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This Issue in Brief

Implementing Community Service: The Re-
ferral Process.—A community service sentence can
serve many purposes—to deter, punish, or rehabi-
litate, while at the same time assuring that an of-
fender receives a publicly discernable penalty. With
increased interest in community service, many ques-
tions and issues have arisen regarding its use. This
article, an excerpt from the monograph, Community
Service: A Guide for Sentencing and Implementation,
concentrates on the practical aspects of operating a
community service program. Among the issues ad-
dressed are how to select appropriate agencies to
receive community service; how to prepare the of-
fender for community service; how to follow up after
the offender is placed with an organization; and how
to evaluate the success of a community service pro-
gram. The information is especially directed to Fed-
eral probation officers but will also serve as a guide
for other criminal justice and corrections profession-
als involved in sentencing and sentence implemen-
tation.

Strategies for Working With Special-Needs
Probationers.—Authors Ellen C. Wertlieb and
Martin A. Greenberg discuss the results of a survey
of what alternatives to incarceration probation of-
ficers use with their disabled clients. Findings in-
dicate a great deal of disparity regarding the

plaints by addressing some of the numerous myths
about prison industries that exist on the part of many
in the private sector. The author also suggests ways
in which the private sector and prison industries can
work together to the benefit of both.

The Perspective of State Correctional Offi-
cials on Prison Overcrowding: Causes, Court
Orders, and Solutions.—Overcrowding continues
to be a major problem facing prison administrators
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The Correctional Orientation of Prison Guards:
Do Officers Support Rehabilitation?

By Francis T. CULLEN, FaArTH E. LurzE, BRUCE G. LINK, AND NANCY TRAVIS WOLFE*

INCE THE early 1970’s, a sustained attack has
Sbeen levied against the notion that rehabil-
itation should be the guiding philosophy of
the correctional system. The origins and nature of
this attack have been discussed at length elsewhere
(Allen, 1980; Cullen and Gilbert, 1982; Currie, 1985;
Greenberg and Humphries, 1982; Rothman, 1978);
for our purposes, it is sufficient to note the growing
acceptance among criminologists that little support
exists for treating offenders. Few scholars have taken
issue with the claim that the “rehabilitative ideal
has declined” (Allen, 1980); indeed, in an era when
rejecting rehabilitation has become “fashionable,” as
Currie (1985: 235) observes, many criminologists have
welcomed this trend (cf. von Hirsch, 1985).

It would be difficult to dispute that the power of
the rehabilitative ideal to shape correctional policy
has been diminished substantially. The vocabulary
used in today’s discussions of criminal justice reform
leaves little room for notions of individualized treat-
ment; more common, of course, are such terms as
determinate sentencing, mandatory incarceration,
career criminal programs, selective incapacitation,
scaring offenders straight, and just plain “getting
tough.”

On an ideological level, however, the need exists
to determine the extent to which, and in what social
and political circles, rehabilitation’s appeal has in
fact waned. Some evidence that attitudes have hard-
ened can be drawn from the policies now being im-
plemented. But the risk in this line of analysis is
that it assumes that crime policies are a direct man-
ifestation of the “public will” and not a reflection, in
greater or lesser part, of prevailing structural and
political circumstances (Cullen, Clark, and Wozniak,
1985; Scheingold, 1984). Other evidence for the ideo-

*Dr. Cullen is professor, University of Cincinnati. Ms.
Lutze is graduate research assistant, Pennsylvania State
University. Dr. Link is associate professor, Columbia Uni-
versity. Dr. Wolfe is associate professor, University of South
Carolina. Direct all correspondence to: Francis T. Cullen,
Department of Criminal Justice, Mail Location 108, Univer-
sity of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, Ohio, 45221-0108.
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logical decline of rehabilitation can be drawn from
opinion polls: support for capital punishment in-
creased dramatically after the mid-1960’s and sup-
port for treatment as the “purpose of imprisonment”
slid in the past decade (Flanagan and Caulfield, 1985;
Rankin, 1979; Stinchcombe, Adams, Heimer, Schep-
pele, Smith, and Taylor, 1980).

Even so, this empirical evidence is not sufficient
to confirm that a wholesale rejection of rehabilita-
tion has taken place. A much larger body of survey
data supports the opposite assessment. Thus,
throughout the late 1970’s and into 1980’s, state and
national polls have consistently indicated that the
public continues to view rehabilitation as a legiti-
mate and important goal of the correctional system;
moreover, support for rehabilitation typically equals
or surpasses citizen support for the punitive ohjec-
tives of retribution, deterrence, and/or incapacita-
tion (Cullen, Clark, and Wozniak, 1985; Cullen,
Cullen, and Wozniak, 1988; Cullen, Golden, and Cul-
len, 1983; Cullen, Skovron, Scott, and Burton, forth-
coming; Thomson and Ragona, 1987).

