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The concept of a treatment team working together in routine inmate 9
classification decisions is a rather new and untested correctional inno-

vation (Loveland, 1960; Burns, 1975). The treatmént team concept, as an

n

alternative to the conventional classification team, was first implemented

#

in 1961 at the Federal Reformato%y in El1 Reno, Cklahoma, modified somewhat

¢

‘ when introdgced at the Pederal Youth Cente; at Engiewood, Colorado, and‘
.refine@ further befére its inaﬁgeration at the Federal Correctional
Institution at féllathsee, Florida (Haéan and Campbell; 1968) . T;e majoxr - -
characteristics of Team Classificafion as implemented are (i)Aaneloéds
structured around housing uni;s, (2) teams of a small number ;; specia1istsi,L

and (3) assignment to the team of the full range of case managemént

responsibility.

Team Classification in Missouri is designed to exemplify a team
. y,

apprdéch to the decentralization of detision-making. The team consists

~ of the inmate and those institutional staff who theoretically are most

B <‘?‘ o . .
closely and directly involved with the inmate and are most aware of his
assets and needs: his caseworker, his parole officer, his immediate work
supervisor and the correctional offiter supervisor or counselor assigned to

R S 4 o

the inmate's housing unit. The combined effort of these staff and the inmate

is to f@rmula%e énd(implement a personalized plan for each inmate around

Which Qillvbe made decisidns pertaining to such‘mattersyas cell, eduéational
and jéb progrzin assignments, fﬁrlough and wbrk“release,';nd disc;plinary actionf
"The inmate'; preée;ce on the team as an écti§e pafticipanﬁ with equal
voice and vote in deciding the immediafe issue that concernéfhimcis aesigned
to facilitate an undérstanding‘of the different positions of staff and inmate.
Funﬁhei@orég the iﬁclﬁsionrqfﬁthe'inmatejis designed to foster a greéﬁer-,
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. making prdcess, therefore, team classification, as a conceptual'%odel és

s

4 - P ' . ) o

understanding of the rationale underlying the decision, resulting in = .

greater inmate cooperation with and conformity to that decision, The

’ obsarvatiops and combined efforts of Team Classification are,cby design,

to culminate in an accurate, wholistic view of the inmate's adjustment to

the institution and provide a basis for more appropriate and 1ess'fragmented

i “h

decision-making. ‘Similaily, while each staff member makesgg'uniqué‘contribuh ;

ﬁion to the decis}on—making procésé) it is felt that £he inciusion of both -

treatment and custqdy staff will create E;weffmisunderstandipgs, will develop

é spirit ofyfair'play, and will develqpvmutuél goals withfothér staff:member§‘~

of thé team. ' Through thekinclusioniof all releéénf persons in the decision-

designed to facilitate greater understanding among staff and beﬁ%éen staff "

and'inhates'and_thefeﬁy acﬁieveAmore favorable attitides betweehn ;ﬁd ambng

these two segments of the institution. ’ %
The team'srcentral ove?all task is that of developing a perspnalizéd p}an:

for each %pmate. -Relatedly, the team is tO‘continﬁallyuxe—evaluate the in* ‘

mate's behaviors and attitudes in light of present=staffaobservafionsf ’Thé

team is to accomplish its tasks through collective decisibn—méking‘with all

five teém members having an equal vote. «By formulating an overall plan.whigh

theoretically reflects the geeds and desires of the inmate and which takes:;

- into account the institution's ability to meet these def%ped needs, fair and

appropriate decisjons are to result,-’In summary, the team is structured and
éharged‘to provide for "continuity of'responsibility, WhiCh'reduces,progrém%
fragmentation, increases the 1£ke13hoqg:of‘meetiﬁg’inmates' indiviéﬁal needs,
. v A ~ s : :
and fosters improved interpergbnal:ﬁglationships'among staff'and,between iﬁj
<5

smates and staff" (Directive on Team Classification, 1975:2). . S T e

B

e - R T e L Z



‘of the inmate appearing before the team; (2) grarting an equai role to

participat;pg members; (3) decisions based on inmates' present behavior

-3
o ' Research Objectives
A This eValgation of Team Classification focuses on program actualization

o o - . . N i - 4y ; N
and ‘program impact, The assessment of actualization will provide infor- &
mation pertaining to the'extent to which -Team Classification is being

implemented according to its original conceptualization; for there is no
o ’ : . D

Iy . - X . . . 5 . ~ . .
available evidence that the existing operation of Team Classification
g .

'aQequétely>reflects the coﬁcept as previously delineated. Amoné the

ériteria for effective implementation of Team Classification are the
) B . . . [P
e

following: v(l)“developmeﬁt‘of personalized plan which meets the needs

“

8!

rather than past behavior; (4) open discussions in team meetings;

B

(5) familiarity of team members with inmate team members; (6) team

responsiveness to inmate needs. Data pertaining to these criteria,

. g ( & ‘ ‘ g
- in addition to data ﬁggarding the frequency of involvement, will permit

an assessment of the degree to which Team Classification has been
actualized ;n the Missouri Correctional System.
T ' ’l'» o o : -
The evaluation of program impact is directed to (1) staff and inmate

attitudes toward Team Classificatidn as a decision-making prqcess and

(2) staff and inmate attitudes toward general conditions in the facility.

