If you have issues viewing or accessing thi§_ file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

e e TR TR T —

ke

\

National Criminal Justice Reference Service

“Nnejrs

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality.

i
r

’

‘ Illll 10 %z 2
= B
oy

E
[3
FE

LI £

. Y =y
5
H
i MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
;‘E;'i ‘ NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A
é - T g T
1k Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with
: the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504.
i :
Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
i those of the author(s) and do not represent the official ,
i nosition or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice. poT e
: [ e R \ Date Filmed
s SR ” ; ‘
o . . . TSRO Y R §
. National Institute of Justice | . = i

United States Department of Justice

“i2/23/81
Washington, D.C. 20531 e

o g v




<.

o

e e
T e e

,rd@Ly\/\FLf<V?/“\V\Pv”\/““’""‘“"f\”f“

- G e T T =
A PR L T T

\“NW e e e AP o § yC i@;
ijmwﬁﬁ%%%

[
e S TR ST o

\:?;3
“]L"U\u i i
PRGN T o

S I ’ ‘

%@ , o v _ | B : STATE OF IOWA
2 ' . SURVEY OF IOWA'S-CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS/- MAY, 1979 R . B
: A , R , Robert D. Ray, Governor

A
{

3

Dr Mlchael V. Reagen
Comm1s51oner, Department of- Soc1al Serv1ces ‘

.,,

L P R N B e e e L

Harold A. Farrier
fiDireCtor,gnivisiqn of Adulf"Corrections

it
i

. By~ ;
James Boudouris,‘Ph.D,*

Ao

- January, 1980

A T

NCJRS

'*'Correctlonal Evaluation Program Dlrector ~ APR'f41g80
~ Iowa Division of Adult Corrections ; S : :
" Hoover Building, 5th Floor e Sy ' ?éﬁ;'
Des Moines, Iowa 50319 ST e ISITIOMND
Area Code 515-281-6810. .~ = = I\C:fﬁljg‘ﬁ el

RS

' PRINTED BY THE PRISONER EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (P.E.P.)

ii-




_.SWQF'#PW‘W QeSS

REVAITSYRVORN O Em,

[

This ‘research was initiated while Harry Woods was-Director of Cor'tections

in Iowa.

I w:Lsh to thank Dave Engels and Deana anderson of the D1v1s:.on of Plannmg ‘,

for their a551stance in the early stages of crea =*'10n of. the cm\puterlzed data

: :iJ_lles used in thls study.

L NT e AR AL WY

: o S i G i s
EE— NS T S R ST

= TNy
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

-

‘a VoA VL ARNImL

Leslle Meyer is responclble for the h:Lgh profe551ona1 quallty of the.

, and accuracy.

£

¥

iii

typmg of the manuscrlpt, and Judy Wagler drafted the charte with great care

jgiai

B ; " . [ »
5 § 9 e % t . . B i
: i v Eeippury > " i SR
&
|
i

g

iﬂii'i

=

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

. T :
s Sy
i

Essentlally the same questlonnalre was admlnlstered to 483 re51de'1ts and
330 staff in Iowa's seven ‘correctlonal mstltutlons, in May, 1979. 'Ihe que:tlon—

naire was obtained from the Federal Bureau of Prisons and includes the 90-item’

- Correctional Institutions Environment Scale' (CIES, developed by E. Wenk and R. Moos),

14 statements regarding needs asses_sme_nt, and the same 14 statements ’a'skingl if

;varicus programs or services were ihelpful, not helpful, or unavailable.

Variations in the proportion of residents and staff who completed the
questionnaire were dlscussed, and the po,ssibiility of bias in some of these findings
was discussed. The inmate refusal rate ranged from 0.’0%"at the:Towa Medical
Security“Faciiity at Oakdale to; 54.5% at) the Releaee Centet at Newton ‘

| Among the staff, the refusal to participate_in th:Ls sur\;ey ranged from *
31.4% at the WOnen“sv Reformatory at Rockwell City up to 94.8% at the Iowa State '.
Penitentiaxy at Fort Madison. ’ M
Efforts ought to be made in any repllca tions -of this study to obtain, if

not 1arqer, at least more representatlve samples of both re51dents and staff.

' Payment for. completing a questionnaire is one of the accepted means of inprovi.ng

the completlon rate.
’“he scc1o—denographlc characteristics of the residents and staff are descrlbed

and. where possible, compared to the total population in order to 1dent1fy the

.extent c>f the bias in these samples

 The CIES scores on the following nine dimensions were determ‘ined« from the
perspective of both residents and staff§ ~ involvement, support, expteSsiveness,
autonomy, practical orientation, personal problem orientaticn , order and organi—
zation, clarity andrstaf;f controi. The transformed standard scores (or T-scores)
‘were charted and correlated with!‘unit ‘;characteristics of the :i.n_stitutions in order ’

to determine what variables that are routinely reported at the correctional

iv
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i Amabitutiong may reflect certam dmens:.ons on the CIES-

‘ a,(or functional unit nahageIrEnt) .

Towa's correctlona‘l mstltutlons.

~ find certain programs or services "helpful" while the staff disagree, efforts to

improve or expand such programs would seem to ‘be a waste of resources.

‘Through these unif

fo—. e

measures 1t should be poss:Lble to 1dent1fy elenents 1n the & .;\

T

. z/,r”o.\_ ::us.. A T

cllmate of the institution that have changed as a result of certain adranlstratlve .
&‘

i\
W

or programmatic changes.

B
3

The U.S. Bureau of Prisons utilizes the CIES and the other portlon ot\

. ‘this"guestionnai;re routinely in order to evalimte the effects of unitization

The ‘administrators can request that the ques-

'tlonnalre be glven perlodlcally

ThlS is the flrst tlme that such a study has been conducted at all of

The refusal rates and completion rates that

are cited in this report may be evidence of many.institutional pressures -—.

skepticism, hostility, distrust, etc.  If this survey is repeatéd periodically

in the future, it may not only give a measure of the social climate in the ‘

institutions, but may increase communication and cooperation between adm:i.nist.rators,
staff , and residents,

Particularly at the Iowa State I,?exﬁtentiary at Fort Madison, where major
structural ‘n‘odifications are being made to institute unitization, the replication
of this study will be useful’ in measuring the attitidinal changes that will
result.

The ability of the CIES to idéntify different social climates within the
same institution was noted inv Figure 10, the Medium Security Unit at Mr. Pleasant.

Since this is Iowa's first experience with this kind of evaluative research,
the implication of these findings will require more study and discussion with
administrators and staff of the correctional institutions.

Discussions with the residents as well m’ightvcontribute to an improved

social climate and the development of appropriate programs. If residents do not
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Efforts oould be made in future’ replicationsaf this study to clarify

the meaning or differences in interpretation by both residents and staff,

i, n,,]_. o~ '_ J_]:A [IT[:IC‘ l‘ﬂ"ﬁ'ﬂ' rdﬂ l’)g '%‘ l '7‘& 3 v 3
// ’ l:!-_ f\ 1

in
various sectlons of this report. The correlatlons of the CIES with other

measures of behavior, attitudes,

/\"""‘”DCJ‘ L, C.A. ‘\..‘

a.nd Ccharacteristics within the J_nstltutlons

enables
us to specify ways in which Programs/services may be altered to mprove

the social climate of an J.nstltutlon. The underlying theory is that hostile

and
negative env1ronments w1ll result in hostile and negat:Lve actions, while

rehabilitative and positive env:Lronmerts will ‘contribute to rehabllltatlve

and positive actlons, among both residents and staff.

When particular categories of residents and staff who can be :Ldentlfled

as
v1ew:.ng their milieu in certain ways (according to their CTES scores) it
may be appropriate to Place them in certain J.nstltutJ.ons, units or sub—units
L r L

for maximum; beneflts to themselves and the mstltutlonal

goals. These goals

might be matched in order to obtain the best "fit* between res:Ldents, staff
14

and unit .

Moos (Chapter 5, 1975) has suggested the followmg six types of correctlonal
programs which mlght be used to match people with programs 1) therapeutlc
commnity program, 2) relationship-oriented program, 3) action-oriented program

4) insight-oriented program, 5) control-oriented Program, and 6) disturbed

behavior program.

Using the CIES or various modifications of it developed by Moos, it appears

useful to administer such questionnaires to residents and staff in cfw rectlonal

:Lnstg,tatlons, halfway houses, and community programs

The congruence or lack of congruence between residents and staff were

. 15
analyzed since, as stated in Wenk and Moos' article (1972, p. 610), "Pronounced

.czilscrepancies in perception may hinder good communication as both gronps function

in a somewhat differently perceived reality."
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\ﬁ\The CIES has been used to measure the impact of staff training at improving
the\nﬂlieu,,but there appeared to be little change. This may either indicate
Uy . |

ithe sﬁgpility of the CIES over time, or the lack of effectiveness of the partic-

wlar &aff training that was utilized, (Wenk and Moos, 1972, p. 614).
In conclusion, the CIES may rélate to the following three objectives of
the correctional administrator (Wemk and Moos, 1972, p. 621):

1. Iﬁscould'servé as a tool for assessing the effects of programs
cn social climate in-the institution and could therefore help in
program 'development and staff training.

2. It could facilitate social change by measuring environmental
dimensions and giving staff the ogportunity to discuss the con-
cepts represented by these €lements and allow them to formulate
improvements. )

3. It could help prevent a buildup of institutional tension ....
by establishing and maintaining channels of communication.
And as Moos suggested (1975, p. 259)':

Accurate, well-presented information about a program, represents
one important step in enhancing the adequacy of refeyral decisions,
in raising resident and staff morale, and pessilily in decreasing
absconding and recidivism rates.

vii

e e e et . R OO DU, e S Y v ST S Sy e e 1 e et

e =
" £

k%
=

1

ndia,
S
Al

o

ey
[N

»

s
SR il

4
-

Ly

e

g

e |

.

p

¥
g

=,

3

et

'S

Yot

==

4

k"'—',‘{::

i

p——

R

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acknowledgements . .. . . .

Summary and Implications . .

Table of Contents . . . . . . . .
List of Tables . . . . . . .

Iist of Figures . . . . o . . . .
I. Introduction o e e e e e w4
ITI. Description of the Samples . . . .
Sampling . . . . . . .

Characteristics of the Samples . .

IITI. CIES - Unit Measures . . . . . .
IV. CIES - Individual Characteristics .

Residents . . . . . . . . .

Staff . . . . . . . . . .

V. Attitudes Toward Programs and Services

Residents' Attitudes and CIES Scores

References e e e e e

Appendix . . . . . . . . .. .

Correctional Institutions Environment Scale

viii

(CIES)

Page

iii

iv

viii

ix

BN X

14
37
38
46
49
68
78
79

79

e T

R R A A T T L e i e

AR SR -



——— W " = T e A TWTT TR T s T = R o S RN ST T - N = - AR - ALY ——— — T TR AT Yo - Y T R mmeme T T T T T T T T T T T T T T S T I T

) W T el . SN
P , e e o R P AR coerreciees 3 e b o e N s oo o e S e T
’ ' ! ) . i Kd )
i . B : i )
; ‘ [ )
<

| i

g : o I
i ) LIST OF TABLES p 1
| f
i i ,
oA . -3
X Table Page : ay ,

g )

iﬁ 1. Characteristics of Sample of Residents § ~ LIST OF FIGURES

Per Cent Distribution, by Institutions . . . . . . « « ¢« o ¢« o . . 5 54 ‘ J

3 ’ . }

i 2. Characteristics of Sample of Staff ] £ Figure Page &

Per Cent Distribution, by Institutions . . . . . . . .« « o+ . . 9 : - : . . B i
. ] g 1. Survey of Residents in Iowa's Correctional ‘
o 3. Residents' CIES Means-Pearson Correlation Coefficients . . . - . . 29 } Institutions, (after R. Moos) . . . . . . . . . . .. .. e e e e 17

" 4. Staff's CIES Means-Pearson Correlation Coefficients. . - . « - . . 32 g 2 Survgy o? Staff in Iowa's Corrrectional

fg ] 1 g} Institutions, (after R. Moos) . . . ¢ v v o v & & =« e e e s e e e e o« 20
Qﬁ 5. . Resident~Staff Differences in Means-Pearson Correlation Coefficients 34 A

, ; . 3. Survey of Riverview Release Center (Newton) . . . . . . . . . .. o 21

£ 6. Atrtitudes of the Needs of Residents at ; g} ) 3 ) o
i Towa's Correctional Institutions . . . . . « . . . . . . . .o .. 52 S 4. Survey of Medium Security Unit (Mt. Pleasant) . . . . . . . .. .. .22
. © 7. Attitudes of Need by Staff at qg 5. Survey of lowa State Penitentiary (Ft. Madison) . . . . . . .. . . .23
| Iowa's Correctional Institutions . . . + « v o« v v v o v o o o o . 56 it . '

4 6. Survey of John Benmnett Correctional Center (Ft. Madison) . . . . . . 24

y : 8. Attitudes of Residents at Towa's Correctional ! '

I? Tnstitutions (Helpful/Not Helpful/Unavailable) . « « « « « « o + . 60 : gg ; 7. Survey of Iowa Men's Reformatory (Anamosa). . « « . . e e s e e s+ 25 ]
ﬁ? . 3 R ) - o ) i
" 9. Attitudes of Staff at Iowa's Correctional { : 8. Iowa Security Medical Facility (Oakdale) . . . . . . . ... ... .26 ;

' Institutions (Helpful/Not Helpful/Unavailable) . - « « « « « . . . 64 ? &g , ) : ; :
i ; 9. Iowa Women's Reformatory (Rockwell City) . . &+ ¢ & ¢ v v o ¢ o o o o 27

Al. Unit Variables, by Institution . . . . . « « « « « + « « .+ . . o . 84 : ) ) ) ] .
. gﬂ 10. survey of Residents in Medium Security Unit (Mt. Pleasant). . . . . . 36

‘ﬁ - ¢ - 11. Male Residents - Months Spent at Institution . . .. .. ... .. . 41

{3 ! @E 12. Male Residents - Days Spent in Administrative Detention . . . . . . . 43

[ 13. Male Residents - Prior Imprisonment . . . . « « ¢ v o ¢ & &« o « & . . 44

" 14. Male Residents -~ High School Graduates . . . . . . . . . .. . .. .45

z::;-'f:"’}
V4
g

NI

. g' .15. Male staff - Months Worked at Institution . . . . . . . . . . . .. .47
%ﬁ 16. Male Staff - Current Job Assignment . . . . . . . . . . . ¢ .. . . .48
;}“ 17. Male Staff - Capacity in which Employed . « « « + « « o o v o o <« . 50

AT
E o

 18. Male Residents - "Friendly Staff-Resident Relationships
Have Been Useful/Not Useful/Unavailable". . . . . . . A !

T X

19. Male Residents - "Counseling Groups Have Been Helpful/
gﬁ Not Helpful/Unavallable" T T T T T )2

20. Male Residents - "Academic Education Programs Have Been
Helpful /Not Helpful/Unavallable" P ¢ |

{B 21. Male Residents - "Contact with Volunteers From the Commnity
~Has Been Useful/Not Useful/Unavailable" . . . . . ¢« . ¢« v ¢« ¢+ o o« o 75

R R AT i R A T o




i

P

—————— - T e

) . - . v& 2
Figure, #)74;,// S
T ) »
22. Male Residents - "Work Release Programs Have Been
Helpful/Not Helpful/Unavallable" e e e e e e e e e
23. Male Residents = "Prison Indust.ry Has Been Helpful/

ity e e ] e e st

Not Helpful/Unavailable" . « %« o v o o v v o o o+

&,

xi

, i A
SURVEY OF IOWA'S CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS -~ MAY, 1979 =~

- INTRODUCTION

0

a questlonnalre was admrrustered to the staff and res:l.dents of Iowa s 7 correctlonal -

Jnstltutlons in order to ny.—zasure attitudes regarding the ‘correctlonal programs/
serVices, and level of knowledge/experience WJ.th substance—abuse programs. The .
data on substance abuse are belng analyzed by the Towa Department of SubstanCe
Abuse. ,(1)

f‘
)
s
|

£ The questlonnalre 1s essentlally the same -as one obta:tned from the U.s.

