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COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY MEMBERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD CORRECTIONAL INMATES:
AN ATTEMPT TO INCREASE FACULTY PARTICIPATION IN OFF-CAMPUS
INSTRUCTION AT CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS



Chapter 1
Introduction
Purpose

The purpose of this study is to jnvestigate the attitudes of com-
munity college faculty members toward students who are incarcerated 1in
correctional instftutions with the goal of gaining the participation of
more full-time faculty 1n off-campus programs at these institutions.
The study examines the changes that occur in these attitudes as the re-
sult of an arientation program designed to familiarize faculty members
with the types of students and the environment they would encounter at
correctional institutions.

Higher educational pregrams in correctiopal instftutions are cur-
rently undergoing a period of growth and expansion (Bertholf, 1974;
McCollum, Note 1). Past efforts have indfcated that the use aof staff
members from an institution's education department to provide instruc-
tional services to $rmates at the college Yevel cannot be justified by
the criteria of cost or educational growth {(Beto, 1970). Corrections
officials charged with developing college courses and programs have
turned to established institutfons of higher educatiaon., The public
community ccllege--with its mission of providing service te the com-
munity, 1ts commitment to continuing education, fts capacity to offer
developmental programs and off-campus instruction, fts policies of low
tuition and the open deor, and 1ts stress upon flextbility and acces-

s{bit{ty--offers a seemingly natural choice. The relationship between

10
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correctional fnstitutfons and community colleges §s further enhanced
by present efforts on the part of correctionral administrators to de-
velop effective community-based rehabil{taticn programs (Cronin,
Abram, Whitson, & Reinhart, 1976; Feldman, 1975; McCreary & McCreary,
1975).

Commupity college admirnistrators who initiate, implement, and
coordinate college offerings at correctional inst{tuticns have faced
problems in the recruitment of instructors for such assignments {Long,
1973). If administrators are able to gain insight fnto faculty at-
titudes toward inmates and faculty willingness to teach fn correcticnal
settings, as well as ways #n which these attitudes can be {nfluenced,
they will be better able to meet thefr vesponsibilities {n the communfty
college-correctional institution partnership.

Statement of Specific Problems

The study seeks information relevant to the following questions:
1. What are the attitudes of community college faculty mem-
bars toward correctfonal immates and toward involvement
fn the instructional services provided to correctional
fnstitutions?
2. Are attitudes related to a faculty member's sex, race,
age, academic rank, years teaching at the community
college and postsecondary levels, experience teaching
in a prison environment, and previous contact with

correctional inmates?
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Do faculty attitudes differ among institutfons?

Can attitudes be favorably influenced by an orien-
tation program desfgned to provide informatfen
about and contact with the correctional student and

the institutional climate?

Deftnition of Terms

The foliowing definitions are used 1n the study:

1.

Attitude: 45 "an organfzed predisposition to think, feel,

perce{ve, and behave toward a referent or cognitive ob-
Ject...an enduring structure of bellefs that predisposes the
tndiyfdual to behave selectively toward attitude referents”
{Ker1inger, 1973, p. 495}, Operationally, attitude {s de-
fined as a score on & semantic differential test and a Likert
rating scale,

Community college: refers to

a two-year public institutfon of higher educa-
tfon established as part of a statewide system
of community colleges...operated under poticies
established by the State Board for Community
Colleges and [the local] Community College
Board...financed primarily by State funds, sup-
piemented by contributions from supporting
counties and ¢ities and by student tuition.
(John Tyler Community College Catalog, 1977-
1978, p. 10)
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Community-based corrections;: 1s the movement toward the max-

fmum effort {n treating correcticnal 1nmates in a nen-penal or
minimally penal setting as close to the communfty as possible
{(Feldman, 1975).

Correctfonal {immate: is an individua) who 15 incarcerated

against his or her will in a correcttonal institution for hav-
tng been convicted in a court of law of a felony or misdemeanor.
The term 15 used synonymously with "prisoner” and "criminal

of fender.”

Correctional institutien: refers to a unit of the Federal

Bureau of Prisons or a unit of a state's system of prisons.
Disadvantaged: refers to those persons who are deficient aca-
demically, sociveconomically, or economically {Altfest, 1975).
Faculty member: refers to an individual holdfng academic rank
whose primary tasks are classified contractually as fnstruc-
tional rather than administratfve, and who fs employed by an
institution of higher education on a full-time basis; that is,
gfven a 9- or 10-month contract and a "full" teaching workigad.

Handicapped: refers to those person who are “mentally retarded,

hard of hearing, deaf, speech fmpaired, visually handicapped,
seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically {mpaired, other
health impafred, or having learning disabilities" (Federal
flegister, December 30, 1976, p. 56977).

Off-campus course: f1s an academic offering by an institution
of higher educatfon that takes place at a Jocatfon other than



the main campus or permanent branch campuses of that institu-
tion.

10. Orientation program: refers to a structured set of materials

and actfvities designed to present informational data and to
provide contact between participants and the individuals and
the environment of concern. For the study, 1t specifically
means the set of experiences detailed in the Procedures sec-
tion of Chapter 3 (pp. 90-92}.

Keed for the Study
In order to adequately support the need for the study, it is es-

sentfal to first Justify college and university programs for criminal
offenders. MacCormick (1931), who surveyed the educational programs
in American prisons fn the late 1920's and discovered a severe lack of
thoroughness and consistency, wrote

If we believe in the beneficial effect of education on man

in general we must believe in it for this particular group

[inmates] which differs less than the layman thinks from

the ordinary run of humanity. [f or no other grounds than

a general resolve to offer educational opportunities to

undereducated perscns wherever they may be found, we recog-

nize that our penal population constitutes a proper field

for educational effort. In brief, we are not ready to make

1ts efficacy in turning men from crime the only criterion

in judging the value of educaticn for prisoners. ({p. 3)

14



1%

More recently, McCellum (Mote 1}, an education administrator at the
Bureau of Prfsons of the United States Oepartment of Justice, percelved
the issues fnvolved as follows:

Education continues to be criticized widely: sometimes

falrty and sometimes unfairly. Many critics of education

want it tc make up for a1l the deficiencies 1n the family,

in the neighberhood, and socfety in general. Education

and, of course, correctional education can make a contribu-

tion to an individual's soclalization, but 1t cannot be ex-

pected to make up for 11fe-long and compliex economic, so-

clal, physical and emotional disadvantages and disabilities

of so many ¢f the students with whom we come in contact.

Despite all these considerations, correctfonal educators

are in & stronger posftion than ever before to make a sig-

nificant contribution to helping prisoner/students identify

realistic goals and to develop the necessary coping skills

to achieve them. (pp. 1-2)

Peterson (1976a) foresaw serious negative consequences 1f college pro-
grams 1n correctiona) 1nstitutions were decreased or eliminated:

Although we may lack the instruments to predict accurate-

Ty the impact of education, apart from other personality and

socifal factors, on future success, 1t 15 known that education

15 highly correlated with success of pecple 1n the general
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population. Perhaps more to the poaint, §t 1s obvious that

to the extent that offenders cannot use knowledge and skills

obtained from the normal culture to cope within normal so-

¢lety, they will use knowledge and skills obtained from de-

viant cultures t¢ cope 1n whatever way they can.

So far as we deny education to meet the unique educa-

tional needs of the individuval, we tend to 1imit the natyurve

and extent of the options offenders can use to 1ive and

work acceptably in society. By not meeting educatfonal needs

in the best ways possible, society will continue to assure,

through defaylt, continued commission of crime and high re-

cidivism rates. {p. 14}

Perhaps the most convincing argument in favor of higher educatfon
for correctional inmates was that presented by Russell (1976) in the form
af a rhetorical question: “How do you measure the real benefit of pre-
ventfng just one human being from being reincarcerated, or how do you
quantify the contributions of advanced education to the personal and civic
1ife of an individual?" (p. 35).

The statements above may be enhanced by available stat{stics. HNinety-
five percent of all persons confined in correctional institutfons, esti-
mated to be 400,000 daily, will eventually be released, and many wil? ac-
tively seek employment opportunities (McCollum, 1973; The Policy Institute,

1973). In addition, despite the fact that on an overall basfs correctfonal



inmates have received less formal education than the generatl populaticn,
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only 13 percent of federal offenders tested at below-average intelligence

(McCallum, Note 2). Also, studies showed that the mejority of prisoners

believed that their lack of education contributed to the commission of

the crime for which they were incarcerated (Bertholf, 1974}. Furthermore,

Newsweek of August 25, 1975, estimated the cost of incarceration to be
$10,000 per inmate per year 1in a traditional prison {"Big Changes in Prf{
sons: Punish Not Reform,” 1975}.

Based upon data as of January 1, 1977, both crime and prison popu-
lations are increasing. Investigators attributed the increases to two
principal factors: the population with the greatest risk of incarcera-
tion and the level of unemployment associated with that group. Federal
statistics revealed that individuals between the ages of 20 and 34 were
most 1ikely tc commit crimes and be sentenced to prison terms. The pop-
ulation in this age range has increased approximately 4B percent fn the
Inlted States during the years from 196]1-1576, and continued growth was
expected until 1985, Unemployment, particularty for those $n the age
group mentioned above, was considered another primary determinant of im-
prisonment. Accordfng to & report of the Congressional Budget Office
early 1n 1977, federal imprisonment figures and umployment statistics
have traditionally followed similarpatterns {Nilson, 1977}. Such sta-

-

tistics as these become critical te this fnvestigation when cne recognizes

that the age group most 1ikely to be incarcerated corresponds to the age
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group of the majority of students enrolled in community colleges (Bushnell,
1973) and that education is widely recognized as a determinant of Jjob op-

pertunities (Mandell, 1975).

In order to fully present the current climate of the correctional set-
ting with specific regard te {issues affectfng college programs, several
trends and areas of potential change seem reltevant, The first may be termed
“voluntarism" (McCollum, MNote 1, p. 7). K. Morris (1974), dean of the
University of Chicago Law School, criminologist, and an outspoken proponent
of structural and organizational reform in prisons, described the major
problem of correctional rehabilftation programs as follows:

We take prisoners through reception and diagnostic classifica-

tion processes and compulsorily place them in such treatment

programs as we have available. We te!l them what wi{il work

for them and sometimes solicit their acceptance of these pro-

grams. But their acceptance fs fatally compromised by their

clear realization that given indefiniteness of release, gliven

parole and other early release discretions held by correctional

authorities, their hope of an earlier freedom is {nexorably

related to their apparent serfous involvement fn treatment pro-

grams. In one sense they hold the key to thelr prison, but

it 1s a bogus key. They must present a facade of being involved

in their own “rehabilitation” and building that facade may pre-

clude the reality of reformative effort. (p. 17)
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N. Morris {1974) suggested the following solution:

Education, vocational training, counseling, and group therapy

should contfnue to be provided bhut on an entirely voluntary

basis, There should be no suggestton that a prisoner's re-

lease may be accelerated because of participation in such

programs, nor that 1t might be delayed or postponed because

of fatlure to participate. Ner in reality should these fac-

tors have anything to do with the length of sentence served,

The approach adopted should Tn no way be coercive but simply

faci1itative. Rehabilitation purposes must become collateral

to prisan purposes. (pp. 17-18)

N. Morris {1974) added that 1t was not coercive to reguire Inmate ex-
posure to educational, vocational, or psychological training programs up
te the point where they are adequately prepared to decide upon further
participation.

The goals of the Federal Bureau of Prisons have shifted toward a
philesophy of voluntary rehabilitation, with state correctional institu-
tions expected to follow gradually. Inherent in achieving these aims
are changes in sentencing procedures, prison programs, and release pro-
cedures--each of which generally stirs considerable debate and contro-
versy In its own right {"Big Change in Prfsons: Punish Kot Reform,"
19753 H. Morris, 1974),

McCollum (Note 1) saw mo negative consequences of voluntarism upon

higher education programs 1n prisons. She stated, "“As I view this change
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1t means more and higher quality educatfon and training programs in all
corractional facflities as we try to meet the genuine interest and needs
of prison populations” (p. 7}.

The traditional and continuing debate among those concerned with
correctional polfcies--puntshment versus rehabilitatfon--has, especially
in recent years, often resulted 1n efforts te guantitatively measure the
success of particular prison pragrams. Most recently, investigators
have sought to determine the relationship between a particular program
and recidivfsm. In ome of the most widely quoted of such studies,
Martinson (1974) concluded that "almost nothing works."

McCollum (Mote 3) warned, however, against using recidivism as
the criterion for measuring success. She stated,

The total prison experience coupled with a multitude of such

pther factors as a person's 1{fe history and the quality of

that 1ife at the time of incarceration are much more rele-

vant. Additionally, post-release family and other socfo-

economic connections, i1f any, access to opportunity sys-

tems, mental and physical health and a host of other vari-

ables contribute substantfally ta an individual's behavior

on release from incarceration....The guestion of “what works"

s a yvery complicated one. 7o suggest that any one effort

alone "works" fs as Incorrect as the suggestion that nathing

works. (pp. 2-3}

Arguments for the continued existence of coliege programs for corret-

tional {nmates reveal a primary factor impeding these programs from
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achieving maximum effect{veness--the lack of data from systematic and in-
depth research. More specifically, only six doctoral dissertations were
written on topics invoelving corrections or correctional education between
1940 and 1968 {The Policy Institute, 1973). Roberts {1973) stated

It is being too negativistic, perhaps, to indicate there has

been no valid research in the field of correctional educa-

tion. But this negativism is a reaction to the fact that

it has long been assumed that vocational training and re-

medial education play a vital role in the reintegration of

inmates into the free community, With few exceptions, how-

ever, such assumpticns have recelved only the most cursory

of tests. Moreover, those studies that have attempted to

gsteblish the relationship between academic and vocational

participation and postrelease behavior provide only tenta-

tive, {f not contradictory, conclusions. {p. 366)

Further, approaches to the study ©of college and university partici-
patfon in the education of criminal offenders have demonstrated that cor-
rectional research remains in the rudimentary stage. The studies conducted
in recent years have generally been concerned with planning programs, case
studies, and 1nitfal evaluations of existing programs. An example 1s
NewGate, a model program of higher education for correctional inmates, con-
sfsting of an 1n-prison phase, a transitional phase, and a release phase,
Ceveloped by Thomas E. Gaddis and funded through the Office of Employment
Cpportunities, the NewGate proiect began at Oregen State Penftentiary in



1967 {Herrgn & Muir, 1974). Despite the impressive growth of NewGate
programs, Herron and Muir (1974), in a final report, admitted

A major drawback to effectively presenting valid in-
formation on the NewGate program is that 1t has been 1in-
adequately researched. The enly evaluations of Newlate pro-
jects have been after-the-fact and based on the effective-
ness pof the Project achieving 1ts stated goals--goals that
were never clear. (p. 27)

In spite of almost universal recognition of the significance of in-
structors' attitudes, the studies of college prison programs that in-
¢luded faculty input focused on post-teaching assessments, rather than
an examination of attitudes prior to performance (Salmony, 3974; Tiller,
1974). In arder to provide instructors qualified and suited to operate
in a carrectional environment, an investigation of faculty attitudes
appears to be essential, as 1s an examination of ways 1n which these at-
titudes can be modified.