‘Those attitudes toward Team Classification which are operationalized include:

',fairness of Team Classification, staff's perceived impact‘of eam Classification

on thei;‘job, staff support of Team Classification, impacﬁ of Team Classificatidn‘”

on inmates, and perceived effect of Team Classification on the relations®among
C T - & L - )

staff and between staff andkinmateéh The following general conditions in the

.20,
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facility are utilized to ascertain the broader impact of Team Classification
among staff: attitude toward inmates, attitude toward work,assignmeﬁt,‘“

‘gtaff attitude toward other staff, treatment vs. punishment orientation, and

7

role conflict. The general/attitudes;among inmates are .attitude toward liv~

u

ing assignment, attitude toward program aésignment, attitude toward staff,
and alienation. e

The underlying model guiding this research (see Swchman, 1969) assumes -

that greater actualization of‘Team‘Claséification.will lead to more positive
attitudes gﬂa?rd Team Classification by boﬁh inmates and staff, which, in
o , : ,

turn, will result in more positive staff and inmate attitudes toward their

O‘

§eneral conditions within the facilify. More specifically, the'evaluation

Ais directed toward th{ assertions maée by the proponénts of Team Classifi- 7;f  ®
cétiqn, assertions which explicitly state that a highly éctualized implemen-

tatioﬁ of Team Classificatioh will gain the cooperation of inmateé, promote -
inmate-st#ff and staff—sta%f understanding;;and’provide a fair vehicié of |

s dedision-making. It is’reasbﬁed, fufther,’that if the implementation of :i 7
Team Classifiéation can realize<these‘objectiyes it may also, as a r;sult, o

" have a larger impact within the facility, such as the reduction of role

conflict among staff and alienation among inmates. e

Research Methods - A o o

Although an experimental research design would be desirable, Team . .
Classificétion'had been an operational program in the~institutions'for at

)y

“least two years prior to the funding of this research project.. This evalua=z
N ; . o ‘ o ‘ b V

tion, cbnsequently,vhad;to be based on a cross=~sectional design (Suchman, 1970),

9
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without the mq;e'desirable pritest measure and control group. A 90~item,

o ;
i

anonymously cqﬁpleted survey was verbally administered to & random sample -
‘of inmates in;groups Qf(approximatelynzs persons’at each institution. A
meEinedntoﬁﬁl of 1,297 inmates were suﬁvgyed from all of the correctional
institution%i Table 1 ;eports the inmate population and the size of the -
inma;e sampie} each sample size allows for 98,pef cent precision‘ig 9§ out-

- of 100 samples. A‘self#administered ins%rument was distributed in‘each.ﬂ

. correctional institution to all those étaff w@oydirecfly‘interact with s

inmates on a routine basis. Table 1

7

. TABLE 1 HERE

also reports the number of anonymous questionnaires returned by staff at

each facility. The data analysis is thus:performed‘on the responses. to

adult inmate population

o

forced-choice items by 27.6 per cent of Missourils
‘and 67.6 per cent of all treatment and custody staff working within Missouri's
adult correctional institutions. ' (

£ "

Each variabie9is measured by means of a summated, Likert scale con-
‘sisting of items to which the respondent ‘indicates the extent of his agree-
" ment or disagreement on a five-point continuum from Strongly Agree to Strongly

" Disagree. In each case the items of the scale are significantly (p<.001)

{ -

correlated with one another and with the téﬁal scale score value. Measures

o

of split-half reliability indicate greateryreliabilify with those scales

,Ameasuring'staff attitudes, but all scaies meet the minimum reliability re-
e ?duireménts. Actualization is operationalized as the summated score of the

indiyidual scale scores of its: components: »familiarity, personalized plan,

. 52
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equal role, present behavior, open discussions and, for inmates, responsive- ey
ness. Perhaps a more reliable assessment of Team Classification's actualization

could be obtained by means of systematic observation of Team Classification

B 1%
Il

meetings; this would reguire'a large sampie of lengthy observations within
-each facility, however, which was precluded by restraints on time and re-~
sources. The absence of an objectiVeucriterion of the degree of actualiza=x -

pal

tion has mandated a reliance on the views of respondents, acknowledging that
respondents may perceive a higher or lower level of actualization than actually’
(if measured in other>ways) exists. From a social—psyéhqlbgicél view, how-
ever, it is the perception of actﬁalization: rather than the ac;ual degree

of actualization, that will have whatevey attitude iﬁpact is associated with

Team Classification.

g

rData Analysis ' ’ : i

Implementation and ActualiZaﬁion
, y

Data presented in Table 2 indicate the scale score range, sScale score

mean and the proportion of/thewmaximum value approached by the mean for

" each actualization compOm%ht for staff and inmates who indicated membership

&
S . . .