Bureau of Prlsons, and J_nclur:les 90 1tems of the Correctlonal Instltutlons Env1_ron-—

i
)

- the staff and res:Ldents to rate varlous programs and semces on.a scale of 1 to

ment Scale (C:IES¥ developed by Rudolph Moos. (2) In addltlon, 14 questlons asked

L
il

\,/'u

9 as to whether the partlcular programs were "needed/notv needed”, and whether

they con51dered‘ these programs "helpful/not helpful/unavallable".

ThlS report WllJ. first descr:.be the sample of residents and staff at

g 1
Ft

each of the seven institutions (Chapter II) The next chzipter will discuss the -

Nbos scale and some statistical correlatlons with certain measures descrlblng
‘the mstltutlons (Chapter ITI) Chapter BV compares the responses to the Moos

scale accordlng to particular varlables descrlblng the residents and staff. -

Chapter Vv, ‘theaa-‘ttitudes ‘of residents and staff regarding the correctional. programs

and services will. be sunmarlzed
The questionnaire was developed and has been used extensively by the
U.S. Bureau of Prisons in conjunction with their mplementatlon of "functional

unit management" (or "unitization") in Federal correctional institutions. It

@

s . 7 S SR 8 s o

(1) Dee Arends of the Iowa Dept of Substance Abuse superVJ.sed the administration
- of the questlonnalre to residents and staff at the Men's Reformatory at
Anarmsa, and is analyz:.ng the data on substance abuse.

dolph Moos, Evaluatlng Correctmnal and Community Settings, Wiley, 1975
The CIES is published by Consultlnq Psycholog:.sts Press, Inc.
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has been used both before and after wnitization in order to determine what changes
in an institution's social climate can be noted. It was with this objective in
mind when these questionnaires were given to 483 residents and 330 staff at Iowa's
7 corq:ectional institutinns.

Tt would seem logical to assume that the attitudes of clients and treatersb
(whether counselors, correctionai officers, probation or parole officers) ought
£o be taken into account in developing and administering correctional institutions
and programs. The CIES and this questionnaire are not the only means for. obtaining
an insight into participahts' reactions to correctional programs. A prévious
report analyzéd the attitudes of inmates through the content analysis of essays

written by residents of the penitentiary at Fort Madison (Brady and Boudouris;

1979). In addition, Hans Toch (1977) has developed the Prison Preference Inventory.

IT - DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLES

Sampling

The intention was to administer the questionnairé to all xesidents at the
Worfen's Reformatory (N=74) in order to compensate for the rs’m‘a‘ll number of women
in the survey, and to all residents at the Medium Security Unit at ’Mt. Pleasant
(N=132) because of the div‘érsity of the S:LX living units. At the other five
institutions. an effort was made to obtain a 30% random sample of the resident
population. |

All staff were asked to complete the guestiohnaire.
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?he following table summarized the completion rates that were actually ~
obtained:

RRCX MSU ISP JBCC ( IMR . ISMF  TWR

Resident Completion Rate 16.2% 72.0% 12.2% 19.4% 18.6% 28.2% 76.0%

Total Resident Population (5/79) (76) (132) (729) (180) (690) (85) (75)

Staff Completion Rate 43.1% 44.7% 4.4%

45.3% 26.7% 58.3% 54.9%
Total Staff (based on :

appropriated funds) (51) (103) (362) (64) (315) (132) (51)

Jt should be noted that because ‘of the voluntary nature of the survey there
was a considerable amount of self-selection, by both residents and staff. vAmong
the residents, the most complete samplé was obtained at the Iowa Security Medical

Facility where 28.2% (instead of 30.0%) of the residents were surveyed. The

lowest completion rate was at the Iowa State Penitentiary at Fort Madison.

Among the staff, the lowest c;ompletion rate was also at Fort Madison where
only 4.4% of the staff agreed to complete the questionnaire.

A comparable "refusal rate" was calculéted on the basis ‘of certain adjust-
ments bei.n_g made for those personé who were unavailable or had been trénsferred

out. The "refusal rates" are shown below:

RRC* MSU ISP JBCC IMR TISMF IWR

Inmate Refusal Rates

54.5% 19.7% 45.6% - 9.8% 15.2% 0.0% 13.3%

Staff Refusal Rates

51.0% 54.4% 94.8% 51.6% 73.0% 41.7% 31.43

These figures are probably more accurate measures of the degree of cooperation

obtained at each institution.

* RRC - Riverview Release Center, Newton
MSU - Medium Security Unit, Mt. Pleasant
ISP - Iowa State Penitentiary, Ft. Madison
JBCC - John Bennett Correctional Center, Ft. Madison
IMR - Iowa Men's Reformatory, Anamosa :
ISMF - Iowa Security Medical Facility, Oakdale
IWR - Towa Women's Reformatory, Rockwell City
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Characteristics of the Samples

Table 1 summarizes selected characteristics of the sanple of residents

completing the questionnaires in each correctional institution. Cbmpa'rihg the

sample with the total institutional population enables us to determine the kind

of bias that was a result of self-selection. The fdllowing statistically signif-

icant observations can be made:

- a)

b)

c)

e)

. £)

The sample of residents includes a 1ar’gef proportion of persons who
had completed high school (73% of the sample compared to 40% of the
institutional population). ' , : ,

The sample had a higher proportion of residents under 30 compared

" to the total population.

The sample had the same proportion of Caucasian inmates as the total
population (80%), but was underrepresented in Blacks (13% compared
to 18%) and overrepresented in Asians, American Indians, and Hispanics
(6.5% compared to 1.2% in the total population). When the ethnic
composition of each sample at each institution was compared with the
total population there were no statistically significant differences
at Mt. Pleasant, John Bennett Correctional Center, Anamosa, Oakdale,
or Rockwell City. Only at Riverview Release Center and at Fort Madison
were there statistically significant differences in the ethnic com-
position.

Because the sampling rate was not the same at all institutions, the
females are overrepresented in the sample totals.

While 34% of the total population has a history of prior incarcerations,
41% of the sample had prior prison sentences.

Comparing the types of offenses for which convicted, the sample from
each institution did not differ significantly with the population

- at those institutions.

Table 2 summarizes sélected characteristics of the staff at each institution

' who completed the questiomnaire. Because of a lack of comparable data, it was

not possible to compare the samples of staff with the total population, except

in the two selected categories of job assignments, for example, the counselors

and correctional officers.

Almost all of the coUnSeloi:s at Anamosa returned the questioma'ire , While

only about 103 of the counselors at Fort Madison did so.

None of the correctional officers assigned to the cellblocks at Fort Madison

corpleted the questionnaires.
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TARLE l‘—, Characteristics of Sample of Residents
Per Cent Distribution, by Institution

(36)

(125)

| Rre*| Msu | 1sp | B | ™R | IoMF ™R
M __,Hj?gh School Graduates | |
? ¥ No 8.3%|21.68] 23.13 | 20.43|35.6% | 53.8%|23.48
&__4* Yes 191.7 |78.4 | 76.9 | 70.6 (64.4 | 46.2 76.6 .
% } ) | (2) o7y | o) | (38) |(@35).| (26) | (64)
U
_ﬁ{ior Inprisonment
: ,) No | 35.7%{67.3% 34.4% | 52.8%|77.0% | 57.9%|52.6%
;__57 Yes 64.3 {32.7 [65.6 | 47.2 {23.0 | 42.1 }47.4
| ! (™) (14) 1498) | (93) | (36) |(139) | (19) | (57)
10
Ant)unt of time spent in Segregation?
;h—gj None R 85.7% |81.6%( 63.9% | 91.7%[62.7% | 88.0%| 61.5%
i . 1 - 10 days 7.1 |13.3 |14.5 | 5.6 |19.8 | 12.0 |21.5
f—ﬂél - 11 - 20 days 0.0 | 5.1} 6.0 | 0.0 7.9 | 0.0] 7.7
t e 21 - 90 days 7.1 ] 0.0 |15.7 | 2:8 | 9.5 | 0.0 | 9.2
% :} ™ (14) [(98) | (83) | (36) [(126) | (25) | (65)
(4] |
g Amount of time spent in
v Administrative Detention?
5 ,} None 84.6% 182.73)60.7% | 97.23(71.25 | 92.0%| 61.9%
5<.;g) 1 ~ 10 days - 15.4 |14.3 {15.5 | 2.8 [14.4 | 8.0 |12.7
: ) 11 - 20 days 0.0 | 2.0 | 4.8 | 0.0 | 4.8 | 0.0 7.9 5
__” 21 - 98 days 0.0 | 1.0 {19.0 | 0.0 | 9.6 | 0.0 |17.5 i
| | (N) (13) [(98) | (84) (25) | (63) ‘;
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| 6 | &1 5 (table 1 - Continued)
(Table 1 -~ Continued) - | ; - | e : L | 1 o |
| | o \ @ ? | RRC*| MSU | IsP | gBcc | DR | 1sMF ) TR
RRC}| MsU | TSP | gmcc | TR | 1sMF | TWR . | f_grpnicity
Length of time in Institution? ‘, éﬁ A vhite 46.2% [86.6%(73.3% | 74.12 [84.7% | 88.53 {76.2%
" First 6 months [50.0% 52.48|12.28 | 75.7%|33.6% | 84.6% | 24.68 &__fl . ‘ i R I B SR R
Seconid 6 months , , | 7.1 e.2 |32.2|13.5 |25.0.| 7.7 |24.6 % ‘ A Other l15.4 | 6.2 1.1 | 3.7 | 4.4 | 7.7 | 3.2
ltoByyears . |71 5.8 133 | 0.0 [10.7 | 0.0 [16.9 i ;_U ™ fay |61 oo |en |amn [ee |6
1k to 2 years . | 7.1 | 1.9 {133 | 5.4 9.3 | 0.0 10.8 § J | p<L00L {(n.s.)|p<.001 (n.s.) |(n.s.)| (m.s.) [(n.s.)
2 to 4 years. R | 0.0 | 1.0 {22.4 | 0.0 [14.3 | 3.8 |16.9 fxé j——ﬁ |
More than 4 years © |28.6 [10.7 [26.5 | 5.4 | 7.1 | 3.8 | 6.2 o f; Puer on Juvenile Probation?
| () TN ae oy |98 | @7 (@0 | '@e |65 L %__@“ No | 42.9% 53.9% |49.58 | 66.7% |46.08 | 30.8% |70.85
| | | ¥l i;p Yes 57.1 W6.1 |50.5 [33.3 [54.0 |69.2 |29.2
Type of Offense? "‘ , : 3 i ! (N) (14)  |(102) {(95) | (36) {(139) (26) (,1(65)
. Crime Aguinst Persons . 3578 | 1098 (57.18 | 45.9%{36.48 | 57.7% | 23.18 ’E —_ﬂ
Crime Against Property ‘ o j42.9 75‘6 36.7 |40.5 500 |38.5 |6a6 Pi.ace of Residence Prior to Incarceration?
Dgugs : | 7.1 ’>8 0.0 | 0.6 | 2.1 | 0.0 | 4.6 g} i—_@ Rural 7.1% [L0.9% | 8.3% [11.1% [10.1% [15.4% ‘| 4.7%
T | - 0.0 4.9 |31 2.7 [ 2.9 | 0.0 | 0.0 . : . Town of 5,000 or less 0.0 1.9 [4.2 | 8.3 1.7 [11.5 [10.9
Others | 14.3 [8.7 | 3.1 l10.8 | 8.6 | 3.8 | 7.7 ﬁ: —) Town of 5,000 - 10,000 ~ J21.4 p6.8 |5.2 |11.1 |8.7 | 7.7 | 6.3
) L (14) |(103) {(98) | (37) (14.0)«,_(26) (65) g} %5_1 10,000 - 25,000 17.1 he.s fse [11.1 7.2 1 0.0 114.1
| | S 1 *”' 25,000 - 50,000 = | ) 0.0 p0.8 [11.5 [13.9 [15.9 |11.5 |18.8
Age Groups , , | § f; Over 50,000 o 64.3 PR0.8 [55.2 |44.4 [36.2 |53.8 [45.3
17-29 | | 85.7% B8.3% [51.0% | 45.9%8{95.0% | 80.8% | 72.3% i E . ) 14) l2on) [96) | ey |38y | 260 | (6a)
- 39 S T 14.3 [10.7 [27.6 |24.3 | 4.3 |11.5 |21.5 %.g §~ i | ‘
40“-» 49 | | 0.0 |1.0 |14.3 |21.€ | 0.7 7.7 62 g% ’_Fiznployed at the Tm of Arrest?
50 or older | o 0.6 0.0 17.1 4 8.1 70.0 0.0 }0.0 u 2 No ” 40,03 {14.8% [52.3% [40.0% [58.9% |61.5% |59.18
| (N)'H N (e 1) (10,3)‘(98) (37) (140) | (26) (65) g‘% d Yes (40 hours/week) 60.0 55.2 WU7.7 [60.0 K1.1 |38.5 [40.9
T e . e | - I | ™) , (10) k67) |(65) |(20) [(90) |(13) {(44)
b | | , &
- | I L
gy -




(Table 1 - Continued)

RRC*

MSU

ISP

JdBCC | IMR | ISMF

Total N (466)

(13)

(100)

(95)

(37) 1 (134)] (25)
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* RRC - Riverview Release Center, Newton

MSU -~ Medium S‘éc‘*uritir Unit, Mt. Pleasant
ISP - Iowa State Penitentiary, Ft. Madison

JBCC - John Bemnett Correctional Center, Ft. Madison

IMR - Jowa Men's Reformatory, Anamosa

TISMEF ~ Iowa Security Medical Facility, Oakdale
IWR - Jowa Women's Reformatory, Rockwell City

s i st B s s Lo

i
. TABLE 2 - Characteristics of Sample of Staff .
U Per Cent Distribution, by Institution
[} RRC* | MSU | ISP | JBcc | DR | 19MF | TWR
! i r _ »
% J Male - 60.03 [87.2%261.12186.7% {75.0%163.6% | 32.42
i [? Female 40.0 P2.8 |38.9 [13.3 |25.0 [36.4 | 67.6
¥
(N) (25)  |(47) {(@8) [(30) f(2) |(77) (34)
-
ge Groups
db) N
!S 17-29 years 32.0% [36.2%21.1%{58.1% {30.9%(39.2% | 28.6%
53 30-39 28.0 P9.8 [42.1 [22.6 [26.6 {31.6 5.7
g §) 40-49 12.0 P3.4 |10.5 |12.9 J18.1 | 8.9 | 22.9
4 1“? 50 or older 28.0 [l0.6 {26.3 | 6.5 |24.5 |20.3 | 42.9
F— ‘
; (N) (25) (47) 1(19) 1(31) (94) |(79) (35)
Ethn - icity 2
' White 100.0% P7.9%|100.0396.7% 98.93]89.5% | 97.12
b {~ Black -= J21al--1}3.3 }--117.9 -
| Other -- |==-f-=-1{-- 111]2.6 2.9
i _!E ) (25) {47y [18) [(30) [(90) [(76) | (34) -
—I h What Capacity Employed?
i )  Administration 1{50.08 f7.5% |52.6%20.0% |26.4%[28.4% | 17.93
», ;“'i} Direct Service Supervision |36.4 2.5 [26.3 [56.0 }36.8 [23.9 | 60.7
I Direct Service (counseling, teaching,etc}13.6  R0.0 21.1; 24.0 [36.8 [47.8 21.4
- () 22) |40y o) 125y lis7y |67 (28)
é___{?‘
|