Still, important empirical questions remain. One
of these, which defines the focus of the research re-
ported here, is the extent to which rehabilitation has
retained support among correctional employees. As-
sessing the nature of citizen attitudes is important,
particularly when one considers the frequency with
which policies are legitimate on the grounds that
they are “what the public wants.” At the same time,
the fabric of life within the correctional system is
shaped intimately, and daily, by the system’s em-
ployees. Achieving a more adequate understanding
of how these employees view the nature and purpose
of their work thus seems a worthy enterprise.

The present study builds upon research that has
investigated the level and sources of correctional of-
ficer support for rehabilitation. Though still rela-
tively sparse, the existing data reject the portrait of
the “prison guard” as someone either inherently au-
thoritarian or transformed into a brutish creature
by an inhumane prison environment. Indeed, the
literature indicates that correctional officers do not
simply embrace punitive and custodial views but also
are supportive of rehabilitative and human services
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goals (Cullen and Gilbert, 1982: 259; Harris, 1968:
15; Jacobs, 1978: 192; Toch and Grant, 1982; Toch
and Klofas, 1982; Shamir and Drory, 1981; more
generally, see Johnson, 1987 and Philliber, 1987),
At issue, however, is the extent to which these
data allow us to generalize regarding the status of
rehabilitation among correctional officers. Again, re-
search specifically addressing guards’ support for
treatment is still rudimentary: the studies are few,
descriptive data are not always reported, single items
are often used to measure concepts, and only a small
number of states (Alabama, Illinois, New York, and
“Western State”) have been surveyed systemati-
cally. (Harris’s poll used a national sample, but was
conducted in the 1960’s.) Our research does not claim
to fill completely these voids, but we are able to
present results based on a fairly recent survey (col-

lected in late 1983 and early 1984) of a sample of

southern officers. We also rely on data from a survey
that contained multiple items assessing guards’ ori-
entation toward both custody and rehabilitation.

Beyond the question of the level of support ac-
corded rehabilitation, we explore the potential sources
of such support. In doing so, we build on a line of
analysis highlighted initially by Jacobs and Kraft
(1978) and more recently by Jurik (1985; Jurik and
Halemba, 1984): the relative effects on job-related
attitudes of individual status characteristics (gen-
der, race, education) and work or organizational con-
ditions. Although some research indicates that the
impact of individual characteristics is attenuated by
the structure of work roles within prison (and other)
formal organizations (Jacobs and Kraft, 1978; Jurik
and Halemba, 1984), Jurik (1985) reported recently
that both “individual attributes” and “organiza-
tional-level” variables influenced “attitudes toward
inmates” (cf. Whitehead and Lindquist, 1989). We
replicate much of Jurik’s (1985) analysis and at-
tempt to extend her study by including a wider range
of independent and dependent variables.

One respondent listed his/er rank as “Correctional Officer Assistant Supervisor.”
Since we only sampled line-staff officers, this response was puzzling, A possibly exists
that the officer had been promoted between the time the guestionnaire was sent and
the time it was answered. Regardless, because the officer was included in the list
provided by the Department of Corrections, we used this person in our sample,

2Because education was measured through categories as opposed to the exact num-
ber of years completed, the mean years of education reported for the sample in table
1 was computed by assigning a value to each category and using this score for all
respondents who selected this category to indicate their level of education, The specific
values assigned were as follows; Non-high school graduates: 10 years of education
completed; high school graduates: 12 years of education completed; attended but did
not finish college: 13 years; college graduate: 16 years; went to graduate school: 17
years. While other values could arguably be chosen, we believe that the figures here
are sufficient to show the approximate educational level of the sample.
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Methods
Sample

In late 1983, we sent questionnaires to 250 cor-
rectional officers employed in a southern correc-
tional system. These officers were a simple random
sample of “All Active Correctional Officers” in the
state as of November 3, 1983 (N = 1,169). The list
was limited to line staff and thus did not contain
supervisory personnel. Twoe weeks after the initial
contact, the sample was sent a second questionnaire.
In all, we received 155 questionnaires, a response of
62 percent.!

The sample’s main background characteristics are
reported in table 1. The state’s Department of Cor-
rections (DOC), which gave official approval for this
study, generated characteristics for the population
of officers in the state. This information allows for
a comparison of sample-population characteristics.