"'in Team Classification. j$ince there is no a priori absolute value which,
; , / ‘ , Bt = v
when reached, indicates¢¢hat effective implementation is occurring or against
g : if o y N - - o
‘which the observed leveﬂ_of actualization can be measured, another operational °
i .

device was created. TWE scale score range for each actualization component - .= -

)

: / ; ’ R ,
indicates the average!/score, and the proportion reveals how close the observed

indicates the minimum FndJmaximum;scores possible, the scale score mean ' -
A

score is to the maxijium obtainable score (a proportion of 1.0 would indicate

. . i} . . ' § v e % . ’
that the maximum an@fthe average are the same), Familiarity among members
: : . o } : . : .

e &




. . . : " . \ ) . ‘ '
_and the examination of present rather than past biehaviors are the most "

“

highly actualized among staffisince in both case% the prop&ttion indicates
ﬁhat the degree of actualization is well over hélf the (meaéurable) potential.
Acaording to inmate responses,kresponsiveness to inmate needs and familiarity
of members are most highly actﬁalized. Given the admittedly crude measure-
ment device 0f a questionnaire, the resqlts suggesé that the components of"
Team Classification have been iﬁpiemented to various degrees; and &ll of them

appear to have been implemented tc some degree. s

i

TABLE 2 HERE

Table 2 also reports the Pearsonian correlation coefficients of each
. T B
D . g - AT
component Scale score to the total actualization scale score. The coefficients

among component scales are all positive and range'from <45 to .92 for staff

and .16 to .55 amoné inmates, indicating a high level of concommitant vari-

ation among the components.  This suggests tH;

n

;) those teams in which

) ! " "1‘1 ) e n 13
one or two components are actualized are alio those teams which are likely,

tokactualiZe'all components and (2) the vafious components dg not appear to
be working at cross-purposes; Lo A‘ Co
According to the’sﬁivey results, 48.7 per cent of the staff and 79.8 per
cent -of the inmates have bsen involved with Team Claésificétion. Differggcé |
. ‘ . . : il

of neans t-tests which examine the difference in staff and inmate attitudesk' ' .

5 . Q‘\\\

when distinctions are made on Team Classification membership, frequenty of

participation or length'oﬁ\participation are reported in Table 3. Inmate

attitude toward work assignment is significantly more favorable among members

"~ than hpnemembers: Yet, inmate alienation iS higher and‘attitqde toward staff

o4

i
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is less positive among those with a l;nger rather than shortefilqngth of
participation in the prbgram. Similarly, inmates with a higheﬁ;freéuency
of participation have a less favorable attitude toward staff t&;n those with
a lower frequency of participation. Furthermore; this appareﬁg ﬁegative
effect is not limited to inmates. Data for staff reveai that éeam members

have a significantly lower attitude twoard both inmates and their work -

assignment, a significantly more favorable attitude toward pﬁnishment of

. inmates, and a greater degree of role conflict than non-members. Less

favorable attitudes toward their work assignments and toward inmates are ¢

TABLE 3 HERE

also more characteristic of those staff who have participated for longex

rather than shorter durations and frequently rather than fnfrequently.

There is little evidence to suggest that involvement per se improves the -

general attitudes Cf3inmates or officers. Indéed, it appears ‘that, where
any such attitudinal differences do exist; involvement is more likely to
result in less favorable rather than mtre favorable_attitudes. Table 3

also reports the mean differences among staff and inméi% attitudes by the

ieyel of the respondent's perception of the actualization of Team Classification.

The results clearly and consistently illustrate a positve effect of higher
actualization on the attitudes of both inmates and staff. It is not the =

existence of the program, then, nor the involvement of personnel in that pro-
: @

gram that appear to affect attitudes. What appears to be the cruciai fagtor

=

in its affect upon these attitudes is the degree to which those who are in=-

Pa

=4

volved feel that the ﬁfdgram is being implémeﬁtedgin a credible and .



O

efficacious manner consistent with the program's design. -
k - prog q)

Asgessing the Impact of Team Classification

‘ . i )
Does the degree to which Team Classification is felt to be actualized
affect the attitudes of inmates and staff toward Team Classification, which
= . it

- S V .
in turn affects certain attitudes about the facility? The matrix“of Pearsonian

correlation coefficients pfesented in Table 4 demonstrates the rélationship

- among the measures of actualization, attitudes toward Team Classification,

: 3
and general attitudes for those staff who are or have keen members. With

regard to the relationship between actualization and staff attituded toward
A

TABLE 4 HERE

o

Team Classifi&éﬁion, two important facts emerge. First, actualization is
o B '

not significantly related to: improved staff understanding, improved inmate

-understanding, or positive job impact, Second, actualization is negatively

dssociated with staff attitude pertaining to Team Classification's impact

»~* on inmates, affect on inmate-staff understanding and support by inmates.

b

When combined with the positive associations ketween actualization and fair-
néss,; staff support and warden support, it appears that a highly actualized:
Team Classificaﬁion procedure has no relétion to staff uﬂéerstanding of inmates
Aor othe#vstaff bu£ is nonetheless favorably recgived by the staff, who them? .
Sel;es feel~it is not‘favorably r?ceived by the inmates.

