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Abstract 

u 

Administrative problems and patterns of correctional psychology 

departments in Canada were surveyedo In add1,tion(? to oompa.r:Lngthe 

results of the two major employers of correctional psychologists 

in Canada) a comparison was made with existing data gathered on 

psychology departments in mental healtl1 settings. 
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. 
Within recent yea.rs psychologists t :involvement :in ~he area of 

" 

corrections has increased to the po:L.~t where they are contributing 

meaningfully:in a variety of ways (cf. Brodsky I 1972; vliclcs, 1974). 

One index of how psychology will develop in the field will be reflected 

in the stpuctures of psychologists departments and their perceptions ,of 
\) },,) 1, !_, '.' 

the problems encountered. While such information eldsts for psychologists 

in the Ilmental healthil field (Wildman & Wildman; II, 1974L with isolated 
)) , 

exceptions (E.g~ y ~~ea;;, 1976) there has been no docurnentatidh of " 
" 

the adm:inistrative problems and pattern~~:\of correctional psychoI0gy 

d~partments .. 

This study, suryeys the function:ing of psy'chology departments ,,:in 

corrections in Canada. The questionnaire ''las that of Wildman & Wildman, 

1;1: (19Z4) thus afforciing .:?, comparison of the results obtained with theirs. 

This comparison was made as it is, often remarked that the work environment 
(I ~71' 

of correctional psycholog~sts pose more difficulties than others e.g. \' 

schQQ~sf hospitalso Also of interest inCf;lIlada is that Federal 
'J 

institutions 1 compared~o Prov:incial ones; '. generally have more sec,+rity 

'anqL security problems 7 handle l~ngersentences (2 years or more) and 
II /_' ,,' \I 
II ",' 

U?'ually house inmates who have lengthier criminal histories. Thus i a 

j~mp~~son was made between psychology administrations in these tl10 II ' , 

i?ontrast:ing correctional systems 0 

It 

METHOD 

1\ The sUrv,ey methods were similar to those reported previously (~dreau)' 
II 
:j 

~~975)o For each prov:ince ~tr.,-=:;lequest for ilnformation was chanelledthrough 
:if?'..~/' ... f?~ 

(> 

~he appropriate Minis~~Jik1 authority. For the Federal system the Chairman 
I" ' , ",j 
t "_' . \:, 

of the Psychology group of the Professional Institute of the 'Public Service 

of Canada was contacted. The su.rveywas initiated during April of 1976. 
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For the purposes of this survey questions #l and 21 of Wildmari & 

Wildman II (1974tquestiopnaire were rev:ised~ #20 was elim:inated y anq 2 

of 5 items of question #5 were elim:inateoo The response rate was 100% 

from the Federal system and 5 prov.1nces" One prov:ince did notureply 

while 5' provinces either were just develop:ing psychological services 

at the time of the surveyor did not have any psychologists employed in 

their correctional systemso 

RESULTS 

The sample consisted of 13 psychology administrators from Ontario) 
"\\ 

20 from the Federal systelll and one each from'~'British Columbia? Manitoba, 

New Brunswick and Nova Scotia. (The percentage of respondents answering 

each item of each question (~dth the exception of 112) were recorded. The 

sample size for each question was 37. ) As it turned out only the Ontario 

system organ:i,zed their., departments on a Chief Psychologist format thus 

many respondents found #3 - 4 difficult ,to answer. Ql,l,estions #6 - 7 

then, are a more accurate r:~flection of dep=artmental adm:inistration and 

decision making • 

1. ~.at is your, official title? 

Director of the Department 
Chief Psychologist 
Senior Psychologist 
Coorq.ma,;tor 
Obher l\ 

2. Please check the number of persanpei in the psychology 
department (total a recorded) • 

Psych910gists, Ph.D. 
M .. A., . 
B.A.jHonso B.A" 
Interns 
Other 

31 
52 
11 
II 
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3.. \!;Io,w is Iyour department adm:inistered? 

Line authority over all psychology personnel by the 
ClJierPsychologist , " 

Line authority over some psychology personnel and 
.functional authr.rity over others 

" Chief psychologist exercises functional authority 
over psychology'personnel 

:Ohief psychologist has practical.ly no authority -~ 
serves as consultant and/or coordinator 

Obher 

4. How are the decisions made in your department? 

5. 
o 

lVIade by GhiefPsycho10gist 
Made by Chief }isychologist after considerable 

discussior;\ with staff ' 
Made by a Jhunittee composed of staff members 

viho vote'/ 
'other 

What are the financial arrangements within the Department? 

