

cant unit variation, all unit standardized scores fell at or near 

the average for adult male institutions (although units were more 

often slightly above average on the Expressiveness 6ubscale and 

more often slightly below average on Staff Control). 

The overall analysis of interunit differences further 

indicated that unit 3 and Unit 4 perceptions were most positive 

among units, while Unit 1 and Unit 2 perceptions were lowest. 

Although unit 3 tended to be similar to an "average institution" 

on all subscales except Personal Problem Orientation, Order and 

Organization, and Program Clarity, these respondents were parti­

cularly positive in the System Maintenance dimension subscales. 

Staff Profiles. Resident and staff standardized scores 

were plotted against resident normative data samples in the 

previous sections in order to facilitate the direct comparison 

of resident-staff and interunit perceptions of the functional 

unit management program at the Reformatory. The following summary 

of staff profiles, however, includes comparisons of MIR staff 

scores plotted against staff norms. As might be expected, pro­

files reflecting staff scores standardized on resident norms 

are higher than profiles reflecting staff scores standardized on 

staff norms, because staff groups consistently tend to see insti­

tutions more favorably than do resident groups. 

8 Between the 30'th and 70th percellti'les of programs. 
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Figure 5.3 provides CIES profiles for "all staff" versus 

unit staff. The groups were closest in their 'perceptionsof 

Expressiveness and Autonomy, although they followed similar 

profile patterns throughout. Unit staff were more positive 

overall and were especially high on the Program Clarity subscale. 

"All staff" respondents viewed the institution as somewhat below 

average in Involvement, Support, Practical Orientation, and Order 

and Organization. 

!l!!.ll Staff Ver~E§. Non-Uni:! ~!. FigureS. 4 depicts CIES 

results for unit staff versus non-unit staff, plotted against 

staff norms. In this particular analysis, unit staff were com-

pared only to those staff respondents who indicated that they 

were ~ members of a unit. Generally, the CIES patterns in 

Figure 5.4 were much the same as those for "all staff," as shown 

in Figure 5.3. Unit staff perc'eptions were significantly more 

positive than non-unit staff (Appendix B)f while non-unit staff 

perceptions were somewhat lower than the perceptions of "all 

staff" reapondents. 

staff Profiles £l ~ ~osition. CIES profiles of MIR staff 

broken down by job position are presented in Figure 5.5. Once 

again, staff scores were plotted against the staff normative 

data sample for compar~tive purposes. Findings indicated that 

management staff were well above average on all nine subscales 

except Staff Control, where they scored close. to the national 

average for adult. male institutions. However, Analysis of 

Variance revealed no statistically significant differences among 
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Figure 5.3. CIES Profiles of All Staff Versus 
Unit Staff ~ the Missouri Intermeaiate ~eforrnatory 
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staff groupings for the nine CIES subscales 9 (Appendix B). 

~ll staff groups other than management were below average 

on the Involvement, Support, Order and Organization, and Staff 

COntrol subscales. In fact, most staff groups were below average 

on all subscales except Expressiveness, Autonomy, and Program 

Clarity. As would be expected, management staff followed the 

Same profile pattern as did unit stafflO (see Fi~ure 5.4), 

though management staff was slightly more positive; and the other 

staff groups selected by job position followed a similar profile 

pattern as did the total staff population presented in Figure 5.3. 

These findings possibly reflect unit and management staff's 

enhanced familiarity with functional unit management and their 

deeper involvement in institutional programs and activities. 

Ccmei:usions ~ rnrtittttipnal: AnalY.,si,!. Both staff and residents 

(compared against their own national norms) tended to see MIR 

about the same as did residents and staff of "average" adult 

male institutions nationally. Staff were, however, more posi-

tive than residents (as was the national average). 

The most revealing finding was a consistent and surprising 

pattern showing residents from Units 3 and 4 as more positive 

about the institution than were residents from Units 1 and 2. 

These findings may appear more important when examined in the 

light of participant-observation findings reported in Chapte,r 4. 

9 Probably beqause the size of some of the staff groups, such as 
management, was quite small. 

10 
Of course, unit managers were included in both categories. 
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The Resident Attitude Questionnaire (RAQ) and Staff 

Attitude Questionnaire (SAQ) were designed to elicit staff and 

resident attitudes towards specific aspects of functional 

unit management at the Missouri Intermediate Reformatory. 

Items on the RAQ and SAQ were grouped into five subscales 

assessing "Satisfaction with the Institution", "Satisfaction 

with Unit Processes", "Satisfaction with Staff", "Satisfaction 

with Treatment Programs", and "Satisfaction with Unit Conditions". 

Mean resident and staff scores were calculated for each subscale 

and the total ~cale for comparative purposes. 

Resident Attitudes. Mean RAQ scale scores are compared 

across units-at the Reformatory in Table 5.3. As can be seen, 

results reveal significant differences among units ( at the 

p :. .001 level) for all subscales except "Satisfaction with 

Treatment Programs". 

The comparison of mean scores among units on the FAQ 

parralleled CIES subscales results for residents, in that Unit 1 

and Unit 2 residents' attitudes were lower and Unit 3 and 4 

res,idents' attitudes were much higher. In fact, Unit 4 residents 

had the highest mean scores for each subscale among the units. 

unit 3 results were also fairly positive on all RAQ subscales in 

comparison to Units 1 and 2, being close to a full standard devi­

ation higher than units 1 and 2 on each subscale except "Satis-
11 

factioh with Treatment Programs". 

-----------------
11 This subscale showed relatively less satisfactory results (cont.) 
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VARIABLES1 

Satisfaction with 
Institution 

X 
SD 

Satisfaction with 
Unit Processes 

X 
SD 

Satisfaction with 
Staff 

X 
SD 

Satisfaction with 
Treatment Programs 

X 

SD 

Satisfaction with 
Unit Conditions 

X 

SD 

RAQ TOTAL SCORE 

X 

SD 

- 124 -

TABLE 5.3 

GROUP MEAN SCORES ON RESIDENT 
ATTIT~UESTIONNAiRE BY UNIT 

I 
I 

TOTAL RES. 
POPULATION UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 
N=143 N=39 N=31 N=39 

13.42 11.62 11.45 14.67 

4.25 4.27 4.04 3.82 

12.60 11.33 10.65 13.51 

4.20 4-.44 3.24 3.97 

17.18 15.10 15.19 18 .. 56 
5.47 5.42 5.38 4.99 

5.98 5.44 6.00 6.05 

2.21 2.33 2.21 1.96 

6.29 5.44 5.10 7.00 

2.16 2.34 2.10 1.67 

55.47 48.92, 48.39 59.79 

15.11 15.45 13.79 12.42 

UNIT 4 SIGNIFICANCE 
N=34 F 

15.85 11.44*** 
3.13 

I 

14.79 8.23*** 
3 .. 73 

19.79 7.60*** 
4.65 

6.50 1.44 
2.30 

7.53 12.95*** 
1.46 

64.47 12.10*** 
12.38 

1 -
The scale range for "Satisfaction with Institutioll" and "Satisfaction with Unit 
Processes" is 5-25; for "Satisfaction with Staff"l the range is 7-25' and the 
::ange for "Satisfaction with Treatment" and "Satisfaction with Unit Conditions" 
1S 2-10 • 

*p~.05; **p ~.Olj ***p ~.OO1. 
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staff Attitud~. Table 5.4 summarizes group mean results 

broken down by joh category for MIR staff. No significant 

differences among job categories were found on either the five 

SAQ subsca1es or for the total scale. Here again, SAQ results 

paralleled CIES breakdown results for staff at MIR, suggesting 

that staff attitudes at the Reformatory are relatively con-

sistent across job categories. 

Comparisons of RAQ ?~~ ~ Results. Overall, the assess­

ment of staff and resident attitudes at MIR using the RAQ and 

SAQ scales reaffirmed the finding that staff attitudes are more 

positive than resident attitudes, as can be seen in Table 5.5. 

The difference in mean RAQ and SAQ scores, assessed via a 
12 . t-test, demonstrated that staff scores were sign1ficant1y 

higher than resident scores at the p~.OOl level. 

Conclusions about Institutional Attitudes. Since no normative 
.;:;.;;;;,;,;.;;;..;;..;;-.,;;;".;;.;;.;.... . ... . 
data exist for RAQ or SAQ (developed for this evaluation) little 

can be concluded about the relative positiveness of the resident 

and staff attitudes about the Reformatory. These results, however, 

do support other findings of this evaluation that Unit 3 and 4 

residents perceive the institution more favorably; that staff as 

than did the rest of the RAQ (and SAQ). This may have been 
because there were only two items in the subscale, providing 
fer little possible variation, or because there was relatively 
little treatment programming at the Reformatory. 

12 The t.-test assesses the statistical 1:... e1ihood that two group 
mean differences could have occurred by chance. Altho1.lgh 
the RAQ and SAQ differed slightly, they were actually 

n equivalent, with variations in wordi!1g"on1y to facilitate 
communication of the survey instruments. . 
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Satisfaction with· 
Institution 

X 
SD 

Satisfaction with 
Unit Processes 

X 
SD 

Satisfaction with 
Staff 

X 
SD 

Satisfaction with 
Treatment Programs 

X 
SD 

Satisfaction with 
Unit Conditions 

X 

SD 
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TABLE 5.4 
GROUP MEAN SCORES ON STAFF ATTITUDE 

gUEs'T'IONNAI.R!. ~ ,8'~ £AT~~ -

4.01 

16.58 

4.11 

22.70 

4.73 

7.24 

1.85 

6.80 

1.72 

16.75 16.69 16.52 16.36 17.31 

3.99 3.72 4.01 6.27 3.50 

18.37 

4.72 

16.07 17.41 15;64 16.77 

3.67 3.94 5.59 4.57 

23.12 22.95 

6.45 4.62 

21.76 22.36 23.69 

4.62 4.37 5.01 

7.25 7.34 6.69 8.t8 7.23 

.1.91 1.84 1.89 1.08 2.13 

6.87 

2.47 

6.88 6.41 6.91 

1.73 1.68 1.30 

.11 

1.06 

.49 

1.41 

.54 

I----------I------I-----I....-~- 1------- t----I--~t__~-----
SAQ TOTAL SCORE 

X 

SD 

70.02 

13.37 

72.37 69.93 68.79 69.45 72.15 

17.38 12.71 13.30 13.92 15.15 
.. 21 

~------------~--------~----~----~---~----~--~~-------
1 The scale ral1&e for "Satisfaction with In.d·tution" and "Satisfaction with Unit 

Processes" is 5-25; for "Satisfaction with Staff" the range is 7-25; and the 
range for "Satisfaction with Treatment" and "Satisfaction with Unit Conditions" 
is 2-10. 

*Resu1ts were not statistically significant. 



... 

- 127 -

TABLE 5.5 

T-TEST FOR RESIDENT AND STAFF MEAN SCALE SCORES2 --- -- -..-" ---- -

----r--·-
VARIABLES 1 RESIDENTS STAFF SIGNIFICANCE 

N=143 N-120 t -
Satisfication Tid th 
Institution 

X 13.42 16.69 6.41*** 
SD 4.25 4.01 

Satisfaction with 
Unit Processes 

X 12.60 16.58 7.74*** 
SD 4.20 4.11 

Satisfaction with 
Staff 

X 17.18 22.70 8.79*** 
SD 5.47 4.73 

Satisfaction with 
Treatment Programs 

X 5.98 7.24 7.41*** 
SD 2.21 1.85 

Satisfaction with 
Unit Conditions 

X 6.29 6.80 2.12** 
SD 2.16 1. 72 

-
.ATTITUDE QUESTION-
NAIRE TOTALS 

X 55.47 70.02 8.27*** 
SD 15.11 13.37 

1 The scale range for "Satisfaction with Institution" and "Satis­
faction with Unit Processes" is 5-25; for "Satisfaction with 
Staff" the range is 7-25; and the range for Satisfaction with 
Treatment" and "Satisfaction with Unit Conditions" is 2-10. 

2 Due to the failure of 14 staff respondents to complete the job 
portion of the' survey, tetai N for staff broken down by job 
category equals 120. However, scale score analysis for the 
total staff N of 134 revealed a X of 68.69 and a SD of 14.18; 
t=7.51; p~ .001. 

* p~ .05; **p~.Ol; ***p~.OOl. 
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a whole perceive the institution more positivel~r than do resi­

dents as a whole; and that there is little variation in staff 

attitUdes across staff groups. 

2ill Concept 

As described in Chapter 3, resident and staff self con­

cept was assessed by the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS). 

The TSCS measures eight aspects (or subscales) or self percep-

tion, as well as a total self concept score. In addition, the 

TSCS has an internal validator scale, the "self-criticism" scale, 

designed to identify overly defensive respondents. 

Mean staff and resident scores for all TSCS scales were 

computed for all subgroups, and are presented in Appendix B. 

TSCS results have been summarized in profile form for clearer 

data presentation in Figure 5.6. The profile is based on 

normative data provided by the developer (Fitts, 1965), based on 

a'v~i~y of subject populations throughout the country. This 

profile, therefore (unlike the CIES), is not based on adult 

male prison populations, and interpretations must bear that in 

mind • 

Staff and nesident Profil£. F~gure 5.6 presents the 

total st~ff and total resident profiles for the institution. As 

can be seen, profiles are remarkably consistent for the two 

groups. Staff tended to have more posi ti ve .self-concept scores 

(except for "Family" self scores), and were slightly less self-

critical. Because of large group size, most of the mean score 

differences were st~tistically significant, although the profile 
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TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE 
, PROFILE SHEET* .. 

SELF 
T PERCENTILE 

ClUTI-
POSITIVE SCORES (SELF ESTEEz.I) 

PER5N 
SCORE SCORES 

TOTAL IDENT SA'IIS BEHAV PHYSI M(1)RAL CISM 
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Figure 5.6. TSCS Profiles ~ Staff ~ Residents 
-- at the M~ssour~ Intermed~ate Refor~tory --

* Adapted from ':rennessee Self Concept Scale, William H. Fitts, J,..Qii. 
d T t Nashville s Tenne88~ Published by Counselor Recordings an es s, 
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demonstrates that differences were not great. Two striking 

observations stand out: both staff and residents were ~bout 

norm~l on self-criticism, suggesting no undue defensiveness; 

and both groups had very poor self concepts overall. 

We had previously observed that there was little reason 

to expect unit operations to have significant impact on indivi-

dual self c_oncept (footnote .10, Chapter 3); and results summarized 

in Appendix B support that expectation. No significant variations 

were observed across the four units for residents; and although 

significant' variations were found for three subscales ( and'self-

criticism) among staff groups, no particular pattern could be 

discerned. 