”‘Table 4 also reports the coefficients of c¢orrelation among ;taff B

actualization scores and staff attitﬁdéxtoward inmates, work assignment,

other'staff, punishment and role conflict. These data.suggest that actualiza-

tion is positively associated with staff attitude toward inmatgs, work:

//f' B ‘,, . 56 ‘Y ‘u‘




. Procedure unrd reduce role conflictwaméﬁg:staff and result in a less

cance and, with one exception, indicate a strong, positive relationship be=-
: . W

LES

- =10~

p G
assignment and other staff, and;neggtivély associated with staff attitude
towardvpunishment and role conflict. The relationships e%istént betwéen fhe
various m;asures‘of attitudes toward Team Cléssification'and general attitudeé
are also presented in Table 4. Attitude toward inmateszis positively
aSsociated with inmate support for Team Classificétioh, improved inmate-
staff undefstanding and impact on inmates. Staff attitude toward work assign-
ment, other staff, punishment and role conflict, with few:exceptions, are

significantly associated with each of the measurés»of attitudes toward Téam‘

Clasgification. M1t was assumed that a highly actualized Team Classification
= N -] ‘1:)
o

2]

punitive attitude toward inmates; the negative relationships réported in

2

Table 4 EEOVfde support forythat assumption. o ‘

Table 5 presents the,métrix of coefficients beté;en inmate mea;urgﬁ of
actuélizatign, attitudes toward Team Classification and géneral/éttitudes.
The relationéh%fs between Team glasgification actualization and all inmate

: N
attitudes toward Team Classification are at a level of statistical signifi-

tween actualization and support for Team Classifidation, especially the

improvement of inmate—staff°undg;standing and relatipns.

i)
N - -
o

TABLE 5 HERE,

o3

: " " b : - .
"The correlations between actualization and general inmate attitudes ‘!
. . . . 2 ; w0 [a}
indicate that the higher the actualizatiohgf(l) the more favorable the atti-

Gl

tude toward work assignment, cell assignmght.an@ staff and (2) the‘}owér

' : R P A . E v"’ . o
the inmate's feeling of alienation. The associations between these general - °

I

@
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“atéitudes and eachipf the measures of inmate attitudes toward Tesm Classifi-

among inmates. o L

]

. \
e1i-

]

&
catygp are also preseﬁgéd ig Table 5. Team Classification's faiﬁness:Aimpact
on job, improvement of inmate~staff relations and understanding, impact on"
ihmateskand helpfulness are all strongly associated with the inmate's
attitude tdwardﬂétaff (positive) as well as his feeling of aliegation
&
(pegative). 5While attitudes toward Team Classification are largelyuunrelated
to attitude toward both cell and worg assignment, their strong assﬁciation“ , A

= o

with alienation and attitude toward staff suggest that a favorably received

Team Classification procedure reduces some sources of stress and conflict =

b

-
Lo

& ; /}
- Causal Inferences . o : j/

'In summary) data from inmate respondents reveal that kl) actualization
i; significantly associated wifh attitudes téward Team Classification,
{2) actualization is significantly associated with inmate alienation and
attitude toy;rd both staff and work assignment, and:’(3) nearly all attitudés
toward TeaéiClassificatidn are significantly associated with inmate alieration
v \ . )

and attitude toward staff. vaariation, however, is not causation and the

B

' causal order among these factors cannot be established within the limitations -~

of these data. Yeé infgrénces of causation can be made on the basis of par~
tial correlation coefficients. Sugsequent analysis of inmate responses exam-
ine (l) the relationship between actualization and attitudes toward Team
’ o Ga [

Classification when the effecté of general attitudes are partialled ouf and
(2) the relationship between actualization and gene?al attitudes wﬁen the
effects of att#tudés ;oward Team Classification are partialled.

Perfoxmiﬁgxthekfirst set,of‘partials,\the findings reported in’Tabie'6

e
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indicate” llttle observed change in tne relationohlp between actualization

and each/ﬁf the attltudes toward Team Class1f1catlon when 1nmate ~&liena-

o~
o ]

tion;, attltude toward cell assignment, attitude toward work assmgnment, oL -

W

attitude toward staff is controlled. Thls;bﬁgéésts that these general

2,

attitudes do not intervene between actualization and attitudes toward Team

’*Cla851f1catlon, apparently,; then, 1t is not the case sthat more favorable

g S,

general attitudes lead to more favorable attitudes toward Teéam Classi-

o

TABLE 6 HERE

]

fication. Furthermore, the coefficiehts‘between actualization qhd general
Vi

attitudes, when partlalllng on attifudes ‘toward Team Classxflcatlon, re—
main quite strong. Yet some of these measures should reduce the blvarlate
relation to near-zero if attitude toward Team Classification intervenes
ueompletel§ in this relationship. Apparently there is a strong relationship
between aotualization of Team Classification and general inhate éttitudes
which is not dependent upon a faVoreble attitude toward- Team Ciassificationﬁ
Finally, the bivariate telation between attitude towardiéeam blassifioation
and general attitudes is reduced but strong when_ectuaiization is partiellea.
This suggests that althoughléctualization is related to both of the other

measures, the relation between those other measuxes is nbt spurious.