< -
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(Table 2 -~ Continued) -10-

- RRC*| Msu | 1sP | gBcc | MR | IsMF | TWR i;_
How Long Worked at Institutién? &i
" First 6 months 16.0% [10.6% [15.8% |58.13 | 6.4% |16.5% |14.38
- Second 6 months 4.0 0.6 10.5 [19.4 |2.1 | 8.9 [20.0 i
Second Year 8.0 PBs8.3 [10.5 | 3.2 |8.5 T;o.; 6
~ Two - Three Years | 4.0 B6.2 0.0 | 3.2 |9.6 | 5.1 |11.4 :
3 -5Years 12.0 |4.3 [10.5 | 6.5 ]0.2 | 8.9 J11.4 gg
5 - 10 vears 36.0 [0.0 [15.8 | 9.7 [p1.3 |4L.8 [11.4 ff
Over 10 Years 20.0 |0.0 {36.8 | 0.0 [31.9 | 8.9 [22.9 g§
@5 jan jao ey jo |09 e
. it
Current Job Assignment? ‘ 3

Counselor 8.0% |8.7% [11.1% | 7.1% [11.8% | 3.8% | 9.1%
Correctional Supervision 16.0 |8.7 | 5.6 {10.7 [4.3 | 2.6 | 3.0 T
Correctional Officer - Living Unit 8.0 l47.8 | 0.0 |64.3 6.5 [33.3 {33.3 -
Correctional Officer - Tower 12.0 |8.7 6.7 | 7.1 | 4.3 |10.3 | 0.0 @u-
Academic/Vocational Teacher 0.0 2.2 | 0.0 0.0 |12.9 | 1.3 3.0 @
Maintenance/Service 12.0 |0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 [12.9 [10.3 [15.2 &
Prison Industries 0.0 {0.0 0.0 | 0.0{7.5 | 0.0 | 3.0 g%
Food Service 8.0 |0.0]0.0 | 0.0 2.1 |10.3 |30
Hospital 0.0 |0.0 | 0.0 | 3.6 5.4 [10.3 | 9.1 %g
Clerical 20.0 |8.7 {11.1 | 3.6 |15.1 | 6.4 [ 9.1 o
Administrative 12.0 [10.9 [27.8 | 0.0 |10.8 |10.3 | 6.1 1

Other 4.0 4.3 {27.8 | 3.6 | 7.5 | 1.3 | 6.1

25 |48) a®) |8 |903) | (78) |(33)

e ey s L e R o
AT I
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” (Table 2 - Continuad)
e RRC*| MSU | IsP | gecc| MR | IsMF | TWR
E{Jucational Ievel?
{;_{Ef Less than high school 0.0% | 6.4%| 0.0% -1 9.7%| 0.0% | 7.6% | 8.6%
”{. High school graduate 68.0 W6.8 [15.8 |51.6 |52.1 |41.8 |65.7
;__I} Some college 4.0 7.0 [21.1 ]29.0 [10.6 |12.7 |°8.6
| College graduate 20.0 {17.0 {42.1 { 9.7 {19.1 |[30.4 |11.4
; IJ  Post-graduate 8,0 [12.8 [21.1 | 0.0 j8.1 | 7.6 | 5.7
‘3 (25) {(47) |(19) (31) |(94) (79) | (35)
%{ EA.A. or College Degree, what major?
; Social Science 40.0% [15.4% | 8.3% |22.28 [11.1% |13.8% |33.33
"} Criminal Justice 0.0 P3.1 [16.7 {44.4 | 7.4 |13.8 |16.7
- Social Work 20.0 P3.1 6.7 |11.1 2.2 |17.2 |16.7
’ .,} Bducation 120.0 5.4 f16.7 | 0.0 {18.5 {10.3 | 0.0
(' Nurse 0.0 {0.0 {0.0 | 0.0 3.7 |17.2 |33.3
{ Ll Religion 0.0 p5.4 {8.3 0.0 0.0 { 0.0 {o0.0
é__{; Liberal Arts 0.0 {7.7 |8.3 {11.1 |18.5 | 13.8 | 0.0
1  Business 0.0 |0.0 16.7 | 0.0 h4.8 [13.8 | 0.0
’ 1}" ‘Agronomy 0.0 0.0 0.0 |11.1 | 0.0 |-0.0 | 0.0
;__{7 Legal Secretary 0.0 |0.0 | 8.3 | 0.0 3,7 | 0.0 | 0.0
) Food Service 20.0 {0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0,0 0.0 0.0
i“‘il (5) 13 ja2) [ @ |9 |@®
2 ] . o
lat Occupation Prior to Corrections?
. Fam 14.3% | 3.6 0.0% | 6,7%| 3.6%| 2.2% | 0.0%
;ﬁ Military 21.4 5.0 | 0.0 [13.3 ] 5.5 | 4.4 | 4.5
] Law Enforcement 0.0, 4.3 | 0.0 |13.3 | 3.6 | 0.0 | 9.1
. 8 Teacher 7.1 |0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 |12.7 | 0.0 | 9.1
’:___[} Business - Sales = 7.1 {3.6 | 8.3 |13.3 | 5.5 4.4 | 9.1
‘ ; o (Continued on next 'pacje) |
i |

e .
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&2‘ ,_ I (Table 2 - Continued) RRC* | Msu | Tsp | gBcc| TMR | IsMF | IWR
~12- If direct service provider, what
(Table 2 - Continued) @ —average monthly workload?
| 1 ! ‘ ; ‘ ’ | 1 -"20 Cases | 28.6% | 0.0%] 0.0%| 0.0%|17.9%] 22.2% | 14.33
- L : rec+| msu | 1op | gmec | o | 1w | o 0 L 21 ~ 40 Cases ' © . |42.9 50.0 | 0.0 | 33.3 |10.7 |55.6 {57.1
, . . - ' « ) i !
that Occupation Prior to Corrections? (Cont'd.) & 41 - 60 Cases 100 B33 |e6.7 | 16.7 {17.9 0.0 -~
Clerical - Secr'y 7.1% 110.7% 16.4% | 8.9% |31.8% "*i{_ ] 1o 61 - 80 Cases 0.0 16.7 | 0.0 | 16.7 |28.6 | 11.1 | 7.1
skilled 7.1 | 7.1 7.3 | 89 [0.0 (I Over 80 Cases | - 28.6 | 0.0 [33.3 | 33.3 |25.0 | 11.1 [14.3
B - ;‘ "
i 7i 7.1 . 5.5 | 0.0 | 0.0 :
Social Service , 7.1 | 3.6 E’:_ [ (N) o (7) ,(6) (3) (6) (28) | (18) | (14)
Nurse 0.0 {0.0 0.0 | 6.7 {3.6 | 8.9 | 9.1 I ? ’
Nurse's Aide 0.0 {0.0 0.0 } 0.0 {1.8 | 2.2 |4.5 | , _ ‘ T
! Average Number of Time Per Month see Client? ; ¢
Service Worker - 0.0 |3.6 { 0.0 3,3 | 5.5 [11.1 | 4.5 . ’ ’ )
” 13 % . | g} Once : .0.0%720.0%| 0.0%{ 25,0% 8.7%| 11.8%| 0.0%
; Jd | 3.6 li6.7 13.3 | 9.1 | 4.4 | 4.5 ; ; L ;
Laborer ; . ’ : — /,/ : Twice 0.0 | 0.0}33.3¢{ 25.0{17.4 | 0.0 | 9.1
N ) 3 ) ’ . .m . . .~0‘ U-O i ;’ ’ A T .
Minister 0'0, 10.7 | 8.3 | 0.0 { 0.0 | O mI ‘ { 3 -4 ~ |33.3 {40.0}33.3 | 0.0]30.4| 0.0 |27.3
A .0 110.7 |33. 0.0 {18.2 |31.1 | 4.5 T | o
. Student | ) 0.0 {10.7 |33.3 - | 5 - 10 33.3 {40.0} 0.0 { 25.0] 8.7 | 47.1 |.18.2
- if . 0.0 |25. 6.7 | 1.8 | 2.2 | 9.1 i :
None - Housewife i} 0.0 | 0.0 {25.0 A . f 11 - 20 33.3 | 0.0/33.3 | 25.034.8 | 41.2 | 45.5
ther 21.4 | 3.6 | 0.0 0.0 { 0.0 }11.1 | 0.0 : , .
o | ‘ T [ . ) @ {6 fe @ e | an | ay
(N) (14) {(28) |(12) | (15) [(55) | (45). {(22) {} | )
Fi (
How Many Years of Direct {j@ )
Service (Counselor) Experience? i '
"1 - 2 Years . 40.0% 146.2%{16.7% | 75.0%|27.6% | 22.2% |14.3% f@ ; 3
: ‘ : - . Ly
3 - 5 Years 20.0 [38.5 [16.7 |25.0 |44.8 |22.2 [28.6
) . . o ! : g 3 -
6 - 10 Years 0.0 |15.4 [16.7 | 0.0 {20.7 |37.0 |42.9 .E | i
11 - 23 Years - 0.0 | 0.0 |50.0 | 0.0 | 6.9 |18.5 |14.3
i 7]
i
() 6y (a3 [ @ [ jen | i ] { .-
y;.g E’ . ,t = o -
How Many Years of Supervis./Admin. Experience? | L : | | k
1 - 5 Years ~ 55.6% [56.5%58.3% | 66.7%|32.1% | 54.38 [23.18 () 0o
- : : - " _5 i * RRC - Riverview Release Center, Newton
6 - 10 Years : 22.2 R6.1 [25.0 _20.0 20.8 | 32.6 46.2 MSU -~ Medium Security Unit, Mt. Pleasant
- . : : - : ; : z ISP — Towa State Penitentiary, Ft. Madison
11 or More Years 22.2 h7.4 |16.7 |13.3 }47.2 |13.0 }30.8 3 ’ i JBCC - John Bennett Correctional Center, Ft. Madlson
v » - W IMR - Towa Men's Reformatory, Anamosa .
(N) sy l(23) f@2) | (5) |(53) | (46) [(13) ISMF - Iowa Security Medical Facility, Oakdale
' - 3 — " 1 IWR - Iowa Women's Reformatory, Rockwell City
] . :
. ‘/ , co=13-
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| Alnost half of all the male counselors in the institutions ‘completed the
questionnaires while only about one-third of the female counselors dJ.d
< About 20% of all male correctionzl officers (on the living unlts or in
the towers/control centers) completed the questionnaires while about 40% of all

female correctional officers did so.

IIT = CIES - UNIT MEASURES

For a detalled discussion of the Correctlonal Institutions Enviy onment

Scale (CJES) » the text by Rudolph Moos (1975) should be consulted. The CIES

' (attached to this report) was developed through its use in a great variety of

correctlonal mstltutlons, J.ncludlng dormltorles, barracks, cellhouses, honor
wnits, vocational farms, etc. It has been administered to adult males in 5l units

in 14 states, includingS,lSl residents and 895 staff. The adult female sample

was obtalned :Ln 9 states, 32 units for the residents, and 6 units for the staff.

Moos' female sample i_rlcluded 552 residents and 143 staff.

The 90 true/false statements on the CIES apply to nine dJ.menSJ.ons that

reflect the followmg three broader categorJ.es-

Relatlonshlp dlmensn.ons (involvement, support and express:.veness) measure

the type and intensity of personal relationships which exist Wlthln a llv:l.ng unlt.

Treatment program dimensions (autonomy, practlcal orlentatlon, and personal

‘ problem orlentatlon) reflect the type of treatment orlentatlon found in a llv:Lng

E

unit. e ‘ : R

‘ System ma:l.ntenance dJ.menSJ_ons (order and organlzatlon, clarlty, and staff '

control) have to do with how the llvmg unit functions. ‘

The following nine dJ.mensmns are expected to reflect the milieu or socml 4

‘climate of an mstltutlon':( )

) prom Mgos, 1975, p. 41.
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1. Involvement: measures how active and, energetic residents are in the
day-to-day functioning of the' program (i.e., interacting socially'with other
residents, doing th:iiigs on their own initiative, and deyeloping pride and group"
spirit in the program) | : ’ |

2. Support: measures the extent to which res1dents are encouraged to be
helpful and supportive toward other residents, and how support;ve the staff is
toward residents. | - |

3. Express1veness~ measures the extent to which the program encourages

the open expression of feelings ( ;anludlng angry feel:.ngs) by res.Ldents and staff
4. BAutonomy: assesses the extent to whl'ch residents are encouraged to
take initiative in planning activities and take leadership in the unit.

5. Practical Orientation: assesses the extent to which the resident.'s

env1ronment orlents him toward preparlng himself for release from the program ==
training for new kinds of jObS, look:.ng to the future and setting and working
toward goals are among the factors conSJ.dered,

6. Personal Problem Orientation: ~It;easures the extent to which residents

S8

are encouraged to be concerned with their perscnal problems and feelings and to

seek to understand them.

7. Order and Organization: measures how important order and organization
are in the program, in terms of residents (how they look), staff (what they do to
encourage order), and the facility itself (how well it is kept).

8. Clarity: measures the extent to which the resident knows what to expect

J.n the day-to-day : out:me of thls program and how expllclt the program rules and

procedures are.

9. ‘Staff Control: assgesses the extent to which the staff use regulations

to keep residents under necessary controls (i.e., in the formulation of rules, the

scheduling of activities, and in the relationships between residents and staff).
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~and staff samples were asked to express their personal attitudes.

' standard deviations obtained by Moos for the natiorial sahples
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| The CIES sCores are based on..the 'number of ‘correct true 'or false answers
glven to the 90 statements that constitute the nine dimensions”.
7 The scores
were then transformed into standard scores (T-scores) based on the méans and
The average
score on each dimension is 50. By usmg T—scores based ‘on natlonal norms, it
‘1s poss:.ble to J.nterpret the scores in comparison with res.1dents and staff in
other states and institutions. ‘

A However, national norms (based on individuals, not units)' were only avail-
able for ﬁ\ales. Therefore, for the present report, norms were also calculated
for the Iowa saﬁtples so that T-scores for males and females could be compared (l)

, In J.nterpretlng the results, the higher the scores, the more positive the
social climate, except for the "staff control" dimension which is the opposite;
that is, a low score on staff control is a positive J'.ndicator for the environment.

The CIES measures the "social climate" of an institute according to the
attitudes of staff and residents, but an institu_tion can also be studied according
to aggregate characteristics of the institution and accordi.ng to the individual ‘
characteristics of the resid‘ents‘ and staff.

The organization of this report will be to present the unit CIES scores
and characteristics of the seven J'.nstitutiohs and their intercorrelations in .
this vchapter, and -in the next chapter to compare individual characteristics
of the residents and staff with the CIES mean scores for various categories.

Flgure 1 presents the T-scores  (based on the national norms) for the.

sample of residents (N=483) in Iowa's seven correctional institutions. The

great variation among the institutions in their CIES scores reflects a combination

(1) There were no differences in the levels of significance (using the F-test
to compare means) when the national norms and the Iowa norms for males were

Both the resident
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of factors. The'instituticns vary in the characteristics of their programs,
residents, and physical structure. The extent to which the social climate or
milieu of the institution as neasured‘by the CIES may be a function of the
particular individuals who are responding to the items will be examined.(l)
Various statistical techniques were uti%ized in an effort to sort out the
effects of characteristics of the institutions and of the individuals, and

these correlations will be presented subsequently.