Conclusions .2!! ~ ~ce£t. The most obvious finding regarding 

the self concept of both staff and residents in the institution 

is that it is quite low. Overall, we must conclude that the 

Reformatory is a most depressed place. We hasten to emphasize, 

however, that MIR is not necessarily different in this regard 

than other prisons. In fact, profiles presented elsewhere by 

the test developers (Fitts, 1965) are not remarkably different 

than the one presented here. Apparently all prisons are depress-

ed environments (hardly a surprising idea); and as we previously 

suggested, it is most unlikely that variations across subunits 

of the prison would have any material effect in overcoming that 

depression. 

Locus of Control - - -----
The Internal-External Scale (I-E) was used to assess per-
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ceptions of personal control since a primary purpose of unit 

management was to increa.se st.aff and resident involvement in 

decision-making. We previously noted, however (footnote 11, 

Chapter 3), that we doubted that any variations across units 

would be likely to materially affect such self~perceptions which 

have been developed over a lifetime of socialization. 

Our results, summarized in Tables 5.6 and 5.7 reaffirm 

that expectation. As can be seen, resident I-E scores show no 

significant variation across units, although Unit 3 and 4 scores 

were slightly less external (that is, Unit 3 and 4 residents 

perceived themselves to have slightly more control than did Unit 1 

and 2 residents). Staff groupings did show sizable, and almost 

statistically significant r variations in predictable directions: 

management staff perceived the most control, and clerical and 
, 

security workers perceived the least. Overall, residents were 

. 13 significantly more externally oriented than staff (hardly a 

surprising finding in view of the incarcerated status of the 

residents). Staff scores are near or slightly below (slightly 

more internal) normative scores reported for the I-E scale 

(Rotter, 1966) while resident scores are above most normative 

groups'means (slightly more external). These results fall in­

predictable directions. 

Conclusiol!~. ~ !e~ 2f fontro1. No surprising findings 

resulted from the I-E scale. Staff perceived that they had more 

control than residents and unit variations had little effect on 

13 t = 5.92, p~.OOl. 
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TABLE 5.6 

RESIDENTS'· INTERNAL-EXTERNAL SCORES BY UNIT 
~. _ ... - - - -----.. -...-~ 

TOTAL INST. UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT 4 
-------~~ . -- ----.-

X 10.29 10.41 11.68 9.82 9.44 

SD 4.19 3.84 4.41 4.79 3.41 

N 143 39 31 39 34 

- -- -- _.1--. 
F=1. 80, n. s. 

Scale Range = 0-23 

TABLE 5.7 

STAFF INTERNAL-EXTERNAL SCORES BY JOB CATEGORY - ------

TOTAL INST. MGMT. 
-

X 7.33 4.25 

SD 4.13 4.10 

N 120 8 

--
F=2.4l, n.s.* 

Scale Range = 0-23 

* (p=. 0532) 

SECUR. PROFSL .. -
7.47 6.48 

3.83 4.35 

59 29 
-_.---

e LER. MISC. 

9.36 6.15 

4.08 3.48 

11 13 
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resident perceptions. The Reformatory apparently had little impact 

on the perceptions its staff or residents have about their control 

over their affairs. 

summary £! Survey Result~ 

Survey results suggest that unit variations have a sigp,ifi­

cant impact on residents' attitudes about the institution (as 

measured by both the CIES and RAQ). Specifically, Units 3 and 4 

were consistently perceived the most positively by their resi­

dents, and units 1 and 2 the least positively. Staff tended to 

see the institution more positively, overall, than did residents; 

but there was relatively little variation in staff attitude across 

job categories. 

These findings appear '1:0 reinforce results from participant-

,I observation reported in Chapter 4. The following chapter will 

integrate these separate findings, seek to provide explanations 

! for results, and suggest appropriate recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS ~ ~COMMENDATIONS -

This chapter will summarize primary findings of this study, 

attempting to answer two basic questions: "What do we know?" and 

"Wha t does it mean?". Special focus will be placed on delineating 

the implications of these results for the Missouri Intermediate 

Reformatory and other Missouri correctional institutions consider-

ing implementing functional unit management programs. 

Copclusions 

Three areas of conclusions will be addressed: The degree 

functional unit management has been implemented at MIR~ the effect­

iveness of the program; and the extent of variation betWeen units. 

Degree £f Program Implementation. Our observations and data do 

suggest that the functional unit management program is reasonably 

well implemented at MIR. The structure is firmly established with 

all residents assigned to units, unit staff working within units, 

and prima~T decision-making taking place within the unit. Further­

more, there is general staff acceptance and approval of the program, 

suggesting that initial phases of staff concern and resistance may 

have been largely worked through. 

Operationally, program objectives apparently are being 

met. There seems to be a goo~ pattern of communication between 

"' . 
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staff and residents,l with about half of the (sampled) incidents 

of interaction being on problem~solving levels, and with inter­

actions averaging nearly five minutes in length. In addition, a 

good distribution of participation was obse~ved in unit decision­

making processes (the team classification meetings), although as 

might be expected the nature of the involvement varied from one 

participant to another. In particular, what might be called "key" 

participation (offering solutions agreed upon by the team) was 

well distributed across staff participants. 
Q 

staff and resident attitudes also suggest satisfactory pro-

gram implementation, although here we 'must be more cautious. Over-

all institutional profiles on the CIES were comparable to national 

norms for adult male institutions; and while these results do not 

demonstrate dramatic positive feelings they are also not negative, 

as might have been expected at earlier stages of program imple-
, 2 mentatJ.on. 

In general, the MIR unit management program operates 

similarly to progr,ams in the Federal Bureau of Prisons, as described 

in Chapter 2. The primary difference, in the number of unit staff 

available, is in part a function of the state's resources for 

f d J.'n part because custody personnel are not professional staf , an 

routinely considered unit staff at the Reformatory. (These points 

will be addressed again later in this Chapter). 

1 Although, of course, there is no way to compare this 
program patterns, and we have no comparable data for 
Division of Corrections' institutions. 

with pre­
other 

2 See pp. 17-18 and 90-91 for commen~s on this 
noted (pp. 34-35) data are not avaJ.lable for 
comparison or comparison with other Division 

issue. As previously 
either pre-program 
institutions. 
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-
Program Effectiveness. b 

. . 3 We have acknowledged from the e~J.nnJ.ng 

thd.t this study would not be able to answer with finali t.y the 

question of the effectiveness of functional unit management as 

compared to other correctional management models. Even though 

relevant criteria were developed or us,ed in this study, we have 

no comparable institution or program to use as a "control". 

Even comparison of standardized measures (such as CIES 

scores) against national norms is of little value here. Even 

though MIR results were no better than average for adult male 

prisons comprising the normative sa.mple (see Figure 5.1, p. 114), 

we have no dat.a on how MIR (or any other Missouri insti tution for 

that matter) would score without the fUllctional unit management 

program. It is possible, for example, that functional unit manage-

ment has significantly improved the climate at MIR from well below 

4 that of other institutions to at least an average level. 

It may, however, be possible to infer some answers on the 

effectiveness of the overall program from our results on variations 

among units. That is, if some units produce better outcomes than 

others we might conclude that the nature of the program in a nnit 

was significant, and perhaps infer effectiveness for functional 

unit management programs developed in accorda~ce with the more 

effective models. It is to this question of inter-unit varia~ion, 

3 see pp. 34-35. 

4; certainly, it would be useful to be a~17 tc;> ma~e s,!ch compari­
sons between institutions or for specJ.fJ.c J.nstJ. t.utJ.o~s over 
time. For'this reason we will recommend implementatJ.on o~ ~ 
program of regula: ~e~tin,? wi~ ~e. CIES or other approprJ.a e 
measures in all Dl.vl.sJ.on l.nstl. tut.J..ons. 
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therefore, that we now turn. 

variations Between Units. Equivocation is not necessary at this 

point: our findings clearly demonstrate significant variations 

behleen the four MIR units in how well functional unit management 

has been implemented, and in such criterion measures as institu­

tiona.l climate and attitudes about the institution. 

Our informal participant observations led to extensive 

documentation of inter-unit variations in operating procedures 

(see Chapter 4), suggesting that Units 3 and 4 had better develop­

ed programs. These Phase I observations were supported by Phase II 

observatioilCll measures demonstrating that Units 3 and 4 were 

superior in intensity and amount of informal interaction between 

staff and residents, and in the distribution of participation by 

staff and residents in team meetings. Only in the relative percen­

tage of resident participation, 'where Unit 1 residents were nearly 

as active as Unit 4 residents, was this pattern broken; and even 

here Units 3 and 4 were considerably higher than Unit 2. Ranked 

overall on observational measures Units 3 and 4 scored highest, 

followed by Units 1 and 2. 

These results were validated by survey findings, in which 

Units 3 and 4 scored significantly higher on institutional climate 

and institutional attitude measures. 5 Unit 3 (and to a lesser 

5 Self concept and locus of control (I-E) measures produced little 
variation among units, although as previously noted (footnotes 10 

nO. 11 Chapter 3) little variation was expected.. Our conclu­
:ions from these data were that residents were somewhat more 
externally oriented (i.e. ,perceived that they were controlle~ by 
externa.l forces) than were (E1taff; and that both residents an 
sta.ff had very low self concepts. 
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extent Unit 4), in fact, exhibited a CIES profile well above the 

national norm for adult male institutions; and on the key variable 

of "Program Clarity" both units were considerably above the 

national averages. 

Our results, then, are clear: The units which had better 

operating unit programs, a.nd which exhibited better implementation 

of unit management (in terms of informal interaction and l'3taff and 

resident participation in team meetings) also had more positive 

attitudes about the institution and better institutional climate 

profiles. What we found, therefore, seems quite clear. What it 

means, however, may be less obvious. It is to that question that 

we now turn. 

Implications. .. 

~.guestion ~ Meanins. It is not enough to observe that UnIts 

3 and 4 had better levels of staff and resident interaction and 

participation, and also had more positive instit.utional attitudes 

and climates. On the face of it, such an observation would appear 

to suggest a causal relationship; that is, that better interaction 

and participation leads to better climate and attitudes. This may 

well be true, but it begs the real question, which is how to obtain 

such better levels of interaction i:tnd participation. 

The real question, therefore, is "What about Units 3 and 4 

could explain why they show more staff/resident interaction and 

participation, and score higher on institutional attitude and 
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1 ? .,6 We be lieve a key to the answer may lie in clima te sca es 

- ,-

J.'nformal (non-quantified) observations, three findings from our 

as discussed in Chapter 4, on operati.onal variations between 

units. 

First, a generalized conclusion from our observations was 

that communication among staff and residents, and involvement of 

both staff and residents, was better on Units 3 and 4 than on 

Units 1 and 2. Patterns of interaction appeared more informal on 

the two better units, and staff seemed more ,involved with residents. 

This seemed particularly to be true on Unit 3. 

The interactions between residents and staff seemed least 

positive on Unit 2, where staff operated rather directively, and 

where much of the interaction 'was of a "question and answer" 

nature. Unit 1 residents were encouraged to pa:t:ticipate actively, 

and that unit operated on a first name basis~ but differences 

appeared somewhat more quantitative than qualitative. 

S"t:Cl;f.f structure on Units 1 and 2, furthermore, was more 

b Several "explanations", some more substantive than others, were 
considered by project staff. It was noted, for example, that 
Unit 3 and 4 are both on the east side of the institution, sugg~st­
ing a g~ographic or climatologica~ factor: sorne~h~t mor~ plausJ.­
bly it was noted that Building S1X, housJ.ng admJ.n1stratJ.ve and 
puni tive segregation, is. also on the east side of the grounds! sug­
gesting a possible deterrent ef~ect. While th~s may explain J.~~ 
proved institutional behavior, J.t would be un11kel¥ to result J.n _ 
improvea scores on attitude and climate scales. FJ.nally, we exam 
ined staff demographic variations to see if staff members' cha:a~­
ter:Lstics, such as length of time having worked on a un~t, tra~~J.,:.J, 
or aome other factor could explain our results. None dJ.d: UnJ.c 3, 
rat~~ highest overall had had its unit manager replaced shortly 
before formal observational data were collected; almost allh~taff 
recei~ed the same (limited) training~ and n~ other demograp __ l..c 
variations seemed to exist that could explaJ.n results. 
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formalized. This was particularly true for Unit 1: where the Case­

worker exercised a great deal of control. Unit 3 staff, on the 

other hand, exhibited very' little of a formal power structure. 7 

Second, differences were noted in the operation of the 

custody level system on the four units. Where Units 1, 2 a.nd 4 

brought ne", residents into close custody, with advancement to 

medium and honor status dependent upon good behavior (and available 

space); Unit 3 introduced new residents directIy onto the'medium 

custOdy level. The prevailing philosophy, of course, was for new 

residents to begin with fewest privileges and to move up as they 

proved themselves • Unit 3 staff,. on the other hand, were concern­

ed that new residents placed on close custody might be influenced 

by other "problem" residents who were on close custody because of 

poor behavior. 

Third, variations were observed in the operation of the 
, , 'I 8 un1ts' res1dent COunC1 s. Councils ~lere supposed to operate on 

each unit, with separate councils for each custody level. In fact, 

councils on Units 3 and 4 seemed better developed. Where the Unit 

1 council operated only irregularly, and Unit 2 haa an operational 

council at the honor level, Units 3 and 4 had regular council 

meetings at each level. 

Specific differences in council processes were observed in 

how council members were designated and in who could partit)ipate in 

meetings. All Units except Unit 3 elected council representatives 

7 ot .course, this may have been caused by a change in Uni t 3' s unit 
manager during the observa,tion period. 

S See Table 4.2, p. 84. 
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(Unit 3 did not do so, reportedly, because of frequent inter-level 

transfers). The primary difference, however, was that ill residents 

on Unit 3 and 4 \.,ere, allowed to participate in council meetings, 

(ra'cher than just elected representatives) • 

A Tentative Answer. These three factors themselves surely did not 

cause the superior results of Units 3 and 4 on observational and 

survey measures. Better communication and involvement, after all 

(and to a lesser extent more effective resident councils) are also 

dependent variables, results of better unit operations. Placing 

new residents directly into medium custody, furthermore, can hard­

ly explain these findings, especially since that practice ocurred 

only on Unit 3. Unit 4, after all, placed new residents onto close 

custody and also scored well on most measures. 