Reporting the findings of the Education Cormission of the States’
Correcticnal Educatien Project, McNamara (1976} reached a simflar con-
cTusion 1n reqard to members of a correctional Tnstitution's educational
staff:

Some attempts should be made to measure an educator's com-
mitment to improving educational competencies gf correctional
clients. [If measurable, this characteristic should be in-
cluded in eniry level job specifications and in promotions of

existing correctional educators. {p. 11)

22
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In a persopa? communication to this investigator dated Jurne 16,

1977, Dr. T. A. Ryan of the School of Criminal Justice at the Unfversity
of South Cargolina acknowledged that “relatively little has been done 1n
the arez of assessing attftudes of educators to offender-students, The
need for systematically planned and implemented research to determine
attitudes and values of criminal justice educators 1s critical.”

Ffnally, the Correctional Education Advisory Committee of the Educa-
tfon Commission of the States, 1n addressing the major problems of educa-
tion for inmates, pointed out that

public attitudes often are based on Tnsufficient information

or selective information filtered through media systems that

focus on the more sensatfonal activities and occurrences 1n

the fleld of corrections. Yet public attitudes and percep-

tions play a key role In influencing public policy in this

field. (Peterson, 1976a, p. 15)

A similar analysis may be applied to faculty attitudes and successful
faculty participation 1n correctional education, thus showing the need to
examine instructor attitudes and ways to increase faculty participation in
off-campus instruction at correctional institutfens.

Rationale

As the coordinator of and an instructor in the Associate of Applied
Science in Business Management program offered by John Tyler Community Col-
lege at the Petersburg (Virginia) Federal Correctional Imstitution, this

investigator fears that the attainments of the business program and the
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success of future programs are constrained by the hesitancy or refusal

of many faculty members to participate in off-campus programs at cor-
rectional institutions. This study grew out of an awareness of the need
to modify faculty attitudes toward correctional inmates and toward in-
volvement in the college's services to incarcerated students. Observing
the pesitive reactions of those {nstructors who have taught courses 1n
the business program and those who have visited the institut{on for meet-
ings or special events, such as graduation exercises, raised the question
of whether an orientation program, fpvelving direct faculty contact with
inmates and the correctiona) setting, might produce sfgnificant differ-
ences, on measurable dimensions, 1n attitudes toward correctional inmates.

Stern and Kelslar, whe consulted over 5,000 references in their mas-
s{ve study of teacher attitudes in 1975, later enumerated the two most
significent points derived from their research review as folTaws:

"Teacher attitudes do make a difference {n the teaching-learning pro-
cess; attitudes can be altered, although certain attitudes are mare re-
sistant to modification than others" {1977, p. 74).

More specific to the subject of this study, Johnson {1972} stated
that successful fmplementaticn of the curriculum in a correctional institu-
tion was totally dependent upcn the competency and empathy of instructors.
Johnson {1972} further pointed cut that the selection of instructors was
most {mportant because these perscns must understand the unique character-
1stics of incarcerated aduits in order to foster motivation among the stu-

dents. Thus, while attitudes were considered a major factor in teacher
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performance at all educational levels, they assumed even more signifi-
cance when the students involved possessed special characteristics
(Skrtic, Sigler, B Lazar, 1473; Stern & Keislar, 1975).

Furthermore, faculty selectfon in college prison programs appeared
to have been primar{ly based on availability rather than philosophy and
experfence with the correctional climate (Long, 1973). In addition,
past orientation programs generally were reported to consist of a brief
tour of institutional facilities and a discussion of fnstitutfonal rules
[Lewis & Fickes, 1976; Nuttall, 1975).

The decisfon to concentrate on off-campus programs cpposes the views
of some investigators of community ccllege correctfona] programs. Trent
and Ragsdale [1976), for example, stated that

the restrictive environment and stifiing socfial structure of

traditional correctional institutions, their outmoded and

archaic architecture, and the cost of staffing and equipment

combine to effectively preclude the establishment of any

effective {nternal prison educatfon system. Real education

can best be achieved through study release programs which

allow the fnmate to attend college during the day. f{p. 47)

Such a conclusion, however, failed to adequately consider the problems
posed by study release programs. For example, relatively few fnmates attain
commun{ty or minimum custody status in medium and maximum security institu-
tions with sufficient time remaining on their sentences to permit partici-

pation in study release programs. In addition, correcticnal inmates have
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not been universally welcomed at instftutions of higher education {Cronin,
Abram, Whitson, & Reinhart, 1976), and, thus, the growth of study release
praograms has been slow {Emmert, 1976).

Another consideraticon 1n designing a study pertainfng to college pro-
grams in prisons was the relationship of these programs with the trend
toward community-based corvections (Feldman, 1975). Coffey (1975} stated
five reasons for the use of community correctional programs rather than
Institutionalization:

The first reason is that institutionalization may have a

deleterious effect upon a perscn committed to a correctional

facitity. A second reason for the use of community cor-

rectional pregrams 1s the apparent success of some of these

programs. The third reason for placing the criminal law

viotator 1n a community correctional program {5 to help the

family function as a unit, A fourth argument for the use

of communtity corrections involves ecenomics. The fifth

reason for the use of community corrections relates to the

soc{al behavioral theory that reintegrating the offender in

the community may be more successful than removing him.

While community-based correcticns presents Interesting possibilities,
there has been ftnsufficient time to adequately evajuate 1ts success. [n
addttion, these programs would appear to be 1imited by problems similar to
those of sStudy release programs, namely securing custody requirements and

achieving community acceptance, particularly for these whe have committed



27

serious crimes. If these impediments are overcome, the community college
could potentially assume a vital role {n community-based corrections,
serving offenders in the in-prisan, transition, and release stages of
their sentences.

The orfentation program used in the sStudy was designed to emphasize
faculty-inmate fnteractfon in both college and correctional enviranments.
Printed materials and informal group discussions supplemented the more
formal aspects of the program. In order to provide more information and
make the results more generalizable, an effort was made to determine the
attitudes toward correcticnal inmates of faculty members at those com-
munity colleges in ¥irginia where correctional services were provided.
Survey questionnaires were mafled to approximately half of the target
poputatien, The sample was chosen randomly.

A principal part of the study involved the attempt to develop a
standardized instrument to measure the attitudes of faculty members to-
ward prisoners. Because the study represented am Initial attempt 1in
this area, a wide range of demgographic variables were explored,

The determination of att{tudes, however, was considered only as
significant as the ways 1n which such information could be used. Hence,
an integral goal of the study was tc provide finsight into the ways in
which exlisting attitudes could be modified in the desired directian.

Research Hypotheses

The questions of interest im this study will be tested by the follow-

ing hypotheses, restated in testable form in Chapter 3:
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1. The attitudes of community college faculty members toward
correctional inmates and toward teaching off-campus courses
at correctional institutions will not be significantly re-
lated to their sex, race, age, academic rank, years teach-
i1ng in the community college system, or years teaching at
the pastsecendary level.

2. The attitudes of community college faculty members toward
correctional inmates and toward teaching off-campus courses
at correctional institutions will be significantly related
to their prior contact with correctional inmates.

1. Attitudes will not differ significantly among the faculties
at the various educational fnstitutions involved in the
study.

4. Attitudes will differ s{gnificantly between those who
participate fn the orientatjon progrem and those who do

not.

Limitatfons

1.

Prisons and community colleges vary from state to state and within a
state. There are significant differences between federal and state
carrectional institutions and among state institutions fm Such areas
as degree of centralization in decision-making, scope of and emphasis
upon educational pregrams, and avatlability of funds and human re-
sources. Also, caommunity colleges differ in statewide structure,

s1ze, socic-economic and educaticnal levels of service areas, and
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requirements for faculty positions. Therefore, work with cor-
rectional populations typically requires intact groups and, thus,
1imits generalizabil{ity to other correctional education situations.
Although random assignment to experimental and control groups was
used 1n an attempt to achieve internal validity, the study could
only include those persons who volunteered or agreed to partict-
pate. In this way, the study frherently falled to include atl mem-
bers of the target population,

Because the fnvestfgator was known by mast faculty members at John
Tyler Community College to be the coordimator of college programs
at the Petersburg Federal Correctional Imstitution and because he
conducted the orientation experiment at that institutfon, the feel-
ings of faculty members toward him might have fnterfered with their
attitudes toward fnmates and toward teaching in the prison program.
Thus, the posstb{lity of respondent bias may pose a threat to the
internal validity of the study.

Overview

The study 1s organized into five chapters. In addition to Chapter 1,

in which the need for and ratiomale of the study are examined, there are

four related chapters.

In Chapter 2, the 1iterature related to the ressarch problem 15 re-

viewed,

In Chapter 3, the methodology, desfgn, and procedures of the study

are described, A statistical analysis of the results of the {nvestigation

1s contained in Chapter 4. Finally, 1n Chapter 5, the conclusions of the

study and recommendations for further research are stated.



Chapter 2
Review of Related Research
In Chapter Z the literature related to the area of investigation is
summarized. The rejated research areas incTude the concept of attitude,
attitude theorfes, attitude change, attitude measurement, attitudes toward
the fnstitutionalized, handfcapped, and disadvantaged, teacher competency,
and college level correctional education preograms. The chapter concludes
with a summary of findings.

The Concept of Attitude

G, Allport {1968) stated that the concept of att{itude "is probably
the most distinctive and indispensable concept 1n contempprary psychelogy"
{Mohsin, 1976, p. 1). Whereas psychologists, sociologists, and social
psychalagists have reached a general consensus that attftudes are an in-
tegral! component in shaping secial behavior, fundamental disagreements
remafn regarding the definition and nature of attitudes (Mohsin, 1976).
The definftfon selected for use 1n this study has been widely accepted
by social psychologists and behavioral scientists (Kerlinger, 1973,

p. 495; Krech & Crutchfield, 1948, p. 152; Newcomb, 1950, pp. 118-115;
Rokeach, 1968, p. 112).

Noting the diversity of viewpoints concerning the concept cof at-
titude and the accompanying multitude of definitions, Fishbetn and
Ajzen {1975) stated that

many of the disagreements among fnvestigators are guestions

af theory rather than definition....Theorists have ysually

30
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hot made clear which aspects of an ¢laborate theoretical

description of attitude are essential defining aspects of

the concept and which are specuiative arguments that re-

quire empirical verification., It follows that these de-

finitions of attitude have no clear implications as to how

attitudes are to be measured, and the resuit 1s the arbi-

trary sejection of measurement procedures....What i3 need-

ed at the present time, therefore, s a conceptual de-

finition of attitude which specifies only the essential

characteristics of the attitude concept which must be as-

sessed 1n order to obtain a valld measure of attitude.

(pp. 10-11)

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) suggested further that conceptual dis-
tinctions be made between attitudes, beliefs, behavioral intentions,
and behavior--concepts that were normally Included as part of a broader
definition of attitude. In this classification system, attitude re-
ferred to the amount of affect {feelings, evaluations] for or against
some object: belfef [cognition] represented the informatfon an in-
dividual had about the object; behavioral intention [conatton] refer-
red t¢ a person's intention to perform various behaviors; and behavior
[observed overt acts] pertained to actions of an individual that were
studied in their own right. The authors stated that attitude theory
and research dealt with the determinants of these concepts, their in-
terrelationships, and ways in which the variables could be changed

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).



Attitude Theories

Contemporary attitude theorfes gensraily have their theoretical
origins in one of the following: learning thegries, expectancy-value
theories, consistency theories, and attribution theories (Fishbefn &
Ajzen, 1675). A brief analysis of these theories and an examipation
of their 1ink to attitude theory arnd research follows.

Learning theories. Llearning theories were usually based upon two

fundamental conditioning models--classical conditioning and operant con-
ditiontng. In classfcal conditioning, an uncondftioned stimulus evoked
automatically, without previous learning, one or more evident uncon-
ditioned vresponses. O0Often, when a new, conditioned stimulus, which did
not originally evoke the uncond{tioned response, was consistently group-
ed with the unconditioned stimulus, it eventually began to elicit some
of the response characteristics that before had been produced only by
the uncondftioned stimulus. When this occurred, learning was said to
have taken place. In an operant conditioning situation, an crganism
at first emitted a variety of responses. One or more of these re-
sponses was a significant factor in the process of securing some re-
ward gr avoiding a negatiye situation [such as punishment]; that is,
the respanse was refnforced. As this vesponse increased to a high prob-
ability tn respect to number of reinforced trials, learning was said
to have occurred {Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975}.

Basing his views on the reinforcement orientation of Hull (1943}

and Mi1ler and Dollard {1941), Doob (1947) was among the first to apply
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tearning theory to the concept of attitude. He defined attitude as “an
anticipatory or antedating dmplicit response which medfates the {ndi-
vidual's overt responses” (Greenwald, Brock, & Ostrom, 15968, p. 18).
According to Doob (1947), the implicit response mediated by generating
stimuli{ to which overt responses were conditioned; ¥n addition, atti-
tude was drive-producing 1n that its presence created anxiety within
the individual that could only be lessened by positively reinforced
behavior. Learning theory paradigms also formed the basis of the well
known attitude studies of Lott {1955}, Lott and Lott (1968}, Staats
(1968), and Staats and Staats {1958), who refined and developed the
works of earlier theorists, particularly in the area of attitude for-
mation,

Expectancy-value theories. The best known expectancy-value theory

was that of W, Edwards (1954). According to W. Edwards' model, when
individuals were forced to make a behavioral deciston, they would choose
the alternative that had the highest "subjective expected ut!{lity";
that s, the alternative that would potentially result in the most
favorable outcomes (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Rosenberg (1956) was
11kely the first to develap an explicit expectancy-value model to deal
with the concept of attitude. He defined attitude as a "relatively
stable affective response to an object" and pointed out that an attitude

“{5 accompanfed by a cognitive structure made up of beljefs about the
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potentialities of that sbject for attaining or preventing the realizaticn

of valued states” (Rosenberg, 1956, p. 367). According to Rosenberg's
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theory, the more significant an object was jn achieving positively
valued goals and preventing negatively valued goals, the more favor-
able an 1individual's att{tude toward the object. Rosenberg's meodel
reflected the functional approach to attitudes, fn that attitude for-
mation and modiffcation were explained in terms of the uses that at-
titudes have for a person. The works of Katz {1960} and Smith, Bruner,
and White (1956) are cther examples of the functional approach.