The emergent conclusion is that (1)° actuallzatlon has an effect ontboth

| attltudes toward Team Cla351f1catlon and on general attltudes, and (2)“att1~

tude toward Team C1a551flcat10n ‘has an effect on general attitudes. The
multlple correlatlon coefficients of all Team Classmflcatlon attltudes and

actuallzatlon on attitude to 11v1ng a551gnment, work aSSLgnment, staff and

i
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alienatiqn;are .15!‘.20, .55 and‘.38, resﬁeq;iveiy, indicatihg that a signi—
" ficant amoﬁnt;of the variatidn in inﬁgte‘alienation and”attitﬁde toward. ’
X - o staff is explained. | :
I . ; Summériziﬁg the a;lalyéis of staff dgta, the following association hé;ve
: I~ ° ’ ‘alreackiﬁy been noted: (l»)‘ actuaiizationr\is positivély aésociated with Team’ ;
Cl;ssifiCation fairness, impact on job, and boﬁh staff and warden support,:
' and negatively‘ assoctiafed with improved inmate=staff understanding, ii;tpact
o o ‘ on inﬁates, and inmate support; (2) actualization is positi;ely associated
l = w:.th staff attitude ﬁoward inmates} wérk assignment, and other staff and
l negatively associated with punishment of inmates ‘and role conflict; (3) nearly
all staff attitudes towara‘Team;Classification;areksignificantly related to
l = sta’?:‘f attitude toward_wdrk assigmnent, other sﬁaff i punishmént of inmates 7
- ’« and role conflict. In’addition, anélyses not presented herein demonstrate
I :th'-atv (4) whatever afbfect ’attitudes towgtd Team Classification has on ;_:;eneral’
’PEtitudes is largely 1imitéd fo those staff that are members of Team Classi-~

fication and. (5) among members, actualization is more strongly associated

with attitudes toward Team Classification among treatment” staff but more

The partialling technique was utilized to make. inferences about the causal

order of adtualization,» Team Classification attitudes and general attitudes,

= X /

) strbngly assoclated with general attitudes among custody staff.
ID ‘ | Sk ,

o . i 6

-~ ization and each attitude toward Team Classif.;i.cation remains unchanged when

<
each general attitude is partialled, indicating that general attitudes do not
: interiiene in the relatim of actualization and Team Classification attitudes

and demonstrating- that géneral attitudes are not a cause of both actualization

and 'I‘eain ,Cléssificati'o‘n_ attitudes. When partialled by attitudes to Team

£

A

-and these data are provided in Table 7. The bivariate relation between actual-
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.examined by each of the seven.correctional ﬁacilities in the state. No sys-

-14-

@

Classification,'the covariation between actualization and geheralvatti~ =
tudes rgmain rather constant, sugéestin;’that’the effect of actualizatioh,
on general attitudes is more direct than indirect (through attitudes;to—

ward Team Classification) and that atfitude toward Team Classification is

not the cause of both its actualization level and generalrattitudés.» Fin%lly,

w ' ' TABLE 7 HERE

the coefficients of attitudes toward Team Classification and general atti- . ¢
tude remain guite strong when partialled by actualization and, consequently,
(ST . :

itiCannot be said that general attitudes affect the (perceived) degree of

°actualizé§ioh, which in turn affects attitudes toward Team Classification.

The results of the partial correlations suggest that general staff =
attitudes are directly affected by both the level- of actualization‘ahd atti-

tude toward Team Classification and that attitude toward Team Classification

is affected by level of actualization. The multiple correlation éoefficients

O

of .35, .41,'.56,7fh3'and .53 are obtained when actualization and Team Classi-~

fication attitudes are correlated with staff attitudes toward inmates! work

<
4)

assignﬁénﬁy‘other‘staff, punishment of inmates and role conflict, respectively.

It is noteworthy that a significant amount of the variation in each of the

a

five general attitudes is explained by actualization level and‘attitudes‘tOﬁ'

ward Team Classification.® L = e e

~ As a final note, the relationships between actualization, Team Classi-

fication attitudes and general attitudes for both inmates and staff were '

tematic variation was found according to size or security level. In general,

.the impact of actualization level van@es somewhat among the facilities

i~v~€§1-_ o L oy L ’, : " Ee ! S - B : = . ?f‘ .
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and the higher the Igvel of actualization,sthevmoré favorable the ihmate

and staff attitude Toward Team Classificatian and general conditions.

Impiicétions

«

Numerous implications emerge from the findings to inform and instruct

o ) o
A <
those who would administer

such a classification program. 2Among the major
i ' ) .

a

- factors to be considered are the‘following: (1) membership and participa~-

tion per se are not likely to produce the given results; decisive measures

‘must®be taken to maximize the degree to which the operation of Team Classi-

fication adheres to the tenets and guidelines around Which the concept has
déveloped; (2) those tenets and guidelines can be put into Qperation*and
they'are not mutﬁal;y incomﬁ%tible: (3) when well implemented, Team Classi-

fication appears to improve inmate understanding ofvand relationé to staff

and reduce inmate alienatioh; (4) when wéll implementediVTeam Classification

appears to improve staff~rélationships, redﬁce role conflict among staff{
and improve their outlook on their job and onyinmateé; {5) “the effgéts of
$eém,classification,will be Qreéter én members than on~non—memberé, aﬁd

treatment‘staff will respond in a different mannercthan custody staff. As

a caveat, it should be noted that this evaluation focused on desired or

_positive consequences of Team Classification; little can be said of the neg-

o

ative consequencés or costs of such a program.