These three factors do relate, however, in that all three 

could affect - or be affected by - the quality of group norms and 

, h' h' t 9 That is, as group norms promot-: vaJues developed w~t ~n eac un~ • 

ing open communication between residents and staff, and increased 

participation of residents and staf'f in decision-making, become 

9 Social psychological theory (Secord and Backman, 1964, Ca~tw~ight 

~~~c!:~a~~'i~~~~~C~~~~e~i"a~~~ugr~~pp:~~~::!~~~~~:~:~~~~~~s 
or concerns. These group norms represen d d 
for the individual member, and develop "because they ':lre,n~e e 
to increase clarity, to promote interaction, to fre~ ~n~~v~du~lS 
from having to make a decision about every aspec~ 0, e av~or 
(h~eeler 1970:12). To the extent that membe~sh~p,~~ th7 group 
is important to an individual, or that group ~dent~f~cat~on can 
rovide meaning or structure to an ambiguous or threaten7ng 

~ircumstancet the groups' norms provid7 ~mportant ~ete~~ants for ilie individual's behavior. An ind~v~dual who ~dent~f~esland 
interacts with a local Junior Chamber of Commerce, for ~xamp e, 
is likely to have different attitudes, values and behav~or ~an 
one identifying and interacting with a group of Hell's Ange s 
motorcycle riders. 
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better established we could expect an observer to note more open-

ness and involvement. In addition, such values should mqke the 

resident council a more important activity for both residents and 

'staff, and should make it easier to maintain operating councils. 

On the other hand, participation of all (or most) residents 

in council meetings, as was practiced in Units 3 and 4, should be 

significant methods for develop~ng and transmitting unit group 

norms. Furthermore, introducing new residents directly into 

medium custody would facilitate these new unit members adop.ting 

group norms, since residents who reject these norms would be more 

likely to be found in close custody. 

We believe, in short, that the reason for the success of 

Units 3 and 4, and the key element for any effective fun~tional 

unit management program, is in "group-building" -- the degree to 

which unit norms and values consistent with the basic objectives 

of functional unit management devGlop. Group norms develop best 

in organized group activities designed to articulate va~ues and 

promote acceptance and identification, this is pr~cisely what the 

resident councils, for example, may do most effectively. 

Group B~ ~ Prison. Prison norms have frequently been the object 

of study, and the existance of common prison values (such as "do 

your own time," "never help the guards," "never 'rat' on another 

inmate," etc.) is ~ll documented (Clemmer, 1958, Sykes and Messinger, 

1960). It is less clear w'hether these "prison norms" develop in 

response to the institution itself (Clemmer, 1958; Sykes an~ 

Messinger, 1960) or represent deviant subcultural values brought 
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by convicted offenders into institutions (Irwin and Cressey, 

1962); ana whether they represent progressive and permanent 

adaptations to the prison experience (Clemmer, 1958) or merely a 

temporary response while incarcerated (Wheeler, 1961). 

The point is that there does typically exist a common 

pattern of antagonistic staff and resident attitudes in most 

prisons, with little communication between the two groups. One 

result is that both groups often feel alienated and rejected by 

society as a whole. These "norms" may vary from institution to 

institution (Street, Vinter and Perrow, 1966), but to.the extent 

that they exist, they produce the "traditional" correctional 

institution that was the original concern in the development of 

functional unit management. 

Group Norms and Correctional Treatment. The app1.1.cation of group 

theory to correctional treatment has involved deve1op:i,ng mechanisms 

·to control the g-roups with which offenders will identify. Callecl 

variously ".therapeutic communities" (Jones, 1953), "guided group 

interaction" (McCorkle, Elias and Bixby, 1958), and "positive 'peer 

culture" (Vorrath and Brendtro, 1974), among other names, the 

approach involves placing the offender into a group setting where 

prosocial values are articulated and where prosocia1 behaviors are 

expected and rewardec; and involves including mechanisms (i.e., 

group meetings) where these value~ ~nd behavioral expectations are 

discussed, challenged, and defended. The effectiveness of such 

approach~s has been demonstrated in several studies (Weeks, 1963, 

Empey and Erickson, 1972). 
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Group Norms an~ Funct!~! ~ Managem~. Functional unit 

management has been largely nontheoretica1 in its develcpment, but 

can easily be seen as an application of group theory. Instead of 

viewing unit management merely as an improved managerial concept 

(permitting more efficient institutional operation through decen-

tralizatipn),. this view would see the program as an opportunity 

for residents (and staff) to identify with specific groups (or 

II Uni ts " ) and to l.' nterac t and ' partl.cipate in the development of 

positive group values. 

It is in this context that such unit management objectives 

as "increasing staff and resident interaction" and "increasing 

staff and resident participation in decision-making" make the most 

sense. Rather than simply "imprQVed managerial efficiency", perhaps, 

what LS,really 'happening is the development and transmission of a 

prosocial group culture. I f this is true, we could expect units 

with the best developed "functional unit" group norms to be more 

fully "implemented" and to exhibit more positive climate and atti-

tudes. We believe that this is exactly what we have found happen-

ing at MIR; and it is on the basis of this conclusion that we 

advance the following recommendations. 

Recommendations. 

An underlying assumption of the following discussion is our 

conclusion that functional unit management is a valuable correctional 

programming approach. We emphasize (again), however, that this 

conclusion is not based on the findings of this study, except to 

the extent that our results provide support for viewing unit 
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management from a group theory perspective. Our conclusion that 

unit management is a valuable correctional tool is ultimately 

based on theory, not practice. We believe it provides the kind 

of structure and processes that make offender rehabi:J.i;t~tionlO 

more likely. 

We believe that it is imperative that correctional adminis­

trators planning to implement unit management programs understand 

this point.. Unit management (like many other programs) can be an 

effective programming approach, but if it is treated only as a 

"more efficient management model" it will inevitably be viewed by 

offenders as merely one more "coercion," and will reinforce the 

very anti-social values and behaviors we seek to overcome. 

With this perspective clearly in focus we have structured 

our recommendations into four major areas related to 1) development 

of appropriate structures and processes; 2) staff development; 3) 

orientation and involvement of residents; and 4) record keeping and 

evaluation. F,ach area will h~ discussed in turn. 

DeveloEin~ Appropriate 2!ruct~~~ eEd Proce~~. Our recommenda­

tions follow o.irectly from our conclusion that effectivE! unit 

management is the result of the development and maintenance of 

positive group environments. These recommendations provide no 

more than initial points of departure, on the basis of our results, 

and should not be considered exhaustive. 

10 
We define rehabilitation not as "reformation," but as growth 
and maturity, acceptance of responsibility, and identification 
with prosocial values and behavior. 
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• We recommend that each institutional functional unit management 

program be structured from a group perspective, and tllat unit 

processes be developed that promote group building and the acqui-

sition of prosocial group norms. 

Specifically, we recommend: 

• involving as many institutional staff as possible direct-

ly in unit operations; 

• encouraging and rewarding values and behaviors associated 

with involvement and open communication among both staff 

and residents; 

• establishing operational resident councils at each 

custody level on all units, with all residents encouraged 

to participate; 

• introducing new residents on all units directly into 

medium custody; and 

• organizing inter~unit competition through games or other 

activities. 

These five specific recommendations are merely examples of 

the kinds of processes possible. Involvement of as many staff as 

possible is an obvious step, directed specifically at correctional 

officers providing security on units. Excluding these staff 

members from full participation in unit activities serves t.o 

exacerbate already strained relati~ns between programming and 

custody staff,and to increase custodial perceptions of alienation. 

Under such circumstances custodial resistance is understandable 

and predictable. Furthermore, excluding correctional officers 

from unit processes deprives the unit of valuable sources of infor-
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mation and group leadership. 

Integrating support for values important to functional unit 

management into the institutional reward structure would provide 

strong incentive for staff and residents to internalize these 

values themselves. If staff know that better evaluations and 

promotions are given to persons supporting involvement and communi-

cation they will practice these valu~s and, often without realizing 

it, become supportive. Similarly, as residents recognize that 

increased opportunities and more favorable programming recomrnen-

dations are made for involved residents they will follow suit. 

We recognize that this has been done effectively at MIR 

since the program was adopted~ in large measure, therefore, this 

recommendation applies to new institutional programs. We also 

recognize that this approach could be considered coercive or manipu-

1ative, and in a sense it is. It is based upon the assumption that 

attitudes and values are often adjusted to coincide with behavior, 

(which may i~ fact provide a useful explanation for the effective­

ness of group programming). The importar.t point is the :objective: 

we propos.e programming to promote prosocia1 values, not merely to 

reduce institutional management problems. 

The other three recommendations deal with more specific 

activities that could facilitate group building or transmission of 

group values. Resident councils dan be an effective mechanism for 

building and transmitting '3roup values, especially 'W'hen all resi-

dents are involved. In suc!,h circumstances the resident council 

effectively converts the unit into a "therapeutic community" (Jones, 

1953) in which all participants, resident and staff alike, parti-
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cipate in governance processes relevant to the group. 

Introducing new residents directly into medium cu;:;tody 

serves to expose these residents first to other residents with 

positive attitudes, behaviors and values, rather than to those 

more likely to be negative. Furthermore, it more clearly communi­

cates the concept that one's behavior has consequences - either 

positive or negative - then does a system in which one starts at 

the bottom and moves up relatively automatically. Full implemen­

tation of this recommendation may be complicated by space problems, 

particularly in institutions (like MIR) where limited space is 

available for medium custody. It is important, therefore, that enough 

room be made available to enlarge the medium custody 'level as much 

as necessary. After all, if the unit operates optimally there 

would be few pereions on the clof'e custody level, since the 

prosocial group norms would positively influence most residents' 

behavior. 

Intergroup competition can be effective in building groups 

(Second and Backman, 1964), although care must be taken to prevent 

the transfer of hostilities from "the system" to other groups. 

Such activities might include "intramural ll sports events between 

units, but could also include other types of competition. The 

objective of such activitiesjl of course, is not "winning" but 

development of groups which can then be used to promote positive 

values. 

~aff Development. Key to the effectiveness of any group-oriented 

program, of course, is the ability of the staff. The following 

., ., 
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recommendations focus on this concern, and again should not be 

considered exhaustive. 

• We recommend that steps be initiated to better prepare staff in 

unit group processes. 

Specifically, we recommend: 

• providing all staff at institutions with functional unit 

management programs with a thorough orientation to the 

program; and 

• provid.ing all staff working directly with units, includ­

ing custodial personnel, with intensive training in 

functional unit management operations and in group 

processes and techniques. 

These recommendations are for training beyond that currently 

conducted by the Division. Our observations demonstrated that many 

MIR staf~ while possibly supportive to unit management, have little 

awareness of how it operates. All staff at institutions need a 

careful orientation to their institutional program, conducted ideal-

ly by a trainer from the institution itself. This orientation, 

which might involve one or two days, must be more thorough then 

what can be provided for all Division Staff; and ideally it should 

be conducted at the.institution itself. Such an orientation, of 

course, would also serve to. introduce staff to unit management 

values, and should begin the process of staff acceptance of these 

values. 

If unit management effectiveness involves the use of group 

processes, staff working with units (including custodial staff) 

need to develop in-depth understanding of these processes and 

U 

[J 

0 
U 

fl 

[] 
~ 

L1 

[] 

D 

0 
0 
IJ 

n 
[l 

n 
[} 

f1 t 

U 

n 

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

I 

n 
f \ 

{ 1 

~ 1 

I ; 
I ! 
U 

n 
[J 

II 
11 

11 

11 

[j 

11 

u 
In 
!~ 

1m 
i 

- ISO -

group techniques. This can be donE:! by providing all unit staff 

with thorough training in unit man,agement, group theory Elnd group 

methods. Suoh a training program '~ould realistically involve at 

least a full week for new staff, with continuing training of two 

or more days per year for experienlced staff. Again, this should be 

done at the institution by an insidtutional trainer anc./or a 

specialist. Of course, if other institutional programs d.evelop 