As can be seen in table 1, the sample is fairly
representative with the possible exception of two fac-
tors. First, the sample includes a disproportionate
percentage of white officers, who are now a numer-
ical minority on the force. Second, although the mean
years of education are similar,? the Department of
Corrections notes that 36 percent of the force has
graduated from college. The sample figure is 19.4
percent, with another 50.3 percent having attended
but not completed college (the DOC did not provide
data on this latter category). Consequently, the sam-
ple underestimates the percentage of college grad-
uates in this population. Even so, while the national
trend is to diversify socially and professionalize
through education the guard force (Jurik and Mush-
eno, 1986; Philliber, 1987), our sample has a higher
percentage of blacks, women, and educated officers
than the average across correctional systems (Camp
and Camp, 1986; Travisono and Ludwig, 1986).

TABLE 1. CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE COMPARED
WITH CHARACTERISTICS OF TOTAL OFFICER
POPULATION (N = 155)

Characteristics Sample Population
Gender (Percent Male) 78.8 82.0
Race (Percent White) 56.9 46.0
Mean Age 38.1 37.0
Mean Years Correctional

Experience 3.5 3.0
Mean Years Education 13.2 13.0
Percent College Graduate 19.4 36.0
Percent Working in Maximum

Security Institution 42,1 47.6
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Assesging how the composition of the sample might
influence results is difficult. As Philliber (1987) ob-
serves in her summary of research on “attitudes to-
ward inmates,” the research on this topic has produced
inconsistent, if not “confusing,” findings. Thus, in
their study of Illinois officers, Jacobs and Kraft (1978:
314, 317) concluded that compared to whites, black
guards “do not hold more rehabilitative views” and,
if anything, are more likely to “express a punitive
orientation.” Crouch and Alpert (1982) reported the
similar result that neither race nor education was
related to punitiveness toward inmates, though they
did reveal data suggesting that female officers in
women’s prisons were socialized to hold less “tough-
minded” views than males working in men’s prisons.
Jurik’s (1985) research on “attitudes toward in-
mates” also found no education effects; unlike Crouch
and Alpert (1982), however, her analysis found no
gender differences as well. Moreover, she reported
that minority officers—a group that included blacks,
Hispanics, and Native Americans—had more favor-
able attitudes toward inmates. As will be discussed,
our findings correspond closely to Jurik’s (1985): we
also discovered that gender and education had no
impact on either custody or rehabilitative orienta-
tions, but we did find, like Jurik {1985), that mi-
nority officers were more favorable toward
rehabilitation. Accordingly, since our sample’s per-
centage of black officers underrepresents the figure
for the state correctional system we examined but is
higher than the national percentage (46.0 percent
versus 19.8 percent), our data on the level of support
for rehabilitation may underestimate the level for
all officers in the state and be greater than that
found in states with fewer minority guards.

Measures

Correctional Orientations. The purpose of this
study was to explore the nature and sources of prison
guards’ correctional orientations or ideology. To as-
sess the sample’s attitudes, we included two scales,
one measuring support for custody and the other
measuring support for rehabilitation. The items
comprising these scales are presented, respectively,
in tables 2 and 3. Also, the scales’ items were ran-
domly placed within a questionnaire that contained
57 statements. For each item, the respondents were
instructed to use a seven-point Likert scale ranging
from “1 = very strongly agree” to “7 = very strongly
disagree” to express “the extent to which you agree
or disagree with the statements listed below.” Fi-
nally, each scale was scored by summing the re-
sponses to the items composing it and dividing by

TABLE 2. CORRECTIONAL OFFICER SUPPGRT FOR
CUSTODIAL ORIENTATION, PERCENT AGREEING-

DISAGREEING REPORTED
Percent Percent Percent
Items Agree Uncertain Disagree

1. Keeping the inmates

from causing trouble

is my major concern

while Pm on the job. 75.3 2.6 22.1
2. Many people don’t

realize it, but prisons

are too soft on the

inmates. 78.1 7.1 14.8
3. An inmate will go

straight only when he

finds that prison life is

hard. ’ 27.1 18.7 54.2
4. Sleep ’em, feed ‘em,

and work ‘em is the

best way to handle

inmates. 22,1 14.3 63.6
5. We would be

successful even if all

we taught inmates was

a little respect for

authority. 43.8 13.7 42.5
6. So long as the inmates

I supervise stay quiet

and don’t cause any

trouble, I really don’t

care if they are getting

rehabilitated or cured

while they are in here. 144 3.9 81.8
7. My job isn’t to help

rehabilitate inmates;

it’s only to keep them

orderly so that they

don’t hurt anyone in

here or tear this place

apart. 41.2 4.6 54.2

the number of items in the scale.