Consistency thegries. Consigstency theories may be separated Into

the following categories: balance,congrulty, and dissonance theories.
The foremost proponent of balance theory, Heider, stated that "if the
attitudes toward a person and event are simflar, the event 15 easily
ascribed to the person...a balanced configuratfon extists if the at-
titudes toward the parts of a causal unit are simjlar" (1946, p. 107).
Thus, a state of balance existed when both entities comprising a unit
were viewed by an individual as both positive or both negative. A
balance also existed if ona alement was viewed positively and anpther
negatively, as Tong as the individual did not perceive a causal re-
lationship between the two elements. Helder {1946) further stated that
a balanced state produced harmony; there was no tendency toward change.
However, a state of imbalance did produce a stress toward change. 1If
change were possible, either attitude or entity relationships would be
altered. When change was not possible, the state of imbaTance would
generate tensfon (Heider, 1946, 1958). A group of attitude theorists,
$ncludfng Abelscn and Rosenberg {1958), Cartwright and Harary (1956},
and Feather (1964, 1971), have extended Heider's balance model.
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In their development of the congruity principle. Osgood, Sucl, and
Tannenbaum {1957) explained that “whenever two signs are related by an
assertion ftwo stimulf are combined], the medfating reaction character-
{stic of each shffts toward congruence with that characteristic of the
other, the magnitude of the shift being inversely proportional to the
intensity of the interacting reactfon” (pp. 200-201). As in balance
theory, the assertions involved in the congruity principle were quali-
tative §n nature; that is, they were either associative [favors) or dis-
socfative [opposes]. Moreover, and as opposed to balance theory, these
assertions were assigned quantitative values. A state of congruence was
reached when "“the evaluations of two cbjects are equally intense [polar-
1zed] either in the same dfrection in the case of associative assertions,
or 1n opposite directions 1n the case of dissoclatfve assertions” (Fish-
bein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 37). If Sncongrufty existed, the assessments of
the objects would normally change in the directien of congruity.

Following the taxonomy of the attitude concept presented 1n the
previous section, consistency theories may be summarized to this point
2s follows:

In balance theory fnconsistency may exist between two belfiefs,

two attitudes, or a belief and an attitude; in congruity

theory, inconsistency always Tnvolves two attitudes. In con-

trast, the consistency theory that has attracted the most

attention--dissonance theory--may be viewed as dealing only

with the inconsistency betwean beliefs. (Fishbetn & Ajzen,

1975, p. 39).
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The starting point of Festinger's {1957} theary of cognitive dis-
sonance was the relationship between two cognitive elements. Festinger
stated, "These elements refer to...the things a person kngws about him-
self, about his behavior, and about his surroundings" (1957, p. 9).

The relationships between the cognitive elements might be dissonant,
consonant, or 1rrelevant. According to Festinger {1957),

Two elements are in a dissonant relatfon 1f, considering

these two alone, the obverse of one element would follow

from the other....1f, considering a pair of elements,

elther one does follow from the other, then the relation

between them is consonant....Where one cognitive £]lement

implies nothing at all concerning some other element,

these twe elements are irrelevant to one ancther. (pp.

13, 15, 11)

Festinger (1957} enumerated four fundamental situations that produce
cognitive dissonance: decis{on-makfng, forced compliance, voluntary and
tnvoluntary exposure to dissonant {nformation, and disagreements with
other individuals. He pointed out that

when two cognitive elements exist in a disscnant relation,

psychological tension or discomfort will mativate the par-

son to reduce the dissonance and achieve consonance. The

only way to completely eliminate the existing dissonance

is to change one of the two elements {nvolved. (Fishbefn A

Ajzen, 1975, pp. 40-41)
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Attribution theories. As mentioned prevfously, Heider (1948,

1958), in the evolution of the balance model, was concerned with causal
attribution; more specifically, the structure of causal units. His
primary questfon concerned "the degree to which 2 given action or event
woyuld be attributed to some person or object" (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975,
p. 45).

Fishbein and Ajzen {1975) described Helder's attribution theory as
fallows:

Helder {1958) distinguished five levels of causal attribution

in reference to the attribution of responsibility for the

outcomes of an action: associatfon, commission, foresee-

abi11ty, Intenticrality and intentionality with justificatton.

At the first level, the actor is held responsible for any

effect that 1s in some way associated with him. At the second

level, he 1s held responsible cnly when the effect 15 seen

as a direct result of his bebavior. Attritution at the third

level requires that the effect was foreseeable, even if not

fntended. Intentionatity is the prerequisfte far attribution

of responsibility at the next level; that is, here the actor

ts held responsibie only for effects that he foresaw and ¥n-

tended., Finally, §f his action is perceived as justified,

that s, caused by factors beyond his control, he will be

held tess responsible, even though he may have intended to

prodice the observed effects. {pp. 45-46)
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Further development of attribution theory--principally dealing with
internal and external attribution, personal and impersonal causuality,
and the factors 1nfluencing the conffdence with which dispositional at-
tributions were made--was undertaken by Bem (1965}, Jones and Davis
{1966}, Kelley (1967, 1971, 1872, 1973}, and Steiner [1970).

Attitude Change

Much of the research on attitude in vecent years has focused on
attitude change. Although researchers have fafied to derive an adequate
and practical paradigm for inducing attitude change, a group of princi-
ples and concepts that provide guidelines for interpreting and en-
couraging attitude change have been developed (Mohsin, 1976). The vari-
ables that have been fdenttfied as significant include:

1. Characteristics of the scurce advocating change fn attitude.

The credibility of the communicator, based on communicatees' perception
of the communicator’'s expertise and trustworthiness could sfignificantly
influence attitude change In the desired directfon {Aronson, Turner, &
Carlsmith, 1963; Cialdini & Insko, 1969; Himmelfarb & Arazi, 1974;
Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953; March & McGfnnies, 1968; McGuire, 1968).

2. Inadequate justification. Threat, reward, and coercign have

been shown to significantly affect attitude change. Much of the {n-
vestigation In this area has focused upon the counterattitudinal be-
havior paradigm, where subjects were requested to argue for or play a
role contrary to their §nitial attitude. It has beaen found that en-

gagement 1n counterattitudinal behavior has a greater impact on attitude
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change than bare exposure to attitude dfscrepant communication (Bostrom,
Ylandis, & Rosenbaum, 1961; Cooper & Worchel, 1970; Festinger % Carlsmith,
1959; Janis & King, 1954; Scott, 1957; Wallace, 1966). Howeyer, studies
have shown that {f individuals felt that their freedom of behavior were
being unfairly threatened, they would often resist counterattitudinal
communfcation and percelive more attractiveness in their ortfginai opinions
(Brehm, 1966; Collins & Hoyat, 1972; Worchel & Arnold, 1974}.

3. Expenditure of effort. Some studies have indicated a positive

relationship between the amount of effort expended in achieving a goal
and the evaluation of the geal object (Aronson, 1968; Aronson & Mills,
1959).

4, Subject relevance performance expectancy. Studies have shown

that performance expectancy was a determinant of actual performance.
Thus, 1f individuals were induced te alter their self-concepts and, hence,
their performance expectancies, their behavior would altso reflect change
(Aronson & Carlsmith, 1962).

5. Commitment and volitfon, Studies dealing with commitment and

vol{tion have emphasized the affective-conative element of attitude,
rather than the cognitive component. Kiesler (15%71) stated that “to the
extent that a person 1s bound to some explicft and attitudinally relevant
behavior, he must accept it as integral to himself, to his self-view, and
other attftudes and belfefs must be accomedated accordingly" (Mohsin,
1926, p. 39). Thus, manipulation of commitment, by lessening volition
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or freedom of choice, could cause attitude change {Brehm & Ccken, 1962;

Kiesler, Paltak, & Kanouse, 1968; Kfesler & Sakumura, T966).

Stern and Kefislar (1975) performed an extensive investigation of the

1{terature on attitude change, with emphasis upen the processes by which

teachers' attitudes appeared to undergo modification. Their findings re-

flected the varfables discussed above, and those related to this study

were sutmarized as follows:

1.

3.

Attftudes are more 11kely to undergo change 1n settings
where the teacher feels an atmosphere of trust and open-
ness. Resistance to attitude change {s to be expected
where there 1s a feeling on the part of teachers that
thay are befng exploited or manipulated without being
given full informatiaon.

Active participation of teachers in a program where at-
titude change may be Involved 1s important. Passive
1istening or simply reading does not create conditions
of change as readily as does taking part in group dis-
cussions, role-playing, or other social interacticns,

A teacher's attitude toward a minority student group
does not become more favorable simply through a teaching
assfgnment with students from this group. Such an as-
signment may make the teacher even less favorable {toward
the minority group]. However, {f the institution of an
fnnovative program produced dramatic achievement gains,

positive attitude change can result.



The attitude of teachers...might be most effectively
changed through an activity involving one or two [stu-
dents], especially {f the relattonship 1s an fnformal
one, rather thap oriented toward a formal task.
Joining a greup which holds the attitudes and values
sought §s usually a way to foster desirable change.

If a change. which impiies 2 new attitude, 15 proposed

by a person who is admired and respected, the teacher is

more 11kely to adopt the new attitude than 1f the same

change 1s proposed by someone with 1ittle status.

A direct experfence with the attitude cbject, caliing
for a change 1n one's own behavior, is more effective
if the event 1s accompanied by an opportunity for re-
flection, duscussicn and reading about the s{tuation
with a group of others who are also concerned.

A teacher's attitude may change where oppertunity is
provided for critical self-examiration of one's own
beliefs and value assumptions. It 1s difficult to
continue with glaring inconsistencies {n one's own
system of beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors.

Attitude change 1s usually a long prucess inveliving
many types of experiences, acquisitfon of information,
emotional reactions, and consonant changes in one's

behavior. {pp. 58-59)
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Because of Tts direct relevance to this study, special attention was
pltaced on active participation as a means of bringing about attitude madi-
fication, The theory that direct {nvolvement was a more effective methed
of inducing attitude change than passive exposure to informational data
has been examined in a variety of areas of soclial psychology (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975}, The earliest and among the most widely known examples were
the studies of Lewin {1947}, in which certain types of group partictfpation
in decision-making processes were compared to more traditional methods of
¢hanging socfal behavior,

Many studies have dealt with the determinants of change brought a-
bout by active participation, as well as the degrees of this change.

Amir (1969), for example, proposed that “the effects of interpersonal
contact on racial prejudice depend on the relative status of the dif-
ferant ethnic groups, on the intimacy of contact, on the degree to which
cantact 1s pleasant or rewarding, and on the importance of the interac-
tion" {Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 411). It has also been proposed that,
as discussed previously, "the persuasive effects of performing a behavior
in apparent contradiction to one’s own att{tude or belief are mediated by
the amount of reward anticipated, by the degree of commitment to the act,
and by the extent to which the bebavior was performed voluntarily"
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 412),

As an example in the correctional area, Sacks (1975) surveyed work-
release program administrators to determine their views of the most ef-

fective ways of convincing potentfal employers that prison fnmates could
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make safe and reliable employees. Many of the work-release afficers re-
parted employer-inmate contact, at either the place of business or the
correctional instituticon, to be a productive means of "dispelling un-
realistic fears" (Sacks, 1975, p. 264} and changing attitudes.

In surmary, attitude change has perhaps been the principal target
of research in social psychelogy during recent years. However, the
many fnvestigations that have been conducted during this pericd have
not yielded significant results 1f success 1s jfudged by the development
of a practical program or model of attitude change. HNevertheless,
studfes of attitude change have provided concepts and principles that
can guide future researchers in interpreting and in the more complex
task of inducing attitude change.

Attftude Measurement

A logical extension of studies on attitude change 15 an examina-
tien of methods of attitude measurement. In order to determine the
accuracy of attitude theories, measurement techniques must be employed.
Using the taxchomy of Cook and Selltiz {1954) as a reference, Kfesler,
Collins, and Miller (1968) derived five general categories of attitude
measurement technigues:

1. Self-report measures. F. Allport and Hartman (1925) took the

inftial step In efforts to provide metheds for the quantification of
attitude measurement. Rather than directly examining the underlyfng
attitude of their subjects by means of for-pr-against replies to

specific questfons, they asked the subjects to select from a Tisting of
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opinions those which best characterized their attitudes. The Allport-
Hartman scale made 1t possible to rank order subjects into subgroups
according to attitudinal dimension; 1t did not, however, adequately deal
with the relatfve distances between subgroups (Kiester, Collins, &
Miller, 1962}, The "first major technique of att{tude measurement"
(Zimbardo & Ebbeson, 1969, p. 123) was developed by Thurstone and Chave
in 1929, Their equal-appearing fnterval scales made 1t possible to as-
sign attitude scores to Individuals and alse "accomplished the important
purpose of scaling attitude ftems" (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 447), A Thurstone-
Chave scale was composed of a number of {ndependent opinion statements
pertaining to a certatn {ssue. Each statement was assigned a scale value
by a panel of judges, which showed the strength of an affirmative response
to the 1tem. Subjects were instructed to place a check next to those
statements with which they agreed, and iIndividual scores were determined
by the mean scale value of agreement responses. The most significant
characteristic of such scales was that they were constructed so that in-
tervals between ftems were approximately egqual along an attitudinal con-
tinuum, a major weakness of the AlTport-Hartman scale {Kerlinger, 1973;
Zimbardo & Ebbeson, 196%). Likert (1932) developed a technique of at-
titude measuremant that made it possible to derive individual attitude
scores without the consultation of a panel of experts. Rather than de-
noting agreement or disagreemant with opinion statements, subjects were
directed to 1ndicate the degree of appraval to all ftems on a five-,

seven-, or nine-point scale, such as strongly agree, agree, undecided,
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disagree, strongly disagree. Each point on the scale was assigned a
numerical value, such as from one to five, and the scale score was the
total of item scores. Statements were eliminated 1f they did not
"ampirically tap the same attitudes as the other items {n the scale®
{Kiesler, €o11ins, & Miller, 1969, p. 13}; thuys, 1tem analysis was a
requisite to a true Likert scale. Guttman {1950a, 1950b) formalized

the scalogram or cumulative scale technique of attitude measurement.