it may be possible to combine thils speciali ze1o. training. 

Resident 2rientation ~ Involveml~nt. Ultimately, of course, unit 

management requires acceptance and involvement of residents. The 

following recommendations are .dirE~cted toward this objective. 

e We recommend that programs be implement.ed or continued, to effec­

tively orient residents to funct:ional unit management and to 

moti va te them to' participa te fully. 

Specifically, we recommend: 

• ,roviding an orientation for new residents to functional 

unit management; 

• continuing or developing a custody level system to provide 

a mechanism for rewarding desirable behavior or penalizing 

undesirable behavior; 

• Continuing or developing the use of behavioral contracts 

to specify expectations for residents; and 

• promoting the full involvement of residents in all decision-

making processes. 

Although group processes, if used effectively; should 

q~ickly influence r<;:!sidents introduced into operating units one by 
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one, this "socialization" process can be facilitated by orienting 

residents in advance. New institutional programs, furthermore, in 

which all residents enter the unit at the same time, will need 

such orientation even more. In effect, we are suggesting that 

residents be "trained" as w~ll as staff, although their training 

~lould not be as extensive. In particular, residents need to under­

stand the differences between unit management and the traditional 

institutional processes most i'ave previously experienced. Such 

"orientation" to the program and the unit should help to reduce 

initial resident resist(lmc~:~s. 

Group processes can b~ effective influences on behavior, 

but they may work rather slowly. Combined with more direct moti­

vational methods the process of internalization of desired norms 

can he speeded considerably. Behavioral contracts and the custody 

level system are two such methods. Contracts specify precisely the 

expected behaviors; and variations among custody levels offer the 

intermediate rewards that may be necep.:,;Gary to effect initiall 

change. These programs are operational at MIR, and should be 

continued. They should be part of any new program developed at 

other institutions. 

In the final analysis the purpose of functional unit manage-

ment, viewed from the perspective we have proposed, is to promote 

the residents' capacities for effective independent living. Such 

independence requires the ability to make responsible decisions. 

Involvement in unit and individual decision-making processes 

provides unmatched opportunities for developing such skills. 

Residents should be fully involved in all decision-making 
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processes, including (but not limited to) team classification 

meetings and resident councils. The critical issue is +he nature 

of such participation: it must be full involvement, not "tokenism ll
• 

Unit staff must remember, however, that residents, even though 

they may be quite verbal, may also be quite unsk{.lled at deci1:1ion­

making, and therefore may need a great deal of support. 

Recor~-Keeping ~ Evaluation. Progress is not possible if we do 

not know how we are doing, or what works best. No system can 

improve without adequate records and evaluation. The following two 

recommendations focus on this need. 

• Ne recommend the develoJ?ment of systematic record-keeping proce­

dures to provide ongoing information on unit operations. 

• We recommend the a~velopment of a program of ongoing evaluation 

in all Division of Corrections institutions. 

The Division of Corrections maintains an extensive informa-

tion system which includes biographic data, institutional variabl~s 

such as housing and work asaignments, disciplinary reports, 

furloughs, and parole information; but retrieval can be difficult. ll 

A great deal of valuable information is routinely made available? 

however, such as unit comparisons on furloughs and violations. 

These reports should be retained for ~uture use. 

We believe evaluation should be an ongoing activity. We 

11 
See Appendix C for a discussion of these data and retrieval 
methods. 
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recommend an ongoing program of dat~ collection, including regular 

assessment in each Division institution with the CIES or other 

appropriate instruments, and ongoing collection of data from 

institutional records. Such a program of data collection would 

permit longitudinal assessment of institutional progress as a 

well as comparisons of att,itudes, insti­result of programming, as 

tutiona1 climate or other data between instituticms. Such infor­

mation, of course, is essential if quality programs are to be 

recognized and developed. 

Final Conunen~ 

This evaluation was limited, as we havfa frequently noted, 

by the lack of comparative or longitudinal data. Nevertheless, we 

believe our cross-sectional design, using observational and survey 

data, al10wes us to treat our findings with considerable confidence. 

We also believe our results, documenting clear differences among 

.f;.he four units at MIR, offer useful insights into how unit 

management \vorks and how to mak(ck such programs more effective. 

Throughout, we have been guided by a commitment to improv­

ing correctional programming. If our efforts or these results 

further that cause, our work will have been worth while. 
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CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS 
ENVIRONMENT SCALE* 

FORM R 

- I~-

Directions: There arg 90 statements on this questionraire. They 
are statements about correctional units. You are to decide 
which of these statements are true of your unit and which are 
false. Indicate your response by circlin~ either the T (True) 
or the F (False) in the column to 'the left of the questioil'YOu 
are answerIng. If you think a statement is true or mostly 
true of your unit, circle T; if you think a statement is false or mostly false, circle F. 

True -
T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

False 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

F 

1. The residents a.re proud of this unit. 

2. Staff have very little time to encourage residents. 

3. Residents are encouraged to show their f~elings. 

4. The staff act on residents' suggestions. 

5. ~here is very little emphasis on making plans for 
getting out of here. 

6. Residents are expected to share their p8rsonal 
problems with each other. 

7. The staff make sure that the unit is al"Tays neat. 

8. Staff sometimes argue with each other. 

9. Once a schedule is arranged for a resident, he 
must follow it. 

10. Residents here really try to improve and get better. 

11. Staff are interested in following up residents once 
t~ey leave. 

* The Correctional Institutions Environment Scale-Form R is reproduced with the 
permission of Consulting Psychologists Press, Palo Alto, CA 94306. Copyright 1974. 
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T F 

T F 
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T F 
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12. Residents tend to hide their feeljngs from the 
staff. 

13. Residents are expected to take leadership on the 
unit. 

14. Residents are encouraged to plan for the future. 

15. Residents rareiy talk about their perscnal problems 
with other residents. 

16. The day room is often messy. 

17. If a resident's program is changed, someone on the 
staff always tells him why. 

18. Residents may criticize staff members t.o thE"ir 
faces. 

19. Residents on this unit care about eacb other. 

20. The staff help new resident.s get acquainted on 
the unit. 

21. Staff and residents say how they feel about each 
other. 

22. The staff give residents very little responsibility. 

23. Residents are encouraged to learn new ways elf doing 
things. 

24. Personal problems are openly talked about. 

25. The unit usually looks a little messy. 

26. 

27. 

When residents first arrive on the unit, ~omeone 
~hows them around and explains how the un~t operates. 

Residents will be transferred from this unit if 
they don't obey the rules. 

28. There is very little group spirit on this unit. 

29. The more mature residents on this unit help take 
c~re of the le9$ mature ones. 
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T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 
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T F 
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T F 
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30. People say what they really think around here. 

31. ,Residents have a say about what goes on here. 

32. There is very little emphasis on what residents 
will be 00ing after they leave the unit. 

33. Discussions on the unit emphasize understanding 
personal problems. 

34. This is a very 'well organized unit. 

35. Staff are always changing their minds here. 

36. All decisions about the unit are made by the staff 
and not by the residents. 

37. Residents put a lot of energy into what they do 
around. here. 

38. Residents rarely help each other. 

39. Residents say anything they want to the counselors. 

40. The staff discourage criticism. 

41. Staff care more about how residents feel than 
about their practical ?rohlems. 

42. Staff are mainly interested in learning about 
residents feelings. 

43. Things are sometimes-very disorganized around here. 

44. Staff tell residents when they're doing well. 

45. The staff very rarely punish residents by restricting 
them. 

46. The unit has very few social activities. 

47. Staff go out of their way to help residents. 
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True False 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 
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48. Residents are car.efu1 about what t1,8Y say \-Jhen 
staff are around. 

49. Staff encourage residents to start their own 
activities. 

50. This unit emphasizes training for new kinds of 
jobs. 

51. Residents are rarely asked personal questions by 
the staff. 

52. Many residents look messy. 

53. If a resident breaks a rule, he knows what will 
happen to him. 

54. St~ff don't order the residents around. 

55. Very few things around here ever get people excited. 

56. Staff are involved in resident activities. 

57. When residents disagree with each other, they keep 
it to themselves. 

58~ Staff rarely give in to resident pressure. 

59. Residents here are expected to work toward their 
goals. 

60. The staff discourage talking about sex. 

61. Rt~sidents' activities are carefully planned. 

62. Residen'!:.s are always changing their minds here. 

63. If one resident argues with another, he 'trill get 
into trouble with the staff. 

64. Discussions are pretty interesting in this unit. 

65. Counselors have very little time to encourage 
residents. 
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66. It is hard to tell how residents are feeling on 
this unit. 

67. Residents here are encouraged to be independent. 

68. New treatment approaches are often tried. on this 
unit. 

69. Staff try to help resiClents understand thernselve!3. 

70. Counselors sometimes don't show up for their 
appointments with residents. 

71. Residents never know when a counselor will ask to 
see them. 

72. The unit staff regularly check up on the residents. 

73. P.esidents d.on' t do anything around here unless the, 
staff ask them to. 

74. Staff encourage group activities among residents. 

75. On this unit staff think it is a healthy thing to 
argue. 

76. There is no resident government on this unit. 

77. Residents must make plans before leaving the unit .. 

78. Residents hardly ever discuss their sexual lives. 

79. The staff set an example for neatness and 
orderliness. 

80. Residents never know when they will be transferred 
from this unit. 

81. Residents can call staff by their first names. 

82. This is a friendly unit. 
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~ False 

T F 83. The staff know what the residents want. 

T F 84. Residents on this unit rarely argue. 

T F 8S. Residents are encouraged to make their own decisions. 

T F 86. There is very little emphasis on making residents 
more practical. 

T F 87. Residents cannot openly discuss their personal 
problems here. 

T F 88. Residents are rarely kept waiting when they have 
appointments with the staff. 

T F" 89. The residents know when counselors will be on the 
unit.' . 

T F 90. The staff do not tolerate sexual behavior hy 
residents. 
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TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE* 

Directions: The statements in this inventory are to help you des­
criEe yourself as you see yourself.. Please answer them as if 
you were describing yourself to yourself. Read each item care­
fully~ then select one of the-rive responses and circle the 
one that best describes how you feel about yourself. Don't 
skip any items. Answer each one. If you change an answer, 
erase the circle around the old answer completely and circle 
the new one. 

CF = Completely False 
MF = Mostly F;,lse 
PF-PT = Partly False 
MT = Mostly True 
CT = Completely True 

1. I have a healthy body. 

2. I am an attractive person. 

3. I consider myself a sloppy 
E,Ierson. 

4. ! am a decent sort. of person. 

5. I am an honest person. 

6. I am a bad person. 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

7. I am a cheerful person. CF 

8. I am a calm and easy going CF 
person. 

9. I am a nobody. CF 

10. I have a family that would always CF 
help me in any kind of trouble. 

and Partly True 

MF MT 

MF PF-PT MT 

MF PF-PT t-1T 

PF-PT UT 

PF-PT 

MF PF-PT' MT 

MF PF-PT MT 

MF PF-PT UT 

PF-PT MT 

MF PF-PT MT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

* The Tennessee Self Concept Scale is reproduced with the permission of Counselor 
and Recordings and Tests, Nashville, Tennessee 37212. 
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11. I am a member of a happy family. 

12. My friends have no confidence 
in me. 

13. I am a friendly person. 

14. I am popular with men. 

15. I am not interested in what 
other people do. 

16. I do not always tell the truth. 

17. I get flIlgry sometimes. 

18. I like to look nice and neat 
all the t:i.me. 

19. I am full of aches and pains. 

20. I am a sick person. 

21. I am a. religious person. 

22. I am cL moral failure. 

231. I am ill morally weak person. 

24.I ha'J'cE! a lot of self-control. 

25. I am ia hateful person. 

26. I am losing my mind. 

275 I am an important person to my 
friends and family. 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

.--~---

MF PF-PT MT 

MF PF-PT HT 

MF PF-PT MT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT l-tT 

MF PF-PT MT 

MF PF-PT l-lT 

MF PF-PT M'1' 

MF MT 

MF PF-PT MT 

MF PF-PT. HT 

MF PF-PT t1T 

PF-PT MT 

MF PF-PT l-1T 