Four items for the “custody scale” (see items 2, 3,
4, and 5 in table 2) were drawn from a measure
developed by Pool and Regoli (1980: 225), while we
added the remaining three items (items 1, 6, and 7).
The scale’s reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) was .64.

The items for the “rehabilitation scale” were taken
from a previous study (Cullen et al., forthcoming)
based on a 1982 survey of citizens in Galesburg, Il-
linois. One advantage of using this measure is that
it allows for a comparison of the correctional officers’
attitudes with public attitudes (see table 3). Cron-
bach’s Alpha for the scale was .79.

Finally, we also asked the sample to answer a
forced-choice question, used previously by Jacobs
(1978: 192), which asked, “What, in your opinion, is
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the main reason for putting the offender in prison?”
Possible responses included: “to rehabilitate him”;
“to protect society by making sure that he does not
comrnit any more crimes for a while”; “to punish him
for what he did wrong”; “to deter him from commit-
ting a crime in the future.” Although nearly 90 per-
cent of the sample chose only one answer, the
remaining officers circled more than one response.
As a result, some caution should be exercised in in-

terpreting the data based on this question.

Work-Related Variables. Since a purpose of this
research was to explore the extent to which work
conditions and individual characteristics are sources
of correctional officers’ orientations, we included sev-
eral work-related variables in our analysis. Four of
the variables—role problems, dangerousness, work
stress, and supervisory support—were measured
through multiple items. As with the custody and
rehabilitation scales, the items comprising these
measures were contained among a larger set of state-
ments and responded to with a seven-point Likert
scale assessing the degree to which an officer agreed
or disagreed with the item. These scales were derived
from measures used in a previous study of police
officers (Cullen, Lemming, Link, and Wozniak, 1985;
Cullen, Link, Travis, and Lemming, 1983). The re-
liabilities for the scales are acceptable for both stud-
ies, suggesting that the scales mean roughly the same
thing to different kinds of criminal justice employees
(police versus guards) in different regions of the
country (the police sample was drawn from mid-
western suburban communities), This pattern lends
added confidence that the scales are reliable and
valid. The items for each of these scales are listed
in appendix A.

The “role problems” scale (Alpha = .66) was used
not only in the police study noted above but also was
almost identical to the items used by Poole and Re-
goli (1980: 224-225) in their research on correctional
officers. One item developed by Poole and Regoli was
deleted because it could have been interpreted as
assessing supervisory support, another variable in
our analysis. The five-item scale measured the de-
gree to which officers experienced such problems as
role conflict and ambiguity. Previous research has
suggested that role problems precipitate a custodial-
punitive orientation toward inmates (Hepburn and
Albonetti, 1980; Poole and Regoli, 1980) and lessen
support for rehabilitation (Shamir and Drory, 1981).

The “dangerousness” scale (Alpha = .78) assessed
the extent to which officers felt they work in a dan-
gerous job, had a more hazardous job than other oc-
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cupations, and had a good chance at being injured.
We had intended to include a variable on actual
physical victimization, but deleted this from the
analysis when 87 percent of the officers reported no
physical assaults “within the past year.” We used
this scale because prison work is often portrayed as
a dangerous occupation.

The “work stress” scale (Alpha = .74) examined
the extent to which officers felt “tense,” “frustrated,”
“worried,” or “upset” while working. Since numerous
researchers argue that correctional work is stressful
(for a summary, see Philliber, 1987), the potential
impact of this variable on officers’ orientation seemed
to merit consideration.

The “supervisory support” scale (Alpha = .82) as-
sessed whether officers felt that their supervisors
offered encouragement, emphasized the importance
of their work, and handled disputes in a friendly way.
Previous research on work relations has observed
the impact of supervisory support on a range of job-
related outcomes (House, 1981; Cullen, Lemming,
Link, and Wozniak, 1985).

As Philliber (1987) notes, research has indicated
that correctional experience or length of service af-
fects officers’ orientations, usually in the direction
of heightening a custodial orientation or negative
attitudes toward inmates (Jurik, 1985: 533-535; Poole
and Regoli, 1980: 219-220). In our study, correctional
experience was measured by asking officers how many
years they had been employed as a correctional of-
ficer.

We also assessed two other work conditions. First,
we examined the potential effects of working in pris-
ons of different levels of security. The sample was
divided into those assigned to a maximum security
institution versus those who were not. Since the
women’s facilities contained offenders from all clas-
sification levels, this raised a coding problem. Fol-
lowing the assumption that female prisons generally
pose less of a security risk than male prisons, officers
employed in the women’s institutions were coded with
those in the minimum-medium security category.