A Guttman scale was composed of a set of homogeneous statements that

were designed to be unidimensional in nature. The {tems were grdered
atong a continuum of "dffficulty of acceptance"; that is, the indi-
vidual's acceptance of a statement implied acceptance of all ftems of

a2 lesser magnitude, Respondents' scorgs were based upon the number of
statements with which they agreed. The logic of Guttman's scalogram is
analogous to that of the Stanford-Binet intelligence test, where indi-
viduals alse encounter *successive hurdles” {Kerlinger, 1973; Kiesler,
Collins, & Mi1ler, 1969; Zimbardo & Ebbeson, 1969}. 0Osgood, Suci, and
Tannenbaum (1957} developed the semantic differential technique, by

which attitudes were examined by focusing on the psychological meaning of
a concept. The mast common composition of a semantic differential has
been a series of bipolar adjectives separated by seven Tntervals. The
subjects determined where on the continuum between adjectives their feel-
1ngs toward a concept or other stimuli were positioned. Studies by Osgocd
and his associates have revealed three principal, independent dimensicons
that persons used 1n evaluating concepts, which are referred to as evalua-

tive, potency, and activity factors {(Kerlinger, 1973; Kiesler, Collins,
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& Miller, 1969; Zimbardo & Ebbeson, 1969). Coombs (1964) described a
method of attitude scaling, known as the unfoliding techmigue, 1n which
subjects were asked to fndfcate which of a 1isting of statements best
represented their views, next best, and so on {KiesTer, Collins, A Miller,
1969)., Self-report measures, such as those described ahove, have been,
by far, the most prevalent form of attitude measurement. Anp examipation
of recent studies showed that the semantic differential and Likert scales
were the most widely used technigques.

2. Dbservation of overt behavior. Xiesler et al. (1969) reported

that they were “unaware of a single instance in which investigators were
able to report reldability for their behavioral mezsures [of atti{tude]"

(p. 14)., Cook and Selltiz (1964) commented that attempts to establish
behavioral measures have fit into three general types. In the first
category, subjects encountered "standardfzed sttuations that they are led

to believe are unstaged, in which they believe that their behavicr will
have consequences, and in which the attitudinal object is represented fin
some way other than by the actual presence of & member of the object class”
{Kiesler, Collins, & M{1ler, 1969, p. 18]. Exemples of this category were
the tests conducted by Milgram {1963, 1964, 1365}, in which subjects were
told that they were administering electric shocks to individuals in another
room. The differences in number or intens{ty of shocks delivered to racial,
ethnic, or religfous groups were used as an fndex of attitudes toward these
greups. In the second behaviaral approach, subjects were presented with an

admittedly staged situation and asked to play & role. An example was the
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study by Stanton and Litwak (1955) 1n which the investigators attempted

to predict success as a foster parent by having foster parents assume rales
fn stressful situations, In the third categery, used primarily 1n examin-
ing attitudes toward social groups, the subjects were asked to make "socio-
metric choices among individuals, some of whom are members of the object
group, preferably under circumstances that iead the participants to believe
that such cholces wil1l have censequences 1n the form of subsequent assign-
ment in some situatfon" {Kfesler, Collins, & Miller, 1969, p. 19). In
direct contrast to the increasingly sophisticated methodological efforts

in the area of self-report measures of attitude, behavioral measures re-
main relatively crude. Even in clinical psychalogy, for exampla, where
behavior is the focus of attention, experimenters have generally relied
upan self-reparting or the reperts of observers for information about
subject performance.

1, PReaction to or interpretatfon of partially structured stimuli.

The unique charactertstic of attftude measurement techniques of this type
has been that "while there may be n¢ attempt to disguise the reference to
the attitudinal object, the subject fs not asked to state his own actions
directly; he 1s cstensibly describing a2 scene, a character, or the be-
havjor of a third person" (Cook & Selltiz, 1964, p. 47). Kiesler et al.
{1969) reported that such projective techniques have seldom been used to
measure attitudes,

4. Performance on_“objective” tasks. In studies of this type, the

respondent was given "specific tasks to be performed; they are presented
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as tests of informatfon or ability, or simply as jobs that need to be
done" {Cook & Selltiz, 1964, p. 50). The inherent assumption was that
"performance may be fnfluenced by attitude and that a systematic bias

fn performance reflects the influence of attitude" {Cook & Selltiz, 1964,
p. 50), Hammond's (1948) error-choice technfoue, Cook's plausibility
technique (Brigham & Cock, 1870; Waly & Cook, 1965), and the bogus pipe-
14ne technique of Jones and S1gall (1871) were examples of investigation
in this catagory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975},

§. Physiological reactions. Tests in this area have attempted to

measure attitude by measuring bodily reponses to stimuli in an experi-
mental setting. The studies of galvanic skin response by Rankin and
Campbeil (1955), vascular constricticon fn the finger by Westie and
DeFleur {1959), and pupil dilatfon (Hess, 1967; Hess & Polt, 1960;
Woodmansee, 1965} used the physiolagical approach.

The }atter three measurement techniques have in comman a2 1imited
usage in attitude research. While there are thase who envisfon signifi-
cant possibilities in one or more of these methods, experimentation thus
far has shown that the techniques are clearly at the rudimentary level.

In summary, despite {mpressive gains in research on attitude change,
it 15 obvious that "existing research leaves much to be desired, both from
the standpoint of methodological rigor and from the standpeint of neglected
problem areas" {Insko, 1967, p. 345). Briefly stated, thase problem areas
fnclude: reluctance on the part of investigators, despite uncertainty

about pretest interactions, to use posttest-only designs; the use af sample
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sizes that are too small to make posttest scores statistically reliable;
the obvious influence of experimenter bias in many studies; and the faflure
of investigators to use the most sophisticated means of statistical analysis
and psychemetric technigues (Insko, 1967).

Attitudes Toward the Institutionaiized, Handicapped, Disadvantaced

The 11terature on attitudes toward those incarcerated in correctional
institutions was sparse; most often these individuals were included 1n
studies of the effects of institionalfzation, with the major emphasis placed
upon current or former patfents of mental 1nstitutions (Goffman, 1961, 1963).
Other studies of 1ndividual or group attitudes toward these who had been
institutionalized revealed that public reactions were optimistic and en-
lightened, but private sentiment reflected fear and apprehension (Farina &
Ring, 1965; Kunnally, 1981).

Nunnally's (1961) study, which used a series of agree-dfsagree state-
ments to assess the public's information about mental 11Tness and a semantic
differential to measure attitudes, showed that, despite an overal! positive
portrayal on the information questfonnaire, subjects of all ages and educa-
tional backgrounds tended to fear and distrust the ment2lly {11. The gen-
eral approach of Farina and his associates was to devise a two-person ex-
perimental task fn which the subjects believed their partner had formerly
been institutionalized. The studies showed that, despite high levels of
performance, the "ex-mental patient" was viewed as {ncompetent and unre-
1{able 1n an evaluation by ¢b-workers.

Goffman (1963) categorized three principal groups of qualities that

cause persons to be "stigmatized" in the ways described above: physical
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anomalies; tribal [race, relfgion, nationality] features, and character-
ological faults [such as ¢mpriscnment and institutional{zation]. Goffman
{1953) stated that the préimary concern of stigmatized persons was inter-
personal acceptance; that 15, coping with the underlying negative attitudes
of many with whom they must come {n contact.

Martin and Webster {31971}, who studied the social consequences of

prison conviction in England, derived the following propos{itions:

. A man's risk of reconviction 1s more closely related to his
social position [Integration 1n family 1ife, professional or
occupaticnal ties, frvolvement 1n recreational and community
activities] than to the treatment prescribed by the courts.

2. The social consequences of conviction are directly related
to the quality of the offender’s previous 1ife.

3. A man's chances of reconviction are directly related to the
quality of the personal relatfonships 1n his 11fe.

4. The number of difficulties a man may be expected to overcome
fs closely related to the amount of support and active help
that he received. Notwithstanding this, the offender who
makes real efforts to help himself will make more rapid and
effective progress than he who 1s merely helped.

5. The speed with which an offender finds 2 new Job Is closely
related to his longer term success both as an employee and

fn other respects. (pp. 211-212)
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These propositions demonstrated the important relationship of at-
t1tudes and responses of others to the offender [the socia) consequences
of canviction] and successful reentry into soclety.

In &an attempt "to understand just what 1t means psychologically to
be a prisoner or a prison guard” (p. 296}, Zimbardo (1976} and his as-
cocfates created a prison envirenment in which college student volunteers
were randomly assigned roles as prisoners or guards. After six days of
the intended two week experiment, the i{nvestigators had to terminate the
¢imulated prison. The majority of participantis were

ho lenger able to clearly differentiate between role playing

and self, There were dramatic changes 1n virtually every

aspect of their behavior, thinking, and feeling. In less

than a week the experience of imprisonment undid [temporarily]

a lifetime af learning: human values were suspended, self-

concepts were challenged and the uglfest, most base, patho-

logical side of human nature surfaced, We were horrified

because we saw sSomeé boys [guards] treat others as 1f they were

despicable anfmals, taking pleasure in cruelty, while other

boys [prisoners] became servile, dehumanized robots who thought

only of escape, of thelr own survival and of their mounting

hatred for the guards. (Zimbardo, 1976, p. 297)

Based upon the experiment described above, Zimbardo (1976) concluded
the following about prison reform:

The relationship betwean the individual [who is sentenced

by the courts to a prison term] and his community must be
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mafntained. How canm a prisoner return to a dynamically chang-

ing society that most of us cannot ¢ope with after being out

of it for a number of years? There should be move community

involvement...more educational opportunities to prepare them

for returning to their communities as more valuable members....

Finally, the main ingredient necessary to effect any change

at all in prison reform...fs caring. Reform must start with

people--especially people with power--caring about the well-

being of others. (p. 101}

Because of the lack of {nformation available regarding attitudes to-
ward correctional inmates, a search of the literature on public and faculty
attftudes toward the handicapped or disadvantaged--an area where much at-
tention has been focused in recent years--was conducted. It was beligved
that such studfes would provide Insight and guidelines for the investigation.

The need to study the attitudes of those with whom the handicapped and
disadvantaged come i1nte contact was clearly reflected in the 1iterature,
Skrtfc, Sigler, and Lazar {1973) stated that "negative attftudes toward
handicapped children among professionals serving excepttonal persons can be
more harmful and crippling than any mental or physical state inherent to
the exceptional fndividuals” (p. 1}, This supported the findings of Combs
(1965), who reported that "what a teacher belleves...about the nature of
his students will have a most important effect on how he behaves toward
them" (p. 21).

Other studies have shown that attitudes or expectancies toward parti-

cular students have had an effect on the students’ academic performance,
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although the extent of effect was open to considerable debate (Blackwell,
1972; Chall, 1967: Gorman, Hansen, Manning, & Pire, 1972; Rosenthal &
Jacobson, 1968; Sigier & Lazar, 1976). For example, fn the widely guoted

Pygmalfcn in the Classroom, Rosenthal and Jacobson {1968) stated the

central theme that "one person'‘s egpections for another's behavior could
come to serve as a self-fulfi11ing prophecy” {p. 174). The authors ex-
plained that 2 teacher's verbal and non-verbal communication might change
a student's “self-concept, his expectations of his gwn behavior and his
motivation, as well as his cognitive styles and skilis" (Rosenthal &
Jacobson, 1968, p. 180). Rosenthal and Jacobson suggested further that
"perhaps 1t 1s the teacher to whom we should direct more of our research
attentfon” (19638, p. 181).

Stern and Keislar {1977), whe examined teacher attitudes toward stu-
dent attributes, stated

Most people would agree that teachers® attitudes toward

students have an important impact on how students feel about

themselves, as well as on the rate at which they acquire

academic skills., Yet...there is very 1ittie direct evidence

to demonstrate 2 relationship between the zttitudes of

teachers and the affective behavior of students. One can-

not nelp but recognize that teachers do have emotfonal re-

actions to certain attributes of students, and that these

feelings, or attitudes, predispose them to behave dffferential-

Ty toward them.
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Among the most important student attributes which elicit
differentiating teacher attitudes are race or ethnicity, socio-
economic status, divergent speech patterns or language, level
of ability or achfevement performance, sex, and ¢lassroom be-
havier. This does not mean that one can study these 1n iso-
lation, For example, most of the studies of attitudes toward
¢hfldren from poverty populations are confounded by their being
members of minority ethnic groups, primarily black cor Mexican-
American, who also have divergent speech patterns, ({Stern &

Keislar, 1977, pp. 66-67)

Gottlfeb and Corman (1975), in analyzing the trend toward integrating
mentally retarded children {nto publi¢ and community school systems, looked
at public attitudes toward these children. Their study disclosed four
factors underlying attitudes toward mentally retarded children: ‘“positive
stereotype, segregation {n the community, segregation in the classroom,
and perceived physical and intellectual handicap" {Gottlieb & Corman,
1975, p. 74). In the study, Gottl{eb and Corman used a questfonnaire
composed of 48 {tems--16& semantic differential items, 17 statements acapted
from the guestfons used by Gottwald (1970}, and 15 statements based on the
work of Joyce {1973)., The latter two types of {tems were structured in a
Ltkert rating scale. The 430 subjects [from the Boston area] to whom the
questionnaire was admintstered were approximately evenly divided by sex,
gducational level, and chronological age. Approximately half of the re-
spondents had schoal-aged children. The 1nvestigators attempted to over-

come a methodological 1imitation of many previcus studies, where attitudes
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were elfcited along the single dimension of the favorab$)ity-unfavor-
abi1ity continuum. 1In an effort to achleve the comprehensive analysis

of attitudes that they felt were both lacking fm most existing studfies
and essential for val{d results, the experimenters, after factor analysis
and varimax rotatfon of the ftems, employed standardfzed factor scores

as dependent measures in a four-way analysis of variance with sex, age,
aducatien, and contact as independent varfables. In addition, t-tests
were used to determine differences between parents with and without school-
aged children (Gottlieb & Corman, 1%75). In a related study, Farina,
Thaw, Felner, and Hust {1976) concluded that there were unfavorable inter-
paersonal consaquences faced by the mentally retarded.

Qther studies have viewed the effects of training programs and con-
tact with handicapped and disadvantaged persons. In their widely used
study of educators' atti{tudes toward the retarded, Efron and Efron (1967)
concluded that “personal contact 15 probabiy the only way of changing the
more persenal and less intellectual facet of atti{tudes” (p. 107). The
Efron study used a 70-1tem Likert questionnaire. The conclusion stated
above was based upon findings that teachers of the mentally retarded
were the enly group that differed from any of the others in their accept-
ance of Intimate contact with the retardad {Efron & Efron, 1967). More
recent studies have also shown direct contact to be a more effective
method of favorably changing attitudes toward the handicapped and dis-
advantaged than a primarily instructiona) format. These studies have in-

volved students, teachers, and social workers at different levels of
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training (Herr, Algozzine, & Eaves, 1976; Higgs, 1975; Protheroc & Ehlers,
1974). This does not mean, however, that in-service training programs
without contact cannot successfuliy change attitudes (Hagen, 1971; Mobley,
1976 ).