MF PF-PT MT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 
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28. I am not loved by my family. 

29. I feel that my family doesn't 
trust me. 

30. I am popular with women. 

31. I am mad at the whole world. 

32. I am hard to be friendly with. 

33. Once in a while-I think of 
things too bad to talk about. 

34. Sometimes when I am not feeling 
well, I am cross. 

35. I am neither too fat nor too 
thin. 

36. I like my looks just the way 
they are. 

37. I would like to change some 
parts of my body. 

38. I am satisfied with my moral 
behavior. 

39. I am satisfied with my relation­
ship to God. 

40. I ought to go to.church more. 

41. I am satisfied to be just what 
I am. 

42. I am just as nice a.s I should be. 

43. I despise myself. 

44. I am satisfied with my family 
relationships. 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MT 

MT 

~lT 

f·1T 

MT 

f-iT 

t·fT 

MT 

MT 

r.1T 

t-1T 

MT 

MT 

MT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 
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45. I understand my family as well 
as I should. 

16. I should trust my family more. 

CF 

CF 

47. I am as sociable ~s I want to be. CF 

48. I try to please others, but I CF 
don't overdo it. 

49. I am no good at all from a CF 
social standpoint. 

50. I do not like everyone I know. CF 

51. Once in a while, I laugh at a CF 
dirty joke. 

52. I am neither too ta11~_.nor too CF 
short. 

53. 1 don't feel as well as I should. CF 

54. I shoUld have more sex appeal. . CF 

55. I am as religious as I want to CF 
lse. 

56. I wish I could be more trust- CF 
worthy. 

57. I shouldn't tell so many lies. CF 

580 I am as smart as I want to be. CF 

59. I am not the person I would CF 
liJ<:e to be. 

60. I wish I didn't give up as CF 
easily as I do. 

MF PF-PT CT 

HF PF-PT MT CT 

Ml" PF-PT MT CT 

PF-PT M.T CT 

MF PF-l?T MT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT M'l' CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT !otT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT !otT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

HF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 
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61. I treat my parents as well as I 
should (use past tense if parents 
are not living). 

62. I am t,oo sensitive to things 
my family say. 

63. I should love my family more. 

64. 1 am satisfied with the way I 
treat other people. 

65. I should be more polite to 
others. 

66. I ought to get along better 
with other people. 

67. I gossip a little at times. 

68. At times I feel like swearing. 

69. I take good care of myself 
physically. 

70. I try to be, careful about my 
appearance. 

71. I often act like I am Rall 
thumbs." 

72. I am true to my religion in my 
everyday life. 

73. I try to change when I knew I'm 
doing things that are wr.'~'1.~9. 

74. I sometimes do very bad things. 

75. I can always take care of myself 
in any situation. 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

b1F PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF'~PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MF PF-PT 

MT 

MT 

MT 

MT 

!-tT 

MT 

MT 

MT 

!-1T 

MT 

MT 

MT 

MT 

MT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

CT 

C'l' 

CT 

CT 
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7'6. I take the blame for things C'F 
without getting mad. 

77. I do things without thinking CF 
about them first. ' 

78. I try to play fair with my CF 
friends and family. 

79. I take a real interest in my CF 
£amily. 

80. I give into my parents (use past CF 
tense if parents are not living). 

81. I try to understand the other CF 
fellow's point of view. 

82. I get along well wi'!:h other CF 
people. 

83. I do not forgive others easily. ,CF 

84. I would ra'tber win t:han lose CF 
in a game. 

85. I feel good most of the time. CF 

86. I do poorly in spor'ts and games. CF 

87. I am a poor sleeper. CF 

88. I do what is right most of CF 
the time. 

89. I sometimes use unfair means CF 
to get abee.d. 

90. I have trouble doing the things CF 
that are right. . 

91. 1 solve my problems quite easily. CF 

MF PF-PT M'l' CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT )IT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT HT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF PF-PT l-1T CT 

PF-PT HT CT 

MF PF-PT !-1'l1 CT 

MF PF-PT HT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 

MF ,PF-)?T HT CT 

MF PF-PT MT CT 
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92. I change my mind a 10te 

93. I try to run away from my 
problems. 

94. I do my share of work a't home. 

95. I quarrel with my family. 

96. I do not act like my family 
thinks I should. 

97. I see good points in all the 
people I meet. 

98. I do not feel at ease with 
other people. 

99. I find it, hard to talk with 
strangers. 

100. Once in a while I put off until 
tomorrow what I ought to do 
today. 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 

CF 
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I-E SCALE 

Directions:: This iD a questionncdr~ to find out the way in which 
certalin important events in our society affect different people. 
Each item consists of a pair of alternatives lettered "a" 07:: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

"b. " Please circle the letter of the one statement of eacr 
pair (and only one) which you most strongly believe to be more 
true. Do not circle the one you think you should choose or the 
one you would like t~o be true, but the one ~loU believe to be 
true. In some instances you may discover that you believe both 
sta tements or neither one. In such ,oases, be' sure to select 
the one you more strongly believe to be the case as far as you 
are concerned.. 

a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish 
them t,o.Q muchu 

b. The trouble with mOst children nowadays is that their 
parents are too easy with them. 

a. Many of the unhappy t11ings in people's lives are partly 
due to bad luck. 

b. People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. 

a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people 
don't take enough interest in politics. 

b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try 
to prevent them. 

a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in 
this world. 

b. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecog­
nized no matter how hard he tries. 

a. The idea that teachers are unfair to stud~nts is nonsense. 

b. Most students don't realize the extent to which their 
grades are influenced by accidental happenings. 

6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. 

b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken 
advantage of their opportunities. 



7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Cl. 

b. 

a. 

b. 
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No matter how hard you try some people just don't like 
you. 

People \-Tho car." t get others to like them don I t understand 
how to get along with others. 

Heredity plays the major role in determining one's 
personali ty. ' 

It is one's experiences in life which determine what they 
are like. 

a. I have often found that what is going to happen will 
happen. 

h. Trusting to fate has never. turned out as well for me as 
making a decision to take a definite course of action. 

a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely 
if ever such a thing as an unfair test. 

b. Hany times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to 
course work that studying is really useless. 

a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has 
little or nothing to do with it. 

b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right 
place at the right time. 

a. The average citizen can have an influence in ;overnment 
decisions. 

b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is 
not much the little guy can do about it. 

a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make 
them work. 

b. It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many 
things turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow. 

a. There axe certain people who are just no good. 

b. There is some good in everybody. 
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15. a. In my case getting what I want has little or nothing t,o 
do with luck. 

b. Many times we might just as \llell decide what to do by 
flipping a coin. 

16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky 
enough to be irl the right place first. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ahility, 
luck has little or nothing to do with it. 

a. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the 
victims of forces we can neither unders'tand, nor control. 

b. By taking an active part in political and social affairs 
the people can control world events. 

a. Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives 
are controlled by accidental happenings. 

b. There really is no such thing as "luck." 

a. One should always be willing ~o admit mistakes. 

b. It is usually hest to cover up one's mistakes.' 

a. It is hard to know whether o,r not a person really likes 
you. 

b. How many friends you have depends upon' how nice a, person 
you are. 

a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are 
balan~ed by the good ones. 

b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, 
ignorance, laziness, or all three. 

a. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 

b. It is difficult for people to have much control over the 
things politicians do in office. 



23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 
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a. Sometilmes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the 
grades they give. 

b. There is a direct connection between how hard I study 
and the grades I get. 

a. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves 
what they should do. 

b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs 
are. 

a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the 
things that happen to me. 

b. It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck 
plays an important role in my life. 

a. People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. 

b. There's not much use in trying too hard to please people, 
if they like you, they like you. 

a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school. 

b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character. 

a. What happens to me is my own doing. 

b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over 
the direction that my life is taking. 

a. Most of the time I can't understand why politicians behave 
the way they do. 

b. In the long run the people are re~;ponsible for bad 
government on a national as well as on a local level. 
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RESIDENT ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

~~: INSTITUTIONAL ATTITUDE 

Directions: Please rate your overall satisfaction with each of the 
following aspects of the Reformat.ory. Circle the letters that 
best describe your opinion. 

Ve~ Satisfied 
'Saitl.sfied 

VS means you are :s means you are 
E means you are 

D mea116 you are 
Y.E. means you are 

Neither satisfied 
or dissatisfif>d 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 

SATISFACTION ~ INSTITUTION 

1. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the functional unit 
management system at Algoa? 

2. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the amount of authority 
Units have in decision-making at Algoa? 

3. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the amount of safety for 
residents at Algoa? 

4. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with residents' freedom of 
movement at Algoa? 

5. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the team classification 
system at Algoa? 

SATISFACTION ~ UNIT PROCESSES? 

6. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with t.he amount of "say" 
residents have in team meetings? 

7. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with your Unit? 

8. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the number of Unit team 
meetings per week? 

s 

VS s 

VS s 

'fIS s 

VS s 

VS S 

VS s 

VS s 

D VD 

N D 

N D VD 

N D VD 

N D VD 

N D VD 

N D VD 
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9. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the disciplinary procedures 
at Algoa? 

10. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the fairness of grievance 
procedures for residents? 

SATISFACTION WITH STAFF 

11. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the relationship between 
staff and residents at Algoa? 

12. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the ratio of staff members 
per resident at Algoa? 

13. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with staff support of resi­
dents at Algoa? 

14. How would you rate your overall s~tis­
faction with the amount of communica­
tion between staff and residents at 
Algoa? 

VS 

vs 

VS 

VS 

VS 

15. How would you rate your overall satis- VS 
faction with the availability of Unit 
staff during evenings and weekends? 

16. How would you rate your overall satis- vs 
faction with the fairness in the way 
guards write up violations on residents? 

17. How would you rate your overall satis- VS 
faction with the way Unit staff 
resolves residents' problems? 

SATISFACTION ~jITH TREATMENT PROGRAMS 

18. How would you rate your overall satis- VS 
faction with the work and educational 
opportunities for residents at Algoa? 

S N D 

N D 

S D 

S N D 

S N o 

S N o 
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19. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with treatment programs at 
Algoa? 

SATISFACTION WITH UNIT CONDITIONS ---- ---- ------~~ 

20. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the cleanliness of your 
Unit? 

21. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the custody level system 
for dorm assignment at Algoa? 

vs 

VS 

PERSONAL INFOmtATION ..... =-

S N D VD 

s o VD 

Directions: Make a check in the propsr blank or fill in t'he answer. 

1. What is your tTnit assignment? (check one) 

Unit 1 

Unit 2 

'Unit 3 

Unit 4 

2. Is this your first time incarcerated? 

Yes 

No 

If No, how many times were you incarcerated before ,and where? 

3. Is this your first time at Algoa? 

Yes 

No 

If No, when were you at Algoa before and for howlonq? 
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YOU convicted and. Qentenced to Algoa? 4. For what type offense were 

5. How long were you sentenced to serve at Algoa? 

months ,----
6. How long have you served at Algoa so far? 

1\1i;)nths ---- days 

7. What is your age? 

years 

8. What is your r.ace? (check one) 

White Black ---- ---- Other 

9. How large was the town or city in which you spent most of your 
yea~s growing up? 

Rural or Farm Community (under 2,000) 