Figure 1 shows that the institution with the most positive social climate
is the Icwa Security Medical Facility at Oakdale. This is similar to a graph
for a community correctional center included in a publication by Wenk and Moos
(1972).(2) The Oakdale facility includes both residents there for court-ordered
psychiatric evaluations, and for the short-term treatment of residents from
the other correctional institutions. The emphasis in such a social climate is
therapeutic and diagnostic. The low "staff control" score suggests that
residents' behavior is controlled more by the staff emphasizing interpersonal

controls rather than through written rules and regulations.

Although the scores are lower at Mt. Pleasant than at Oakdale, the over-

all pattern of the CIES profile is very parallel. The variation among the

different units at Mt. Pleasant is discussed later in this report.

| ' Exaﬁination‘cf Figure 1 will reveal several dimensions where, although
the institutions differ in the characteristics of the residents and in the
type of institution, the CIES scores are almost identical. - For example, the
residents at the peqitentiary, the Release Center at Newton, the John Bennett
Center; and the ﬁkﬁea's‘Reformatory all perceive their environments as lacking

Ilsupmrt" .

(1) R. Moos, in various publications has summarized the theory and research
on this subject. The bibliography of his book (1975) can be consulted
for these references.
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Figure 2 presents the great &iversity in the perceptions of the staff

(N=330) at the correctional institutions. The staff at the-penitentiary and

at the John Bennett Center are both at Fort Madison and show considerable

s1m11ar1t1es in their scores which probably reflects similarities in thelr

training and experiences, even though the institutions are administratively

0

Separate.

Figures 3 ~ 9 show the CIES scores for the staff and residents at each

{ }

of the institutions. Comparing these charts reveals overal similarities and

agreement between the residents and staff as to their institutions. Anamosa

has the greatest congruence between residents and staff. By totaling the

gl

differences in the scores at each institution, it was found that Anamosa has

ﬁhe least difference in resident-staff scores (with 32), while the Women's

—

Réformatory at Rockwell City has the highest (with 136). Fort Madison,

Riverview Release, Mt. Pleasant, and John Bennett are intermediate in the

F
(S

amount of congruence between the residents and staff, and the Medical Facility

at Oakdale is relatively high with a difference of 104. These differences

are analysed below.

s d

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated between the CIES scores

i

and differences of the residents and staff, and measures intended to characterize

(1)

the correctional institutions. The correlation coefficients and their levels

‘;,%"&‘qg’f-

of statistical significance are shown in‘Table 3 (residents' CIES scores),

Table 4, (staff's CIES scores), and Table 5 (re51dent—q_aff differences in

latonard

CIES scores)

4

The unit Variables are grouped (following Moos) according tg "structural

» dlmens;ons", "re51dent characterlstlcs“, and a category called "program policy”.

1

k!

(l) The unit variables and the values for each 1nst1tutlon are tabulated in
the Appendlx (Table Al).
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In Table 3, only the variables that correlated signigicantly with the
Moos scores for fe“sidents (based on the national unit norms) are shown The
folléwing variables were not ‘siijni’fiCantly'cofrélated, but because of the
small number; of institutions in the Iowa sample (seven) these variables might
yield significant correlations if a larger number of institutions were included

in the analysis: average daily population, total number of staff, annual rate

‘of staff turnOver, number of counselor contacts per year, staff refusal rate

(dhcmn earlier in this report), nﬁmber of major disciplinary reports, number
of eécapes per binmate, nuvber of inmate-inmate assaults, number of inmate-
s{:aff assaults, and inmate refusal rate {shown above).

Table 3 reveals the following:

a) The institutions with high staff-resident ratios are also li_kely
to have high scores for support, @(pressivehess, autonony, personal problem
orientation, order and organization, and clarity.

b) The lower £he number of major disciplinary reports per irm;ate, the
higher is the Scé;;e for "order and organization" and "clarity". ‘

I , .
c) The inmate-staff assaults per inmate correclate positively with
: i .
support, expressiveness, personal problem orientation, order and organization,
and clarity. Referring back to the definition of these dimensions suggests

some contradictions. While inmate-staff assaults might relate to expressiveness,

-order and organization, and clarity, the correlation with "support" and "personal

problem orientation" is harder to explain. "Support" includes both a supportive

attitude toward other residents (which might result in conflicts with staff),

. but the inmate-staff assaults would not be expected to indicate that the staff

are supportive of residents. -
d) - The number of counselor contacts per inmate correlates positively
with involvement, practical orientation, personal problem orientation, and with

clarity.
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? TABIE 3 ~ RESIDENTS' CIES MEANS-PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS ‘ ’

f‘ g e) The average daily cost per resident is shown to contribute to high

1 . ’ )

@ } E g E scores for support, expressiveness, autonomy, personal problem orientation,

i \ a9 ; i ; ,

: é gg % o E Té{ order and organizatjon, and clarity. These correlations are almost the same

: , ‘ |2 o) ‘ _

j = E ) % % E% g % % % B g ﬁ as the correlations with staff-resident ratios which is probably what accounts

7R (> ' N .

% (E;, % gﬁ % & E . % ) B = for the higher costs. If fact, the correlation between the average daily cost

‘ S‘fR' , 5 SIS e ' rg , J per resident and the staff-resident ratio is. .97.

: Stnts —“Resid,ent Ratio ‘ f.92%x | .ge*|.78*% | L96%%] 91%k | O] %* . , | £) Where inmates receive a relatively high daﬂﬂy income, it appears to
a)uns;lbr — Resident Ratio - gox | - .g6* |.77* |.79% s‘!' - correlate with high scores on involvement (.92); practical orientation (.99},

o : e : ‘ ' r , . :

xl.f ggunseloi};;-achﬁntac‘:s ' ‘ L 80% .78% U ] personal problem orientation (.97), and clarity (.96). These Pearson correlation
RESIDENT CHARACTERISTICS | L g coefficients (the highest possible is 1.00) are about the highest of any of
mﬁépgitﬁig:agésmplmaxy | 1 F.67* F.70% { J these variables.

Number of Escapes ~.75% 1 f'l ; g) None of the variables was found to correlate with "staff control".

3 Tnmate - Irmate Assaults g’ : L C _ o

per Inmate -, 70% _ This is surprising in view of the number of variables that measure disciplinary

{ Tnmate - Statf Assaults N

per Inmate ] .76% | .73% .83*% |.76* |.74* - @ actions.

; Percent of Total Population ‘ : : ; , , ,

Over 35 Years . | .69 i ) It should be pointed out that high correlations do not imply any :causal

! Percent of Total Population . ] i )

d High School Graduates -.73% -.76% -.72 i L relationships between the variables. If a sample is expecially large (such

; "Percent of Total Population j , .

} Black Inmates 5 ] _|-69* rl as a table of random numbers) some significant correlations would be found. In

¥ Counselor Contacts Per %

5 e T *k * .

i Inmate/Yesr JT7% -84* .95 .83 _@ the present instance, however, we are dealing with a small sample of only 7

? PROGRAM POLICY i . g : l institutions and these high correlations are suggestive of an association

o e Bailv Cest Ber Resid * * * | L95%% | 85% | 87% §< . . '
o ivera% gﬂ% Icgst Peszes:Ldent -85 ;'82 74 95 85 L between certain unit measures and the CIES scores.

i verag < come , . _ r

i : ¥ * p L99%x 1 97% . 96* . e s . . N o

i __Residents (in Dollars) =92 — ¥ 1 As unitization proceeds in some of the correctional institutions, it will

B § : i '

5.1 i ‘ anad .

, A be interesting to see if this is accompanied by a higher staff-resident ratio,

m [ . .

it L{_? ’ a higher daily cost per resident, and as has been reported by the' Bureau of

‘ ( L Prisons research, a greater likelihood of inmate-staff assaults per inmate.

; gl o This might be the explanation for the above-noted paradoxical correlation between'

. 5"? H inmate-staff assaults and "support”.

: 1 :

i . L] :

| Ap =7,10-.011 #**p = ,010-.001 ***p{ 001 1 : j ”
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Table 4 presents the Pearson correlation coefficients for the same variables

o

and the correlations with how the staff (based on the national norms) scored

=)

the CIES. The following variables are rot shown in the table because there

was no significant correlation with the CIES scores of the staff: average

S

daily population, total number of staff, number of counselor contacts per year,

number of counselor contacts per counselor, /mmber of major disciplinary reports,

nurber of major disciplinary reports per inmate, number of escapes, number of

mmber of inmate-inmate assaults, number of inmate~-staff

escapes per inmate,

assaults, and per cent of total resident population that were high school

The following observations can be made about the correlations in Table 4:

graduates. _ : E

a) As with the residents, the staff-resident and‘ counselor-resident
ratios correlate with several CIES dimensions, including involvement, support, %

expressiveness, personal problem orientation, and order and organization.

b) The per cent of staff turnover in a year correlates negatively with ﬁ‘fﬁ
involvement, support, practi‘c-al orientation (-.98), personal problem orientation,

order and organlzat ion, and clarity. In other words, the higher the staff =

t+urnover, the lower are the scores on these dimensions. There were no significant

oofrelations between this variable and the resident scores on any of the dimensions.
c) The "staff refusal" rate and the "inmate refusal" rate (presented

above) both show a negative correlation mth "order and organization". That

is, those mstltutlons ..mere the staff and re51dents showed an unwillingness .

to participate in the survey, were scored low on the "order and organization"

- dimension.
d) The three "system maintenance dimensions" (order and organization,
 clarity, and staff control) showed statistically significant correlations with

the "inmate-inmate assaults per inmate". Since these correlations, as stated

K S .‘ TABLE s

4 - STAFEfS CIEs MEANS~PEARSON CORRELATTION COEFFICIENTS
[ B T TR R
g ‘ ' | ' -4 ‘ . . . m - | - |
; g del 71 |
P L el lglEE| 8 (B
B dl o |.B|EE|, & -
r o 61 2|88 |28 8e |6
] 0| E| L] B |8E|g5|%7E B
28 & ] & é ! B -
E D) H ] '« E% o % g | &
| UCTURAL, DIMENSIONS
Staff - Resident Ratic :
. ; tio .87* .88 .85% | .72%
..Counselor ~ Resident Ratio ".87* 69* 897 81* 75*
‘ftaff Turnover _ ' g ' -
] .68* ~. 9] %% -.98 | -.68%1~68% [-.92% |
Staff Refusal Rate |
-. 68% ’
o r.SIDEN'I' CHARACTERISTICS
Inmate - Immate Assaults per Immate 69* 75% :
. ; . .75% 1.B8*
[mmate — Staff Assaults per Immate L79% .88% 71*; 69*
__Js?ercent of Total Population Over 35 yrs —. 69% 18%* -~ | |
ercent of Total Population - — —
Black Inmates A‘
r_pounselor Contacts Per i :
__| {Irmate/Year 3
.76% .84% ]
Inmate Refusal Rate
_ -.76%
| ‘ROGRAM POLICY
i |
, ]
Average Daily (ost Per Resident 84* * g
; T verage Daily Incame of — — A .8'8 8
sidents (in Dollars) 94* |
1
- |
-———lr ) |
_
- |
S
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‘the treatment environment, in correc’tioxial programs they do not.

- significant correlations with the following unit variables:

=33

previously, cannot answer questions regarding causality, it cannot be determined

Whethér the emphasis on "system maintenance" contributes to a social climate

that results in inmate-inmate conflicts and assaults, or if the conflict-laden

environment produces efforts by the staff and administration to emphasize the
system maintenance dimensicns. both the rate of inmate-inmate assaults

and the system maintenance dimensidﬁs may be related to another unidentified

. factor.

e) The number of irmate-staff assaults per inmate correlates with high

K ! 3 L 3 . . § \ y . . o
scores‘on some of the same dimensions as recorded by the wesidents, that is,

:, ‘expressiveness, personal problem orientation, and order and organization. In

addition, the staff scores were h:Lgh on the involvement dimension.
f) As the average daily cost per resident increases, there is an increase

in CIES scores on involvement, support‘, expressiveness, and personal prbblem"

7

. erientation.

g) Other correlations can be noted by examining Table 4. The only
unit variable that-correlated with "staff control", whether according to the

residents or staff, was the nutber of inmate-inmate assaults per inmate.
. Chapter 9 of Moos' book (1975) discusses congruence and incongruence
in correctional environments. He points out that while psychiatric treatmént

programs tend to have residents and staff who agree in their perceptions of

Correctional

- programs tend to be culturally or socially ‘di.sorganized‘,' and residents and

: ‘s‘taff constitute two distinct subcultures, according to Moos.

'I,'afble‘ 5 presents the correlations between the unit variables and the

congruence or lack of it as measured by the differences between the resident

ans on each of the CIES dimensions. There were no statistically
nurber of counselor

i
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. TABLE 5 - RESIDENT/STAFF DIFFERENCES IN MEANS-PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

CRDER
AND

ORGANTZATION

CIARITY

STAFF CONTROL

EKKEURAL DIMENSIONS

—-.B4*

—-.70%

_{’}verage Daily Populatlon
total Staff

=.73*

__[ taff - Resident Ratio

70%}.77%

L91%*

ounselor - Resident Ratio

L76%|.88**

‘ _{ taff Turnover

=.78%

.79%

No. of Counselor
~contacts/Year

—~.97%% ‘

~.78%

l;taff Refusal Rate

-.74%

~.89%% - 81*

__{?SIDENT CHAPACTERISTICS

No. of Major Disciplinary Reports

=.71% -, 68%

L76%

i ‘v l },:scapezs per Inmate

No. of Irmlate—Inmate Assaults

-.88%*

-.68%

_{ mate-Inmate Assaults per Inmate

4%

84*

Jnmate-Staff Assaults per Inmate

.76%

850%

13*

.74

—{ .Lercent of Total Population Over 35 yrs,

T4*

Counselor Contagts per

__{ Imteﬂéar

Inmate Refusal Rate

—071*

__{}OGRAM POLICY

Average Daily Cost Per Re31dent

.85%
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éontacts per counselor, number of major disciplinary reports per inmate, number
of escapes, number of imnate—-staff assaults, per cent of the total population
that were h:Lgh school graduates, per cent of the total population who were
Blacks, and the ‘avex;age daily income of the residents. Only a few of the
correlations from Table 5 will be nenﬁioned below:

a) The differences in residents and staff in the scores for "staff control”
corrélai:e with the staff-resident ratio (.91), counselor-resident ratio ,
immate~staff assaults per imnate, counselor contacts' per inmate, and average
daily cost per resident. That is, as ;these measures increase, so does the
di'ffé)rence (or lack of congruence) between the staff ahd residents' scores on
staff confrol. | ‘

b) The higher the average daily population, Lthe smaller the difference
in the staff-resident differences in involvement, support, and expressivéneSs;

c)  The highef the staff refusal rate, the more congruent are the residents'
and staff's view of the institutions' "relationship dj_nens‘ions" (involvement,
support, expressiveness). | ’

Figure 10 shows the differences among the six sub-units ai‘::the Medlum
Security Unit at Mt. Pleasanﬁ. Each sub-unit consists of 24‘residents, and
is édxninistered se?arately from the others. The CIES revealed similarities

among the residents' scores on three types of sub-units, the "Just Community",

the Therapeutic Commmities, and the General Population. Accoxding to Superintendent

Jghn Thalacker, the results appear to be fairly accurate and valid descriptive
measures of the sub-units.
The Just Community is managed in a way that emphasizes involvement. (1)

T¢e men create and enforce unit rules beyond those of the institution , and at

the time of this survey had considerable input into who came on the unit and

(1 ) Dr. John Stratton of the University of Iowa has been conducting evaluative

research at Mt. Pleasant, and I relied on his familiarity with these sub-
units for the observations in this section of the report.
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who stayed onp t}l‘;e,tmi‘t.’ . The Therapeuﬁic qurmunif;ies (3w and3N) seem to »have
closvelyv parallel profiles with the major divergence being on the clarity djmension
where 3N riséé above 3W. | 3N beéan'operation as a unitr'in early Apj;filz 3W began
in January and was gettincj clogé to termination when the 'questionrii.stires were
co_npletéd. The pérticular point :|_n a p:ogram's cycle at wh.1ch the questionnaires
are administered may influghée the‘ responses. | ;
The remaining three sub-units are regular program units. 3S shared two

counselors who in addition were each responsible for one of the TC units. Each

) counselor had half of the 3S residents. 3S's profile seems to resemble that

of the Therapeutic Communities but at a lower level. The residents of 3S might

have felt (compared to the Therapeutic Coﬁmmities) that they were getting
less counselor time support, etc., than the other units -- this might be true R

in fact.. It should be noted that the Thera_peutic Communities' residents are

o exclusively Id;:ugf@lcohol abusers, while this characteristic is less frequent

in ‘the othgt unlts Since participation in the survey was voluntary, self- '
'gglectibn on those units where pa.rticipation was relatively iow, e.g., 3N (50%)
and 2W and 2§; (66%) , might havé':‘ca:?ntributed somewhat to the differences.