Second, the nature of officers’ interaction with in-
mates varies by the shift to which they are assigned.
In our study, we asked officers whether they worked
the “day shift” (beginning between 6:30 and 8 a.m.),
“gvening shift” (beginning between 2:30 and 4 p.m.),
or “night shift” (beginning between 10:30 p.m. and
12 a.m.). We incorporated the three-category shift
variable in our analysis by including two dummy
variables: one reflecting the day shift, the other the
night shift. This left the evening shift as the refer-
ence or comparison group. As such, the analysis will
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show whether officers on the day and night shifts
differ significantly in their orientations from those
on the evening shift,

Individual Characteristics. Data were collected
on three individual characteristics: gender, race, and
level of education. We also created a fourth variable:
the age at which a respondent became a correctional
officer. As Philliber (1987) observes, previous re-
search has risked confounding the effects of correc-
tional experience (time on the job) and officers’ ages.
To address this issue, we subtracted the number of
years an officer had been a guard (correctional ex-
perience) from his or her age. This procedure allowed
us to obtain an estimate of when the respondent
became a correctional officer. The only caution is
that we were unable to determine if any officers in
the sample had been employed as a prison guard,
left correctional work for another occupation, and
eventually returned to the force. For these officers,
subtracting correctional experience from age would
not measure precisely when they entered correc-
tional work. Even so, at the very least, our procedure
has the advantage of separating for all officers in
the sample their years working as a correctional of-
ficer from their years as a member of the general
public.

In our sample, the correlation between correc-
tional experience and years since became a correc-
tional officer is .170; the correlation is .403 for
correctional experience and age.

Multicollinearity. An examination of the zero-
order correlations indicated some overlap among our
predictor variables. The risk of multicollinearity is
not severe, however, since only moderate intercor-
relations existed among a small subset of our pre-
dictor variables. The highest correlations occurred
between role problems and supervisory support (r =
—.544), work stress (r = .461), and dangerousness
(r = .483).

Findings and Analysis
Officers’ Correctional Orientation

We begin our analysis by reporting the results on
the forced-choice questions asking officers to state
the “main reason for putting the offender in prison.”
These data do not indicate much support for treat-
ment, as only 10.3 percent selected “to rehabilitate”
the offender. By contrast, 24.5 percent favored as the
purpose of imprisonment the protection of society
(incapacitation), 25.4 percent favored punishing of-
fenders for their wrongdoings (retribution), and 29.0

percent favored deterrence. (As noted, the remaining
10.8 percent of the officers erroneously selected more
than one response.) Notably, in Jacobs’ (1978: 192)
Illinois study, 46 percent chose the rehabilitation
response to this same question. The decline in level
of support for treatment may reflect changing cor-
rectional ideology over the past decade (Jacobs’ data
were collected in 1974-75) or regional differences be-
tween the two samples (midwestern versus south-
ern).

The idea that prison guards hold strong custodial
attitudes (ostensibly at the expense of rehabilitative
sentiments) gains added credence from responses on
several of the items tapping a custodial orientation.
For each item, table 2 reports the percentage of the
sample “agreeing” (1 = very strongly agree, 2 =
strongly agree, and 3 = agree), “uncertain” (4 = un-
certain), or “disagreeing” (5 = disagree, 6 = strongly
disagree, 7 = very strongly disagree). Table 3 pre-
sents the same descriptive statistics for the rehabil-
itation items.

Thus, over three-fourths of the officers agreed that
“keeping inmates from causing trouble is my major
concern” (item 1), while nearly 80 percent felt that
the public is unaware that “prisens are too soft on
the inmates” (item 2). But at this point the data
challenge the view that the correctional orientation
of the guards sampled is purely custodial. If officers
believe that punitive goals justify sending offenders
to prison, place a great emphasis on the security
function of their role, and have some negative atti-
tudes toward inmates (as the responses to the ques-
tions above suggest), they also appear to believe that
correctional officers should do more than guard in-
mates and that prisons should not be reduced to
warehouses. Consistent with the conclusions reached
by Johnson (1987) and Toch and Klofas (1982), the
officers see the human services side to their work
and see prisons as places in which the reformation
of offenders should, and can, take place.