Small Town (2,000 to 20,000) 

Small city (20,000 to 100,000) 

Large City (100, 000 to 250,000) 

Major Metropolitan Area (over 250,000 total) 

10. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
(check one) 

Some grade school 

Completed grade school 

Some high school 

Completed high school 

Some college 

Bachelor's degree 

Some graduate work 
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STAFF ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

PART I; INSTITUTIONAL ATTI'l'tJDE --
Directions: Please rate your overall satisfaction with each of the 

foliowing aspects of the Reformatory. Circle the letters that 
best describe your opinion. 

VS means you 
S means you 

are 
are 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied ,-

N means you 

D means you 
viS" means 

are 

are 

Neither sat'isfied or 
dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 

you are - Ver~ Dissatisfied 
,l~ 

(c,;"V 

SATISFACTION ~ INSTITUTION 

1. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the functional unit 
management system at Algoa? 

2. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the amount of authority 
Units have in decision-making at Algoa? 

3. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the amount of safety for 
residents at Algoa? 

4. How would you rate your overall satis.­
faction with residents' freedom of 
movement at Algoa? 

5. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the team classification 
system at Algoa? 

SATISFACTION WITH UNIT PROCESSES --
6. How would you rate your overall satis- \ 

faction with the amount of "say" resi­
dents at Algoa have in team meetings? 

7. How would you rate your overall satis-
faction with the Unit system at Algoa? 

8. How would you rate your o,,"erall satis-
faction with the number of Unit teafi\ 
meetinqs per week? 
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9. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the disciplinary pro­
cedures for residents? 

10. How wpuld you rate your overall satis­
faction with the fairness of grievance 
procedures for residents? 

SATISFACTION WITH STAFF 

vs 

VS 

II. How would you rate your overall satis- VS 
faction with the relationship between 
staff and~:esidents at Algoa? 

12. How would you rate your overall satis- vs 
faction with the ratio of staff members 
per resident at Algoa? 

13. How would you rate your overall satis- va 
faction with staff support of residents 
at Algoa? 

14. How would you rate your overall satis- ,rs 
faction with the amount of cOiflfiiuni,ca-
tion between staff and residents at 
Algoa? 

15. How would you rate your overall satis- VS 
faction with the availability of Unit 
staff during evenings and weeJ<:ends? 

16. How would you rate your overall satis-' VS 
faction with the fairness in the way 
guards write up violations on residents? 

17. How would you rate your overall satis- VS 
faction with the way Unit staff resolves 
residents' problems? 

SATISFACTION WITH TREAT~mNT PROG~~S 

18. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the work and educational 
opportunities for residents at Algoa? 

vs 

-,-

D VD 

s N D VD 

s N D vo 
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19. How would you rate your overall satls­
faction with treatment programs for 
residents at Algoa? 

SATISFACTION WITH UNIT CONDITIONS --
20. How would you rate your overall satis­

faction with the custody level system 
for dorm assignment at Algoa? 

21. How would you rate your overall satis­
faction with the cleanliness of the 
tmit dorms? 

VS 

vs 

VS 

~ g: PERSONAL INFORMATION 

s o VD 

s o VD 

s N D VD 

pirections: Make a check in the proper blank or fill in the answer. 

10 Job Title __________________________________________________ ___ 

2. How lon9f have you worked in this position? 

____ years ____ .months 

3. Are you a member of a Unit at Algoa? 

Yes 

____ No 

4. How long have you worked at Algoa? 

____ years , ___ months 
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5. How long have you work eo for the Division of Corrections? 

years months ----
6. What is your age? ____ years 

7. Nhat is your se~\ (check one) 

Male Female ----
8. What is your race? (check one) 

White Black Other 

9. How iarge was the town or city in which you spent most of your 
years growing up? (check one) 

Rural or Farm Community (under 2,000) 

Small Tm'm (2,000 to 20,000) 

Small City (20,000 to 100,000) 

Large City (100,000 to 250,000) 

Major Metropolitan Area (over 250,000 total) 

10. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
(check one) 

Some grade school 

Completed grade school 

Some high school 

Completed high school 

Some college 

Bachelor's degree 

Some graduate work 
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SURVEY CONSENT FORM 

I understand that my participation in this study is 

voluntary and that all of my responses will be kept anony­

mous and confidential in a locked file outside the Reforma-

tory. I further realize that my individual responses will 

be used solely for the purpose of this study and will not 

be made available to anyone in the Division of Corrections. 

Signature Date 
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l?ARTICIPANT OBSERVATIONl~L 

DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 
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OBSERVATIONAL SCHEDULE FOR INFORMAL INTERACTlON BETWEEN INMATES AND STAFF 

1. Date ______ _ Unit :(1 ____ _ 

2. Interaction # 

3. Time of Interaction ------
4. Location of Interaction ________ _ 

5. Number of Staff Present and the Location 
position of Staff Members 
1. ____ _ 
2. ____ _ 
3. _____ _ 

6. Number of Inmates Present in the Location ______ _ 

7. Number of Staff Members Involved in the Interaction 
position of Staff ~embers 
1. 
2.-" 
3. ____ _ 

8. Race and Custody Level of the Inmate Involved in the Interaction 
Race ___ -.-_ 
Custody Level _____ _ 

9. The Most Intense Type of Interaction which Occurred During the Inte:r:'action Case 
Type I Interaction _________ _ 
Type II Interaction ______ -
Type III Interaction _______ _ 

10. Length of Interaction {minutes> ____ _ 

11. What was the climate of Interaction? 
JOVIAL FRIENDLY, BUT TO THE POINT 

1 2 

12. What Style of Speech did the Inmate Use? 
Informal, Prison Jargon/Street Talk ________ _ 
Formal, Yes Sir, No Sir, etc. ________ _ 

13. Was the Inmate Denied Interaction? ________ _ 

SERIOUS 
3 

HOSTILE 
4 

if so, for what reason _________________________ __ 

14. Methodological Counnents (if any) ______________________ _ 
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OBSERVATIONAL SCHEDULE FOR DECISION-MAKING IN THE TEAM MEETINGS I 

1. Urlit" -----
2. DatE': _____ _ 

3. Case # ---
4. P~rpose of Case 

~ _______ Vioiation ________ Specify Violation~" _________________ _ 

Review ------
__ _______ Investigation 

_____ O,ther Specify _________________ " ________ ____ 

s. Custody Level of Inmate 

______ Honor 

Medium ,-----
_____ Closed 

_ _____ ,Protec ti ve Cus tody 

__ _____ Punitive Segregation 

[ i 6. Number of Staff Members Present J _ ...... ---

n 
n 
n 

Position of Staff Members 

7. TLme Taken for Case {minutes> --------
8. What was the Climate of the Case 

9. 

JOVIAL 
1 

FRIENDLY, BUT TO THE POINT 
2 

Methodological Comments (if any) 

SERIOUS 
3 

HOSTILE 
4 

-------~----------------------~------.----~------------~~~--
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PARTICIPANTS CORRECTIONAL 
INDICATORS ------ INMATE OFFICER 

explains the case 

gives analysis of present case 
- -asks about inmate's job/school 

asks about inmate's home 
situation 

asks for information from 
inmate's record 

gives information from inmate's 
record 

-; 

asks for an expression of 
opinion 

suggest a solution 
gives support of his suggestion 

suggest an alternative to 
I someone else's solution 

supports someone else's solution 
makes negative statements about 
inmate/staff member 

makes positive statements about 
inmate/staff member 

gives directions 

>< -OUTCOME 
~ -gave suggestion which 

resulted in final outcome 

verbally agreed with final 
outcome 

gave a lecture to the inmate 

gave a rational for final 
outcome 
inmate signed the report 

. 
d1sag~eed W1th f1nal outcome 
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Tables Related 1:2 Chapter 3 -- Evaluation Methods 

Summary of Item Analysis and Reliability Data for 
Resident Attitude Questionnaire and Staff 
Attitude Questionnaire ••• 

- I~· - - - --- -"-~ 

c, "~ "7"":;:'--\';''''';;;;:':::';~~-;:::'' 

n 
n 
Il 
n 
11 
fl .. -

• 193 

1.1 

U 

fJ 
Ii 1, .. ~ 

n 
n 
n 
U 
fJ 

n 
n 
[J 

fJ J 

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

~:-,;.:::.::;;:;;.::.";_=~ .. ::t;:"~;;:;;"~::;:,;,,:::;:;:~~;;;::;_~ _ _=_....:<..=;"'_"'~~ .,'-....,. ..• , , 

\j 

ill 
! 
i 
1 - 193 -
t 00 l 
f 

I ~ SUN1IATlY or rn:H "t"~ALYSH: A!:n RELI.\B1LITY DATA 

1 !,.Q.g P!!!ilPE~1' A'I'1'lTl1U: ~TleliliA.!!lE. AIm STA!'F A'1'1'l TUDE gUESTIONl'iAIRE 

I 

I l~ RIiSI/)ENT Nfl'l TUDE QUESTIONNAIRE S1'AFF ATTITUDE QUES'l'IONNAIRE 
(!lu1/d) (N IE134) 

i Subscnlcl Sllbllcale Total Scale Subacale Total Scalc 

l H 
Ilr.m llllrnbf"r ~ !l..~~, Cor~ation £2!E~}a t i Oil Hcan Std.Dev. Correlation Correlation 

.' ~!ltiGt&f.J.i_ql1 \-'jth 

I l.1J.lLti.t\JJ.i~lJI 

I n 1 2.66 1.20 .759 .718 3.21 1.10 .833 .775 
2 2.63 1.25 .656 .575 3.07 1.18 .732 .646 
3 2.01 1.32 ,650 .494 3.56 1.03 .523 .476 
4 2.80 1.28 .612 .490 3.32 1.22 .648 .501 
5 2.71 1.24 .7p .651 3.20 1.20 .831 .708 n SubscBle Totch 13.t12 4.26 .862 16.35 4.09 .868 

" .. 0< .. .704 0<.= • 757 

Ii 
SBtisfa~tion with 
u;.{~'E.~~i£~-£!'~~--' 

6 2.30 1.30 .696 .595 3.26 1.15 .802 .704 
7 2.U!i·' 1.2b ./u7 .b14 3.11 " 1.17 .774 .743 

i ~ 8 2.72 1.16 .543 .409 3.38 1.02 .769 .679 
.! 9 2.52 1.27 .683 .634 2.87 1.28 .784 .703 
i 10 2.19 1.24 .746 .621 3.44 1.16 .766 .668 ' .. 

SubsClile 1\lCll III 12.60 4.20 .853 16.07 4.49 • .899 

!J ~ .. .699 0<- .834 

Satisfaction ~!Lh jit;£f------ --.-

U 
n 2.68 1.16 .(AO .593 3.44 1.01 .658 .626 
12 2.74 1.13 .615 .566 2.77 1.16 .465 .312 
13 ;(.48 1.20 .721 .645 3.29 1.03 .755 .634 
14 2.50 1.22 .722 .670 3.26 1.05 .788 .671 
15 2.53 1.20 .612 .516 3.23 1.05 .621 .553 n 16 1. 8& 1.08 ,556 ,1192 3.40 1.07 .497 .403 
17 2.38 1.23 .781 .7/.8 3.08 1.14 .720 .795 

Sub~:cllic 'j'otclr. 17.18 5,47 .911 22.46 4.79 .M7 
0<.:: .790 o{a .756 

U £{l.t;i~f~.ccj con :Lllll 
TrC!_~!~~r,.t £.:'~'.L).. ~~~I~S 

Ie 3.27 1.38 .858 .460 3.68 1.10 .895 .515 

U 19 2.70 1.25 .825 .563 3.47 1.07 .889 .603 

llllbDcllle Tcolllls 5.98 2,'21 .605 7.13 1. 92 .626 
d, a. .580 0<.- .722 

U !l.!!t.i.uful'l.iqll \;'~lJl 
l!.D.li £clhl it.ic:r.~ 

20 3.1.5 1.30 .864 .615 3.42 1.11 .806 .527 

U 
?l 3.13 1.23 .8/c9 .612 3.29 1.11 .607 .518 

SUbf:(:1I1" T"tfll~, 6.29 2.16 .716 6.69 1.77 .648 
0<. .. • 621 o(m .427 

n !£E.n.1. ~'c:: J f', 55.47 15.11 6!S.69 1'1.18 
('.,~ -::- .90:1 ~- .906 

n t 
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!!pIes Related 1£ ~hapter ! ~­
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RESIDENT'S COMMENTS IN TEAM MEETINGS BY UNIT 

0 
~ [J --- -.---.. 

I TYPE OF COMMENT ALL UNITS UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT 4 F/prob. 

0 U UNIT MANAGER~~ COMMENTS !!! 

I 
N=200 N=50 N=50 N=50 N=50 

TEAM CLASSIFICA!!Q! MEETINGS 
Explanation Of ' -

Present Case U U TYPE OF COMMENT ALL UNITS UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT 4 ¥ill2!?: . I X 5.71 6.84 4.48 6.08 5.42 F=6.13 N=200' N=50 N=50 -"N=5o -N=50 i 
SD 2.85 3.38 2.62 2.18 2.60 P.:5. 001 n r Explanation Of I g 

History Pr~Bent: Case 

~ X 0.82 1.04 0.38 0.78 1.06 F=6.69 X 1.24 1.54 0.44 1.22 1. 74 F=6.80 r ~ SO 0.90 0.99 0.57 0.91 0.93 p~.OOl D ~ SD 1.62 1.68 0.64 1. 45 2.07 p,!S..OOl j 

I solutions 

n History 
X 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.06 F=0.34 n X 0.50 0.76 0.26 0.36 0.62 F=4.64 

Ii 0.20 0.14 0.20 0.20 0.24 n.s. ' ..... 
0.78 1.00 0.49 0.53 0.B8 p,S,.005 i SD SD 

U U Evaluative Solutions f II 0.46 0.06 F=2.06 X 0.26 0.44 0.54 F=2.54 11 
X 0.28 0.42 0.18 0.44 0.52 

! SD 0.95 1.37 0.63 1.09 0.31 n.s. 

Ll U SD 0.57 0.65 0.44 0.58 0.58 n.s. 

Direct.ions Evaluative J 
X 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 F=1.00 

U X 0.27 0.26 0.22 0.36 0.'24 F=0.27 
.~ 

n (I SD 0.07 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.s .. 
SD 0.84 1. 31 0.55 0.72 0.56 n.s. tl 

l1 Ii Additional Outcomes * I Directions ,I 

D U II X X 0.19 0.14 0.06 .0.10 0.44 F=7.41 I
j L SD 

SO 0.47- 0.40 0.24 0.36 0.67 PS·001 ,) 

0 fl Ij Total Participation 
Addi.tiona1 Outcomes II I, 

X 6.85 8.34 5.08 7.36 6.60 F=7.97 X 0.78 0.92 1.06 0.54 0.60 F=4.30 II 
[, SD 3.62 4.53 3.16 2.86 2.96 p:s..001 0 0 SD 0.-87 0.92 1 .. 06 0.71 0.67 J?:5... 0 1 II 
H 

11 
Total Participation 

0 U i 2.30 3.02 4.18 F=4.41 LJ 3.41 4.14 U 
SD 3.16 3.69 1.89 2.61 3.73 PS·01 l\ ~ , 

II I 

II 
, 

0 n 
\1 

1 

* Resident's not observed participating with outcome s ta temen ts • 
f were 

n I u 0 :.l ! d 

'1 
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;j 
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CASEWORKERS I COMMENT~ !!! 
TEAM CLASSIFICATION MEETINGS 
-'.-" ........ . 

TYPE OF COMMENT 

Explanation Of 
Present Case 

History 

X 

SD 

X 
SD 

Solutions 
X 

SD 

Evaluative 

ALL UNITS 
N=lS6 

2.33 
1.80 

O. fn 
1.05 

0.79 

0.65 

X 0.22 

SD 0.46 

Directions 
X 0.46 
SD 0.62 

Additional Outcomes 
X 0.95 

SD 1. 22 

Total Participation, 
X 5.56 
SD 3.48 

UNIT 1 
N=50 

3.30 
2.19 

1.16 
1.23 

0.98 

0.65 

0.30 

0.54 

0.60 
0.61 

O.SO 

1.07 

7.24 
3.69 

UN!',T 2 
N=50 

2.04 
1.31 

0.44 
0.67 

0.88 

0.55 

0.14 

0.35 

0.52 
0.65 

0.90 

1.40 

4.92 
2.43 

1.64 
1.37 

0.84 
1..04 

0.52 

0.65 

0.22 

0.46 

0.26 
0.56 

1.04 

1.19 

4.52 
3.58 

* No Caseworker on Unit 4 duri~g data collection. 

-[ 

tJN1:T 4' F/prbb. 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

F=13.46 

P':::" 001 

F= 6.39 
p.::s..005 

F= 7.58 

p~.OOl 

F= 1.51 

n.s. 

F= 4.29 
p.:s,.05 

F= 0.22 

n.s. 

F=10 .00 
PS·OOl 
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CLASSIFICATION ~SISTANTS' fOMME~ 

!!~ CLASSIFICATION MEETINGS 

TYPE OF COMMENT ' ALL UNITS UNIT 1 UNI'I' 2 UNIT 3 

Explanation Of 
Present Case 

History 

X 
SO 

X 
SO 

SOlutions 
X 
so 

Evaluative 
X 
SO 

Directions 
X 
SD 

Additional Outcomes 

X 
SD 

T()ta1 Participa,tion 
X 
SD 

N=200 N=5~, :N=50 N=50 

0.47 
0.63 

0.34 
0.6,4 

0.17 
0.50 

0.94 
0.95 

4.32 

3.07 

0.86 

1.29 

0.34 
0.69 

0.14 
0.40 

0.28 
0.61' 

0.00 
0.00 

0.50 

0.81 

2.12 

2.32 

'1.08 

1. 34 

Q.98 
0.94 

0.50 
0.65 

0'.22 
0.42 

0.12 
'0.33 

1.22 

0.91 

4.12 

1.97 

·1.64 

1. 86 

1.02 
1.13 

0.56 
0.73 

0.58 
0.88 

0.06 
,0.24 

1.16 

1.09 

5.02 

3.13 

UNIT 4 ¥/prob. 
~.50 

2.32 F=8.30 

1. 82 p-=::. 001 -.-. 

1. 42 F= 9.91 
1.18 p~!OOl 

0" 66 F=' 7.18 
0.56 p~.OOl 

0.26 F= 3.41 
0.53, p.=::;.05 

o • 50 F= i 1. 6 9 
0.84 1'5.001 

0.86 F= 6.60 

0.78 ,p~.OOl 

6.02 F=18.53 
3.27 p,:s.OOl 