This chapter has examined the CIES scores based on the means and r_ia_tiorial
norms for th\e / units (the institutioné;) .’ The next chapter will analyse the CIES

scores for various categories of residents and staff.

' ° IV - CIES - INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS

- The individual CIES _scores for residents and staff were converted to T-scores

ard their means were cal_culéted using both the national norms (supplied by Moos

3

for maies c?nly) , and using ‘the Iowa norms for males and females.
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The sianifi , :
significance levels for males, using either the national norms
or

the Iowa norms i
were the same. The differences among the females usually paralleled

t.hose for th.e : ' i : AT ¢ f -
. nales and there were no Slgni fid\c* t - ..Li fferences in the CIES T SCO.
= res

between the
Sexes. Although thev charts were constructed for males only, the
. | ‘ ( - 14
same statlstlgs were calculated for females, but because of the smalle L
Y Sample

N r’
.

for the differences Previously discussed among the sub-units of Mt Pl
, ! + Pleasant,

o pronounced differences were found.

RESIDENTS

ore discussing these relationships, a sample of the CIES statement
| S
the residents' responses will be described. The Statements upon which th
’ ‘ \ , c ere .
was the ‘ ’
greatest amount of consensus on each of the dimensions were purposely
selected. ’
7 For "y v o34 ; . -
/ r the "involvement dimension, the following statement drew ihese
results: '"The uni i k |
he unit hasg very few social activities." 69% of the male residents
and 90% of ; i l
of ‘the women thought thig was "False". According to the CTES scoring
key, this is the correct response. - | |

F " i i
or the "support" dimension, the statement, "Counselors have very littl
. ) . | | e
time i |
to encourage resz.dents", the correct Ieésponse was "False" and this wa

expressed by 67% of the men and 582 of the women

R
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On the "expx;essiveness" dimension, 75% of the men and 84% of the women
responded éorrectly, "False", to this stateﬁ;ent: "Residents tend to hide their
feelings from the staff;'. ‘

For the "autonomy" dimension, theré was less consensus on the following:

, "Residents, here are encouraged to be independent". The correct response was
wprue", and 52% of the men and 51% of the women answered in this way.

For the "practical orientation" statement, "Residents are encouraged
to plan for :the future", the correct response was "True", and this was the response
of 67% of tﬁ‘\\e male residents and 68% of the women. However, at the penitentiary

and at the Jc}lm\ Bennett Center, only 38% of the men said this was "True".

W,

For the ;‘Qpersonal problem orientation" dimension, 33% of the men and
b

31% of the women responded correctly, "True", to this statement: "Residents
are expected to sh;r,e their personal problems with each other": Only at Oakdale
and at Mt. Pleasant did a majority of the residents agree with this.

On the "order and organization" dimension, "Things are sometimes very
disorganized around here", the correct response was "False" and this was given
by 80% of the men. In one of the few expressions of unanimity, 100% of the 61
women at the Women's Reformatory said this was "False". o

For the "clarity" dimension, 70% of the men and 52% of the women responded
correétly, "rrue", to this statement: "If a resident breaks a rule, he knows
what will happen to him". | |

‘On the "staff control" statement, "The unit staff regularly check up on

* the residents", the correct response was "rrue® and this was the response of

60% of the men and 57% of the female residents.

'Figures 11 - 14 show the more statistically significant relationships
between the characteristics of the male residentsand the CIES means for these

! categories. The following variables did not show any significant differences
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in the means of the CIES T-scores: whether a resident had ever been on juvenile

‘probation or not, the ethnicity of the resident, and the sex of the resident.

Some significantdifferences were found when controlling for the age of

s the residents, particularlyin the dimensions of practical orientation, personal

- problem orientation, and order and organization.

The "practical orientation" dimension showed statistically s;.gnificant
differences when the follcwing variables were controlled: age, length of time
spent at the institution, whether a high school graduate or not, the type of
offense for which sentenced, mxmber of days spent in ségregation, number of
dayS séent in administrative dc—::ten't.ion%and whether they had ever been previously
incaréerated. These findings sdggest that rehabilitative efforts might be
more suéc':éssful if resident":s were grouped according to these variables.

| If an instifution were interested in enphasizing the "order and organization®
d:LmenSJ.on, the following variablés showed significant differences and ought to -
be ‘plann‘ed‘for‘: " age, time spent at the institution, whether a high school grad-
uate or not, number of dayé spent in segregation, mumber of days spent in
adnlinis&ative deteniiion, and wl;ether they had ever been previously incarcerated.

The only significarﬁ;{rariable associated with "staff control" (among the

male residents) was employment. There was a significant difference in the means

~of those men who were employed conpared to those who were not prior to their

imprisonment.

Figure 11 shows that the higher CIES scores are generally found among

those residents who had been incarcerated for less than a year. The lowest CIES

scores are found among those men who had been incarcerated from 2 to 4 years.
No significant differences were found among the residents on the "staff contiol"

dimension, indicating their general agreement on this aspect of imprisonment.

- This Fipding suggests that since residents tend to view the institution more

[
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positively at flrst that this is the time when they nul be nore mot:.vated to

ta}*ﬂa "Mft sz ;f’“ rehabllltatwe pl:ograms that an lnstltutlon can offer Also,

- pwmgs: tle uew a.rrlvals auc;“hi ,r:; ,oe, kept separate from the resmerts who have

SFR e L’"«.e,- 1@.’19‘31’ Bish oraeif tzo wwc:u.d acquiring more negai-lve “r",; ]t‘ild?s to,vard

A {

E* ing *;li‘ui:‘ion S\f;d xh short prison sentences mlgh* hav;—z wre pos:.tlve

effectzs than Tom

w,‘s;r prison sentences. " »
Figure 12 shows that the re51dcn 5 wWho spend zero, or 1 t{:» J.u days in
administrative detention (which generally refe'rs to restrlctlor‘i te their cell),
view the ;’.nsti@:utions more positively than thos:e who spend more time in deﬁention.
No difference was found on the di_rreneions of "expressiveness" and "staff control”.
How this should be interpreted is something requiring further study. It may
be that those residents who view the institution negatively act out their feelings
and get punished, in spite of the impression they appear to have that "expressn.veness"
will be permltted On the other hand, those J_nstltutlons that may be hvavy
handed in their use of disciplinary actions may cause the residents to view the
institution in a negative way, generally. ' ' 0o
Figure 13 presents the finding that with the exception of two dimensions
("personal problem orientation" and "staff control"), those residents with no
prior imprisonment see their environments nore positivelyﬁ than those who had
been imprisoned before. ~ ;
Figure 14 shows that on 5 of the dimensions .the residente who were not -
high—schoel graduates scored the institutions higher than those who mre. |
The findings have various( implications for programming and 'plagnning within
the institutions. They also tend to show that ccxnparmq CIES scores of institutions
without controlli.ng for certain characteristics of the resident;s may result in
misleading conclusions as to the institution's "social climate" when the explanation
may J.ie in the composition and characteristics (particularly those cifed in: -

Figures 11 - 14) of the respondentsa

i
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STAFF

Twelve variables were controlled for in comparing the staff CIES scores.
Among the male staff, the following did not reveal statistically significant

differences in the means of the T-scores: their college degree or associate of

~arts degree major area of specialization, the amount of counseling or dJ.rect

service experience, the amount of supervisory experience, and the average number

Of times they see their caseloads. |

Age was related to the dimensions’of "practical orientation" and "staff

control". The educational level of achievement was related to "involvement" ’

"support", "autonomy", and "practical orientation". The ethnic composition of
the staff was related to "involvemer} ", "personal problem orientation", and
"order and organization". The occupation of the male staff prior to their

employment at the institution_was related to "expressiveness" and "order and

organization".

Those characteristics that were related to a greater number of CIES dimen-—

sions have been plotted in Figures 15 - 17. These figures show the CIES means

| based on the Iowa norms for male Staff. Figure 15 suggests that generally the

more senior staff tend to view the institution more positively than the newer

employees, but there are some exceptions and two of the nine dimensions were

not significantly different. -

‘Figure 16 shows even less distinc,t trends because of the attempt to showk
the different categories of job assignments. '

Where a person works :mthe institution does influence how _thej} will view
the institution on 8 of the 9 dimensions. The correctiohal officers tend to

have a lower score (view the institution less positively) than the counselors

B e e
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and administrators. This may reflect the custody/security vefsus the tréatxrent/
rehabilitation orientation of these groups of staff, but fﬁrther résearch aﬁd
analysis is needed. |

Figure 17 presents a more general classificationi of the job éssignments
and it appears that direct service staff (including counselors) tend to give
the institution higher scores, the administrators are intermediate and the
supervisors the lowest. The scores on "staff control" are identical, regardless

of the job assignment, and this is somewhat below the national norms.

Female-staff members do not show the same patterns as the males, but

'i‘here are no pronouwnced differences on any pérticul—ar variables or CIES dimensions.

The amount of counseling or direct service experience appears to result in

significant differences in the means for "support", "autonomy", "personal problem

orierntation", and "clarity".

As in the data for residents, ‘t;hesé findings indicate that unless the ‘
composition of institutions is held comstant, particularly in regard to the
length of service and type of job assignments, comparisons of unit scores of
the staff may result in misleading conclusions. This analysis does reveal which
characteristics affect the CIES scores, and which do not. The greater integration
of staff and residents that is expected to result from imitization may cause
these differences ‘to disappear, but this remains to be determined tlirough repli-

cations of this survey.

V - ‘AT’TITUDES TOWARD PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

In addition to the 90 items on the CIES, the residents and staff were

asked to indicate on a 1 to 9 point scale if various programs or services were

' "needed/not needed" or "helpful/not helpful/unavailable". Before analyzing

these responses as they velate to the CIES, the specifid responses have been
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o | | g’ % i “ ; TABLE 6
The residents and staff were asked about the following kinds of programs/ w | oy ATTITUDES OF THE NEEDS OF RESIDENTS AT IOWA'S CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS
N 5“?) k A
services: academic education progrm, vocational tran.m.ng programs, contact @\}‘1 U | ‘ R RRC* | MSU ISP gece- | e | 1smre | ury
with volunteers from the commmity, furlough programs, religious programs, o A . (ﬁi N ’
. g§ { icademic Progralfs are"
work release programs, dental care, medical care, prison industry, counseling o N : —
. Needed 75.0% (60.0% | 62.9% | 68.6% | 53.9% | 66.7% 78.9%
groups, nutritious food, and tasty food. 2 7 e .
K . é%} 1} Not Needed 25.0 {40.0 37.1 31.4 46.1 | 33.3 21.1
The proportion of the population of each institution that is represented o ' ; ;
‘ , ' o (N) (12) (95) (89) (35) (128) | (24). (57)
by this survey can be calculated by noting the appropriate sample and total 3 g t -
_ ) | ‘} . Conpletion Rate 16.2% [72.0% | 12.2% | 19.4% |18.6%|28.2% | 76.0%
population N's that are supplied in the tables. The actual completion rates . - -
. & £y
are shown only for the response to the first questions, but the rates for the &‘g §"
« ' o % Jocational Training Programs are"
other questions are comparable.
™ ' f} ~ g Needed 69.2% 171.1% '} 58.4% | 66.7% | 56.2% | 68.0% 88.5%
Some self-selection resulted from the voluntary nature of the survey and R § 4l ; .
Do o ) Not Needed 30.8 128.9 41.6 33.3 43.8 | 32.0 11.5
by permitting anyone not interested in completing the questionnaire to decline. 6 ;
| { { ) a3 |7 |69 | @6 |30 ]| @ | 6
The result was probably to exclude the more hostile and uncooperative persons. g e N
The tables also indicate the levels of statistical significance as determined @ 3‘_‘,ontact Tith Volunteers Fram the © Tty
B 3 4 1"
i by the chi~square test. A p<.05 means that such differences would occur by : = ;
v . . . e . . 0 : ] *k 4.6% {72.4% | 66.3% 8.4% |55.6% | 68.0% 63.3%
chance in only 5 out of 190 instances. The significant differences in Tables g ; éﬂ Needed — 84.6% 7 . ;
o | . . : ‘ [15.4 {27.6 |33.7 | 21.6 |44.4 |32.0 36.7
6, 7, and 9 apply to all institutions while the lewvels of significance in ?{ % = Not Needed :
» : 7 |y N 13 98 89 37 126) | (25 (60)
Table 8 apply to only the males in 6 of the 7 institutions. Ll g é_‘i () (13) (38) (89) (37) ( ) )
For purposes of economy of ‘space, the res;:onses, were collapsed into only Y /
U Furlough Program is"
two categories. Those circling 1 - 4 are labeled "needed", and those circling " : : -
' , ' ) : Needed 84.6% |86.6% 82.6% 80.6% | 77.2% |80.0% 95.0%
5 - 9 are labeled "not needed" responses (Tables 6 and 7). gxé
C . v . -~ Not Needed 15.4 113.4 17.4 19.4 22.8 |20.0 1 5.0
The residents’ responses are shown in Table 6 and the staff's responses - , :
, o 4 T (N) (13) (97) (86) (36) (127) | (25) (60)
to the same statements are summarized in Table 7. ] }v ; :
: ' ‘ : v
Comparizons were made between the mean differences in the responses in ry 3 -
. . : ) S L q ‘ : Religi Programs are"
order to identify the areas in which there may exist the greatest conflict or %;}5 1gious Frog ’ ‘ ;
‘ A ' Needed . 38.5% [46.9% |49.4% | 56.8% |40.9% |44.0% | 60.0%
agreement between residents and staff. gi} - — . .
' . ; g Not Needed 161.5 153.1 50.6 43.2 59.1 |56.0 | 40.0
In the responses to thie statement, "A Furlough Program is Needed/Not . .
' ' ‘ . . . i . N (13) (98) (85) (37) (127) | (25) (60)
Needed", the greatest amount of disagreement exists between residents and staff. gf P %i— ! ‘ , : ‘
)