 perhaps the most obvious implication to emerge from this evaluative

effort is the need for a more'systematic and longitudinal evaluation, an -

- experimental design initiated prior to the program's implemehtation to ran-

o

'domly assign subjects,assemble pre-program data, monitor the deVelopmentkanﬁ

w

‘Qpera;ion of the program and gather post-program data for~comparison pu:poses§
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The.utilizatiOnv?f‘éross—éegtiﬁnai reséaréh GESigns provi@es inadéquate
)and, at best, iﬂééndlusiVe'iesulté iegardiesé of thé sophistication éf the
data collection and data analysis ptécesses.‘ Because of the ihhgrent 1imi:
tations within this'evaIuation,6f Team Classification, the implicétiéné'de—
rived from the data must~bevview;d’as more suggéstive:thaﬁ infor&ativef  Some
asSociatiohs have beehvcbservedkin this, the "Reconnaissance Phgséy"kand thé ,

i

impetus now must be to.uSe an experimental design to measure the extent of /

the effect (Rossi, 1972).
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TABLE 1 ‘
INMATE AND STAFF SAMPLES BY INSTITUTION

a

Inmates : Staff

Total Inmate Sample Percent of Number Number of

Percent
Return

Institution ’ Population ‘ » ~Size Population Surveyed Respondents
,Miesoﬁri State Penitehtiar¥ 2,341 ¢ 356 A 15.2 ~k  .325 5 198‘*
Missouri Training Cenﬁer for Men 1,025 199 | 19.4 B k178’ , 120
Chuich Farm ’ g . 386 5 le9 | a7.8 34 27
Renz Farm 'K ' 169 95 ' 56.2 32 25
qurdland'Honor Camp o183 101 | 66.0 4 27

State Correctional Center for ; .
Women - 111 : 90 @ 81.1 .38 , 30
P Missqpri Intermediate Reformatbry v 516 287 » 55.6 - llO*: ' 81

i {
1 . ) & . B - - : o
- N l" o N B

60.9.
67.4
79.4
78.1

79,4

78,9

67,4

TOTAL: 4,701 = 1.297 27.6 751 508

e

67.6

§
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ACTUALIZATION OF TEAM CLASSIFICATION: AN ANALYSIS

TABLE 2

i

Team Classification

OF ITS COMPONENTS

Scalg Score

Scale Score

Mean to Maximum.

- Pearsonian Correlation

To' Actualization

Components Range Mean - Value Proportion ‘Scale Score
Staff: ~
a. familiarity 1-5 3.426 .69 .73
b. personalized plan 4-20 12.402 .62 .87
c. equal role : 6-30 14.653 .49 91
d. present behavior 3-15 11.502 .77 .77
e. open discussions 9=45 23.246 .52 .92
Inmates: : : :

a. familiarity 1-5 2.89 .58 .60

b. personalized plan 4-20 9.45 .47 .64

c. equal role ' 9-45 18.44 .41 .74

d. present behavior 2~=10 4,28 .43 .61

e. open discussions 4-20 10.32 .52 .67

£. responsiveness 2-10 7.04 .70 .54
0 px

3 s
i/

7

S oy Co .
‘ . . .
PR T _
N N EE N e
i ¥ .
. . : .
4



99

) - - - ! -

~\\

G

TABLE 3

MEAN DIFFERENCES ON INMATE AND STAFF GENERAL ATTITUDES BETWEEN

LEVELS OF TEAM CLASSIFICATION MEMBERSHIP, PARTICIPATION AND ACTUALIZATION

A

Teaﬁ MembershiB.

Frequency of

251

¢

meetings and "high" inmate frequency is five or more meetings while "low" and "high" frequency for staff. are nlne or

1ess meetings and ten or more meetings,: respectlvely.

C2

lnmatas is 15, 55 and the mean for staff 1s 15 15.

2L T

Actuallzatlon level is dichotomized into "16w" and “"high"-afound the mean actualization level score.