Although some studfes have not shown contact with disabled individuals
to be related to attitudes toward these persons [Coggin [1964) for example],
Yuker, Block, and Younng {1970} suggested that the apparent discrepancy re-
sulted from the fajilure of investigators to adegquateiy control for the type
of contact, Despite the possible contamipating effects of this factor,
the researchers concluded that "the closer the social and persopal contacts
with the disabled, the greater the acceptance of disabled persons in gener-
21" {Yuker, Block & Yournmg, 1970, p. 87). They further pointed out that
contact in a2 medical settinyg had less pasitive effects on subjects' at-
t1tudes than contact Tn either a social, personal, or employment setting.

Gottlieb {1974) analyzed studies (Begab, 1968; Cleland & Chambers,
1959: Cleland & Cochran, 1961; Kimbrell & Luckey, 19264; 5ellin & Mulchahay,
1965; Vurdelja-Maglajlic & Jordan, '574) that included a tour of a mental
fnstitution and the effects of such vistfts on attitude change. Gottlieb
{1974} conctuded:

The brief literature on att{tude change fndicates that exposure

per se does nhot necessarily produce favorable atti{tude change

toward mentally retarded pecple. The problem {s far more com-

plex. For example, very 1{ttle informatfon {s available re-

garding the tour i1tself...Fyture studies will have to consider
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varfous subject characteristics that may serve to impede or

factlitate attitude change....To the extent that any general

statements regarding the effects of institutional tours of

attitude change are possible, 1t appears that attitudes toward

the patient become more negative while attitudes toward the

institutfon become more positive. This combipation of atti-

tudes toward the patients and the fnstftution s easily 1n-

terpretable 1f one considers that the more likely people are

to belfeve that retarded people have 2 1imited vrognosis and

should be segregated, the greater will be their belief that

fnstitutions are necessary to achieve these ends. {pp. 18,

15, 20)

Since the mid-1920's when studies of attitudes toward the disabled
were first undertaken, many different measuring fnstruments have been
employed. The major breakthrough in terms of methodological sophistica-
tien, objectivity, and relfability, occurred in 1960 when Yuker, Block, and
Younng first published the Attitudes Toward Disabled Persons (ATDP} scala.
An examinatfon of research in the area from the early 196G's to the middle
1970's showed that the ATDP had been widely used and shown to be valid and
reliable {Block, 1974}, Because no appropriate scale for measuring the
attitudes of community college faculty members toward correctional jnmataes
was discovered for use in the study, and it was realized that a scale
would have to be developed, special attention was placed upon the develop-

ment of the ATDP and the ways that it has been used. For example, fn a
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study with goals simflar to this study, Donaldson and Martinson (1976)
sought to modify the att{tudes af teachers and teacher trajnees, as
measured by the ATDP, toward disabied persons through live and videotaped
discussions by panels of physically disabled individuals. The results
suggested that the panel discussions were effective in modifying stereo-
typic attitudes toward the physically disabled {Donaldson & Martinson,
1476}

In the search te find an appropriate testfng instrument, many valid
and reliable instruments were elfminated from consideration because of
their general nature. Wrightsman (1974}, 1in explatning his Philosophies
of Human Nature {PHN) scale, for example, defined philosophies of human
nature as "attitudes about people in general--attitudes that emphasize
the social qualities of people. They are expectancies that people pos-
sess certafn qualities and will behave in certain ways" (p. 28).
Wrightsman conceptualized phflosaphies of human nature into six dimen-
sions:

(a) trustworthfness versus untrustworthiness, or the extent

tc which one believes that people are basically trustworthy,

morat, and responsible; (b} strength of will and ratfonality

versus external contra) and irratfonality, the extent to

which one believes that people have control over thelr own

lives and understand the motfves behind their behavior: (¢)

altruisin versus selfishness, the extent to which one be-

lieves that people are basically unselfish and sincerely
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interested fn others; {d) independence versus conformity to

qroup pressures, the extent to which one beli{eves that a per-

son ¢an maintain his or her convictions in the face of pres-

sures to conform coming from & group, from seciety fn general,

or from some authority figure; (e} complexity versus simplici-

ty, the extent te which one believas that people are complica-

ted gnd hard to understand; and (f) simflarity versus varia-

bi11ty, the extent to which ene beliaves that people differ

in their basic natures. ({1974, pp. 41-45}

Other tests mentioned by Wrightsman {1974} that examined positive and
negative att{tudes toward people included the Cornel! Anomie scale, Chefn's
Anomie scale, Resenberg's Faith-in-People scale, Wrightsman®s Behavior
Insight test, Edwards' Social Desirability scale, and 5{ege!'s Manifest
Hostilfty scale.

More specific to attitudes toward criminal offenders, Cressey {1965)
enumerated four basic attitudes of society toward contral of crime: "de-
sire for retrfbution, desire that suffering be inflicted on apprehended
criminals as a deterrent to potemtial criminals, protection of soclety
from criminalis, and reduction of crime rates by changing the behavior of
criminals" (pp. 14-15).

With this theoretical framework in mind, Moos (1975} developed the
Correctional Institutions Environment scale (CIES)., Moos (1975) stated
that his purpose was

to develop a way of assessing the social ¢limates of correc-

tiona} programs by asking resfdents and staff individually
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about the usual patterns 9f behavior 1n their program. From a
practical point of view we wanted to provide institutional ad-
ministrators ancd their staff with a relatively simple means

of assessing & preogram's social climate. The hope was that

the information resulting from this type of assessment could

be used for both short- and long-range staff and program develgp-

ment and for ongoing efforts to change and improve the program's

1ivtng and working environment, (p. 36)

The CIES, which used primérily a true-false format, showed, according
to Moos (1975), that there was a very large average difference between the
perceptions of residents and those of the staff regarding the social en-
vironments of their programs. Moos {1975) concluded that "the evidence
that fncreased resident-staff coentact should lead to increased resident-
staff agreement and greater staff influence on resfdents 1s substantial”
(p. 215).

Teacher Competency

Having discussed the important relaticnship between ipstructor and
student functioning, both cognitively and affectively, particularly where
“special” students were {nvolved, attention was focused on the area of
teacher competency. The purpose of this facet of the literature review
was to determine which characteristics of teachers were considered the
most effective for Instruction in general, for {nstructers of the disad-
vantaged, and for those who teach correctional inmates.

tembe (1971) stated that avaflable research and clinical evidence sug-

gested that a competent teacher was characterized by the following:
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{a) he can engage students fn an apen and trusting relation-

ship by his capacity to 1isten and accept, (b) he 15 skilled

in the use of different diagnostic, planning, facil{itative,

and evaluative procedures and s knowledgeable about their

Timitatiens, {c) he 1s experimental in his genera) attitude

toward identifying and providing appropriate tearning con-

ditions, and {d) he c¢an look at his own beliefs, feelings

and behavior openly and ¢an find ways to make them more

constructive to himself and others. (p. 73)

¥incent (196%) named "four categories of educational procedure that
appear as characteristic of gquality" (p. 5): individualization, the re-
cognition of individual differences; interpersonal regard, displaying
warmth, kindness, respect, consideration, and empathy; creativity, pro-
yiding opportunity for student expressfon; and group aétithy. the re-
cognition that group interaction {s an important tool in learning.

Crawford and Bradshaw {1968) asked college students to describe the
most effective {nstructor that they had ever had. The four tralts most
often mentfoned were: thorough knowledge of subject matter; well pTanned
and organized lectures; enthusiastic, energetic, 1ively interest in teach-
ing; and student-oriented, willing ta help students. Also examining ef-
fective college instruction, the studies of Miller (1972} revealed that
the most effective teacher "1s 2 dynamic and energetic person, explains
clearly. has an fnteresting style of presentation, seems to enjoy teach-

ing, has a genufne {nterest fn students, is friendly toward students,
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encourages class discussion, and discusses points of view other than his
own" {p. 24).

Rees (1968) described the effective teacher of deprived vouth in 2
compensatory education program as one who:

1. Provides a richness, & depth, and a breadth to everyday

learning and 1iving experiences for the ¢hild within the
compensatory program.

Z. Fermits him to be a child before he 15 a man.

3. Respects and values each child or youth for himself.

4. Imbues the child and hts parents with a thirst for know-

ledge and an excitement 1n learning.

6. Removes the discriminatory lazbel from the deprived child

and replaces 1t with self-respect.

6. Challenges the learner where he {s and leads him step by

step tn successful progression toward higher, self-deter-
mined aspiration levels. ({p. 127)

Fantini and Wefnstefn {1968) warned of unchallenged acceptance of the
widely followed theories that "a good tescher is a good teacher no matter
whom she may have toc teach” and that "the experienced teacher is an effec-
tive teacher" (p. 304). The authors suggested that difficulties in educa-
ting the disadvantaged often arise from the fact that “many teachers, and
those who have trafned them, have accepted one educational process as ap-
propriate for all Tearners” (p. 304). Fipally, Fantini and Weinstein (1968)
stressed the need for {nstructors able to combine "strength with sensitivity”

(p. 303}.
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Before turning to suggested character{stics of competent correctjonal
educators, insight might be provided by examining the goals of adult basic
education in correcticns, as stated by Ryan and 5{)vern {1970)}:

Y. Educatiaon for offenders must be community centered and

must prepare the jndividuals for community participation.

2. Educatfon fer offenders must involve the person in his or
her own fate and must help him develop & sense of trust
and acceptance.

3. Education of offenders must develop learning decision-
making.

4, FEducation of offenders must involve some risk-taking,
prepare him for 1{fe outside prison, develop his abi1lity
to deal! with guiTt and help him learn to profit from
mistakes.

5. Education of offenders must provide experience to enhance
the prisoner's self-confidence,

6. Education of offenders must provide for significant and
positive human relations whereby they can develop self-
esteem and experience respect for others,

7. Educaticn of offenders must take cognizance of present
coomuynity problems and relate such education to the
situation in the wider scciety, so they can learn how
to cope with the problems of today's world. (pp. 62-73)

Gunnell (1973), who analyzed the characteristics and competencies of
effective correctfonal education teachers as perceived by supervisors of edu-

cation 1n the Faderal Bureau of Prisons, concluded that
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the correctional education teacher who participates in program

develepment and Tmprovement, produces specified grade level

gains in his students, maintains a low dropout rate from his

classes, brings about attitudinat changes in the students with

whom he works as Shown by students' institutional adjustments,

a551sts in all program areas, and sells the program as favor-

able is identfffed as effective. Characteristics and competen-

cles essential for effective teaching in correctional fnstitu-

tions {nclude human relations sk1lis, technical strategies and

understanding of disadvantaged students. ({pp. 111-112}

sunnell {1973) also mentioned the importance of such gualities as
tolerance, self-controel, and creativity to the corvectional instructor.
Ryan et al. (1972), dealing specifically with adult basic education teachers
in correctional settings, stressed the significance of such posftive char-
acterfstics as enthusiasm, optimism, flexib{1{ty, and patience. Both Gunnell
{1973) and Ryan et al. {1972}, among other wrfters, pointed gut that the
madelTing of mature, constructive behavior by correctional instructors can
have an i1mportant effect in bringing about similar behavior on the part of
thelr stydents. McAfee {1973) suggested that correctional educaters possess
a stable perssnality and a high degree of emotfonal maturity.

D. Morris (1973), president of Southern I11fnofs University when 1%
offered the first direct contact college level priscn education program in
1953, stated that "the teacher must be enthusfastic and have no reservations

about teaching 1n a prison environment” (p. 26). He continued that
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to a great extent, the guality of any educational program

derives from the type of teachers, the number jn relation

to students, their emotional stab{lity, their concern for

intellectual and personal growth,...It must not be over-

looked that the frequent association of irnmates with men

of intelligence, skill, and balanced perscnalities s one aof

the recognized means of achieving desirable changes in in-

mate perscnalities. (p. 25)

The following statements by Roberts {1973) and Glaser [1964) serve to
summarize and conclude this section:

The best attributes for a teacher to possess are understanding,

maturity, experience, empathy, warmth, flexibility, self-con«

fidence, a sense of humor, creat{vity, sound mental health,

and the ability to accept and motivate persons who are of

the criminal population. Understanding is based upon mutual

respect. It {s obtained by the ¥nstructor who approaches all

students on the same basis, forgetting thetr past {padequacies

and starting anew. (Roberts, 1973, p. 111)

GTaser (1964) agreed:

Staff influence on inmates vari{es directly with staff mani-

festation to inmates of the same types of personal behavior

that cause a man to be 1iked in nen-prison relationships.

(a) Inmates are most influenced by staff who act towards them

in friendly and cons{derate--rather than host{le--tone and
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manner. (b) Inmates are most influenced by staff who treat
them with fairness and predictability. (p. 133}

Callege Level Correctional Education Programs

The trends toward fncreased ¢ollege Tevel offerings at correctional
institutions and toward dependence upon institutions of higher education
to provide academic resources were also reflected in the literature. More
specifically, the importance of the role of the community college was
emphasized.

Fducation in prisons became widespread after World War Il. The first
direct contact higher education program in a correctional setting was pro-
vided by Southern I11{nels University in 1953. It was during the late
1960's, however, that ccllege programs began to rapidly grow in state and
federal correctional fnstitutions (Herron & Muir, 1974).

Bertholf (1974) stated that "there 1s a trend toward increasing the
scope of college level programs in correctional institutions in the inited
States" (p. 23). Statistics supported this statement. Far example, 1n
1370, there were 1,075 post-secondary educational enroliments in the Federal
Bureau of Prisans; in 1975, there were 9,126 enroliments {McCollum, Hote 3).
An American Association of Community and Junior Colleges survey showed 295
coileges and universities fnvolved in correctioral education 1n 1975, a far
larger figure than reported in earlier surveys [Emmert, 1976). Further
evidence of these trends appeared 1n a recommendation by the National Advisory
Commission on Crimfnal Justice Standards and Goals 1in 1973 that “each [cor-

rectional fnstitution's ] education department should make optimal use af
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educational programs at local colleges" {Peterson, 1976b, o. 3}. Another
example of continued growth of college programs at correctional institu-
tions was the fncreased avallability of financial asststance from non-
prison socurces, Examples of this assistance included veterans' education-
al benefi{ts, Basic Educational Cpportunity Grants (BEOG), scholarships and
Joans offered and insured by members of both the public and private sectors,
and financta) support from the Vocational Rebabilitation Administration
{McCollum, Note 2).
The community coliege has been recognized as an important source of
the educatfonal support described above., Beto (1970) wrote,
Qur experience forces us to the contlusion that agencies
other than the prison 1tself are better qualified to offer
post high school education, be it academfc or vocaticnal.
Unbound by tradition, characterized by a willingness to
structure courses to meet contemporary needs, and being ac-
cessible tc penal institutfons--all make the American Junior
College an 1deal partmer in the correctional education pro-
gram. Dur prisons would do well to explore fully the pos-
s{biiities of developing cooperative arrangements with area
Junior colleges for securing the type of academic and voca-
tional educatfon which will further equip an fnmate for pro-
ductive tiving. {p. 27)
Adams and Connolly (1971) echoed these sentiments when they stated:
Many characteristics of community and Junfor colleges

make them especially suited to conduct educattonal programs
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for prisons....Most public 1nstitutions are "open door" so

admissions problems are few. Thelr offerings range broadly,

from the purely vocational to the primarily intellectual and

esthetic. The occupational curriculums are varied and can

accomodate a wide array of student needs, interests, and

abilfties, The colleges are reglatively experienced 1n meet-

ing the special reguirements of disadvantaged persons. They

are ubiquitous and, therefore, readily accessible to most of

the pation's correctfonal fac{lities. Finally, communfty

services and adult education are both major functions of the

community ¢oliege, and a cocperative prison educational pro-

gram falls fnto either of these categories. (p. 44}

Feldman {1975}, 1n her extensive study of trends in offender vocational
and educational preograms, concluded that "i{t seems l{kely that the community
college will continue tov assume a major responsibility in on-going and future
educational programs for offenders” {(p. 14}.