It is instructive that we learn from table 2 that a
majority of the sample disagreed that hard time is
the strategy for making inmates “go straight” (item
3) and that the most effective way to control inmates
is “to sleep ’em, feed ’em, and work ’em” (item 4).
There was also no strong endorsement of the idea
that officers would be “successful” if they achieved
the modest goal of teaching inmates a “little respect
for authority” (item 5). Most important, over 80 per-
cent of the sample disagreed with the view that they
cared only if inmates stayed quiet and not if they
were rehabilitated (item 6), while a majority of the
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TABLE 3. CORRECTIONAL OFFICER SUPPORT FOR REHABILITATION,
PERCENT AGREEING-DISAGREEING REPORTED
Percent Percent Percent Percent Public

Items Agree Uncertain Disagree Agree*
1. All rehabilitation programs have done is to .

allow criminals who deserve to be punished to

get off easily. 26.8 20.8 52.6 23.9
2. Rehabilitating a criminal is just as important

as making a criminal pay for his or her

crime. 70.1 9.7 20.2 55.5
3. The only effective and humane cure to the

crime problem in America is to make a strong .

effort to rehabilitate offenders. 43.1 16.3 40.6 31.2
4. The only way to reduce crime in our society is.

to punish criminals, not try to rehabilitate

them. 20.3 19.0 60.8 28.8
5. We should stop viewing criminals as victims

of society who deserve to be rehabilitated and

start paying more attention to the victims of

these criminals. 59.3 14.8 25.9 82.0
6. I would support expanding the rehabilitation

programs with criminals that are now being

undertaken in our prisons. 53.9 24.7 214 481
7. One of the reasons why rehabilitation

programs often fail with prisoners is because

they are under-funded; if enough money were

available, these programs would work. 29.7 20.6 49.7 . 22.1
8. The rehabilitation of adult criminals just does

not work. 21.8 29.0 49.1 43.2
9. The rehabilitation of prisoners has proven to

be a failure. 28.1 26.8 45.1 27.6

*Public responses from 1982 Galesburg, Illinois sample.

officers rejected the idea that their job was not to
“rehabilitate inmates” but to “keep them orderly”
(item 7).

The data in table 3 generally reinforce the con-
clusion that officers do not embrace an exclusively
custodial orientation toward offenders. To be sure,
some negative attitudes toward inmates are evident:
nearly 60 percent of the sample agreed that offenders
are shown too much sympathy (item 5). They were
also skeptical that increased funding will make
treatment programs more effective; perhaps they feel
that when programs fail, the fault lies with the in-
mates’ character, not with the integrity of the in-
tervention (item 7).

Even so, support for treatment ideology remains
strong. A majority disagreed that rehabilitation pro-
grams have allowed criminals “to get off easily” (item
1), while 70 percent agreed that treating offenders
is as important as punishing them (item 2). The of-
ficers also agreed that merely punishing criminals
is not an effective crime control agenda; they felt
that rehabilitation should be included as part of the
strategy (items 3 and 4). Moreover, they favored the

expansion of prison rehabilitation programs, per-
haps because they rejected the fashionable notions
that such programs “do not work” and have “proven
to be a failure” (items 6, 8 and 9).

As noted, we are able to compare the guards’ re-
sponses on the rehabilitation items with those ob-
tained in a 1982 survey of Galesburg, Illinois
residents. We are well aware of the risks of com-
paring a sample of southern correctional officers with
a sample drawn from a small city in rural Illinois
(though the responses of the Galesburg sample are
not inconsistent with the results of other public sur-
veys). Still, the results of this comparison are, in the
least, suggestive, and allow us to have a different
vantage point in our efforts to determine whether
working in prison hardens, softens, or leaves un-
changed attitudes toward inmates.

Thus, table 3 presents the percent in the two sam-
ples that agreed with each of the rehabilitation items.
The responses appear more similar than different;
moreover, in only two instances (items 1 and 9) were
the correctional officers less likely than the public
sample to favor the rehabilitative answer. This pat-
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tern indicates that corrections may attract workers
that are inclined toward a human services orienta-
tion and/or that contact with offenders does not sub-
stantially lessen support for treatment ideology (Jurik,
1985: 536; cf. Bynum, Greene, and Cullen, 1986; Link
and Cullen, 1986).2

TABLE 4. SOURCES OF CORRECTIONAL OFFICER

SUPPORT FOR CUSTODY

Independent Significance
Variables B Beta Level
Role Problems 232 271 01
Dangerousness 019 .023 81
Working in Maximum

Security Prison 162 093 .30
Work Stress .073 .078 AT
Day Shift -041 ~-.023 81
Night Shift 447 .230 .01
Supervisory Support .138 172 .08
Correctional

Experience .042 .136 11
Age Became

Correctional Gfficer .003 031 2
Gender (1= Male,

0 =Female) -.014 -.006 94
Race (1 =White,

0=Black) 115 .065 44
Education .046 .042 .61

R? = .15; Adjusted R? = .08,
F Value for Equation = 2,133, df = 12,142; p = .02

Sources of Officers’ Correctional Orientation

Table 4 presents the results when custody is re-
gressed on work and individual variables. Overall,
only a relatively small percentage of the variance is
explained (R? = .15). Several relationships, how-
ever, are suggested.