The mean for

¢

Length of Participation Participation Actualization Level
More ey
Non~ 1 Year Than : ]
Inmates: Member Member T-Value Or Less 1 Year T-Value Low High T-Value Low High T-Value
a. Living Assignment 6.05 6.11 -28 6.13° 6.04 .64 6.08 6.15 .48 5.90 6.31 3.29%
b. Work Assignment 2.97 3.62 2.06* 3.65 3.3 1.38 3.67 3.36 1.54 . .3.08 4.08 5577*%
c.  Staff 11.17 10.71  1.08 11.11 10.10 3.80* 10.91 10.30 2.23% 9.09 12.53 15.36*%
. -d. Alienation 14.99 15.42 1.20 15,23 i5.63 1.86* 15.38 15.40 .11 - 16.28 14.40 *9.88% .
'Staff: '
ra. Inmates ; 6.40 5.53 5.14% 5.75 5.28 1.80%* 5.83 5.38 1.54 5.29 5.82 2. 02*
2b¢ Work Assignment 11.94 10.49 4.42* 11.18 10.03 2.17* 11.38 10.31 1.59 9.83 11.89 4. 04*
ic. Other Staff 13.17 12.89 .80 13.75 12.77 1.63 13.92° 13.04°  1.27 12.44 14.68 3.77*
id. Punishment 10.69 . 11.86 3.44* 12.50 11.93 1.08 12,63 12,05 .96 12.71 11.22 2,84%*
“’e. Role Conflict 17.14 18.50 2.89*% 17,99 19.05 1.42 17.85 18.73 ~1.03 19.60 16.60 4.10%*
*Indicates the TfValue,is significant at or greater than p < ,0%
1 , , ‘ ‘ A , o , - - 4 . .
Since staff had a higher average frequency of participation than did inmates, "low" inmate frequency is four or less
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TABLE 4 ,
CORREIATION MATRIX OF ACTUALIZATION, ATTITUDE TOWARD
‘ » TEAM CLASSIFICATION AND GENERAL ATTITUDES, FOR STAFF
L7 2 3 4 5 & 1 8 2 10 1 12 13 4 15
Actualization of Program: ‘ ,
1. Actualization Score 1.00 .15 A1 o ~0le W17 »16 -.04 -.04 -.21 -.22 .17 .19 .19 -.,08 -.15
Team Classification Assessment: o .
2. Fairness 1,00 .90 ,40 .29 .26 ,87 ,84 ,49 .48 .08 .18 .08 -.20 ~-.19
3. Positive Job Impact 1.00 .29 ,20 ;19 .93 .93 40 .44 .08 .17 -.02 -.27 ~.19
- 4. Inmate Support , 1.00 .43 .23° .27 .20 .52 .52 .19 .27 .33 -.20 -.30
5. Staff Support o 1,00 443 .15 ,07 ,55 .51 .04 .27 .44 -.04 -.36
m “ N 13 i ‘ w i
= 6. Warden Support , ‘ 1.00 . .13 12 . ,32 .35.05 .17 .22 -0.8 ~.24
’ R/
7. Improve Staff Understanding = ’ 1,00 ,96 . .34 .31 .09 A2 -.01 ~.19 -.12
8. Improve Inmate Understanding ’ . ’ ; 1.00 .22 .24 .07 .10 ~.10 -.19 =~.06
~f 9. Improve Trmate/staff . - o . 1.00 69 .17 .34 .40 -.21 ~-.42
| 10. Impact on Inmates ; 5 1.00 .2% .33 .28 -.34 =-.47
:.; General Attitudes: , . - ; :
H 11. Inmates RERE . R . 1.00 .37 .15 -.22 ~-,13
12. Work Assignment | F o : R | 1,00 .47 -.16 =-.45
13. Other Staff = - : » R ,' P | " 1.00 .01 -.5%
14, Punishment o B T S TR - ©1.00 .28
15. Role Conflict L B O T - | L 1.00
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\‘ ' ; TABLE 5
CORRELIATION MATRIX OF ACTUALIZATION, ATTITUDE TOWARD
© TEA14,C]3:ASSIFICATION AND GENERAL ATTITUDES, FOR INMATES
| 1 2 3. 4 5 & 1 & 9 1 11 12 13
Actualization of Program: ' " : ‘
1. Actualization Score 1.06 ~» .55 .51 .15 .18 .57 .46 -.24 .50 .09 .14 .46 -.31
Team Classification Assessment: :
2. TFairness : 1.00 54 .17+ .33 .59 50 -,09 .70 .08 .13 44 -, 22
. ‘ 3 : , :
3. Positive Job Impact : 1.00 .19 .27 .51 ,54 .01 .52 .08 .13 ,34 =,21 ¢
4. Staff Support SR ‘1.00 -.03 .09 .18 .15 .16 .03 .02 .08 .01
5. Inmate Support ' 1.00 .24 +28 .03 .33 .03 .08 .18 ~.04
for) N , . ) o x . '
® 6. Improve Inmate/Staff Relations : 1.00 . .46 -.17 51 .11 .06 A7 ~.26
7. Improve Inmate/Staff - 1.00 .01 .46 .06 .10 .32 = =,17
' Understanding o @ z
8. Impact on Inmates » 1.00 =.10 .04 =,02 =-.16 .24
9. Helpfulness + o S 1.00 .b9 8 .37 -.23
General Attitudes: o E ) ' ‘ v
10. Iiving Assignment g , ' 1.00 .09 07 -02
11. Work Assignment ' : | o ©L.000 .20 -1
12. staff » | TR o R ! . 100 -,29
13. Alienation : ‘ s - R S w;.OO‘
B , ‘ d , ,
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TABLE 6
PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFEICIENTS OF ATTITUDES TOWARD TEAM
CLASSIEICATION,

-““‘“-' — ot I ELN R = vt fim e s oY R Ve
- [ _ A O EE N N B S oaew e
. - - ] .

Coefficient of Attitudes Toward Team
Classification and General Attitudes
When Actualization Partialled

‘- Coefficient of Actualization and Attitudes’ o
Toward Team'Classification When General
Attitudes Partialled -