The studies of college programs in correctional institutions that have
been conducted have been primarily concerped with case studies and assess-
ments of specific programs, the rate of recidivism of those inmates who had
participated in these programs [am area of extreme complexity and difficulty],
and clientele [college and correct{onal administrators, students] reactions
and evaluations {Bertholf, 1974; D. Edwards, Fernstrom, & Thempson, 1974;
Herron & Muir, 1974; Jacobs & Dana, 1975; Salmony, 1974; Shurling, 1976;
Ti1ler, 1975; Wyman, 1975)}.



649

Marshall, Kaplan, Gans, and Kahn (1973}, 1n their comprehensive review
and evaluation of college level prison education programs in nine states,
reported the following among their findings and recommendations:

The college program in prison should be addressed and

equipped to meet the needs of inmates who not only have

demonstrated capability and motivation, but also those with

latent potentfal.

There should be an open-admissions policy that permits

211 inmates to participate who can meet and maintain certain

objective performance standards. This admissicns policy should

be accompanted by a vigorous outreach effort to acquaint all

jnmates with the program and a college preparatory component

that helps applicants make up academic deficiencles.

Coltege programs in prison that provide a college atmosphere
beyond the ciassroom and offer complimentary support services

appear to be the most effective kinds of programs in fulfilling

educational goals.

Persons composing the staff of prison college programs
should be mainty drawn from and m2intain roots in the aca-
demi¢c community. (Peterson, 1976b, p. %)

SummAry

The concept of att{tude has been recognfzed as an integral coemponent

in shaping human behavior. Fundamental disagreements exist, however, re-

garding the definition and nature of attitudes. In order to foster a more
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systematic research approach to attftude studies, Fishbein and Ajzen
{1975) suggested that conceptual distinctions be made between attitudes,
beliefs, behavioral intentions, and behavior.

Contemporary attitude theories generally have their theoretical or{-
gins in learning theories (classical condittfoning and operant condition-
ing), expectancy-value theories, consistency thecrfes (balance, congruity,
and dissonance theories), or attribution theorfes.

Much recent emphasis 1n attitude research has focused upon attitude
change. Although investigators have falled to derive an adequate and
practical paradigm for Tnducing attitude mod{fication, a group of principles
have been developed which point out significant varfables in attitude change.
Examples of these factors include the characteristics of the source ad-
vocating change fn attlitude, 1nadequate justification, expenditure of ef-
fort, subject relevant performance expactancy, and commitment and volition.
Stern and Keislar (1975) performed an extensive investigation of the
11terature on attitude change, with emphasis upon the processes by which
teachers' attitudes appeared to undergo modification. Among thelr findings
were the following characteristics which seemed to favorably affect teacher
attitudes: trust and openness, group Support, respect for the source ad-
vocating change, and direct and active involvement. The latter of these
has been mentioned as a crucial element by & variety of sources. Finally,
widespread agreement exists regarding the need for improved research math-
odology 1n attitude studies.

Using the taxonomy aof Cook and Sellt{z [1964) as a reference, Kiesler,
Callins, and Miller (1969) derived five general categories of attitude
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measyrement. The First and most widely explored of these--self-report
measures--included the Thurstone-Chave equal-appearing interval scale, the
Likert scale, the Guttman cumulative scale, and the semantic differential
technique of Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum. The other categories discussed
were observation of overt hehavior, reaction to or interpretation of partial-
1y structured stimuli, performance on abjective tasks, and physiological
reactions.

Studies of the effects of individuals' 1nstitutionaljzation upon the
public's attitudes toward them have shown private fear and difstruct despite
outward expressions of sympathy, optimism, and eni{ghtenment. Goffman (1963)
categorized fmprisonment and fnstitutionalization as characterclogical faults
that caused persons to be stigmatized. Many other {nvestigators have dis-
covered serious social consequences of imprisonment on those who have been
Tncarcerated,

The att{tudes and expectancies of those with whom the institution-
alized, handicapped, and disadvantaged come into contact have been widely
shown to play significant roles in their success or failure, cognitively
and affectively. Training programs invelving direct contact for those who
work with these persons have generally been shown to be effective; however,
conclusive research 1n these arsas fs quite 1imited, and further study is
essential {f valid results are to be obtained.

A major breakthrough in testing instruments to measure attitudes to-
ward the disabled occurred ¥n 1960 with the publication of the Attitudes
Toward Disabled Persons scate by Yuker, Block, and Younng. A group of tests
measuring positive and negative attitudes toward people 1n general have been

developed.
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Much research has been conducted 1n the area of teacher competency--
in general, in the instructfon of the disadvantaged and the dfsabled, and
in correctional education. Trafts of effectfveness that appeared in the
results of mst of the studies examined included respect, openness, honesty,
flexibility, concern, empathy, equity, enthusiasm, and the ability to re-
cognize and deal with individual differences. It has heen pointed ocut,
nevertheless, that teaching success fn a normal educational setting does
not guarantee success in a correctional environment.

Education 1n prisons has experienced widaspread growth since World War
I1. Although direct contact colleqge prison programs began in 1953, the
largest expansien of these programs has occurred from the late 1960's
to the time the study was undertaken. Institutions of higher education
have increasingly taken over the planning and implementation of these
programs, partfcularly community colleges. Many investigators have re-
ported that the community college appears 1deally suited to perform the
functicons necessary for a comprehensive college program in a ceorrectional
satting. The studies of college programs in correctional fnstitutions have
been principally concerped with case studfes, evalyation of success normal-
1y based on rates of recidfvism, and user assessments.

While advancements 1n correctionzl aducation research have been made,
the need for improved methodolagy and in-depth analyses remain critical.
The need fs perhaps most obvious 1in the evaluvative component of correctional
programs. Without appropriate evaluative and contre? mechanisms, 1t is vir-
tually impossible to accurately judge the impact of such programs or the

elements of which they are composed.



Chapter 3
Methodology

In Chapter 3 the design and methodology of the study are detailed.
The sample and sampling procedures are described, the statistical hypo-
theses are stated, and the measyrement techniques and instruments are
explained.
Sample

The target population of the study was full-time, teaching faculty
members at those institutions in the Virginia Community College System
through which educatfonal services to correctional institutions were pro-
vided as of the end of the 1976-1977 academic year. These institutions
and thei{r locations {n the state were as follows: J. Sargeant Reynolds
Community Coliege {(Richmond), John Tyler Community College (Chester),
New River Community College {Dublin}, Northern ¥irginfa Community Col-
Tege {Woodbridge), Pau} D. Camp Community College {Franklin), Southside
Yirginia Community College (Alberta), Thomas Nelson Community College
{Hampton}, Tidewater Community College {Virginia Beach), and Wytheville
Comunity College (Wytheville). A primary intenticn in deriving the
sample was to explore as wide a range of demographic variables as possi-
ble. In terms of sample selectfon, the subjJects of the study were divid-

ed into three principal groups--two groups from Jochn Tyler Community Col-

lege and one group composed of faculty members from the other institutions

1isted above and faculty members from John Tyler not included in the first

two groups.

73
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At John Tyler Community College, on August 31, 1977, a letter from
the Dean of Instruction explaining the schedule of activitfes for the an-
nual Fall Orfentation for Faculty and Staff (September 8 and %, 1977)
was mafled. Included in the letter was a section regarding ar optional
group of activities which included a tour of the Federal Correctional
Institution in betersburg, Virginia {see Appendix A for a complete copy
of the section). 1In addftion, near the conclusfon of the orientation's
General Session of September B, Cale E. White, Dean of Instruction, ex-
platned the correctional activities planned and urged interested faculty
members to meet with the experimenter immediately following the meeting.
Twenty faculty members expressed the desire to participate. The orfiginal
intention of the investigator was to randomly divide these persons into
an experimental group {whose members would participate in the orientation
program) and a control group (whose members would be told that volunteers
had exceeded those approved by prisoen officials and that another tour
would be arranged as soon as possible at their convenience}. However,
despite eartier assurance from Division Chairpersons that thelr faculty
members who wished to participate in the correctional activities would
be excused from all other dutles, there were six persons who discovered
that they would be unable to attend because of registration, advising,
and simil{ar gbTigations. Therefore, these six {individuals were auto-
matically assigned to the controt group, and the remafning volunteers
placed into the experimental and control groups at randem, 1t is important

to note, however, that the six faculty members who had to withdraw from the
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activities were from different divisions, were both maie and female, and
were of different age groups and academic ranks: thus, no systematic vari-
ables fnvolved in the withdrawals were obvious. In addition, 211 expressed
regret in being unable to participate and the desfre to tour the correction-
a1 facility in the future. W{l1lingness to particfpate, therefore, had not
changed. Both experimental and control groups at John Tyler intent{onally
consisted of instructors who had never participated in prison programs of-
fered by the college. Approximately 35 percent of those eligible for the
orientation program volunteered.

The final major group of sublects were those faculty members at John
Tyler who were not part of the experimental and control groups described
above and selected faculty members from the other community ¢olleges in-
volved in the study. In late August and early September, 1977, the in-
vestigator telephoned the Directors of Continuing Educatiamn at the other
participating institutions to inform them of the study and to request that
their offices serve as distribution and collection points for the question-
naire to be sent (see Appendix B for a listing of the Directors of Continu-
ing Education to whom calls were placed). A letter was then sent to the
directors who had agreed to cooperate, aTong with a set of procedura? in-
structions and questionnaires {see Appendix C for the format of the letter
sent). The Instructions included the request that questionnaires be placed
in the mailboxes of those full-time teaching faculty members whose last
names began with either A-M or K-I, the chaice of which was made by the in-
vestigator at random. Because of the disparity in faculty size at these

community cclleges, sample size varied.
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Unable to contact the Director of Continuing Educztion at Thomas
NeTson Community College by telephane despite numerous attempts, the in-
vestigator visited the campus 1n an effert to contact him personally. The
director had shortly before entered a meeting expected to last for several
hours; the investfgator then spoke with others 1n the Office of Continuing
Education about the study and left the director a note and the same materials
that had been mailed to the other colleges. These materials had not been
distributed to facutty members at Thomas Melson at the end of October, and
1t was decided to eliminate the college from the study.

At J. Sargeant Reynclds Community College, because of 1ts close proxi-
mity to the investigator's res{dence, communication and delivery were con-
ducted in person. In addition, because of a mere complex guestionnaire ap-
proval policy than found at other community coclleges in the study, materials
were distributed approximately three weeks later at J. Sargeant Reynolds
than at the other participating Institutions.

At MNorthern Yirginta Community Ccllege, following the suggestions of
Dr. Richard J. Ernst, President, Dr. Joseph Rossmeier, Director of Planning
and Research, and Dr. Larry McFarlane, Acting Provost of the Woodbridge
campus, distribution of guestionnaires was conducted through the Office of
Planning and Research rather than through the 0ffice of Contfnuing Educa-
tion. The investigator was alsc requested toc supply self-addressed return
envelopes rather than blank envelopes for group collection as had been
provided at the other community colleges,

farTier in the summer of 1977, permission to conduct the study was

granted by the Research and Information Committee of the Advisory Counci)
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of Presidents of the ¥irginia Communfty College System, headed by Dr, Elmo
Roesler. At John Tyler {ommunity college, approval and support were gliven
by Dr. John W. Lavery, President, and Dale E. white, Dean of Instruction.
Finally, approval to conduct the activitfes at the Petersburg Federal Cor-
rectional Instftution was granted by 1. Stephen Grzegorek, warden of the
Tnstitution.

Instrumentation

The fallowing instruments and measurement techniques were used in the
study:

1. Semantfc differential. The semantic differential technigue was

developed by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum 1n 1957 as a systematic attempt
"to subject meaning to guant{tative measurement" (p. 1). Osgood and his
associates described the technique as follows:
The semantic differential {s essentially a combination

of controlled association and scaling procedures. We pro-

vide the subject with a concept to be differentiated and a

set of bipolar adjectival scales against which to do it,

his only task being to indicate, for each {tem (pairing of

a concept with a scale), the directicn of his association and

its intensity on a seven-step scale. The crux of the method,

of course, 1ies tn selectfng the sample of descriptive polar

terms., Ideally, the sample should be as representative as

possible of all the ways in which meaningful judgments can

vary, and yet be small enough 1n stze to be efficient 1in
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practice. In other words, from the myriad linguistic and

non-1fnguistic behaviors mediated by symbolic processes,

we select a small but carefylly devised sample, a sample

which we shail try to demonstrate is chiefly indicative

of the ways that meanings vary, and largely insensitive to

other sources of variation. {1557, p, 20)

The term "concept" used in the description above was defined as “the
stimulus to which the subject's checking operation is a terminal response”
(Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaun, 1957, p. 77). Most often, because of the
structure of the English language, cancepts are more 1ikely to be nouns
than other parts of speech,

Also, in further explanation, the developers of the technigue re-
ported that, although three-, five-, nine., and elevep~step scales have
been used, "over a large number of different subjects in many different
experiments it has been found that with seven alternatives all of them
tend to be used and with roughly, 1f not exactly, equal! frequencles”
(Dsgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1557, p. 85).

In their exploratory study, Osgeod et 21. (1957} paired 50 descrip-
tive scales with 20 concepts, generating a T000-1tem test form. The tast
was administered to 100 subjects, preducing a 50x20x100 cube of data, In
order to “obtain that matrix of intercorrelations among scales which would
be most representative or typical” (p. 35), the investigators summed over
both concepts and subjects, producing 2 single 50x50 intercorrelat{onal

matrix of every scale with each of the other scales to which the total data
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contributed. Thurstone's Centroid Factor Method was afplied tc the matrix
of correlations. Four facters were extracted and rotated into simple
structure, orthogonality befng maintained. The factors were labelled by
thedir content, that 1s, by 1isting the scales which had high lcadings on
that factor., The first factor was {dentiffed as evaluitive, the second

as potency, the third as activity, and the final factor represented un-
explained variance.