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EDUCATIONAL REPRESENTATIVES' COMMENTS 

IN TEAM CLASSIFIC'ATIONMEETINGS 

TYPE OF COMMENT 

Explanation of 
Present Case 

History 

X 
SD 

X 
SD 

Solutions 
X 
SD 

Evaluative 
X 
SD 

Directions 
X 
SD 

Additional Outcomes 

X 
SD 

Total Participation 

X 
SD 

ALL UNITS UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 
N=200 N=50 N=50 N=50 

0.48 

1.07 

0.22 
0.57 

0.09 
0.30 

0.07 
0.33 

0.02 
0.12 

0.66 

0.87 

! 1.54 
2.12 

0.48 

1.13 

0.10 
0.36 

0.02 
0.14 

0.10 
0.46 

0.00 

0.00 

0.68 

0.82 

1. 38 
2.06 

0.46 0.70 

0.73 1.46 

0.22 0.48 
0.51 0.86 

fJ.24 0.08 
0.48 0.27 

0.08 0.10 
0.34 0.30 

0.02 0.04 
0.14 0.20 

1.04 0.52 

1.07 0.76 

2.06 1.92 
1.90 2.72 

UNIT 4 
N=50 

0.28 

0.81 

0.08 
0.27 

0.02 
0.14 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

.0.00 

0.40 

0.64 

0.78 
1.42 

F~ 1.29 

n.s. 

FD. 5.60 
p<:..OOl 

F= 6.32 
P.s.. 001 

F= 1. 07 
n.s. 

F= 1. 24 
n.s. 

F= 5.52 

p.=:..005 

F= 3.94 
p.:5,e 01 
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u 
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Tab"les" Related E? Chapte£ 2. -:-: 
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COMPARISON Q! ~IDENT ~ STAFF 
MFAN CIES SUBSCALE SCORES ---- ........ 

F 
4 

I V~_RI::~------------~--RE--~~-~-~-~-T-S~----~;t~ 
I---.----~--~---..!-.-p.-..--..--------- ..... -.-...-i Subsca1e X SD X --- -, - -~---------------------~-----------+~---~~ 

Involvement 

Support 

Expressiveness 

Autonomy 

Practical Orientation 

Personal Problem 
Orientation 

Order and Organization 

Clarity 

staff Control 

3.78 

2.87 

2.96 

3.34 

5.44 

3.08 

4. :U~ 

4.78 

6.39 

2.18 4~€O 

2.11 5.31 

1. 72 4.04 

1. 97 4.75 

1.93 6.54 

1.79 5.19 

2.42 5.07 

2.10 5.70 

1.40 5.03 
-. 

SD 
-
2.97 

2.67 

2.08 

2.29 

2.61. 

2.25 

3.05 

2.55 

2.27 
-~ 

SIGNIFICANCE 

t 

2.60** 

8.51*** 

4.70*** 

5.48*** 

3.97*** 

8.61*** 

2.68** 

3.26** 

5.96*** 

1 1 .. 1 All subsca es except ;;;xpressJ. veness, A.utonomy, Persona 

* 

Problem Orientation, and Staff Control could range from 
0-10; these range from 0-9. 

p~.05; **p~.Ol; ***p~.OOl. 
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RESIDENT BREAKDOWN 2! ~.§. 
SUBSCALE RESULTS ~ ~ 

VARIABLES 1 UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT 4 SIGNIFICANCE 
N-39 N=31 N=39 N=34 F .- -- -- J.--'-~-- ~--

Involvement 

'5E 3.46 2.81 3.85 4.97 6.37*** 
SO 1. 74 1.85 2.07 2.54 

Support 

X 2.21 2.16 3.23 3.88 6.01*** 
SO 1. 70 1.66 2.16 2.41 

Expressiveness 
X 3.26 3.10 2.64 2.88 .92 
SO 1. 98 1.56 1. 58 1.68 

Autonomy 

X 2.51 3.35 3.08 4.56 7.84*** 
SO 1.50 1. 74 1. 77 2.31 

Practical 
Orientation 

X 4.72 5.39, 5.74 5.97 3.13* 
SO 2.11 1.94 1.46 2.01 

Personal Problem 
Orientation 

X 2.85 2.55 2.97 3.94 4.03*** 
SO 1. 72 1.52 1.55 2.10 

Order and 
Organization 

X 3.13 3.06 4.95 5.53 11. 62*** 
SO 2.03 2.13 2.45 2.09 

Clarity 

X 4.18 3.65 5.78 5.35 9.18*** 
SD 2.01 1.84 1.98 1.89 

Staff Control 
X 6.15 6.52 6.56 6.35 .65 
SD 1.35 1.48 1.30 1.54 

1 The scale range for Involvement, Support, Practical Orientation, Order and 
~I .. ization alld Clarity is' 0-10; for Expressiveness, Autonomy, Personal 
Problem Orientation and Staff Control, the range is 0-9. 
*p~ .05; **p~.Oli ***fi~.OOl. _ r_ 

, 

H 
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Invoilvement 

Support 

X 
SD 

X 
SD 

Expressiveness 

Autonomy 

X 
SD 

X 
SD 

Practical 
Orientation 

X 
SD 

Personal Problem 
Orientation 

X 
SD 

Order and 
Organization 

X 
SD 

Clarity 

'f 
SD 

Staff Control 

X 
SD 

STAFF BREAKDOWN OF CIES -- --
SUBSCALE RESULTS BY JOB POSITION --- -,-- -.~ ----

__ A --
MT. MG 

N= 8 . 

6 .. 

3. 

37 

42 

6' • 

2. 

88 

42 

5. 

2. 

12 

23 

6. 25 

1 

8 

'7 

1 

7 

2 

8 

1 

5 

1 

.75 

.62 

.74 

.37 

.06 

.12 

.70 

.00 

.31 

.50 

.31 

SECURITY 
N=59 

4.51 

2.90 

5.37 

2.69 

4.18 

1.68 

4.78 

2.18 

6.46 

2.62 

5.17 

2.14 

4.86 

2.95 

5.61 

2.46 

5.15 

2.14 

PROF~SSNLr-~~CAL 
N"'29 Nell' 

4.90 5.09 

3.20 3.02 

5.83 5.18 

2.49 3.37 

3.52 4.55 

2.13 2.62 

4.38 5.36 

2.35 2.50 

7.00 7.18 

2.36 2.44 

5.24 4.82 

2.28 2.48 

5.62 5.36 

2.92 2.54 

6.24 5.64 

2.44 2.98 

5.62 4.91 

2.19 2.34 

- " 

MISC. SIGNIFICANCE 
N-13 F 

4.54 
.73 

3.02 

4.46 
1.20 

2.44 

3.69 1.28 
2.93 

4.46 
1.25 

2.99 

6.00 
1. 76 I 3.03 

4.69 2.16~ 
2~69 

5.38 
1.16 

2.64 

5.46 
1.94 

2.50 

3.92 
1.47 

2.4':" ._-~-
1 The r.ange for the subscales Involvement, Support, Practical Orientation. Order and 

Organization and Clarity is 0-10; for Expressiveness, Autonomy. Personal Problem 
Orientation and Staff Control, the range is 0-9. 

*p..c::: .05; **p...:::::::. .01; ***p.::::.=..OOl; ~ p..c::::.. .'10 (trend). 
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VARIABLES 1 

Self-Identi ty 

Self-Satisfaction 

Behavior 

Physical Self 

Moral-Ethical Self 

Personal Self 

Family Self 

Social Self 

Total Positive 

Self-Criticism 

1 
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COMPARISON OE:, RESIDENT AND S'l'AFF 

MEAN TSCS SUBSCALE SCORES 

RESIDENTS STAFF 
N-143 N-134 

X SD X SD 

88.52 5.91 89.71 4.02 

88.47 6.08 89.47 4.41 

84.18 5.74 86.44 5.00 

51.31 4.54 51. 9a 3.17 

48.58 5.39 49.89 3.40 

51.16 4.55 53.33 4.59 

55.77 5.28 54.42 3.91 

54.28 4.57 56.00 2.89 
-
261. 47 9.42 265.62 7.44 

38.73 6.37 32.56 4.43 

SIGNIFICANCE 

t 

1. 48 

1. 57 

3.50*** 

1. 43 

2.43* 

3.95*** 

2.43* 

3.77*** 

4.08*** 

9.41*** 

The scale range for Self-Identity, Self-Satisfaction and Behavior 
= 30-150; Physical, Moral~Ethical, Personal, Family and Social Self 
r.ange = 18-90; Total Positive Range = 90-450; and Self Criticism 
range - 10-:-50. 

* p~.05; **p~.Ol; ***p~.OOl. 
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RESIDENT BREAKDOWN OF TSCS RESULTS !!! UNIT 

1 
VARIABLES UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT 4 SIGNIFICANCE* 

N=39 N=31 N=39 N=34 F 
Ident~ty 

X 89.00 88.23 89.28 88.62 .21 
SD 5.93 7.13 5.47 5.31 

Self Satisfaction 

X 89.40 89.00 87.08 88.50 1. 07 
SD 6.18 5.61 5.89 6.58 

Behavior 
-X 82.36 85:l9 85.13 84.26 2.03 
SD 5.90 5.95 5.56 5.23 

Physical Self 

X 50.74 51.19 52.2::; 51.00 .79 
SD 4.98 4.10 4.22 4.79 

Moral-Ethical 
Self -X 47.49 48.84 48.85 49.29 .79 

SD 6.66 4.11 5.13 5.13 
Personal Self 

X 51.56 51. 84 50.56 50.76 .64 
SD 4.89 3.67 4.17 5.31 

Family Self 
X 56.54 55.45 55.64 55.32 .40 
SD 5.73 5.26 5.43 4.68 

Social Self 

X 54.31 54.52 53.77 54.62 .25 
SD 3.91 5.48 4.58 4.53 

Total Positive ,=\ 

Self 
X 260.77 262.42 261. 49 261. 38 .18 
SD 8.87 10.88 8.17 10.27 

Self-Cri ticism .e' 

-X 38.80 38.65 38.82 38.65 .01 
SD 7.10 7.09 5.71 5.76 

1 The range for. the subs cales Physical Self, Moral-Ethical Self" . 
Personal Self, Family Self, and Social Self is 18-90; for Ident~ty, 
Self-Sa tisfaction, and Behavior the range is 30-150; the. range for 
Self-Criticism is 10-100; and the range for Total Positive Self is 
90-450. 

*Results were not statistically significant. 
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VARIABLESI MGMT. 
N=8 

Identity 
-
X 91.12 
SD 4.22 

Self-Satisfaction 
'\.." 

X 88.37 
SD 2.50 

Behavior -X 85.38 
SD 4.17 

Physical Self 
X 52.50 
SD 2.39 

Moral-Ethical Self 
-
X 48.50 
SD 1.41 

Personal Self 
X 53.50 
SD 2.56 

Family Self 
-X 56.00 
SD 1.77 

Social Self 
-X 55.37 
SD 2.26 

Total Positive Score 
-X 265.87 
SD 4.19 

Self-Cri deism 
X 33.62 
SD 3.25 
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STAFF BREAKli>OWN 2! ~ . 
RESULTS BY JOB POSITION 

SECURITY PROFESSNL CLERICAL 
N=59 N=29 N=l1 

88.75 . 91.66 88.36 
3.92 4.67 3.50 

89.19 88.66 90.27 
5.04 3.67 4.92 

, 
85.68 88.14 88.82 
4.73 5.32 5.10 

52.34 51.00 51. 73 
3.48 3.21 2.61 

49.22 51.48· 48.82 
:LSO 3.56 I 3.16 

51.42 55.76 56.09 
4.37 4.78 3.33 

54.29 54.62 53.55 
4.60 3.76 3.17 

56.34 55.59 57.27 
3.25 2.64 3.26 

263.61 268.45 267.45 
8.00 6.82 5.92 

31.47 33.69 34.91 
4.84 4.71 3.51 

MISC. SIGNIFICANCE 
N=13 

89.85 
3.13* 

2.82 

91.54 1.05 
4.39 

84.46 2.42t 
5.58 

:51. 54 .98 
2.30 

49.23 2.98* 
2.24 

54.46 6.54*** 
4.41 

54.69 .48 
3.22 

55.92 .86 
2.40 

265.85 2.36~ 
- 7.55 

31.38 2.45* 
2.69 

1 The range for the subscales Physical Self, Moral-Ethical Self, Personal Self, 
Family Self, and Social Self is 18-90; for Identity, Self Satisfaction, and Behavior 
the range is 30-150; the range for Self-Criticism is 10-100; and the range for 
Total Positive Score is 90-450. 

*p.s,..05; **p~.Ol;***p"S.... 001; l p.!!i,..10 (trend). 
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COl-1PARISON OF UNIT AND NON-UNIT 
--- --. --=- .....-..-,.--.-

STAFF ~ SUBSCALE SCORES 

..... --.--- "'- . - --~ .. . , . 

VAR IABLES UNIT STAFF NON-UNIT SIGNIFICANCE 
N=38

7 

N=90 -
Sub sca1e1 X SO X SO t 

- - -
Inv olvement 5.21 2.80 4.42 3.03 1.42 

Supp ort 6.03 2~11. 5.04 2.77 2.11* 

Exp ressiveness 4.08 1.68 4.08 2.21 0 

Aut onomy 4.90 2.02 4.77 2.37 .315 

Pra ctica1 Orientation 7.26 1. 75 6.37 2.77 2.19* 

Pro b1em Solving 5.61 1.85 5.06 2.31 1.42 

Ord er and Organization 5.90 2.79 4.81 3.03 1.97* 

Cla rity 6.58 2.04 5.48 2.61 2.56* 

Sta ff Control' 5.40 2.(J1 4.94 2.28 1.14 
. ... --

1 All subsca.les except Expressiveness, Autonomy, Personal 
Problem Orientation and Staff Control could range from 
0-10; these range from 0-9. 

*p~.05; **p~.017 ***p~.OOl. 
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APPENDIX C 

USE OF OFFICIAL RECORDS 

Objectives three and four of our original proposall were to 

review the records of the Division of Corrections and the Probation 

and Parole Division to collect relevant pre-commitment, institu-

tional and post-release data on MIR residents. These obje~tives 

were included at t~e request of Reformatory officials who uanted 

to develop their capacity to conduct ongoing program evaluations 

using readily available data. This appendix will sununarize problems 

associated with that review, the results we were able to obtain, and 

the possibilities available for continuing evaluation. 

Problems Encountere..£.. Although the use of official records should 

have provided a useful addition to our observational and survey 

data, two primary factors served to limit their value. First, 

although the Division of Corrections' records were made fully avail­

able, it proved to be quite difficult for us to identify a specific 

sample of residents for our designated time period (January-March, 

1980). Second, the sample of parole releases from MIR with 

sufficient time on parole for follow-up were necessarily from a 

much earlier time period than for this evaluation. 

The first problem was the more vexing. Personnel from the 

Di.visJ.on of Social Services, which maintains the computerized 

correctional records, were cooperative, but were unable to provide 

I 
See pp.'6-7'and 36 of this r~port 
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the specific data requested because of system changes they were 

undergoing. Computer tapes of Division of Corrections' d~ta were 

made available to the researchers, along with appropriate docu­

mentation to permit access, but privacy regulations required that 

all identifying information had to be deleted. These deletions' 

included such potentially relevant variables as offense and 

county of residence, among others, and significantly limited what 

could be done with the data. 

Division records are computerized by individual resident. 

With identifying data removed, our only means of "dra-wing a 

sample" of MIR residents was to locate all MIR residents and isolate 

those with classification review dates after our designated period. 

This method proved to be cumbersome and of questionable, precision. 

Although we proceeded to review records as thoroughly as time 

permitted, we did not have enough confidence in' our results to 

utilize them in this evaluation. 

The second problem was of a different order. Division of 

Probation and Parole records were made available, and in fact 

Division personnel collected all requested data on a sample of 100 

,released MIR residents. The difficulty was that post-release data 

could be useful only if a sufficiently long follow-up period were 

available, and the project schedule could not allow such a follow­

up on residents in the Reformatory when other data were collected. 

Instead, residents paroled from MIR during 1978 were selected so 

that most could have enough time to complete parole. We were able 

to identify and collect relatively complete data on such a sample, 

but of course they were in the institution some two years earlier. 
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Nevertheless, we were able to conclude that much useful 

data are potentially available in official records, and we believe 

the following sections will demonstrate some of the possible uses 

for evaluation. We will summarize the data available from each 

source, demonstrate our results, and offer specific suggestions 

as appropriate. 

Division £f Correcti~' Records. Several types of information is 

regularly entered into the data processing system. Personal data 

include descriptions, I.Q., race, marital status, and identification 

of relatives. Educational/Technical ~ include pre-commitment 

level of education :and technical skills, and current levels (after 

institutional training}. Official ~ include specifics of the 

conviction, and'whether any detainers are on file. Institutional 

Assignment ~ include the institution, security level, unit or 

team, and current status. Housing Assignment data include the 

lQcation and date of each specific assignment. Work Assignment data 

include the type, date and wages for each assigned job. Violation 

data include the type and charge for each disciplinary report, the 

date and time, the officer involved, the classification team 

involved, and specifics on disposition and reviews. Furlough and 

Outcount data include each trip away from the institution, the dates 

and reasons, and whether the resident returned. 

Table C.1 summarizes information on violations, furloughs and 

education for a sample of 100 residents identified as being at MIR 

during the first half of 1980. As can be seen, significant vari-

ations were found in violation rates, with Unit 1 much higher, and 

I' 

n 
II 

Ll 
n 
[l 

n 
u 
n 
n 
n 

- -~ •.. -----~-..,......--~----

11 "co==---=='c=~=,=~_. --.",~.~ ... "-". _ ..... _.- ~."~--- .. ~---~,,,~~~ •. -.,,~,-.--,,,-., - . 

I '"7'" 

j U,'li 
I ... 

I 
I~ 

l~ 
In 
lU 
J In 
![I 
I' n 
1 

n 
I f' d 

n 

- 215 -

TABI,E C.l 

SUMMARY OF DATA FROM 
DIVISION RECORDS ON MIR RESIDEWI'S* 

A. Viola tic .. ! Data ** 
Total number of 

Violations 

x 
s.d. 

Unit 1 
N-25 

9.28 

9.36 

f = 4.60 (3,96 d.f.) , p..:::::::; .01 

B~ Educational Data 

Current Educational x 10.04 

Level (years) S.d. 1. 43 

f = 0.29 (3.96 d.f.), n.s. 

C. Furloughs Given 

Total Given 4 

Unit 2 
N=25 