o
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Tabie 6 (Cont'd) i
//’ . @v
RRC MSU | ISP .| IJBCC: IMR | ISMF' | IWR’ Z"g“?
"E;riendly Staff-Resident Relationships are" R
, ~ ' B
Needed ** '84.6% |75.5% | 62.5% | 67.6% | 57.0%| 80.0% ,83.6%€§
z: Not Needed 15.4 |24.5 |37.5 | 32.4 |43.0 |20.0 | 16.4
: - 5
() (13) [(@8) | (88) | (31 | (128) | (25) | (61) éﬁ
§§
i “Study Release Programs are" i
: | Needed ** |72.7%|81.6% | 68.5% | 75.0% | 66.4%
i Not Needed 27.3 |18.4 |31.5 | 25.0 |[33.6 | 8.0 | 20.7
; ) (1) |(98) | (89) | (36) | (125 | (25 | (58) g%
; "Work Reledise Programs are" _ &
i N
i Needed 63.6% |73.5% | 73.3% | 72.2% |80.8% | 68.0% 81.0%£E
: | Not Needed 36.4 |26.5 |26.7 | 27.8 [19.2 |32.0 | 19.0 %
: (M) (11) 1(98) | (90) | (36) | (125) } (25) (58) %E
N " ; 58
|
"Dental Care is"
Needed |54.5% |77.6% | 67.0% | 72.2% |68.3% |68.0%
| Not Needed 45.5 -|22.4 |33.0 | 27.8. |31.7 |32.0
? ) (1) o8 |88 | 36 | (126) | (25)
"Medical Care is"
: Needed 136.48 169.4% |64.4% | 72.2% |58.4% |56.0%
; Not Needed l63.6 |[30.6 |[35.6 | 27.8 |41.6 |44.0
; N 1@y {8 | (90) | (36) | (125) | (25)

| { R . . - SR M o : e s f
; §1 ~54- }
a - ;
§ i} Table ¢ (Cont'd)
P
RRC | MSU | 1SE | JBcc | IMR | 1sMF | TwWR & |
1 Prison Industry is" )
N ' Needed ** 45.5% | 60.8% | 56.2%| 33.3% | 44.43] 44.0% | 72.4%
’} Not Needed 54.5 |39.2 | 43.8 | 66.7 | 55.6 | 56.0 | 27.6
0 (N) (1) | e7n | 8 | 36) | (126)] (25) (58)
L g ‘
{ lcounseling Groups are"
Needed ** 41.7% | 69.1% | 49.43 | 52.8% | 45.0%| 76.0% | 65.0%
i
Not Needed 58.3 |30.9 | 50.6 | 47.2 | 55.0 | 24.0% | 35.0 5
1 (N) (12) |97y | (89) | (36) | 129y (25) (60)
] |
; i
i gﬁmutritioué Food is" !
; Needed ** 75.0% 191.7% | 88.6% | 91.7% | 85.9%| 64.0% | 88.5% |
i gl Not Needed 25.0 | 8.3 |11.4 | 8.3 |14.1|36.0 | 11.5 E
4 i . : ) i
} | (N) (12) | (96) (88;" | (36) (128) | (25) (61)
)
i "Tasty Food is"
ng Needed 83.3% [80.4% | 80.5% | 85.7% | 77.23| 64.0% | 86.7%
' ~ Not Needed 16.7 |19.6 |19.5 | 14.3 | 22.8 | 36.0 13.3
1. (N) (12) {97 | (87) | (3% | (127)| (25) (60)
IS
S .
. = A
rﬁggiﬂ t;gﬁl DFugs Easy to Obtain in this
Yes ** 50.0% |33.3% | 51.9% | 19.2% | 36.4%| 21.1% | 21.8%
{* No 50.0 |66.7 | 48.1 | 80.8 | 63.6 | 78.9 78.2
- | W 8 |8n | (9) | (26) | (121) ]| (19) (55)
g Percentage of Population Responding 10.8% | 65.9% [10.8% | 14.4% |17.5% {22.45 | 73.33
J ! .
i :
.13 i
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Table 6 8 (Cont'd.)

=55-

RRC

MSU

{ ISP

JBCC-

CIMR

ISMF?

IWR!

=

_Total Population N (May 31, 1979)

74

132

729

180

690

' 85

75

TSI
Yooy

e
| o=t

;ﬁ;

PG
g ez

Ry

ik

ey

St

=ty

£

==l

)

=5

< % ;_5
e sl

Abbreviations used on this chart:

* RRC ~ Riverview Release Cenﬁer,'Newton
MSU - Medium Security Unit, Mt. Pleasant
- ISP — Iowa State Penitentiary, Ft. Madison

JBCC = John Bennett Correctional Center,
IMR - Iowa Men's Reformatory, Anamosa
ISMF - Iowa Security Medical Facility, Oakdale
IWR - Iowa Women's Reformatory, Rockwell City

*% 05 ’

Ft. Madison

e

s B e

$hiokuls s

m.‘,wi

-56-
| {1 . TABIE 7 |
| {} 'ATTITUDES OF NEED BY STAFF AT IOWA'S CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTTIONS

[!

1 RRC* | MSU Isp JBCC IMR ISMF' IWR
i_jzfademic Education Programs are"

j‘ Needed 86.43 |87.0% | 37.5% | 83.3% |81.0%|77.9% |85.7%

;.ML} Not Needed 13.6 |13.0 |62.5 | 16.7 |19.0 |22.1 |14.3

f _§3 AN) | v (22) (46) (16) (30) (84) (77) (28)
L ‘ cOmpiétion Rate 43.1% |44.7% | 4.43 | 46.93 | 26.7%|58.3% |54.93
; 'rocathalihainhm;Promﬁmm are"

% ’ Needed ** ' 83.3% |82.6% | 40.0% | 80.0% |82.1%|52.6% [92.6%
‘_i‘ | Not Needed 6.7 117.4 | 60.0 2o.o> 17.9 47.4 | 7.4
—i} | o (24) |(46) | (15) | (30) | (84) | (76) | (27)
FTHE— '

Jontact with Volunteers from

the Comminity is" ..

i? Needed 54.2% |63.0% {43.8% | 76.7% |43.4% |60.5% }67.9%
f o Not Needed 45.8 |37.0 |56.3 | 23.3 |s6.6 [39.5 |32.1°
-35 ) (24) |(48) (16) (30) (83) | (76) (28)
{] |

A Furlough Program is"

31 Needed ** 77.3% 45.5% |46.7% | 73.3% |35.4% [27.0% {80.8%

{ Not Needed 22.7 |s4.5 |53.3 | 26.7 |64.6 |73.0 [19.2

l? | (N) (22) (44) (15) (30) (82) (74) (26)

|

‘{}eligious Programs are"

; Needed ** | - 75.0% [65.2% |56.3% | 73.3%  |[87.7% .48.7% 80.8%

i‘ - Not Needed 5.0 [a.8  |43.8 | 26.7 |12.3 |51.3 19.2

g; B (N) (24)  |(46) (16) (30) (81) (76) (26)

3 i S
i if p <.00L

-
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{ ' 7 § ﬂ - Table 7 (Cont'd.) ; '
§‘~’?', v./l\k | N _57“ gﬁ B : )
; ! y ) s ce . RRC MSU ISP JBCC IMR ISMF- IWR
i - .
¥ g ) L - ‘ '
| , , o ﬁ , | "Prison Industry is"
! Table 7 (Cont'd.) | - B ; — N
! . }%’f %{ Needed ** ~ 66.7% | 82.6% | 68.8% | 83.3% | 85.4% | 36.1% | 80.8%
| b 1 Not Heeded 33.3 | 17.4 |31.3 | 16.7 | 14.6 [63.9 | 19.2
! RRC: | MSU | ISP | JBCC® | IMR | ISMF | IWR fl U ) len | @e | ae | G0 | 82 | (720 | (26)
% "Priendly Staff-Resident Realtionships are" | “
1 -
| o | , 84.6%f] i Llounseling G "
z Needed 75.0% | 71.1% 56.3%‘ 80.0% |79.3% |73.3% “&; , ounseling Groups are , ’ ,
i Not Needed 25.0 | 28.9 |43.8 | 20.0 [20.7 [26.7 154 ,_ “ Needed ‘ 78.3% | 80.4% | 68.85% | 75.9% | 77.8% | 78.9% | 92.0%
| o (24) 45) | (16) (30) (82) | (75) (26) ﬂ no Not Needed 21.7 | 19.6 |[31.3 | 24.1 | 22.2 |21.1 8.0
* 1 i gs (N) ' (23) (46) | (16) (29) (81) | (76) (25)
f ‘ 1
Lo ; i
i "study Release Programs are » -
S\ Needed °© 65.2% | 63.4% 53.8% | 71.4% |53.8% |52.1% 83«3"6 3 §Nut-r1tlous Food is"
b . ; g & j ‘ '
’ Not Needed 34.8 36.6 ]46.2 28.6 46.3 147.9 16.7 g} : Needed , 86.4% | 82.6% | 73.3% | 80.0% | 85.4% j 84.0% | 8B.5%
5 (N) o 1(23) (41) | (13) | <28) (80) | (71) (24) % U _Not Needed | 13.6 | 17.4 {26.7 | 20.0 | 14.6 }16.0 11.5
o }% Ei : ) (22) [ 46) | (15) | (30) | (82) | (75) (26)
I g-’ S \
7t "Work Releafée“f;,?rograms are" | 3 1
i , 90. 02 | g |88.0%.. Tasty Food is"
| 3.9% | 71.1% |62.5% | 90.0% |83.1% |68.9% { ? v |
Needed 7 } 1 i , — ’
;? Not Needed - 26.1 28.9 137.5 10.0 16.9 |31.1 12.0 == | N Needed 87.0% | 82.6% | 66.7% | 83.3% | 85.2% | 86.7% 88.5%
, ) (23) (45) | (16) 1 (30) (83) |(74) | {25) [} g_} Not Needed 13.0 | 17.4 [33.3 | 16.7 | 14.8 |13.3 11.5
i : ‘ : A ~ : ‘
& () (23) (46) | (15) (30) (81) |} (75) - (26)
' , | 0ol { §1 |
55 "Dental Care is" ‘ {4 : ,
S » ' % 176.0% 76.0% A ‘ 315) -
; ~ Needed , 70.8% | 73.3% [73.3% | 70.0% | 81.9 JT}‘{ ; gt)TAL STAFF .(May, 1979) {51) (103) | (362) (64) (315} | (132) (51)
Not Needed 29.2 |26.7 |26.7 |30.0 |18.1 |24.0 24.0 4} |
‘ o) ' (24) (45) (15) (30)‘ (83) (75) (25) m i | g I
‘: . i ' : ' | . ‘ }} ! Uﬁbrev1atlons used on this chart:
i "Medical Care is | : wj% ' 1 c
t : v ‘ . - - 41 * RRC - Riverview Release Center, Newton
= Needed ; 33.3% | 75.6% |75.0% | 73.3% |84.3% |79.7% 7‘84'0% % @MSU -~ Medium Security Unit, Mt. Pleasant
i - - T e T . g“’ ISP - Iowa State Penitentiary, Ft. Madison 1
: L 16.7 24.4 125.0 26.7 15.7 |20.3  ]16.0 { : JBCC - John Bennett Correctional Center, Ft. Madison
i Not Needed - ¥ .
Eo — ‘ = 1 1125 !IMR - Iowa Men's Reformatory, Anamosa
‘ (N ‘ (24) (45) |(16) { (30) . |(83) (74) K ) 9 | ISMF ~ Iowa Soc.urlty Medical Facility, Oakdale
it : T @ ' IWR - Iowa Women's Reformatory, Rockwell City
: p €.001
| ?g;
o ' g

R




[

Sy
A

o

D

fd

B e S R A




oz B 5

R At ey - G AN

The greatest differences can be noted at Mt. Pleasant, Ft. Madison, Anamosa,

and Oakdale where the residents believe a furlough program is needed and the

- :Lndustry (where the residents belleve it is "not need

- and different interpretations could &coount for some of the variations.

. to obtain.

. self get drugs easily, and although they might. be available within the institution,

staff feel it is not needed.
Differences between the residents and staff can be noted regardmg prison
" at Newton, John

Bennett, atid Ananosa whlle the staff belleve it 1s MAgadedtt s J_ed.xgrous 'pro-

e e

: grams.- (w:Lth ‘the re51dents tend:Lng to bel:Leve they are "not needed" while the

staff bel;Leve they are "needed"); and counseling groups (with the residents
less likely 'to believe they are needed than is the staff). ’ V
Table 6 also smfmarizes the responses to the question, "Are Illegal
Drugs Easy to Obtain in this Facility?" ‘As with all of these statements, no
extens:.ve dlscussmn was held at the tn.me of the survey with the respondents, :
For
instance, in this example, residents might interpret the question to mean the
autllorities were plannj:né a crackd'own’ and therefore they might wish to be decep-
tive. Or they »might believe that drugs are available, but they are not "easy"

Or: the question might be interpreted to mean can the resident him-

the respondent is not plugged into the pipeline and therefore is unable to

obtain them.

Until further research is conducted, ‘the responses must be read with caution,

4 and it remains to be aetemu_ned if drugs are more easily avallable at the

penltentlary at Fort Madison and &t the Release Center at Newton than at the

other :Lnstltutlons._
In Tables 8 and 9, the residents and staff were asked to respond to &

similar set of statements on a 1 (helpful) to 9 (not helpful) scale, and allowed

{4

[Srosrtnset

=

o e S e e o et

i] R | mBIE 8

ATTITUDES OF, RESIDENTS AT IOWA'S CORRECTIONAL INSTTTUTIONS

_60_

gi (Helpful/Not Helpful/Unavailable)
: ' RRC* | MSU: | ISP | JBCC | IMR ISMF | IWR:
E Tscadsmc Education Programs have been" , ) | S
b e Ai,wkjtfgslA%gelp;ygigjﬂ;:wrg;sﬂxsifﬁ%séséféé”:*aifiéx/;zéf;;”ﬁ 52.38| 73.98 | 483
&jﬁ;;" S ' Not Helpful 33.3 |[37.2 |31.1 | 31.4 |35.9 |17.4 13.8
gj . ~ Unavailable 25.0 | 4.3 |26.7 | 22.9 |11.7 | 8.7 37.§
P | ) (12) | (94) | (90) | (35) (128) | (23) (58)
j | . Corpletion Rate 16.2% | 71.2% | 12.3% | 19.4% |18.6% | 27.1% | 77.3
"Yocatlonal Training Programs have been"
%; Helpful 69.2% |38.5% | 40.2% | 51.4% | 39.1% | 64.05 | 39.38
0 | Not Helpful {154 |27.1 {276 | 34.3 |35.2 {240 |13
4 : * Unavailable 15.4 |30.4 |32.2 | 14.3 |25.8 |12.0 | 475
@ = (N) (13) (96) (87) | (35) (128) | (25) (61)
g ntact with Volunteers fram the Commnity
S ‘been"
- Useful 23.1% |32.3% {27.1% | 32.4% |24.83 | 40.0% is.3%
gar : - ' Not Useful |46.2 |19.8 [20.0 | 23.5 |32.8 [40.0 30.0
g‘ Unavailable 30.8 147.9 ]52.9 | 44.1 [42.4 |20.0 51.7
4 (N) (13) | (96) (85) (34) (125) | (25) | (60Q)
EA Furlough Program has ‘been"v
] | Useful ** 46.2% |15.6% |14.1% | 15.6% |16.8% |24.0% 55.0%f
. | | Not Usefulkv' 38.5 |10.4 | 7.1 | 6.3 ‘|13.6 [28.0 3.3
. : e Unavailable 15.4 |74.0 |78.8 | 78.1 |69.6 |48.0 41.7
{ | ) (13)  |(96) (85) .| (32) (125) | (25) (60)
=
ft
_i . p 4.0l (Males only)