GENERAL ATTITUDES. AND ACTUALIZATION, FOR INMATES

Coefficient of Actualization and
General Attitudes When Attitudes

Toward Team Classification Partialled

General Attitudes

General Attitudes General Attitudes

P

VoV . Living Work ’ @ "Living Work Living Work
- Team Classification: Assignment Asqlgnment Staff Allenatlon Assignment Asslgnment Staff Allenatlon Assignment Assignment 'Staff Alienation
@ Fairness .40 .39 .28, .37 .04 .06 26 ~.22 .05 08 .28 -.2a
{ Positive Job Impact .38 .37 .29 .35 .05 .07 .14 ~-.06 .05 .08 .35 -.24
! staff support .08 .09 .07 .10 .07 -.01 .01 .07 .08 .14 .45 -.3%
{ Inmate Support .10 © .09 .04 09 ,02 .06 11 .02 .08 .13 44 -.31
i 2. . . ) B N " ' ) N
/' Izprove Inmate/Staff v.a4 .44 ¢ .32 ° A0 e .07 -.02 .28 -.10 ,03 12 .26 ~.2%
Relations ! : :
Improve Inmate/Staff .33 .32 .24 .30 ., .02 y .04 214 - -,03 :07 11 37 w27
Understanding . ‘
Impact on Inmates™ =-.26 -.25 -.21 =21 ( .06 .0l -06 .17 .10 A4 a4 o027
Helpfulness - .37 .36 .28 .33, .06 .13 .18 ~.09 05 ,06 .34 -.24
i 4]
'EQ:;‘ . R
o . D ;,: ‘* . -

e
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: TABLE 7 :
; PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF ATTITUDES TOWARD TEAM
CLASSIFICATION, GENERAL ATTITUDES AND ACTUALIZATION, FOR STAFF
Cgefflclent of Actualig§t%qn éndetti— : Coeff%cignt of Attitudes Toward Team Coefficient of Actualization Ana
s tudg: t?wi;d T§am’class;f%catlon ¥hen Classifipation ‘and. General Attitudes - -General Attjitudes When Attitudes
- neta gFtltudes Partialled When Actualization Partialled Toward Team Classification Partialled
= General Attltudesp General Attitudes Ceneral Attitudes
. Work . - Work _ ) Work
: . Assign- - Other Punish~- Role " ‘Assign~ - Other Punish- Role Assign- Other Punish- Role
Team Classification: “Inmates ment Staff ment Conflict Inmates  ment Staff ment Conflict Inmates ment Staff  ment Conflict ' -
"Fairness .28 .26 .28 .26 .25 .04 .10 .00 -.16 S I .12 25 5.25 .13 -.24
Positive Impact .18 .15 .20 15 .14 .07 .13 =.07 ~.24" -5 " L1 .26 .27 =.14 .25
on Job : p ) ‘ ' .
Inmate Support .25 .21 .20 .24 .20 .16 .21 .28 -.16 -:24 .09 23 - 19, -4 .21
. Staff Support «25 219 .16 . 25 .17 ,01 .21 .42 .0L ~:.31 13 .23 .17 —.18’ -, 21
- Warden Support .20 .16 .15 19 L1s .03 .12 .18 -.04 -;19 . .13 26 22 0 -7 -.24
. Improved Staff 11 .09 .13 .09 .10 ,07 .09 ~.03 ~.18 © -.09 .13 .27 26 -.16 =27
Understanding: - B S . C :
Improved Inmate .06 .04 .10 03 .06 .07 .08 =12 -,18 =04 . .08 iy ~.12 -.11 -.13
Understanding . ) ' - :
I proved Inmate/Staff ~ ,38 .33 .32 .37 S .13 .26 .34 -.15 -.36 . 13 .38 .27 =a7 -27
Ynderstanding ‘ ) k o : :
Impact on’ Inmates 29 .25 w26 0,27 ,22 .22 26 .22 =31 -.42 .06 .20 .19 -,08 -.15
T : , . :
i e L
p : ,a »
o & . 2{ B 4 “
i R ;
3 + v [ = <}
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FOOTNOTES

1

The research objectives and data analysis are necessarily abbreviated

here. The complete report is avgilable upen request to the Missouri
Division of Corrections.

2

There “is no doubt that an experimental design with pre-~test and
control group is desiragble. 1In its absence, however, quasi-controls
can be made by examining the observed relationships according to .
membership ‘and participation in the program.

3

The relationships among the measures of attitudes toward Team Classi-
fication and those among the general attitudes presented in Tables 4

_and 5 are worthy of examination. Limitations of space, however, pro—

hibit such a discussion and the reader is encouraged to utilize all
the data reported rather than only that explicitly discussed.

3

o
(v

’.717‘ ir:’ 



-

:’Il![
;v)’, T

-

)

i

© Directive on Team Classification

References .

Burns; Henry . .
1975 - Corrections: Organizdtion and Administration.
Minnesota: West Publishing Company.

7.
1975 Missouri Division of Corrections, 101-080. Jefferson City, Missouri.

Hagan, Charleés R., and Charles R. Campbell

1968 "Peam Classification in Federal Institutions." Federal Probation
‘ 23 (March) :30-36.

L veland, Frank

"The Classification Program in the Federal Prison System. 1934~
b 1960." 15 Federal Probation (June):7-12. '

Ros%i, Peter H. :
{972 "Boobytraps and Pitfalls in the Evaluation of Social:Action
" Programs," in Weiss (ed.) Evaluating Action Prqgrams.
Boston: Allyn and Bacon; Inc.

Suchman, Edward SR
1969  "Evaluating Educag;qnal Programs~ A Symposium."”
Urban Review 3 (Feoruarv) 15-17. "

1970 "Action For What? A Critique of Evaluative Research."
; M. O'Toole (ed.) The Organization, Management, and Tactics
of Social Research. Cambridge: Schenkman Publishing Company.




I\

0

o

)




o
i