First, consistent with previous research (Poole and
Regoli, 1980; cf. Hepburn and Albonetti, 1980), the
role problems variable is positively related to cus-
tody. It seems that officers seek to resolve the con-
flicts and ambiguities of their occupational role by
responding to inmates rigidly and impersonally,
rather than in a flexible and individualized manner
as encouraged by a human services model (Johnson,
1987). Second, officers on the night shift also are

3At the same time, as we note below, our data indicate that officers with more
correctional experience (contact with offenders) do tend to be less in favor of rehabil-
itation, though the relationship is not statistically significant, Our data also show that
officers who begin correctional work at an older age are more supportive of treatment,
suggesting that these officers may account for the tendency for officers’ support for
rehabilitation to be higher than that of the general public sample,

more likely to embrace a custodial orientation. Since
these officers supervise inmates who are predomi-
nantly in their cells, this result makes intuitive sense.
Third, supervisory support is positively related
(p = .08) to custody, indicating that supervisors may
encourage custodial responses. Fourth, correctional
experience is related positively, though not signifi-
cantly (p = .11), to custody.

Table 5 reports a regression analysis of the re-
habilitation scale. Again, night shift exerts a sig-
nificant effect in the expected direction, with officers
on this shift less likely to favor rehabilitation. Though
gender and education are not significantly related
to rehabilitation, black officers are more likely to
support treatment. This result corresponds to Jurik’s
(1985) finding that minority officers had more fa-
vorable attitudes toward inmates and to general sur-
vey evidence suggesting that blacks are more
supportive than whites of rehabilitation (Carter,
1986). Also similar to Jurik’s (1985) results, we found
that correctional experience is negatively related to
a rehabilitative orientation (though only at the level
of p = .10), while the age a person became a correc-
tional officer is positively and significantly related.
Therefore, some tendency exists for tenure on the
job to diminish overall belief in rehabilitation and
perhaps heighten a custodial response; officers who
choose correctional work at a more mature age, how-
ever, apparently come to their work with a stronger
human services orientation. Finally, the R? for the
equation is .17.

TABLE 5. SOURCES OF CORRECTIONAL OFFICER
SUPPORT FOR REHABILITATION

Significance

Independent Variables B Beta Level
Role Problems —-.062 —.068 51
Dangerousness 077 091 .34
Working in Maximum

Security Prison -~,178 -.097 .28
Work Stress -.105 -.106 32
Day Shift —-.208 -.111 .24
Night Shift -.376 -.183 .05
Supervisory Support .046 054 .58
Correctional Experience —.045 -,137 10
Age Became Correctional

Officer .018 217 .01
Gender (1= Male,

0 =Female) .068 .030 13
Race (1 =White,

0 =Black) -.313 —-.167 .05
Education 034 .029 1

R2 = .17; Adjusted R2 = .10
F Value for Equation = 2.365, df = 12,142; p = .008
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Conclvsion

Previous research on the structure of public at-
titudes toward corrections has shown that it is, in
Flanagan and Caulfield’s (1984: 41) words, “diverse,
multidimensional, and complex” (cf. Cullen et al.,
1988; Thomson and Ragona, 1987). This character-
ization would also appear applicable to the correc-
tional orientation of prison guards. Although they
see maintaining order as a core feature of their role
and harbor some negative attitudes toward inmates,
they also appear to define themselves more as “cor-
rectional” officers than as “guards” and to believe in
the potential of prison treatment programs to reform
inmates. Indeed, the level of officers’ support for re-
habilitative ideology is remarkably high, when one
considers the past decade’s pervasive assault on the
treatment ideal by politicians, criminal justice policy
makers, and academic criminologists.

These data lend support to those who have argued
against the view of the correctional officer as an
authoritarian “hack” or “screw” and for the view that
most officers seek to enrich their work through a
human services or rehabilitative orientation (John-
son, 1987; Toch and Grant, 1982; Toch and Klofas,
1982). At the same time, these revisionist scholars
have elucidated the disjunction between the guards’
public culture and private beliefs. Although officers
as individuals embrace a rehabilitative orientation
to their work, they overestimate the degree to which
other officers endorse custody as the preferred mode
of interaction with inmates. This “pluralistic ignc-
rance” serves to bolster a public custodial culture:
fearing sanctions from other guards, officers give
legitimacy to custodial goals while in the company
of coworkers (Johnson, 1987; Kaufmann, 1981; Klo-
fas and Toch, 1982).