,-, I C.~ntral budget for' all personnel and. operati1.~_g 
, "." 

expenses 
Central budget for some items and other items 

are budgeted t9 units or other sections of 
institution 

No central, budget u • .A1,1; funds handledthrQugh 
other units or central office of institution 
Obher' 

6. tfuat percent of the administrati~ decisions (General 
non~"profess;ional questions such as work hours; meetir.:gs; 
budgeting etc.) affecting the :functioning of psycholog'lJ 
personnel at your institution are made by psychologists? 

0% by Psychologists 1 100% by Non-Psychologists 
25% by Psychologists , 75fo by Non-Psychologists 
50% by Psychologists 1 50}& by Non-Psychologists 
75% by Psychologists 1 25j& by Non...;,Psychologists 

100% byPsycholo'gists] Ofo by Non-Psychologists 

7. What percentage of the professional decisions affecting 
the function:iilgofpsychology personnel at your 
institution (decisions dictating the manner in YJhich a 
psychologist practices psychology) are made by 
psychologists'?, 

0% by Psychologists 1 100',;0 by Non':'":fisychologists 
25% by Psychologists) 75% by Non~ .. Psychologists 
50/0 by Psychologists"1 50% by Non .... PsychQ10gists 
75% by Psychologists, 25/~ byNon~.Psychologi$ts 

100% by Psychologists'i a/o by Non-Psychologists 

I' .;.,j 

22% 
11% 

14% 
19% 
34% 

18%' 

34% 

14%. 
34% 

19;G 

33~~ 

42~& 
6% 

-/;':-



{ 

p 
i 

, , 

L.._~_,,_ ..... 

o 
---.1 

n ' 

_ u 

CJ 

\"-

. , ,9 

, . - ~ !le_ 

.: < •••• 

'~. , 

, -, - .... 

, \' 

8. 

9. 

10. 

\i 14, 
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" 

To what (i);>..'"bep.t do you feel that the efforts of your 
,department are appreciated and valued by management 0 
and other professionals at your institution? 

More than those of' other professions MJ/o 
About t.he same as those of moet professions 3S-~ 
Less than those of most other professions 13% 

To what extent do you agree tha.t the administrator 
of the department v1il1 necessarily be subjected 
to hosti,lity and criticism from staff members 
and management and that he runs a high risk of 
eventually being disposed? 

Strongly Agree 0% 
Agree l~fo 
No ;Postion or Undecided 3B:/o 
Disagree 29-/0 
Strongly Disagree 2£10 

Do you think psychology departments shoUld have 
a chief' psychologist who has line authority 
over all psychology personnel? 

Yes 0" 

No 
Uncertain 

ll~ Do you think psychology departments shoUld have 
a central budget and control all expenditures 
in regard to personnel and other operating 
eX;penses? 

Yes (l" 

No t' 

Uncertain 

12. How should 4ecisions be made in a psychology 
department? 

.:.:~ 

It ' 

(J 

Made by a Chief Psychologist 
Made byOhi,ef Psychologist after 

considerable discussion with staff members 
Made by a committee composed of voting 

staff members 
other 

16/b 
5% 

o 
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Do you think psychology departments should have more 
influence in making non-professional decisions at 
your :institution? 

Yes 
No 
Uncertain 

Do 'you think psychology departments should'make all t,he 
decisions affecting hm'l psychologists" practice 
psychology? 

Yes 
No 
Uncertain 

Does management in your settjJ1g want a strong 
centralized paychology department. or would they 
prefer one that is not too strong and decentralized? 

!.J 

Wealt I decentralized 
strong, centralized 
Neither atrong nor weak 

Is it possible that in many cases management may use 
decentralizatj,on (where the budgeting for and! or 
authority o/&'r psychology personnel resides in units 
,~ section{ directed by non.-psychologists) as a means 
of making psychology less effective and less of a 
threat'? 