The selection of scaies for use in thfs research problem were, as
suggested by Dsgood et al. {1957), based upon: (a) fictorfal composition;
1.e., according to evaluative, activity, and potency dimensions and (b}
relevance to the concepts befng judged; 1.e., suitability to the research
problem, Kormally, approximately three scales have been selected to
represent each factor, using Osgood, 5Suci, and Tannenb2um's rotated factor
loadings matrix of S0 bipolar adjective pairs (1957, p. 37) described above
te choose maximum leadings on the most significant factor and minfmum Topad-
ings on the other factors. For example, attitude studies have normally
relied heavily on the evaluative factor (Kerlfnger, 1973}.

The semant{c d1fferential technigue has been shown to be sufficiently
reliable and valid for many research purposes, Tncltuding attitude measure-
ment (Kerlinger, 1973}. The final form of the semanti¢ differential used
fn this study was derived from the results of pilot-testing.

First, three bipolar adjective pairs were selected from the rotated
factor loadings matrix to represent each of the three major factors described

above, HNext, efght additional adjective pairs were chisen for pilot-testing
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purposes (see Appendix D for a listing of the 17 adjective pairs of the
pilot-test and their factor loadings}. In addition to thelr factorial
compasitions, these adjectives were considered relevant to the concept
to be used--“corrections] inmate." The order of adjectives on the pflot-
test form was determined randomly, and the order within a pair was re-
versed at random (see Appendix E for the pilot-test form of the semantic
differential),

A technique developed by A. Edwards (1957) and followed by Yuker,
Block, and Younng {1970) was used to select the adjective pairs for the
final semantic differential. As described by Yuker et al.:

First, high and low scoring groups were established on the

basis of the total score obtafned on the prediminary scale.

High and Tow scare was determined by dividing the group at

the median of the total score distribution. These high and

low groups provided an internal criterion of the discrimina-

tive ability of each ftem., ({1970, p. 19)

In addition, the scores of each 1tem were summed 1n an effort to eliminate
those adfective pairs that failed to demonstrate the abiiity to discriminate.
Four adjective pairs--11ght-heavy, large-small, cold-hot, active-passive--
were eliminated by these methods, ylelding the fimal form of 13 adiective
pafirs (see Appendix F for the fipal form of the semantic differential).

The subjects for the piflot-testing phases described above were nine
faculty members from Corning Community College in Corning, New York and
twelye students enrclled in a beginning graduate-level course, Contempory
Issues 1n Education, at the College of William and Mary 1n Wi1liamsburg,
¥irginia.
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The emphasis 1n determining the validity of the pilot-test and final
form of the semantic differential was placed upon content validity. A
group of psychologists and correctional educators were shown 0sgood, Suci,
and Tannenbaum's rotated factor loadings matrix for suggestions in select-
ing appropriate adjective pairs to be used. A consensus of the group that
the ptlot-test and final form of the semantic differential were suitable
for this study was requested and obtained.

In additfon, two reliability measurements were used. Using the gues-
tionnafres of the subjects described above, even-numbered 1tems were placed
in one group, and pdd-numbered 1tems in another group (after cne item was
eliminated at random to force an even number of ftems)., The split-halves
reliabitity coefficient was then calculated:

oy ™ L96(n=21)
Bruning and Kintz (1977} reported that "a high reliability value {.70 or
higher) shows that the test s reliably (accurately) measuring the charac-
teristic 1t was designed to measure" {p. 210).

In order to measure the stability of the semantic differential, two
different admfnistrations of the test were given to 15 elementary school
teachers from Enon Elementary S5chool in Enon, ¥irginia, two weeks apart.
Test-retest relfability was measured by calculating the Pearson product-
moment correlatfon coefficient between the first and second tests:

r = .99(n=15)
This measurement 1s alsc referred to 2s the coefficient of stabflity

{Brunfng & Kintz, 1977].
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Z. Attitudes Toward Correctional Inmates scale {ATCI). The ATCI

was developed by the jnvestigator 1n an attempt to measure characteristics
af the attitudes of community college faculty membeérs toward correctional
inmates and to assess their willingness to teach off-campus courses in a
penal envirorment. The ATCI {s a Likert rating scale which consists of a
group of statements about correctional Immates and a six-point forced
chofce scale. The $nvestigator relied heav!ly on the techniques used by
Yuker, Block, and Younng in their development aof the Attitudes Toward Dis-
abled Persons scale (ATDP), first published in 1960, and used similar
testing methods as described earlier in deriving the final form of the
semantic differential.

First, a 1ist of statements, derived from the i{terature, personal
experiences, and from suggestions made by inmates emrclled in the Associate
of Appliec Science in Business Management program offered at the Petersburg
Federal Correctional Institution by John Tyler Community College, was Com-
piled. The 1ist was then presented to a panel of psychologists and cor-
rectiocnal educators, who eliminated those lacking in face validity. The
panel alsy modified other 1tems. The remaining statements were then
pilot-tested by the same subjects as those who pllot-tested the semantic
differential (see Appendix G for the pilot-test form of the ATCI)., The
statements were Tntended to elfcit {nformation 1n the areas of general
opinion of the sample population toward correctional inmates and cor-
rectional education, stereotypes and stigmas assocfated with prisoners,
and the persomal characteristics of jnmates. The statements were ordered

a2t random, arnd half were randomly selected to be phrased negatively.
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Following the same procedures of Jtem analysis as used in developing
the final form aof the semantic differential scale in order to gauge the
discriminative ability of each 1tem, the following changes were made to the
pilot-test form of the ATCI in deriving the final form: {tems 5, 7, 9, 11,
and 12 were eliminated for their failure to discriminate between low and
high scores; ftem 10 was eliminated because 1t discriminated in the re-
verse direction than intended; 1tem 14 proved to be difficult for re-
spondents to understand and was eliminated; ar- 1tem & was altered to re-
flect the comments added by pilot-test subjects. The final form of the
ATCI thus consists of rfne general statements {(upon which a subject's score
§s computed) and three statements pertainfrg to willingness to participate
in off-campus correctional programs {see Appendix H for the final form of
the ATCI scale). As a final note on the composition of the ATCI, items
1, 2, 4, and 9 of the final form showed pilot-test tendencies toward a
celling, or non-discriminative,effect. However, because the intent of
the scale included the hope that a faculty member profile might he de-
veloped, the 1tems were Tncluded.

The split-halves reliability coeffident and the Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficient were calculated as follows:

re.y = -72(n=21)
r= .74(n=15)

The directions used with the semantic differential were those suggested
by Osgaod et al. (1957}, and those uSed with the ATCI ware revisions of
those which accompany the ATDP of Yuker et al. (1970). As described pre-

viously a wide range of demographic variables was explored {see Appendix I
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for the final form of the guestionmaire}. For both tests, negatively

phrased items were to be reversed before scoring, and high scores would,

thus, reflect positive attitudes.

Statistical Hypotheses

The following statistical hypotheses were tested at the ,05 level of

confi{dence:

1. No significant differences will be found In faculty attitudes

toward correctional irmates and toward teaching off-campus

courses at correctional institutiens, as measured by average

test performance, between and among:

a.
b.

=

-

males and females.

blacks, whites, and those of other races.

those whose ages are between 20-29, 30-39, 40-49,
50-59, and &0-69.

instructors, assistant professors, assocfate profes-
sors, and professors.

those whe have taught in the community college system
for less than three years, between three and five
years, znd more than five years,

those who have taught at the postsecondary level

for less than three years, between three and five
years, more than five but less than ten years, and

ten or more years.

2. Significant differences will be found in faculty attitudes

toward correctional inmates and toward teaching off-campus
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courses at correctiona) institutions, as measured by
average test performance, between:
a. those who have taught correctfonal inmetes in
a prison environment and those who have not.
k. those who considered their contact with cor-

rectional inmates to bé greater than average

and thase who did not,
No significant differences will be found in attitudes toward
correctional inmates and toward teaching off-campus courses
at correctional institutfons, as measured by average test
performance, among the faculties at the following institu-
tions: J. Sargeant Reynolds Commun{ty College, John Tyler
Community College, Kew River Community College, Northern
¥irginta Community College, Paul D. Camp Community College,
Southside ¥irginfa Comunity College, Tidewater Community
College, and Wytheville Commynity College.
Significant differences will be found 1n attitudes toward
correctional inmates and toward teaching off-campus courses
at correctional institutfons, as measured by average test
performance, between those faculty members at John Tyler
Community College who participated in the orfentation pro-

gram and those who did not.

In the study, the following research design was used:
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R X 0 Expertmental Group (JTCC)

R Oy Contrel Group 1 {JTCC)

R 04 Control Group 2 (JSRCC, JTCC, NRCC,
W¥CC, PDCCC, SYCC,
TCC, WCC)

The design 1s an extension of the “"Posttest-Only Control Group Design
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963, p. 25) to include an additional control group.

The decision to use the above design vather than a pretest-posttest
design was based upon the threat of reactive or sensitfzing effects of the
testing 1nstruments to exterpal validity (Campbel] & Stanley, T963), as
well as upon the desire to guarantee and mafntain the anonymity of the
participants. Campbell and Stanley (1963) stated:

Especially in attitude-change studies, where the attitude tests

themselves introduce considerable amounts of unusual content...

it 1s quite T1kely that the person's att{tudes and his suscepti-

bil1ity to persuasion are changed by a pretest....where highly

unusual test procedures are used, or where the testing procedure

involves deception, perceptual or cognitive restructuring, sur-

prise, stress, etc., designs having unpretested groups remain

highly desirable, if net essentfal. {p. 18)

The Posttest-Only Contrel Group Design can be viewed as the final two
groups of the "Solomon Four-Group Oesign” {Campbell & Stanley, 1963, p. 24),
the first two groups of which are pretested experimental and control groups.
Campbell and Stanley {1963) stated that the Posttest-Only Control Group

Desfgn
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controls for testing as main effect and interaction, but unlike

Cesign 5 [the Solomon Four-Group Design] 1t does not measure

them. However, such measurement is tangential to the central

question of whether or not X did have an effect. Thus, while

Design 5 1s to be preferred to Design & [the Posttest-Only

Contro) Group Design] for reasens given above, the extra gains

from Design 5 may not be worth the more than doubTe effert.

{pp. 25-26}

In the current study, the high degree of cooperation of both college and
carrectional officials required to conduct the experiment reatistically
precluded fts use other than at John Tyler Community College and the
Petersburg Federal Correctional institution.

Campbel]l and Stanley (1963) determined that the Posttest-Only Control
Group Design controls for the following elight tnternal sources of invalid-
ity which can produce rival hypotheses for main effects:

{a) History, the specific events occurring between the first

and secand measurement fn addition to the experimental vari-

able; (b) Maturation, processes within the respondents operat-

ing as a function of the passage of time per se (not specific

to the particular events), including growing older, grewing

hungrier, growing more tired and the 1ike; (c) Yesting, the

effects of taking a test upon the scores of a second testing;

{d) Instrumentation, in which changes in the calibration of a

measuring instrument or changes in the observers or scorers



used may produce changes 1n the obtained measurements; {e}

Statistical regression, operating where groups have been

selected on the basis of thelr extreme scores: (f) Blases,
resulting 1n differential selection of respondents for the

compariscn groups; (g} Experimental mortality, or dif-

ferenti{al loss of respondents from the comparisen groups;

(hY Selection-naturation {nteraction, etc., which,..might

be mistaken for the effect of the experimental variable.

(p. 5)

The only area of concern to the internal valfdity of the study regards
the selectfan of respondents for the experimental group and the first con-
trol group.  As discussed earlier in the chapter, a natural assignment to
the contral group was made for the six §ndividuals who were forced to can-
cel their availability to particfpate in the experiment because of responsi-
bilities unknown to them when they volunteered. Mevertheless, the nature
of the reasons for withdrawal and the persons affected made each of the 20
original valunteers equally 11kely to be forced to withdraw; therefore, on
an overal]]l basis, each of the 20 faculty members had an equal chance to be
selected to the experimental and control groups.

As regards external sources of 1nvalidity and as mentioned at the be-
ginning of this section, a major cons{deration fn selecting an extension
of the Posttest-Only Control Group Design was {ts control for

the reactive or Interaction effect of testing, in which a pre-

test might {ncrease or decredase the respondent's sensitivity
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ar responsiveness to the experimental variable and thus make

the results obtained for a pretested population unrepresenta-

tive of the effects of the experimental variable for the un-

pretested universe from which the experimental respondents

were selected. (Campbel) & Stanley, 1962, pp. 5-86)

Two further external sources of invalidity were not reported by Campbell
and Stanley (1963) to be controlled for by any of the "Three True Experi-
mental Designs” {p. 13), which included the Posttest-Only Control Group
Design:

(a) The interaction effects of selection biases and the ex-

perimental variable; (b) Reaction effects of experimental ar-

rangements, which would preclude generalfzation about the

effect of the experimental variable upon persons being &x-

posed to 1t In nonexperimental settings. (p. 6)

Camphell and Stanley {1963) pointed out that although the Posttest-
Only Control Group Design centrols for selectfon biases at the internal
level, "there remains the possibility that the effects validly demonstrated
hold only for that unique population from which the experimental and con-
trel groups were Jointly selected. This possibility becomes more 1ikely
as we have more difficulty 1n getting subjects for our experiment." {p. 19).
Because of the nature of the study, participation of subjects had to be
voluntary. In arder to attempt to diminish this source of invalidity, ap-
proximately half the faculty members at seven other communfty colleges were

mailed questfonnaires. The data derived from the second control group was
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analyzed collectively and by individual community college. Thus, fn the
latter case, Control Group 2 was expanded to eight {ndividual control
groups.

Finally, Tn order to lessen the reactive effects of experimental ar-
rangements, the experiment was conducted as part of the ampnual Fall Orien-
tation for Faculty and Staff at John Tyler Community College, which coin-
cided with the Orfentation Committee's intention of focusing upon off-
campus programs. In addition, the questionnaires distributed to the mem-
bers of Control Group 2 from John Tyler emanated from apd were returned
to the Office of the Dean of Instruction., However, the cover letter mailed
to faculty members at the other participating institutions listed the
experimenter's name and affi){atfons with John Tyler Community College and
the Callege of William and Maiy {see Appendix J for a copy of the cover
Tetter).