In this context, survey results such as ours are
best considered as assessing the private beliefs of
prison guards. This caveat, however, should not be
taken to suggest that these beliefs are unimportant.
For one thing, they help to explain why officers adopt
a human services approach to dealing with inmates

1This line of anal " . is taken from research focusing on consensus in crime se-
riousness ratings. Researchers have argued that the lack of statistically significant
effects of status characteristics on such ratings indicates that members of different
social groups fmales-females, old-young, black-white) do not differ in their seriousness
evaluations and thus that “consensus” exists (Cullen, Link, Travis, and Wozniak, 1985).
In the current study, the presence of significant effects argues against the conclusion
that complete consensus exists in the sample’s correctional orientations. As noted,
however the tendency of officers—among themselves and in comparison with citizens—
to agree tor to manifest consensus) on the goals of imprisonment is one possible inter-
pretation for the inability of the independent variables to exert stronger effects that
explain more variance in the custedy and rehabilitation measures.
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in non-public institutional settings (Johnson, 1987).
For another, these results suggest that the ideolog-
ical context exists for reforms aimed at using cor-
rectional officers to deliver a range of human services.
As several researchers have observed, such reforms
not only enrich the occupational roles of officers but
also allow for the more effective use of personnel in
an environment often lacking the staff to handle
prevailing needs for services (Johnson, 1987; John-
son and Price, 1981; Lombardo, 1985; Toch and Grant,
1982).

Our efforts to build on Jurik’s (1985) research and
explore the sources of officers’ orientations yielded
mixed results. Our model incorporating work con-
ditions and individual characteristics allowed us to
explain only a relatively small amount of the vari-
ance in custody and rehabilitation attitudes, though
this is also true of other studies (cf. Jurik, 1985: 533;
Hepburn and Albonetti, 1980: 455; Whitehead and
Lindquist, 1989). The inability to explain a greater
pecentage of the variance may be because we have
not included important predictor variables in our
model. Another interpretation for the modest effects
of the independent variables, however, is that a fairly
high degree of social consensus exists on the pur-
poses of imprisonment: most people—whether guards
or members of the public—agree that prisons should
be places that serve both punitive and rehabilitative
goals. If this observation is accurate, and our com-
parison showing the similarities of officer-public at-
titudes suggests it might be, then we might expect
that individual status characteristics would exert
only modest impacts and general correctional ide-
ology would be resistant to substantial change under
various work conditions.*

Regardless, our data suggest that to the extent
that determinants of correctional orientation can be
specified, custody and rehabilitation may have dif-
ferent sources. Supportive custodial attitudes were
related exclusively to work conditions, especially role
problems and assignment to the night shift, indi-
cating that such attitudes may represent an officer’s
attempt to cope with his or her place in the prison
organization. By contrast, supportive rehabilitative
attitudes were significantly related only to one work
condition (night shift), but were related to both race
and the age a person became an officer. These results
indicate that the socio-demographic composition of
the guard force could have some influence on the
level of support for treatment ideology and on the
likelihood that reforms would be resisted or wel-
comed.
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Appendix A. 2. Alot of times, my job makes me very frustrated
Items Composing Scales Measuring or angry.
Work Conditions 3. Most of the time when I am at work, I don’t feel
Role Problems: that I have much to worry about.
‘ 4. T am usually calm and at ease when I am work-
1. When a problem comes up here, the people I ing.

work with seldom agree on how it should be
handled.

The rules that we’re supposed to follow here
never seem to be very clear.

. There are so many people telling us what to do

here that you never can be sure who is the boss.

. The rules and regulations are clear enough here

that I know specifically what I can and cannot
do.

A problem in this profession is that no one really
knows what his fellow officers are doing.

Dangerousness:

1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

I work in a dangerous job.

My job is a lot more dangerous than other kinds
of jobs.

In my job, a person stands a good chance of
getting hurt.

There is really not much chance of getting hurt
in my job.

A lot of people I work with get physically in-
jured in the line of duty.

Work Stress:

1.

When I'm at work I often feel tense or uptight.

. T'usually feel that I am under a lot of pressure

when I am at work.
There are a lot of aspects about my job that can
make me pretty upset about things.

Supervisory Support:

1.

The people I work with often have the impor-
tance of their job stressed to them by their su-
pervisors,

. My supervisors often encourage the people I

work with to think of better ways of getting the
work done which may never have been thought
of before.

. My supervisors often encourage us to do the job

in a way that we really would be proud of.
My supervisors often encourage the people I
work with if they do their job well.

. My supervisors often blame others when things

go wrong, which are possibly not the fault of
those blamed.

. When my supervisors have a dispute with one

of my fellow guards, they usually try to handle
it in a friendly way.