Yes 
No 
Uncertain 

Is it probable that most psychology departments have 
one or several indiitidualswho want t'o take over 
,control of the depa1:tpent 6lnd t'lou,J-Ct do so if they 
could get' away m.th it? C;;" " "" '\(:.\ ' 

~Yes :' 

l~o 
Uncertairl 

Is it quite ,possible that managemen~ ,might: team ttl? 
'with several unhappy staff members because then each 
group could achieve itE} goal by ~forking together ,," 
against the administrator of the department? . 

Yes 
"No 

Uncertain (I 

o 

G 

70f0 
27% 

3;'& 

59%. 
2Jj/O 
17)"0 

27% 
41% 
32j~ 
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Would it be good to have administrators of psychology 
departments protected by a Professional Standards 
Committee that. would specify how psychology depart,·· 
men~s would op .. era .. te? \vhether?r notth~hief PSy. cho~·, 
10g:Lst would have Ime author:Lty over :Wsychologyl;J 
personnel, whether tihere should be central budget:ing . 
how decisions would be mad~. BUd to protect the chief 
psychologist against poor support from management and 
from difficult and calculating staff members? 

Yes 
No 
Uncertain. 

To ~'ihat extent do you feel that psychology can malee 
a greater contribution in corrections than any 

) other profession? 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Uncertam 
Disagree 
strongly Disagrfle 

This item asked for a ranking of factors that· Hhi!}dex ' 
the progress of psychology at your .institutionll •· Tablt; 
I lists these factors most frequently mentioned. .f\.s 

. most respondents ranked only a few factors an overall 
average ranlOng fo~ each fac.tor was not tabUlated.. It 
sh9Wd be noted~ however. that the factors most fre·· 
que;htly nqmmated tendeclal'So. ~~.b~ bhehigbest ranked 
by each respondent. For example;>' nmadequate number of 
personnel:? was list,ed by 7~ of the respondents and :in .' 
most lists was usually ranked 1;I.S the ii·rst or ,second 
mOEt serious problem~ . 

II 

~~ ... Insert Table I about here .•.. 
" b 

." A~92...Il)~a.~~~~~~P.~-,9.f,. Jf~~::?:,hl1_~Qp.~¥:.~~~f~s,.,ch'?~~,lleE~~~~Y~~t, ~f, 
.," - ~ 

The great majority of psychology departments ~&Qrrections in 
II ., :. , 

Canada are in the Qnta~io proVincial system or\l!lder Federal jurisdiction 
," ~\ -' - . 

($9{0) 0 Fifty,,"·four perce11t· of the psychology departimentadrnmistratorS, .. 

in Ontario are Chief PSYC~ologists spme ·of whom )iave Regional responsibilities. 
\\ .'~ \, 
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The remaining administrators are 

Ii 
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II 
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~. 7.1 
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Consultmlt Psychologists 

:in small institutions. In the near future 9-11 psychology department 

administrators will be lmcierRegional Chief PS;)7c11e;Logistso. Ten percent 

of the Federal psychologist administratoI'scarry the title of Chief 

Psychologist and 15% carry the designation "Se!p.orll psychologist. The 

majority of Fede~al p~ychology administrations (75~) are either run on a 

cOlIllI\ittee consensus system or by'n:Ll'ectors of Socialization who ,are 
" 

usually'not psychologists. Forty .. onepercent of the -.psychology stafiin 

" Ontario have PhoDii compared to 15% . Federnlly • wq~le 6c;fo 6f Ontario 
. \) 

respondents reported no control over budgets I 7CJ/o of Federal . administrators 

claimed at least partial to full control. 
,~ 

FUrthermore more Federal 

psychologists felt they shoUld have complete·control (tlJ..1) of 'budgets 

There VlaS Urian±mityamong Ontario psychologists for having Chief 

Psychologists with 1i.'1.eauthority dyer psychology staff (.~t.J..Oi' 12).' Only 

50fo of the Federal people wanted a Chief Psychologist format and.4C!fo 

opted for other d:ecision making processesi:.eo, st~ff consensus,. 

Interestingly, more Federal psychologyadmmi'strators reported 

(#l6) that,' arianagementused decentralization to ma1<:e psychology less 
." 'l "" -. G:,." 

<} effective (7'J/o vs. 38%) and have discipl:ineproblerns within their 

departments (lI11. 30ih vs. 15%). 

