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Expansién and modification of a 27-item Delphi-derived form
for assessing campus police performﬁnce (Kissiah, IQTS)»resulted
in a 43-item form to measure jbb performance of carrectionall
officers in the Georgia Department of Correctians.

Tﬁe self-rating scale, with a reliability coefficient of. .995

(n = 120) was subjected to factor analysis and varimax rotation

-~
~

and was found to yield two p-imary factors accounting for 82%
and 2.9% of the variance respectively. Facfor one was labeled
"General Job Responsibilities"” and factoR two was titled
‘"Commﬁnications Facilitation' . .

Two supervisor ratings were also solicited for each. of the self-
rated subjects in the jnitial sample. Although reliabilities for
the supervisbr_ratings were high (.998) and commonalit& between

supervisors was adequate (r = .47, n = 83, p £ .001) correlations
.between self and supervisor ratings were negligible (r = .068,
n=74, p*= n.s.); |

Implications for these findings are explored, and hypothesés

to account for the 1ack of convergence between self and super-

visor ratings arc offered. .

lrunds for this research were supplied in part by a block grant award
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Adnministration to the Georgila
Department of Correcctions/Offender Rehabilitation.
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To assess the pérformance of Georgia correctional afficers}
a review of the literature with regards to job perfarmance: ratings
was undertaken. I* was generally reveaied that relatively few
behavioral rating forms‘for ccrrectional officers or "guargs"
had been constructed. Host existant forms called for highly
subjective statements on ambiguous constructs. |

The Delphi technique has been defined by Helmer (1966)
as a "method for the systematlc sollc1tat10n and collatlon of
expert opinlons...appllcable whenever pollcies and pIans have_g'
to be b#sed on informed Judgment, and thus to some extent to
virtually any.decision makihg process (p. 1), |

The Delphi Technique solicits obinioné'as to relevant task
variaples and the importance of each frdm acknowledged experts
in a group, refines their initial ratiqgs, and pools them into
a group concenSus. Using féctor?analytigEtechniques,»Kissiah
(1973) took 2 Deiphi sample to design a féting form for the:
assessment of campus police performance.
1The author wishes to acknowledge the valuable assistance of Dr.
Elliot E. Entin and Drusilla M. Gallager in the conducting of

this research. Requests for reprints should be directed to
the author at Staff Development Center, 270 Field Street (Soule

Hall), Athens, Georgia 30G02.



.
Because the Kissiah foem was relatively behavioral, the
C 27-item- 1nventory was expanded and modlfled xnto a 43—item
vform to measure 30b performance of correctlonal offlcers in
the Georgia correct10na1 system. '
. 'ThiS‘was-accomplished by talking to waidens and security‘:~

personnel throughout\the Georgia penal system, as well as
: by'interactions with correctional officersrduring traininé
- sesslions. |

The 43—item form was presented to coffeetional officers
completing a 3-week in—service/pre;service training course
at the Staff Development Center in Athens, Georgia. Each
trainee was asked to rate himself as to his performance an

relevant correctional skills. Correctional officrrs who had

been employed for less than a month were deleted from the

'-”ana1y31s.

The self ratlnr scnle was subgected to‘ana1y51s and ylelded
5,§,coefficient alpha of .995 (n = 120).\ Factor analysis utlllzlng
1 's on the dlagonal and a varimax rotation,procedure delineated
_two prlmary factors accounting for 82% and 2-5% of thz variance
respectlvely. | |
A1l items which correlated .80 or above with the.factors
. Wereiutilized cto laoel that factor or dimension. Factor one
nad three such items: | | |
Uses authority and position only within limits of the job;
Takes reasonable care of departmental eouipment; and

Is consistent in his performance.
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Factor one was tentatively titled "General Job Respansibilities"”
while factor two_(z.S% of variance) was labeled "Communications
Faciiitation"; Items correlating highcest with this factor were!

Able to relate well to offenders;

Has good verbal skills; and

Offers suggestions to improve tbiﬁgs.

The names of two immediate supervisorsvwere alsa obtained

from each correctidnal officer as he entefed the orientation

program. Rating forms were mailed out later to each af the

indicated supervisors under appropriate cover letter from

. administrators. The warden disseminated the rating forms down

the line of authority within the institutions.

The return rate for the supervisory ratings was generally

good, though it was impossible to obtain ratings from all

designated supervisors. Reliabilities were computed for the

'SuperVisor ratings, and although they were high (.998) and

commonality bétween supervisors was adequate (r = .47, n = 83,
P £ .001), correlations performed between overall self ratings
(one item) and the overall supervisor ratings (one item) was
negligible (r ? .068, n = 74, p = n.s.).

Several hypothescs may be advanced to account for the lack
of cdnvergence on ratings.

First, there were no controls within the correctional institution
on filling out these rating forms;vsupervisors filled out the
form at each separate institution and mailed‘them back to the
Staff Development Center. Therc was no control over supervisors
cooperating on ratings, on standardizing dissemination procedures

other than by written instruction, and peer pressure may have
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had an effect on these procedures. . Additiomally, althougb: the:
ratings themselves were sanctioned by'tﬁe‘Commissioner'and
respective wirdens, there was no way of knowingAif Iine~supefvisors

filled out tlie ratings in a honest'hannér because of puassible

consequences .,

Second, there are many institutional differences Which=exiét
throughout the state penal system. Maximom secﬁrity‘prisons
differ greatly from facilities for the youthfal offende#; dﬁ the-
minimum security ipnmate. Because supervisary functians may have:
been different at these facilities, variability may have: been
increaéed anmong raters.

" In general, the resuits from the supervisar'ratings indicated:
the possibility of a halo effect —- it seemed that if a supervisor
liked or approved of an employee, he tended to rate him high across
all items and did not discriminate. The ccovers: appears. to be

true for low rated»emplbyees.

As a pdpulation,'supervisqrs'differAffdm line correctioﬁal;"; "

officers who comprised this sample; Supervisory personnel téhd

to be older,1 more conservative, and”exhibit 1ower educational.

levels.2 Correctional officers coming through the training session

tended to be younger, better educsted, more flexible, and

verbalized about difficulties with their'supervisors_in‘térms‘of

policies and techniques. In short, superviéors and employeesrtended

to see the work of a correctional officer in different ways —

.
-~

1-2 Utilizing a 1971 demographic sample, supervisors indicated a
mean age of 46 years as compared with a mean age of 36 years for
a line correctional officer. Educational levels are contrasted

at 10.6 for supervisors and 11.7 for line officers. These data

are taken from a 1971 report on Georgia correctional personnel,

The present Orientation Training program sample exhibited a mean
age of 34.26 ycars and an educational level of 11.92 years.
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'_line Supervisors taking'a_mueh more inflexihle position towards:

:fchange than thelr subordlnates.
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'*:Several employees also 1nd1cated they had.only ane-lmmedlate ‘

A superv1sor, and that for a second cholce they Ilsted.the

'deputy warden or super1ntendent In some Cases, these:"superv189r°"

: might not know the employee well enough to render valid:judgments

fon the rating form. o R 4
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‘Because of these variables, the results ou.the'snperyisorf

'~f,ratings may have been confounded. In general, however, the-

'Ig-prellmlnary analyses are encouraglng- Correctional officers-

have provided verbal feedback that they feel confoxtable-WLth
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- ¢he rating form, and additionai validation including an—-the-job

ARG

. - eriteria will be performed. Hopefully, the addition. of other
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fobJectlve pe"formance measures in relatlon to the—ratingrresults»

TS

'wlll 1ncrease the validlty and useablllty of this form.
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