3.32 

5.01 

10.32 

1.. 49 

4 

Unit 3 

-~2-

4.76 

6.63 

10.28 

1.'69 

4 

Unit 4 
N=25 

2.96 

4.66 

9.60 

2.10 

7 

* Sampled from residents identified as being at MIR with review 
dates between February and June, 1980. 

'I: * 
Total numbers,of violations for each resident during entire period 
of ~ncarcerat~on are presented. Since length'of time.incarcerated 
var~es, these data may have limited usefulness. 
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Uni t 4 lower. Although these results \l10uld appear to support 

other findings in this report, it must be emphasized that these 

data are not from randomly sampled subjects, and that total numbers 

of violations were included for each sampled res.ident. Since 

residents had been incarcerated. for. v~rying lengths of time, 

comparisons of average number~ of violations may have little mean-

ing. 

Current levels of education may be somewhat more reliable, 

and as can be seen relatively littJe variation was found. These 

results appear to support survey findings reported previously.2 

Few of our sample had increases in educational level reported (only 

13 of the 100 residents overall) and these increases consistently 

raised resio.ents to the 12th grade levels of education, probably 

by means of the GED. Each unit had one resident (of the sample) 

recorded a.s having one year of technical skills while institution-

alized. 

Relatively few furloughs were reported for our sampled 

residents, and as can be seen from Table C.l there was little 

variation. Unit 4 appeared to give more furloughs, but this must·-

be considered an extremely tentative conclusion. 

Table C.2 summarizes total violations, regardless of seriouS-

ness, by unit for the period from 1976-1979. As can be seen, 

differences were relatively slight and varied from year to ye.ar. 

Assuming relatively similar numbers of residents, these may reflect 

changes of unit operation or policy over the years. 

-----_.-
2 Table 5.1, page 105. 
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Unit 2 

Unit 3 

Unit 4 

TOTAL 

f 

(685) 

( 801) 

( 861) 

(845) 

(3192) 
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TABLE ·C.2 

FOUR YEAR SUMMARY 
OF VIOLATIONS BY UNIT 

1976 1977 1978 , f % f -% 

21.5 (766) 23.6 (965) 28.4 

25.1 (841) 25.9 ( 761) 22.4 

27.0 ( 871) 26.8 ( 69B) 20.6 

26.5 (773) 23.8 ·(970) 28.6 

100.1 (3251) 100.1 (339.4) ·100.0 

" 

1979 
-f-" % 

(B36) 27.0 

(776 ) 25.1 

( 765) 24.7 

( 717) 23.2 
--

(3094) 100.0 
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For comparative purposes data are included here (from 

Cosgrove, 1980) provided by Reformatory personnel on total numbers 

of violations and commitments to segregation during January~March, 

1980 for all residents. These data are summarized in Table C.3. 

As can be seen, Unit 2 had a much higher incidence of violations, 

both assaultive and non-assaultive, during these months. Not 

surprisingly, Unit 2 also made more commitments to segregation for 

more t.otal time. 

Alt.hough these results would. appear to support findings in 

our evaluation, care must be taken in interpretation. Variation 

in violation/segregation may reflect differing unit operations, 

~e presence of more problem residents, or both. These results do 

demonstrate, however, the type of measures readi.ly available to 

correctional officials and useful for ongoing evaluation. 

Probation ~ ~~ Records. Several types of useful data are 
3 

a~lailable from these records. Identifying informa;~ion includes 

descriptive data, sex, race, marital status, IQ, grade level, 

religion, address, education, occupation, and relatives, among other 

information. Offense ~ include current offense and. ;~~, 

records. Violation ~ include the date, type, and outcome of 

each parole violation. Closing ~ provides the date and type of 

closing, and.specifics on each charge if the individual was revoked. 

3 Probation and Parole data can be cross-referenced to Division of 
Corrections' records. 

I.l 

II 
I 

[j 

[l 

II 
['1 

Il 
II 
II 
n 
n 
[J 

[l 

fJ 

fl 

f 
I 
; 
( 

J 
j 
I 

, I 

I j 
! I 

11 

I j 
I ; 
I 
{I 

A. 

B. 

* 

--------------- --- - - --------

- 219 -

TABLE C.3 

INCIDENCE OF VIOLATIONS AND COl-"..MITMENT. 
. * TO SEGREGATION, BY UNIT (JANUARY-MARCH, 1980) 

ALL UNITS UNIT 1 UNIT 2 UNIT 3 

Violations Data 

l. Assaultive ** 

2. Non-Assaultive 

Segregation Time Given 

l. No. of Sentences 

2. Days 

46 

730 

2BO 

2413 

11 

164 

66 

457 

20 

234 

97 

836 

9 

170 

80 

618 

UNIT 4 

6 

162 

37 

402 

Includes all residents at the institution during observational 
period. 

** . Includes fighting, assault, forced sexual assault, manslaught~r 
and murder. 
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Client Assessment ~ta provides a summary of each assessment4 done 

by the Supervising Officers. 

The first 25 residents received on parole from MIR from each 

unit were identified and sampled. 

result of a random sample. 

Thus these data are not the 

-. 
Table C.4 summarizes revocation and discharge data on the 

sampled residents. As can be seen, Unit 3 displayed significantly 

higher revocation rates. It is important to remember, however, 

that these data do not represent a. random sample and that they 

were all paroled in 1978, thus reflecting a much earlier time 

period. 

Tables C.S and C.G summarize results of the Client Assess-

ment Scale ratings for t.he sample at the time of parole and again 

S (for all who were available) after nine months on parole. As can 

be seen from C.S, no ratings were found to vary across units at 

the time of release (where the impact of unit programming might be 

e>.-pected to be most pronounced). After nine months, Units 3 and 4 

parolees were found to be significantly more likely to be arrest-

free. Unit 4, in particular, appeared to demonstrate superior 

resuJts in terms of recidivision. Again, we must emphasize that 

these data ~ust be viewed with caution, and it must be remembered 

that they represent 1977 and 1978 MIR residents. 

4 The client assessment scale (see attachment C.a) is completed for 
each client every three months, or more frequently if needed. Six 
relevant adjustment areas are rated, with responses weighted 
according to the degree of relationship with successful outcome. 

S Selected because most parolees demonstrating good adjustment were 
discharged from parole before 12 months of supervision. 
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TABLE c.4 

REVOCATION AND DISCHARGE: RATES 
BY UNIT (AT 24 MONTHS) 

ALL UNITS UNIT 1 
1fr % 

UNIT 2 UNIT 3 UNIT 4 
(f) % Tfl ,- (f) % Tf) % 

Revoked ( 28) 

Discharged (62) 

Still Open (10) 

(100) 

28.0 (5) 20.0 (8) 32.0 (12) 48.0 (3) 12.0 

62.0 (18) 72.0 (16) 64.0 (12) 48.0 (16) 64.0 

10.0 .L!L 8.0..L.lL 4.£. J-1l _~.Q. .L.§l . 24.0 

100.0 (2S) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (25) 100.0 (25) 100.0 

x
2 = 14.60, d.f. = 6, p~.OS 
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TABLE C.S 

CROSSTABULATION OF INITIAL CLlENT 

ASSESSMENT SCALE VARIABLES BY UNIT* 

A. Educational/Vocational 
Full-time employment 

Partial/School 

None 
2 

x = 9.30, d.f. ~ 6, n.s. 

B. Legal (past year) . 
No arrests 

Arrest, no conviction 

'Conviction 

x2 = 6.11, d.f. = 6, n.s. 

C. Special Problems 
None 

Potential 

Existing 

x2 = 6.94, d.f. = 6, n.s. 

D. Family/Social 
Stable 

ALL UNITS 
N-9S 

(45) 

(30) 

(20) 

( 73) 

(10) 

( 13) 

(13) 

(68) 

(14) 

(10) 

47.4 

31.6 

21.1 

76.8 

10.5 

13.4 

13.4 

71.6 

14.7 

Potential disorganization (74) 

10.5 

77.9 

9.5 Major disorganization ( 9) 

x 2 = 5.24, d.f. = 6, n.s. 

E. Aggressive/Assaultive (past year) 
None (85) 89.5 

One incicent 

J'attern 

x2 = 1.27, d.f. = 6, n.s. 

F. Client Responsibility 
Good 

Partial 

Little 

x2 = 7.27, d.f. = 6, n.s. 

G. Total Points 
High (25-31) 

Medium (17'"24) 

Low (4-16) 

x2 = 6.B5, d.f. = 6, n.s. 

(10) 

( 0) 

( 1) 

(81) 

( 13) 

( 4) 

(81) 

( 10) 

10.5 

0.0 

1.1 

95.3 

13.7 

4.2 

85.3 

10.5 

UNIT 1 
N-24 

UNIT 2 
N .. 23 

tf) i --m--'" t 

(12) 

7) 

5) 

( 17) 

1) 

5) 

( 6) 

(14) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 17) 

( 3) 

(21) 

3) 

0) 

50.0 (13) 

29.2 7) 

20.8 3) 

70.8 (21) 

4.2 1) 

20.8 1) 

25.0 (1) 

58.3 (19) 

16.7 (3) 

16.7 (1) 

70.8 (20) 

12.5 (2) 

87.5 (22) 

12.5 

e.!) 
1) 

0) 

( 0) 0.0 (0) 

(22) 91.7 (20) 

(2) 8.3 (3) 

( 1) 

(20) 

( 3) 

4.2 (0) 

83.3 (21) 

12.5 (2) 

56.5 

30.4 

13.0 

91.3 

4.3 

4.3 

4.3 

82.6 

13.0 

4.3 

87.0 

8.7 

95.1 

4.3 

0.0 

0.0 

87.0 

13.0 

0.0 

91.3 

e.7 

* N varies from 25 cue to out of state supervision cases 

ll! r 
9) 36.0 

(6) 24.0 

(10) 40.0 

(17) 68.0 

4) 16.0 

4) 16.0 

(4) 16.0 

(16) 64.0 

(5) 20.0 

(1) 4.0 

(21) 84.0 

(3) 12.0 

(22) 88.0 

3) 12.0 

0) 0.0 

(0) 0.0 

(19) 76.0 

(6) 24.0 

( 0) 0.0 

(22) 88.0 

(3) 12.0 

-, 

UNIT 4 
N-23 

ti) , 

(11) 47.8 

(10) 43.5 

(2) 8.7 

(18) 78.3 

2) 8.7 

;3) 13.0 

( 2) 8.7 

(19) 82.6 

(2) 8.7 

(4) 17.4 

(18) 78.3 

(1) 4.3 

(20) 8'1.0 

3) 13.0 

0) 0.0 

(1) 4.3 

(20) 87.0 

(2) 8.7 

(3) 13.0 

(18) 78.3 

( 2) 8.7 
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TABLE C.6 

CROSSTABULATION OF CLIENT ASSESSMENT 

SCALE VARIABLES AT NINE MONTHS BY UNIT* 

ALL UNITS 
N .. 70 

UNIT 1 
N-16 

UNIT 2 UNIT 1 

A. Educational/Vocational 
Full-time employment 

Partial/School 

None 

x2 = 6.33, d.f. - 6, n.s. 

(f) 

( 44) 

(14) 

(.12) 

B. Legal Problems (past year) 
No arrests (34) 

Arrest, no conviction 

Conviction 

( 15) 

(21) 

x
2 

= 24.55, d.f. = 6, P~.Ol 
C. Special Problems 

None 

Potential 

Existing 

x2 
• 8.07, d.f •• 6, 

D. Family/Social 
Stable 

n.s. 

(16) 

(46) 

( 8) 

( 15) 

Potential Diaorganization(52) 

Major Disorganization ( 3) 

2 
x .. 1.92, d.f. = 6, n.s. 

62.9 

20.0 

17.1 

48.6 

21. 4 

30.0 

22.9 

65.7 

11.4 

21.4 

74.3 

4.3 

E. Aggressive/Assllu1tive (pll.t year) 
None (59) 84 ~ 3 

One incident 

Pattern 

d.f .... 6, n.s. 

F. Client RG~ponsibi1ity 
Good 

Partial 

Little 

x2 .. 8.06, d. f. 

G. Total Points 
High (25-31) 

II: 6, n.B. 

Medium (17-24) 

Low (4-16) 

x2 = 6.96, d.f. a 6, n.s. 

9) 

, ( 2) 

( 7) 

(.,\51) 

( 12) 

(12) 

(49) 

( 9) 

12.9 

2.9 

10.0 

72.9 

17.1 

17.1 

70.0 

12.9 

(f) 

(10) 

5) 

1) 

6) 

2) 

8) 

( 4) 

(10) 

( 2) 

( 5) 

( 10) 

( 1) 

(11) 

5) 

0) 

(1) 

(11) 

( 4) 

( 3) 

(11) 

( 2) 

62.5 

31.3 

6.3 

37.5 

12.5 

50.0 

25.0 

62.5 

12.5 

31.3 

62.5 

6.3 

68.8 

31. 3 

0.0 

6.3 

68.8 

2S .• 0 

18.8 

68.8 

12.5 

N=18 , N"'16 
(f) tt- TIl 
( 10) 

5) 

3) 

3) 

9) 

( 6) 

( 2) 

( 13) 

3) 

4) 

(14) 

( 0) 

(15) 

2) 

1) 

( 3) 

(10) 

( 5) 

( 4) 

( 10) 

( 4) 

55,,-6 

27.8 

16.7 

16.7 

50.0 

33.3 

1Ll 

72.2 

16.7 

22.2 

77.8 

0.0 

83.3 

11.1 

5.6 

16.7 

55.6 

27.8 

22.2 

55.6 

22.2 

9) 

3) 

4) 

B) 

3) 

( 5) 

( 6) 

7) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

(12) 

( 1) 

(14) 

1) 

1) 

( 1) 

(12) 

3) 

( 3) 

(10) 

( 3) 

% 

56.3 

18.8 

25.0 

50.0 

18.8 

31. 3 

37.5 

43.8 

18.8 

18.8 

75.0 

6.3 

87.5 

6.3 

6.3 

6.3 

75.0 

18.8 

18.8 

62.5 

18.8 

* N varies from 25 due to out of state supervision cases. 

UNIT 4 
N=20 

"(f) 

(15) 

1) 

4) 

( 17) 

1) 

21 

( 4) 

( 16) 

( 0) 

( 3) 

( 16) 

( 1) 

(19) 

1) 

0) 

( 2) 

( 18) 

( 0) 

( 2) 

(lB) 

( 0) 

% 

75.0 

5.0 

20.0 

85.0 

5.0 

10.0 

20.0 

80.0 

0.0 

15.0 

BO .0 

5.0 

95.0 

5.0 

0.0 

10,,0 

90.0 

0.0 

10.0 

90.0 

0.0 
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Implications. Although the foregoing results from official records 

must be viewed with caution, it seems clear that much useful infor-

mation is readily available. We encourage development of a program 

of ongoing evaluation using these data. 

Data on violations, furloughs, and other relevant variables 

can easily be obtained on a regular schedule for each unit. 6 Main-

taining such data would permit easy comparison of units over time. 

Other comparative oata can also be obtained by &imply supplying a 

listing of residents comprising each unit's sample. 

Similarly, it would be quite easy to follow the progress 

of each unit's parolees by requesting data on a regular (such as 

annually) basis from the Probation and Parole Division on revoca-

tions, discharges, client assessment ratings, etc. It is important 

that care b~ taken in interpreting the results of such follow-up 

data (although recidivism is, of course, the standard measure used 

in correctional evaluation) because many factors outside the 

control of the unit staff can affect post-release behavior. 'Never-

theless, it should be reasonable to expect residents from better 

operating units to adjust somewhat better to parole supervision. 

Such ongoing d.ata collection, coupled with regular assess-

ment of institutional climate and attitudes of staff and residents7 

should provide the kind of feedback to refine unit management (or 

any other correctional program) for maximum effectiveness. We 

recommend implementation of such a program in each institution. 

6 In fact, such data are regularly made available, but apparently 
have not been retained after review by MIR staff. 

7 See our recommendation on page 144, Chapter 6. 
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..c...a... 
CLIENT ANAL YS!S SCALE 

Name ______________________________________ No,------------.------ Date _______ _ 

Educational/Vocational: 

1 0 

Not working or not in school 

Legal: 

1 0 

One or more convictions and/o.' 
2 or more arrests in past year 
or pending charge 

.. Special Problems: 
. 00 

Indication of drug use, alcoholism, 
mental deficiency, or other !'pecial 
problems 

Family/Social: 

1 0 

Major disorganization 

Aggressive / Assaultive: 

1 0 

Pattern of two or more incidents 
in past year 

Client Responsibility: 

1 0 

Little or no understanding oC him­
self or society's expectations 

Drugs 0 
Alcohol 0 
Other 

5 (lecia I 0 Code 

" 

4 0 

School, training or part-time work, 

3 0 

No convictions, but one arrest in 
past year 

2 0 

Presence of problems which have 
potential of becoming serious and/ 
or presently in treatment program 

:3 0 

Some disorganization but potential 
of growth 

3 0 

Prior incident in past year 

4 0 

Partial understanding with be­
havio.' based on that understanding 

Subtotal 
SubjE'ctive - or - 1 point or 0 
Total _____ __ 

District 

6 0 

Full~time work, retired, or 
housewife 

4 0 

No arrest or conviction in past 
year 

4 0 

No indication of any special 
problems 

6 0 

Relatively st?ble relationships 

4 0 

No demonstrated aggressive behavior 
in past year 

6 0 

Good self understanding with 
corresponding behavior 

Legend - Points: 

___ Intensive 4-16 0 
___ Regular 16-25 0 
___ Mininlllm 25-31 0 

I ~, 

l 
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