Slightly more (62r;to vs. 5Of~) Ontario respondents felt the need for a 

Professional:1 Standards Committee (i9tt9) while Federal i'~spondents were more 
'., " , '. ,''';\. . .: .' --: . . .: 

:in favotif of ps;y-chologists making $ll the decisions affectmg tq,epractice 

making a greate~ contribution (1120 1 5CP!o vSo,38<-%) • 
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Ontario and Federal respondents agreed on mostef the problems 

''(J 

hindeI1;mg the progress of psychology at their institutions (TabJ.e I)~ There 

\\Tere Ifhree exceptions. Federal respondents mentioned custodial '65% VB .. 46%) 

and m~~dical (e§(J'fovs. 15%) dom:ination as more of a problem and the:inadequaf;c 

tra:infhg of psychologists as less of a problem (20';t vSo l~6%)o 

Discussion 
<' 

In 1967 a survey of psychology :in Canada "(Appley '&; RickWO\?d~ 'J..967) 
~. .. '., It t 

made no menti?n of pSY,:'<lllologists :in. the field of corrections. l~y 1970" (, 

however, the!l:'e vre,re 47 fu1,l~time psychology staff ::in correction~~,(Norton\ 1970). 

As this survey indicates the number of co~ectional psychologists has 

increased conS~derablY. " \. . , 

At, present the Ontario and Federal systems offer an :interest:ing 

comparison of psychological administrative styles. The ,Federal system 
'/""J 

eschews the iiYPical Chief Ps¥chologist format commonly found :in mental 

health sett:ing,s. AseJ..."Pected Federal respondents reported problems 'trdth 
I\r 

ff 0 

custodial reg'b,iaations but also medical dom:ination (of. B~tterell, 1974, 
.-' ';')_ I,> t,>. '.... I"f. 1/ ,:" ", 

po 1$)." Nevertheless the).r reported, aGlministrative authority over 
. . : ~ (~;;- . (, 

adm:inistrative and professional decisions comp3.red favourably: 'tdth their 

Ontario colleagues. Tn fact, they- claimed to have more budgetarY control,~ .. 

Federal, psychologists were divided on whether t~eyshou1d opt for a. Chief} -
,I 

" 

Psychologist format. The re~ative decentralization of Federal psycholQg~j$ts 

authority may partially contribute tointemgl departm~ntal problems (#16·,17) 
o 

reporl!ed by Federal re~pondel1tso Ontario Chief 'Psychologists are in the 

fortunate position ofr,reporting few,pr~blems:in regard to" custodial ,Fd 

medical. domination'", This is likely due to thet;y:pe ot resident theyreceive 

. and the fa.ct t1:lat Ontario cQrrections has avoided the stereotypical medical 

model:approach (e.g. J Balch, 1975) of service delivery. 
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,.,As noted p,reviously correctional work has often been percei v'ed 
~~( 

') 

unfavour'ablyin contrast to; for example 1 employment :ill mental health 

relat@d settings. 11:tldman &. Wildman II (1974) have provided normative 

data on administrativG problems of psychology depart~f;'nts-in mental 

health settings. A rough comp:lrison between this studies results and 

Wildman & Jllildman! s deserves comment.Jh corrections psychologise~ 

have tQ contend with custodial restrictions* In some sett:ings, the 
c· 

.. ' 
medical model posed a problem but not to the exbent noted b~'r merital health 

respondents" Interestingly enough! a greater percentage of the Hildman 
......, . ,: . r. 

reepondents reported more problems (see Table (i) J.n the areas of 

ifinsufficient aU"i;:,hol"ity for psychologyll I 111ac1£ of unity\~ ~ ;~lack of good 

departmental controlll ?1rebellious sta1~el; and '10the.r disciplines fl • The 
10 

above may be :in/part due to the problems inherent in admmistering large 

departments where decentralization may'~dversely affect communication 

and .admiliistrative authority (t'lildman &. t'Tildman IIv 1974). I Jh this 
i'>o 

survey med:Lancorrectional department VIas 4 staff, the vlildrnan survey 

reported a me.dien of lJ... 

Indeed,correctional psychologists reported some optimism as they 

felt they could make a stronger contribution (.;~201 80%vs.60%)and were 

appreciated more by management (;¥8". 49'i~ YS.32%) than the Wildman "respondents .. 