i e vt ot

R
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1 i RN |
O ~61-
,Tablévsrmi%(gont'd.)' g ;,5.
1 RRC | MSU | ISP I;"{EEC Lamp. | reme
o ;;;fﬁ,;;JBPH"" "\:3—?—4.0?:”"15 ”have bee'-f" ,7 ek ,
| ’ Hei§?u1 30.8% 37.1% | 46.08 | 47.1% 31.08%| 36.0%
Notffelpful |60.2 |s58.8 | 43.7 | 44.1 | 62.8 | 48.0
Unaya;lable | 0.0 | 4.1 |10.3.] 8.8 | 6.2 | 16.0
Cf o a3 [on | @n | Gy | a9 @5
"Friendly staff-resident reﬂ 1tlonshlps | o , T N o
hewve betn’ R e A T
Useful ** 61.5% 167.3% | 35.6% 37.1% | 35.28) 68.0%
‘Not ﬁseful 30.8 |24.5 42.5 k37.1‘ 48.4 | 24.0
Unavailable 7.7 | 8.2 |21.8 | 25.7 |16.4 | 8.0
! ¢  w lan lee @ | 6 | 1w e
"Stu’dir Rél,ease Programs have been" ,
| |  Helpful ** 36.4% 43.8% | 17.2% | 17.6% 18.0% | 44.0%
,_Not Helpful 6.4 |16.7 |23.0 | 14.7 |25.4 | 16.0
 Unavailable 27.3 [39.6 |59.8 | 67.6 |56.6 | 40.0
™ ay fee | en | 6o | a2 e | (6
[
.;Wé,rk"Release Programs have been" g
N o Helpful 15.58 |40.08 | 22.1% | 32.4% | 21.12 ] 36.0% | 35.6%%
i Not Helpful 3614 24.2 | 19.8 | 23.5 |21.1 |16.0 | 25.4 Eg
? Unavailable 18.2 [35.8 |58.1 | 44.1 |57.7 |48.0 | 39.0
é ™~ (11) - |95) | (86). | (34) | (123) | (25) (59) i/
‘ ¥ p .01 (Males iny)’ B

A

(Cont'd.)

1
L o - Helpful ** 36.4% | 37.5% | 40.9% | 51.5% | 46.83| 60.08 | 50.08
5 ~1J Not Helpful 545 |26.0 | 37.5 | 212 | 42.1 | 28.0 | 23.3
{1 Unavailable 9.1 |36.5 | 216 | 273 | 111 | 12.0 | 26.7
L - (N) (11) | (96) | (88) | (33) (126) | (25) (60)
- ' . _
:'Medlcal ure has been ) s - S - ~ '
| | Helpful 60.0% | 47.98 | 34.12 | 45.7% | 42.13| 68.0% | 40.0%
' 6 Not Helpful 30.0 [37.5 | 47.7 | 34.3 | 41.3 | 28.0 40.0
gj ' Unavailable 0.0 |14.6 | 18.2 | 20.0 | 16.7 | 4.0 | 20.0
_gy o= ) 10 | @6 | 88 | (35 | (126)] (25) (60)
| ’
j%’riéon Industry ﬁas been" v |
o | ‘Helpful 45.5% |38.5% | 34.4% | 38.2% | 42.1%| 44.0% | 38.32
-I} | Not Helpful 45.5 [35.4 | 52.2 | 38.2 | 47.6 | 32.0 | 50.0
. Unavailable 9.1 [26.0 |13.3 | 23.5 |10.3 |24.0 | 1L7
iJ ) an | ©e - | o) | Ga | a2 | @5 | (60)
| —
~_"Counseling Groups have been" ‘
| Helpful ** 50.0% |61.5% | 25.0% | 21.28 | 41.9%| 70.8% | 30.0%
- Not Helpful 33.3 |33.3 |54.5 | 42.4 |52.7 |29.2 | 45.0
J Unavailable 16.7 | 5.2 |20.5 | 36.4 | 5.4 0.0 | 25.0
{T W w2 lee @ | 6 | e ey | 6o




R

e N . L ;.§ 4‘,.—“.» it mmpan e i s e e s e s e - . »‘\ L e e s 2
" = ' [ i . ' "6 4
e o S ~63- S ; / ﬁ : 8 ‘ ' . - IARIE O
Table 8 (Cont'd.) : ‘ ‘ : , R , , : E 9
: . IR S BRSSO I sasa | , : ’ ‘% {} Attitudes of Staff at Iowa's Correctional Institutions
Y . , i = T RRC MSU Isp i & o ;
R P e S | (| JBCC | IMR | ISME ) IWR H (Helpful/Not Helpful/Unavailable) .
T R _ ‘e -
I "Nutritious Food has been" . o T : ok Ef .
o ‘Availsble ** | 25.0% |53.1% | 26.4%| 55.9% | 41.5%| 84.0% g ‘mrc* | Msu | 1sP | gBcc | IMR | ISMF | TWR
Unavailable 75.0 146.9 | 73.6 | 44.1 | 58.5 | 16.0 ;i L:adanic Education Programs have been"
m a2 |Ee | 6N | G4 | (123)] (25 é ‘i% CHelpful ** 50.0% | 73.9%| 75.08 | 48.3% | 84.5% |79.28 | 85.7%
) ‘ S BT o T v :
— i Not Helpful : 18.2 | 10.9 | 25.0 | 27.6 | 14.3 }20.8 14.3 |
Tasty Food has been' ) ! , 0 g j% Unavailable 31.8 | 15.2 | 0.0 | 24.1 1.2 | 0.0 0.0
Available ** | 0.0% | 36.8% | 14.0%] 44.1% | 26.4%] 76.0% 34. 5%§*" é SN (22) | (46) | (16) 1. (29) B L-V TR Rt o VIR SE v s 2
’ ; . . Boag— EPSIIEE = EAEs  EEs e '
: ; : ) BT o E% R . 1 T A B % _ : T "
, Unavailable 100.0  |63.2 | 86. _0\,” 55.9. L7306 + 248 5 SN e ol (’ompletlon Rate . 143.1% ] 44.7%| "4.4% | 45.3% | 26.7% | 58.3% | 54.9%
B Pty sse o et T e T T . R § : ) : ] D " Wi i } v ; ‘
S T Ny ), (12) | (95) (86) (34) (125)| (25) - < (58) 5 T"
: - _ , _ | Ei‘ -}ocational Training Programs have been" » _
Total Population N (May 31, 1979) : (74) | (132) | (729) ] (180) | (690) (85) | (75) ﬁ @ Helpful ** _ {70.82 | 36.4%| 73.3% | 66.7% | 85.7% | 36.0% 66.7%
Not Helpful i 8.3 | 20.5 | 26.7 | 30.0 [14.3 {16.0 | 18.5
. - Zg}% ; = Unavailable . 120.8 | 43.2 | 0.0 | 3.3 |.0.0 |48.0 14.8
: - (N) » _ (24) (44) (15) (30) (84) (75) (27)
] IEE '
,§ ] .
' “Contact with Volunteers from the
E lommunity has been" , : L ‘
L) ‘ Useful ; © is8.32 | 47.8% | 37.5% | 34.5% |36.7% |55.4% | 61.5%
j{ Not Useful | ©|33.3 | 30.4 |62.5 | 34.5 51.9 /{36.5 | 30.8
i L S 7 - T 3 8 N _ -
‘Unavailable = 8.3 21.7 | 0.0 | 31.0 11.4 | 8.1 7.7
E | W | o | ue |ae | @ |9 {oa | @8
iy
, _the Furlough Program has been" |
5 ”} Useful ** : : 87.0% 34.1% | 37.5% 17.2% 35.4% 20.8% | 79.3%
SR . ’ Not Useful ' 13.0 18.2 | 37.5 3.4 44.3 127.8 20.7
Abbreviations used on this chart: -~ , ‘ — : ‘
Telo o % . At o ~{ Unavailable 0.0 |-47.7 125.0 79.3 20.3 {51.4 0.0
*'RRQ - Riverview Release Center, Newton — e 7 ‘ : i
MSU - Medium Security Unit, Mt. Pleasant (1)) ; : (23) | (44) (16) (29) 1 (79) (72) -} (29)
ISP - Iowa State Penitentiary, Ft. Madison : - = . : —— ; —
|~ JBCC - John Bennett  Correctional Center, Ft. Madison af '
% - IMR - Iowa Men's Reformatory, Anamosa -
;z ISMF- - Iowa Securlty Medical Facility, Oakdale .
N IWR - Iowa Women's Reformatory, Rockwnll City %Ejfm__ d
i ** P( 0l (Males only) E :
. ?:” eiame . . = - N - - L e e - i SR S e e —
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MSU

ISP

JRBCC-

IMR

ISMF

Rellglous Prograns have been"

¥ j/'L Helpful *k ) :

- 162.5% |

60.9%

81.3%

55.2%.

87.3%

51.4%

VA ;Athfmﬂpﬁﬂ:?

33.3

37.0

| 18.8

| a1.4 -

12.7

123.2

Unavallable

4.2

2.2

0.0

3.4

0.0 |

5.4
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"Friendly taff—hes1dent Relatlonshlps
have been ;

Useful

75.0%

84.4%

| 50.0%

) ,71'-]__% )

77.3%

Not Useful

25.0

15.6

43.8

30.0

20.5

22.7

Unavailable

0.0

0.0

6.3

3.3

2.4

L)

(24)

(45)

(16)

(30)

(83)

“Study Release Programs heve been”

Helpful **

40.9%

24.4%

30.8%

21.4%

40.3%

135,78

Mot Helpful

27.3

36.6

53.8

28.6

146.8

22.9

Unavailable

31.8

15.4

50.0

|13.0

41.4

,,"ﬁ) ,

(22)

(13)

(28)

77)

(70)

- "Work Release Programs have been"

Helpful

91.7%

75.6%

+75.0%

| 75.9%

174.1%

Not Helpful

8.3

22,2

25.0

24.1

24,7

. Unavailable

0.0

2.2

0.0

0.0

1.2

w

(24)

-(45)

(16)

(29)

(81)
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Not Helpful

20.8

26.7

18.8

14.7
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(N)
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(24)

(15)

(80)

(75)

28)
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ical Care has been

M
|

Helpful

79.2%

73.3%

68.8%

60.0%

77.6%

85.5%

92.3%

"

Not Helpful

20.8

20.0

31.3

36.7

19.8

14.5

1.7

ey

Unavaillable

-

0.0

6.7

0.9

3.3

2.5

0.0

0.0

(24)

(45)

(16)

(30)

(76)

(26)

e m
}

L,

1 (8D)

- ' .
: 1son Industry has been"

Helpful **

60.9%

2.3%

58.6%

88.8%

25.0%

Not Helpful

4.3

4.5

20.7

11.3

16.7

Unavailable

34.8

93.2

20.7

0.0

58.3

(N)

(23)

(44)

(16)

(29’e

(80)

(72)

unseling Groups have been"

Helpful **

70.8%

75.6%

62.5%

30.0%

72.5%

85.5%

Not Helpful

25.0

20.0

37.5

40.0

27.5

Unavailable

4.2

4.4

0.0

30.0

0.0

0.0

(24)

(45)

(16)

(30)

(80)

(76)

()
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84.6% ,§
15.4 f
0.0
(26)
92.3%
3.8
3.8
(26) -
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QTable 9 (coat?d J}‘
@5 Ry ! :
[ /|
1 | /
5}‘ RRC | Msu | 18P -|,gBcc | IMR | IsMF | TWR
L A i | ME e
| R e S N b o
i{'lze_zi ;:al Care has been" : ‘ ' ‘ B A e
: Helpful 75.0% | 68.28 | 73.3% | 62.1% | 77.5% |85.38 '| 85.7% .
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) ‘ ’\ o \\ N oo R : . e R AR R . - T TR 'x‘ E ' L‘{ ﬂ : ) .
] N : -67- , 3 g_}_‘% A g S -68~ :
! “Mable 9 (Cont'\’-}.) o Co . ' SR ‘
' RRC | MSU | 18P* | gBcc | Mr | IsMF | Iwr &) | % . |
» — ‘ , : U “a response of "unavallable". In these tables “the resporises are grouped under ,
,,% v Ny LTI me " @l -
- Nwtritious Food has been - - ‘ ; "helpful" (1 to 4), "not helpful" (5 to 9), and "unavailable". As in the
i Available ** | | 83.3% | 77.8%| 57.1%| '53.3% | 87.8%| 76.0% | 96.3% :
e — ‘ . , « e B H prevmus tables » the completion rates and levels of s:.gnlflcance are also shown i
j le 116.7. ! 22.2 | 42.9 | 46.7 | 12.2 | 24.0 3.3 ~ ; L . |
|- NOt Avallab e : DS — - : = _ 5 - - Generally, in comparlng the res1dents and staff's responses as to avail- |
) (M) e | ws) | | Eo) | B2 | (75 (27 f g AR
E NP /.ﬁﬁ\ e ‘ — ‘ S — : s ¥ 5 ablllty of these programs and serv1ces, the residents tend to“belleve that they" i
P 2 B Eae NSRS L SRET oS N I R N L2 |
, < » L ~ , : S e ‘ et 7”‘%*‘? fl L were ! unavallable" more than the staff Thls may be due to the res idents N Lt S
2 "*rasty Food has been" . | | (I IS SR ] S S O e e e PR PN
: e e S s o e = R : respondmg to the s =*anents from a personal pomt of view, whlle Lhe staff ! ;
~u-—~:~"““‘“"”«”‘ﬂ, i 1al ok o ' 83.3% | 73.9%| 66.7%| 33.3% | 75.3%| 65.3% 77.8% . ) | ?
: Avallable ™ i : B « - — .; ’response refers to wbether these progrc.ms ex:.sted at the mstltutlon, Qr not.
: : 16.7 26.1 | 33.3 66.7 24.7 | 34.7 22.44 ! |
- Not Avallabje ~ ; : - — T . In other words, some of the dlscrepanCJ.es may be related to the programs* ex1$tence ;
L ' ™ : (24) (46) | (15) (30) (81) | (75) (27)g .
) SRR : : — : - - g{ at an institution, but for various unknown reasons, some residents may feel
i , SR S . : - —— . e : they are unavailable to them. 4
! T M 9 - 51 (103) | (362) | (64) (315) | (132) (51R¢ ‘ o . ” :
. TOTAL STAFF (May, 1979) (51 | ¢ , 1 b No attempt will be made to interpret Tables 8 and 9 at this point in this
| o renort but the next sectlon of thlS report preseni-s correlations between the '
- responses of the resldents sunmarlzed in Tables 6 and 8 and the CIES scores ‘
i - which may ald in this analys:.s. k ‘ ' o ‘ |
i{«- RESIDENTS' ATTITUDES AND CIES SCORES
T e : ‘ ' , 7 ; ' g gj  The residents' responses in Table 6, (using the 1 ("needed") to 9 ("not ' |
A - , ’7 ' Jﬂ needed") scale, were correlated with the CIES scores, and the Pearson correlatlon ' ;
2 ‘ I coefficients and significance levels calculated. Using the Iowa nomms it was f
;‘ 5 éq g .} possible to do this for males and females. {
i i ; o
f , The correlation coefficients, where statistically significant, were generally |-
b0 B . . , . !
! é of a low magnitude and usually negative. For the men, the best correlations L
; éj{" were between their responses to the statements on the need for counseling groups ‘
J Abbreviations used on this chart: ’ and all the CIES dimensions. | -
i * RRC - Riverview Release Center, Newton ‘ g“’s PR ..~ The highest correlations were between the attitudes about counseling
MSU ~ Medium Security Unit, Mt. Pleasant j ; |
i ISP - Iowa State Penltentlary, Ft. Madison , ; ‘ groups and involvement (-.25) and autonomy (-.26), significant at the .001 level.
. 'JBCC - John Bennett Correctional Center,; Ft. Madlson 3 : ,
; IMR - Iowa Men's Reformatory, Anamosa i
ISMF - Iowa Securlty Medical Facility, Oakdale ' R o t
LTHWR - Towa Women's Reformatorv.. Rockwell C:.ty L e , : P LA , , R LT s e B e : el BTN
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In other words, those residents who were most likely to say the counseling tgwoups i

were needed were also likely to score the institution positively on these dimensions.