They seemed to be Inore satisf'i13d wit.h their salaries and with thepuhlic 

relations and education for psychplogyintheir settings (Table I). 

Whether they are justified in holdu1g these opinions is beyond the scope 

of this survey; in summary ? hmvever 1 correctional psychology in Canada 
'. 

appears to begro'lrnng and to date correctional psychology administrators 

report having quite adequate authority over its practice (#6'·7) 0 
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Footnotes 

The sUl"1(ey was carried out by the author tlhile serving on the 
Committee on j'sychology V'r.i.thin Crimin8.lJustice ~ Canadial'l 
Psycbplogical Association~ 1976~ e? 

1 thank JobnPtziak for his cqntrihl,l.tions to the survey_ Lonla 
Gendreau 7 HughMarquis~ Syd Shodm and Bobbie Silverman offered 
usef't.11 editorial comments. Th~_. opinions expressed are-soleq 
those of the author.- t;.: 

Reprint, requests ftddressed to Paul Gendreau~ Regional Chief 
Psycho).ogist 1 Rideau Correctional Centre 7 Box 100, Burritt's 
Rapids I dn,t < 
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Listing of factors that psychology adrn:inistrators n6'nunated that 
·!l1inderedthe progress of psychology at your institution" 

o 

o 

f. ...... ___ .... ,11 , ....... li .. ~ .. , . .11 4.~·-a.~_ '-.-,.., .. .a.. oIi ..... " ..... I!; " ... It ..... ~ ....... *'.# ..... _ .......... .011 ..... _ ........ ~.tI._ ... ...-.. .. .of'''' ..., .• , .. ,,..~ ... ·_· •• ftI .... > .... ~ " .. " ................... .,..~ 

II . 0 

Factclr '/0 Men.tioned a) 
~ ............ ~&.,-"'- ... ",- •• ,.;, ' ... , .................... -'\-" ·~~1'.'" ... ,.., •. ~ ....... 4. .... '" f.-b .. · ..... ., ... .t;.~.,J.:!"tr ... ~ .. ~ ': .. ,,", ... ~ ... .,.-f' ...... .................. '~. ,,&,.""' ....... :.......,., '"" .. ~,ot ... "'".H~ .... _ .... -1 

f - 0 ~ 

Inadequatl9nurnber of persol1l1.el 
1 

rn.adequo.t~~ b~dget 

Custodi.llX domma.t;i.on 
" Lacko;!: UJ:iLderstand:i.ng of the value of psychology 

D1edicalo d~!mination.' 
" 

JnadeqUatj!training of psychologists 

Insufficient authofity for ps¥cholOgy personnel 

Not enough scientifically valid assessment 
~ treatment technique' -

I: . 

Lack of un;ity among psychology staff 

bther 
" II , 

La.cl} of good control oyer departmelat~_",,,,,4; 

rJ 72f~ (58'%) 

501 
7(0 (58-%) 

535'1 ' /00., I) (Nt\) 0 

h9/0 .(47%) 

38'10 (6Jf;1a) 
'221 
./-(' (ltlj&) 

30;1 (/+8'%) 
2L{;~ (J.~o;~) 

14% (41~%.) 

1401 /0 ( o/J) :b 

ll"'1 70 (3710') 
&p , (L~ffJh) j, 

(f~ .'.I .... <1:::.L....~.;",-:...J(;:;::...~"'Y' Cl·-

Pod!r'salarlies t.::")"iJl .. ~",,:,:,'" .. ~~ 

RebelJ,iou~ staff members 

s Petty re~l.ations 

Other disc~plines at the anstitution" " 

llrot enough pUblic relations &. public" 
veducntionforpsychology 
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a) the percentages in this ~\Olumn wdre 'baleen fr9mTable 2 of {'Jildman &­
Wildn1ub. II (1974) by Ui,vid:i11g the number~ of 'respondents (222) by the 
'numb ext of. times a factor was listed as a problem. 

r\' o' a ' : 

b) calcmated fro~otnotel¥2 I Teble I of Wil~aJ,l & VJ:L;j.dmon II (197l}). 

c) calClitl,atedfrom Table I of vJiidman & Wildman II (197/+).; 
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