- The correlations between the women's responses to these statements and

That is, those w&men ‘who felt these programs were "not need
rate the autonomy dimension of the institution in a positive way.‘

The women's attitudes regarding academic education programs correlated |
with invblvenerlt (.19), expressiveness (.22), personal problem orientation (.20),
order and organization (.24), and clarity (.21).

The wur\ém's attitudes regarding volunteer program correlated with support
(.19), expresslveness (.27), autonomy (.21), order and organization'(.29), ‘and

clarity (.21).

Since these are all positive correlations, it means that those women who

felt that these p]l ograms were not needed, would also score the institutions hlgn
There wereél«;; no statistically significant correlations between the men's
responses to "acaélemic education" programs and "volunteers", and their CIES
’Wres. ; ‘
Higher and more significant Pearson correlations were obtained between
the residents' responses to the statements summarized in Table 8 and their CIES
scores, 'l‘hese correlations were calculated using the 1 to 9 scale, and by ignoring

the "unavailable" responses .

| é
their CIES scores did not reveal such clear patterns. These correlations appeared | 3
itd i e 1 X 3 ray
to be more often positive. That is, the more the women felt the programs were | gﬁ
not needed the more posu"lve dld they view. the J.IlStltLl’f‘J.Ol’lal F_’.nVerI".TI‘E.!‘lt The -
. T IS i
e aaw; oy dnnensmn correla ted with the women's attitudes regard:ng volun 4,‘.,:4_' %
work release, dental care, . medlcal care, ard the-n }.trltlous aua;lty of the food .
7
" vould tend to i
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The correlations are generally negative, and none is higher than -.43.
Among the men, the correlations are strongest between the CIES scores and their

attitudes regarding the following programs: volunteers, friendiy relationships

between staff and residents, study release programs, oounseling groups, nutritious

food, and tasty food. All of these correlatlon coeffJ.c:Lents are negative foxl #
8 of the 9 CIES dimensions, and positive with the "staff control" dimension.! / ‘
In other words, those male residents who found these programs "helpful", would
tend to view all CIES dimensions positively.

Among the women “residents the most pronounced correlations were between
the attitudes regarding furlough programs and J.nvolvement V(.’32)V, support (34) ‘,‘ v
expressiveness (.43), auvtonomy (.37), practical orientation (.46), and staff
control (-.39). As hotn::-'et'i above, the correlations are in this instance positive,
but generally they are negative and comparable to the men's, although about as
often higher as they are lower correlations.

To more easily understand these complex relationships, Figures 18 - 23
were prepared. They were analyzed by the one-way analysis of variance of the :
CIES means of the male residents. All charts show the levels of statistical
significance.

Figure 18 shows the responses to the statement regarding friendly star‘f—-
resident relationships and the CIES scores. Those who find these relationships
useful "also view the institution's social climate positively according to the
CIES dimensions.

f‘igure 19 shows the responses to the statement ori counseling groups tend
to dichotomize the residents into those who have found them "helpful” and those
who either found them "not helpful"” or "unavailable". Those who found them
helpful gave higher CIES scores to the institution's social climate.

Figure 20 shows that the residents who found academic education programs

helpful would also view the institution positively on the CIES dimensions.
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Figure 21 shows that positive attitudes about contact with volunteers
. £ -

: L from the community is associated with high scores on the CIES dimensions.
L Y Figure 22 presents the association between positivé attitudes about work
3 | ’ ‘
, L e release programs and the CIES dimensions.
r {é Figure 23 presents the association between residents' attitudes about
) prison industry and their CIES scores. The strongest relationship is on the
H "practical orientation" dimension. As might be expected, a prison industry -
‘ { program that is generally seen as helpful will also be associated with residents
;E who view the institution positively in terms of the practical orientation dimension.
SUMMARY |
§ ) It appears that the programs and services that are available to the
} lf -residents of an institution are associated with the social climate as measured
- by the CIES scores. Where they find them "helpful" they will also tend to view -
Co] ' ‘ ~
g } the institution positively on the CIES dimensions.
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APPENDIX

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS ENVIRONMENT SCALE (CIES), R. MOOS (1975).

TRUE  FALSE

1 2
1
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

1 2

1 2
1 2

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.
19,
20.

The residents are proud of the unit.

Staff have very Tittle time to encourage residents.
Residents are encouraged :to show their fealings.
The staff act on residents' suggestions.

There is very 1ittle emphasis on making plans for
getting out of here. :

Residents are expected to share their personal problefs

- with each other. :

The staff make sure that the unit is alway$s neat.

. Staff sometimes argue with each other.

Once a schedule is arranged for a resident, he must
follow 1t.

Residents here really try to improve and get better.

Staff are interested in following up residents once
they leave.

Residents tend to hide their feeiings from the staff.
Residents are expected to take 1eadefsh1p on the unit.
Residents are encouraged to plan for the future.

Residents rarely talk about their personal problems with
other residents. : :

The day room is often messy.

If a resident's program is changed, someone on the
staff always tells him why.

Residents may criticize staff members to their faces.

Residents on this unit care about each other.

The staff helps new residents get acquainted on the unit.

Questions #1-90, Correctional Institutions Environment Scale,
Copyright: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc. 1974.
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TRUE  FALSE
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

 Li, ;

1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

1 2
1 2

2
2

21.

22.

23.

24,
25.
26.

27.

28.
29.

30.
31.

i

32.

33.

34.
35.

- 36.

- 37.

38.

- 39.

40.
41.

42.

- 43,

-80-

Staff and residents say how they feel about each
other. . ‘

The staff give residents very little responsibility.

Re§idents are encouraged to learn,néw ways of doing
things.

Perscnal problems are openly talked abdut.

~The unit usually looks a 1little messy.

When residents first arrive on the unit, someone
shows them around and explains how the unit operates.

Residents will be transferred from this unit if th
don't obey the rules. ' e

There is very 1ittle group spirit on the unit.

The more mature residents on the unit help take
care of the less mature ones. ’

People say what they really think around here.
Residents have a'say about what goes on here. ;

There is very lTittle emphasis on what residents
will be doing after they leave the unit.

Discussions on the unit emphasize understanding
personal problems.

This is a very well organized unit.

‘Staff are always changing their minds here.

A1l decisions about the unit are made by the staff
and not by the residents. '

Residents put a lot of energy into what they do.
Residents rarely help each other.
Residents say anything they want to the counselors.

The staff discourage criticism.

-Staff care more about how residents feel than about

their practical problems. °

Staff are mainly interested in learning about residents’
feelings.

Things are sometimes very disorganized around here.




TRUE  FALSE
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 . 2
1 2
1 2
i 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 :2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

1 2
1 -2
1 2
1

44.
45.
6.
7.
4.

9.

50:
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.

57.

58,
59.

60.
61.
62.
63.

64.
65.

Staff tell residents ‘when they're doing well.

The staff very rarely punish residents by restricting

them.

The unit has very few social activities.

Staff go out of‘fheir‘Way:fo‘heTp‘residents.

Residents are caréful. about what they say when

staff are around.

Staff ‘encourage residents to start their own

activities.

The unit ‘emphasizes training for hew kinds of jobs.

Residents are rarely asked nersona1 quest1ons by the
staff.

Many residents ook messy:

If a resident breaks a rule, he knows what will
happen to him.

staff don't order the residents around.

Very few things around here ever get people excited.
Staff are involved in resident activities.

When residents d1sagree with each other, they keep it
to themsélves.

Staff rarely give in to resident pressure.

Residents here are expected to work toward their

- goals.

The staff discourage talking about sex.
Residents' activities are carefully planned.
Residents are always changing their minds here.

If one resident argues with another, he will get
into trouble with the staff.

Discussion are pretty interestingvon the unit.

Counselors have very 11tt1e time to encourage
res1dents. : ,
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F FALSE
fl____ 1 2.
431 .
oL 1 2
132 ‘
— 1 2
- 33
i
' o 1 2
. ;!
1 P___ 1 2
? 135 .
Lo 1 2
1130
- 1 2
i‘é?‘ -
R 1 2
38
1 |
o 1 .2
gk 1 2
| 40
r7TZT_ 1 2
. 1 5
Y »
iy 1 2
AR
| 2
I 14
Lo 1 .2
45 .
§
: 1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

66.

67.
68.

69.
70.
7.
72,
73.

74.
75.

76.
77.
78.
79.
80.

81.
82.
83.
84,

85.

86.

PR

~82-

It is hard to tell how residents are fee11ng on |
this unit. '

Residents here are'encouraged.to be independent

New treatment approaches are often tried on: this

unit.

Staff try to help residents Understand themselves.

Counselors somet1mes don' t show up for their appo1ntments

with residents.

Residents never know.when a counselor will ask to
see them.

The unit staff regularly check up on the residents.

Residents don't do anything unless the staff ask them
to around here. ,

Staff encourage group activities among residents

Staff think it is a hea1thy thing to argue on this’

»un1t

There is no resident government on the unit:
Residents must make plans before leaving the unit.
Residents hardlr ever discuss their sexual fiVes.

The staff set an exampTe for neatness‘and order]iness.

Residents never know when they will be transferred from
the unit.

Residents can call staff by their first namess
This is a friendly unit. : | |
The staff know what the residents want.
Residents on the unit rarely argue.

Residents are encouraged to make their own
decisions.

There is very little emphasis on mak1ng resxdents
more practical.
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“Résideénts cannhot oﬁénlj d1scﬁss their ‘persanal
‘probleiis ‘here.

‘Residents dre Wavely ‘képt: Waiting when they'’ ‘have
fabpb1ntments With ﬁhe 'staff.

The resndents know when ‘the chnse1ors w111 ‘Be on

o thé ‘Uhit.

Thé staff doés n0t tb1erate sékua1 behav1br by
‘residents. :
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APPENDIX

UNIT VARIABLES|

|  TABLE Al - BY INSTITUTION*
{jA | | | - d
L
o L kkk » : L
_ : o RRC |mMsu [ 1sp |gmcc | MR | 1sMF | IwR
’ TRUCTURAL, DIMENSIONS | ' |
__ Average Daily Population (FY 79) 86 |134 | 747 |153 oo 76 | 72
Jmotal Staff‘(6/79) 48 ’k107' 314 { 70 [241 130 48
‘[) N of counselors, psychologlsts, etc. (7/79)‘ 4 | 4 16 3 }10 15 6
Staff-Resident Ratio (6/79) .558 | .799| .420 |.458 |.347 [1.711 |.667
{?‘ACounse,lor-ReSJ.dent Ratic  (7/79) .047 .030 4.021> ,620 : .014 .197 ].083
__“!Resident—Counselor Ratio  (7/79) 21..500p3.500}46. 688[51. 00069, 400 5.067 {12,000
—I I 'statt Turmover (FY 79) 22% | 208| 8% | 528 | 27% | 25% | 13%
4 Number of. Counselor Contacts/Year (FY 79) 7884‘ 11445127611 6632 3'6,941 NA** 4511
—{ j Number of Counselor-Contact per Couns. /Year 1971 |3613 | 1726 {2211 {3694 NA** 752.
§ _{} Staff Refusal Rate 51.0% |54.49 94.8%|51.6% [73.0% 41.7% |31.43
| " ESTDENT CHARACTERTSTICS | | 1
? Number of Major Disciplinary Reports (1/79-6/79) 77 112 "1271:f776 s2 |36 97
__: Major DlS(,lpl Reports/Inmate .895 | .836 'l~;701 ..4‘97 1.6'60 474 |1.347
! }\Imnber of Escapes (1/79 - 6/79) ] -0 6 7 73 72 . 6
) Escapes per‘ Irmate ; - .105 —. .OOO .008 {.046 .0.0:4. .026 }1.083
Y e of Trmate-Inmate Assaults (1/79 - 6/79) o | 7|4 | 6 |81 | 9 |18
" Inmate-Tnmate Assaults. per Inmate | “b.o |.052].062.|.039 |.127 |.118 |.250 -
hs No. of Inmate-Staff Assaults (1/79 - 6/79) 0 0| 33| o 9 | 20 5
Inmate-Staff Assaults per Inmate 0.0 0.0 .044 0.0 |.013 |.263 |.069
_ff Per Cent of Sample Over 35 Yrs. (5/79) D.0%  |5.8% | 25.5%(40.5% [2.9% | 15.4% 10 8%
_{, Per Cent of Population Over 35 yrs. (5/79) . L1.1% | 7.4% 29.78|30.8% 4.5% | 16.8% 14.5%
| [ Per Cent of Sample H.S. Grads. (5/79) 'P1.7% |78.49 76.9%|70.6% 64.4% |46.2% |76.6%
{- Per Cent of Populaf:ion‘H.S. Grads. (5/79) A5.4% 36.‘6% 43.5%]42.9% 34.8% 34.6% |47.5%
1
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TABIE Al - Cont'd. ) o www

RRC

Vighy

ISP

MR | ISMF

™R

g

Per Cent of Sanple, ‘Black Re51dents (5/79) 38.5%

;77".' 2%

15.6% 22.2%

110.92 1 3.8%

20.6%

(e

" Per Cen‘t of Population, Black Residents (5/79)

D2.3% |

7.5%9 23,63

21.5%

13.3% |13.1%

f17.18

Counselor Cortacts per Tnfate/Year (FY 79) 91.67

10784

36.96

43.35

53,23 || NA**

le2.65

e |

Inmate‘Requal*Réte

54,58 119,78

45.6%

9.8%

115.2% |0.0%

113.3%

'PROGRAM POLICY

i
3

1

Ayerage Daily Cost per Resident (6/79) ‘ $41

§$38

lsa

1824

ls2s |86

£
i N

?$§sk

b

Average Da:Lly Ihcome of Res. (:Ln $) (6/79) £3.56

£0.00

$0.37

TNAF*

52,48 | Nk
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* Only those varJ.ables are tabulated in Tables 3 - 5 that were statlstlcally 51gmf1cant (p

.10) .

Where var:.ables are hlg‘hly :mtercorrelated only the most sn.gm.glcant correlatlon is tabulated

&mzﬁ

m Tables 5 - a.

*% Not Ascertairied. ig
y - 1
.
5
*%% RRC - Riverview Release Center, Newton }
MSU - Medium Security Unit, Mt. Pleasant
ISP - Towa State Penitentiary, Ft. Madison | | jE
JBCC = John Bennett Correctional Center, Ft. Madison
IMR = Towa Men's Refomatory, Anamosa 7
ISMF = Towa Securlty Medical Facility, Oakdale. /AR
IWR - Iowa Weien's Reformatory, Rockwell C1ty ‘
‘ - q
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