Procedures

In the early afternoon of Day 1 (September 8) of the orfentatfon ex-
periment at John Tyler Community College, the experimental group assembled
in the scheol's lotby and was given a brief introduction to and explanation
of the activities to fotlow. Each member of the group recefved a packet,
to be read at the individual's convenience, which contained the following
materials: a 17-page United States Department of Justice publication en-
titled "1976 ¥Federal Prisom System,” a 54-page Unfted States Gepartment of
Justice publfcation entitled "Education for Tomorrow" {Pamphlet FPI-IS-2
August 1976), an article from the May-June, 1976 American Journal of
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Correction entitled "The Rele and Function of Correctional Programs,"
a 11st of the programs and courses to be offered by John Tyler at the
Petersburg Federal Correctfonal Institution during the 1977-1978 academic
year, copfes of local newspaper articles on Tyler's 1977 graduation
exercises at the prison, and the official program from these exercises.

The group was then driven to the Petersburg Federal Correctional
Institution, where they were met by Hewton E. Lewis, supervisor of the
i{nstitution's educatfon department. Mr. Lewis conducted & tour of in-
stitutfonal facilities which $ncluded dormiterfes, prison industries and
work areas, and dining areas, and which concluded n the education build-
ing. The group then proceeded to the Tibrary, where a group of 15 to 20
inmates who had participated in the Associate of Appiled Science in
Busfness Management program had been gathered according to previously
arranged plans. The faculty members and students exchanged {ntroductions
and engaged in a somewhat formal question and answer sessfon for approxi-
mately 30 to 45 minutes. The most commonly discussed topics were reasons
for enrolliment in the college program, future goaTs, and degree of satis-
faction with current offertngs, After final comments by Mr. Lewis, the
faculty group returned to the campus where no further activities were
planned for the day.

At noon of Day 2 (September 9), five inmates from the previous day's
session, all of whom had community or minimum custody, arrived at the
campus of John Tyler Community College accompanied by a prison representa-

tive. The men met with the experimentat group #n the faculty lounge, where
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lunch was provided. The atmosphere was {nformal and discussion abundant.
After approximately two hours, several of the faculty group conducted the
irmates on a tour of the school which included faculty offices, classrooms,
administrative offices, and the 1tbrary. The inmates, while headed for
departure from the school, were fntroduced to Dr. John W. Lavery, Prasident
of John Tyler.

On September 12, questionnaires were distributed to both experimental
and control groups at John Tyler. A cover letter was attached to the
questionnaires of the experimental group {see Appendix K for a copy of the
cover letter), while those for the control group were delfivered in person.
Different return envelopes were used to maintain the dichotomy. In addition,
questicnmaires were placed in the mailboxes of the remaining faculty mem-
bers at John Tyler, with a cover letter signed by Dale E. White, [ean of
Instruction, to be returned to his office [(see Appendix L for a copy of
the dean's caver letter). By the end of September and early October,
questfonnaires had been majled or delivered to the other seven community
colleges which had agreed to participate in the study. For all of the
guestfonnalres, a twe to three week response period was provided. In
Table 3-1, the percentages of questionnaires returned 1n relationship to
those handed out for the community colleges involved in the study, total
raturns, and usable return percentages are shown.

Statistical Methodology

To prepare the gathered data for statistical amalysis, the following

steps were taken: 1. Questionnaires in which 10 percent or more of the
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Table 3-1

Questicnnaire Return Percentages

Approximate No. Guestionnaires Usable

Community  of Questionnaires Questionnaires z Returned 1n ¥
Coltege Distributed Returned Returned®  WUsable Form Returned?
J. Sargeant 36 27 75% 27 75%
Reynotds
John Tyler? 60 a3 72% 42 70%
New Rfver 30 17 57% 14 47%
Northern 14 9 64% 8 67%
Virginia
Paul D. 15 8 53% 8 53%
Lamp
Southside 12 i 33% 4 33%
¥irginia
Tidewater 35 25 g 24 69%
Wytheville 30 19 63% 18 60%

Totals 212 152 66% 145 62%

L — —
- — —r———

4 Rounded to nearest whole percent

b Excluding the 20 questionnaires turned in by the experimental and control groups
involved in the orfentation program
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1tems were omitted were censidered upusuable. If less than 10 percent
of the 1tems were omitted, neutral responses were assfgned to the omitted
ftems. 2. A1l responses to negatively phrased questions were converted
to the positive direction. 3. Respanses were then converted from the -3
to +3 continuum on the questionnzires to a scale of O to 6 {from strongly
disagree to strongly agree). Thus, on the semantic differential test. the
scores could range from 0 to 78 {with 39 indicating exact overall neutrality);
on the ATCI scale, scores could range from O to 54 (with 27 indicating
exact overall neutrality). 4. Items 10, 11, and 12 of the ATCI scale {deal-
ing with faculty member preference between on- and of f-campus teaching
assignments, willingness te teach off-campus, and willingness to teach off-
campus at a correctional institutfon) were treated independently of the
nine-item scale and coanverted in the same manner described zbove. For ad-
ditional testing possibiltties, scores on these 1tems were alsc categorized
as negative [0-72, assigned 0), neutral (3, assfgned 1), or positive (4-6,
assigned 2).

To test the statistical hypotheses of this study, the following sub-
programs of the Stat{stical Package for the Social Scilences (5PS5) (Nie,

Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975} were used: T-TEST (compariscn
of sample means), ONEWAY (analysis of varilance}, and CROSSTASS {cross-
tabulation analysis of association}.

The T-TEST subprogram was used to evaluate the statistical significance
of the differences betweern male and female respordents, black and white
respondents (there were no subjects who were of other races), those re-

spondents who considered their contact with correctiona! inmates toc be
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greater than average and these who did not, and the experimental and first
control groups from John Tyler Community College. These groups were com-
pared according to mean scores on the following: the semantic dffferential
test, the ATCI scale (ffrst nine items}, and 1tems 10, 11, and 12 on the
ATCT scale {using the 0-6 and 0-2 scorfng scales as explained above).

For thase hypotheses not stated in the null form, two-tailed proba-
bilities were converted to one-tailed probabilities, In addition, when
cons{dered applicable, simple effects of treatment variables were calcu-
‘ated according to the formula used by Glass {Note 4, p. 6): “the
mean difference on the ocutcome varfable between treated and untreated sub-
Jects divided by the within group standard deviation." Thus, when sig-
nificant differences between treated and untreated groups did not exist
but trends were obvicus, the differences of means were divided by the
standard deviatfon of the untreated group to yield the effect sixe of
treatment. These figures (fn terms of standard deviations]) were then
converted to show the percentile change of the treatment (using a chart
of areas ynder the normal curve),

The ONEWAY subprogram was used to evaluate the stattstical signifi-
cance of the differences between respondents whose ages were between 20-29,
30-39, 40-4%, 50-59, and 60-69; instructors, assistant professors, as-
sociate professors, and professcors; faculty members at the efght community
colteges involved in the study {with John Tyler faculty scores treated
both as a whole and as three separate groups--one experimental, two contrel);

those respondents who had taught 1n the community college system for less
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than three years, between three and five years, and more than five years;
those respandents whe had taught at the postsecondary level for less than
three years, between three and five ymars, more than five but less than
ten years, and ten years or mgre. The independent varfables of the tests
(one per test) were, thus, age, academic rank, community college code

fone and two-digit), years teaching in the community college system, and
years teaching at the postsecondary level. The dependent variables, used
for each test, were the semantic differential test, the ATCI scale {first
nine items), and items 10, 11, and 12 on the ATCI scale {(using the D-6

and 0-2 scales). In addition, OMEWAY analysis of variance tests were run
usfng ftems 10, 11, and 12 of the ATCI scale {both 0-6 and 0-2) as separate
independent varfables and the semantic differential and nine-1tem ATCI
scale as dependent varfables. The purpase of the Tatter test was to check
on the discriminative ability of the semantic differential and ATCI.

The CROSSTABS subprogram was used to determine whether a significant
relationship ex{sted between contact {whether respondents considered them-
selves to have had greater than average contact with correctional irmates
or not} and willingness to teach off-campus at a correctional institution
{0-2)} and between prior experience teaching correctioral irmates fn a
correctional setting or not and willingness to teach off-campus at a cor-
rectional institution.

Summary
The study was designed to determine and measure the attitudes of com-

munity college faculty members toward correcticnal inmates and toward
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participation in off-campus programs at correctional institutions, with

the goal of inducing attitude change of a positive nature. Because of

the lack of systematic research in the area, a wide range of demographic
variables was explored. The subjects of the study were full-time, teaching
faculty members from eight of the nine public cotmunity colleges in Yirginia
where correctional programs ex{sted as of the end of the 1976-15%77 academic
year.

The semantic differential technique and a Likert rating scale developed
specifically for use in the study--the Attitudes Toward Correctional Inmates
scale--were used to measure faculty attitudes. Primary references were the
studies of QOsgood, Suci, and Tanpenbaum and Yuker, Block, and Younng. Sta-
tistical hypotheses were developed from the research hypotheses stated in
Chapter 1.

The design used for the study was an extensfon of the Posttest-Only
Control Group Design to include an addit{onal control group. Rationale
for selection of the design and 1ts capacity to control for {nterpal and
external sources of invalidity were examined.

The orientation experiment was conducted at the Petersburg Federal
Correctional Institutfon and John Tyler Community Ccllege. The experi-
mental group and first control group consisted of 20 facuTty members from
John Tyler. The final control group consisted of 145 faculty members from
the eight community colleges that participated in the study.

The final sections of the chapter described procedures used in the
collection of data, listed questionnadire response statistics, and described

the statistical methodology that was used to analyze the gathered data.



Chapter 4
Results
In Chapter 4 the results of the statistical procedures described 1n
Chapter 3 are examfned. The research hypotheses are restated and analyzed.
1. Hypotheses 1 stated that no significant differences would be
found 1n faculty attitudes toward correctipna) inmates and toward teaching
off-campus coyrses at correctfonal institutions, as measured by average
test performance, between and among:
a. males and females.

Table 4-1 shows that the male respondents scored significantly
higher on the semantic differentia) test than the female respondents (p=
.001}, but that no sfgnificant differences existed between the two groups
on any of the other evaluative criteria.

b. blacks and whites.

Table 4-2 shows that black respondents showed a significantly
higher preference toward teachfng off-campus courses an both the 0-6
(p=.044) and 0-2 (ps.036} scales than did white respondents, but that no
significant differences existed between the two groups on any of the other
evaluative criteria. OCbservation of Table 3 also reveals that the black
subjects scored higher than the white subjects on each of the evaluative
criteria.

c. those whose ages are between 20-29, 30-319, 40-49, 50-59, and 60-88.

Table 4-3 shows that the scores of respondents {n the various age

categories did not differ significantly on any of the evaluative criterfa.
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Comparison of Semantic Differential, ATCI, and Selected Item Scores Between Male and
Femaie Respondents

Number Ltandard Standard F 2-Tail

Variable of Cases Mean Deviation Error Value Prob.

5D Males 107 40.7663 13.340 1,240 2 34 |
Females 58 36.799) 8.715 1.144 : .

ATCI Males 107 32.2243 10,393 1.005 1.38 179
Females 54 34.4310 8.836 1.160 ’ :

Item 12 Males 107 3.5327 2.1856 212 1.07 966
{ATCI,0-6) Females 68 3.3103 z2.178 .28b r -

Item 11 Males 107 3.934¢ 1.875 18 1.13 572
{ATCI,D-6) Females 68 3.7414 1.99& .262 ' .

Item 10 Males 107 1.429% 1.573 ., 1582 1.43 130
(ATCI,0-6)  Females 58 1.4483 1.8584 .247 : .

Item 12 Males 107 1.2336 977 .094 1.03 866
{ATCI,0D-2) Females 58 1.1724 ,994 .130 g y

Item 11 Males 107 1.3925 LA1% .08y 1.05 200
{ATCI,D-2) Females h8 1.3276 944 124 ' :

Item 10 Males 107 L2804 .6B4 . 066 1.43 11
{ATCI,0-2) Females £ L4310 .B1g 108 ’ :
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Comparison of Semantic Differential, ATCI, and Selected Item Scores Between Black and
White Respondents

Rumber Standard Standard F Z-1al]

Variable of Cases Deviation Error Value Preb.

50 Blacks 10 42 .80C0 6.828 2.159 3.24 058
Whites 15% 35.7484 12.285% .987 : :

ATCI Blacks 10 42,7000 5.589 1.758 Y 066
Whites 155 32.3742 9.805 .788 : '

Item 12 Btacks 10 4.6000 1.776 562 1.52 505
{ATCI,0-8) ¥Whites 155 3.3806 2.193 176 ' '

Item 11 Blacks 10 4. 6000 1.776 .562 1.17 870
{ATCI,0-6) Whites 185 3.8194 1.919 .154 : .

Item 10 Blacks 10 2.8000 Z.394 . 757 295 044
{ATCI,0-86) Whites 166 1.3484 1.598 .128 . .

[tem 12 Blacks 10 1, 8000 .632 200 2.44 143
{ATCI,0-2) Whites 155 1.1742 . 588 079 ' '

I[tem 11 Btacks 10 1.8000 632 ,200 219 197
{hTCI,ﬂ-Z] Whites 155 1.3415% L9386 075 ' *

[tem 10 Blacks 10 1. 0000 1.064 . 333 2.31 036
(ATCI,0-2) Whites 1EE .2903 .B53 056 ' v
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Comparisor of Semantic (iffarentiat, ATCL, end Selected [tem Seores Among Age-Group

Catagories of Aaspondents

Yariable 20-29[28) 30-39{76) 40-49(41) 50-59{17) &E0-83(E]
Semant{c Differantial
Mean 18,4400 38.0245 40,9024 41,1647 47,8313
Standard Oevintion 12.0508¢ 10.7943 12,9244 15. 1261 2. 9683
Standard Error z.4118 1,2382 2.0104 1.6142 F L
¥ Ratio~.727 F Prob.=.5779
Attltudes Toward Corr Immates Score
Mean 32,800 3. 2108 a7 29,5294 2,831
Standard Deviation 9. 2000 9.4393 9. 1772 13. 7987 6.9112
Standard Error 1.8400 1.0828 1.526¢ 3. 3465 2.821%
F Ratio=.E70 F Prob.=.6734
Willingness to Teach at Corr lnst {0-E scale)
Mean 31,3200 .M 1.1 1.2353 4, 1667
Standard Deviation 2.05549 2. 2660 21218 2.1856 18348
Standard Error AN2 . 25599 Z.3B55 5785 1ag]
F Ratio=.435 f Prob.=,7832
Willingness to Teach Off-Campus (0-6 scale)
Mean 1. 7600 1.8684 d,.048E 31.5204 4. 0000
Standard Deviation 1.7686 1.9483 1.9615 2.0651 1.7889
Standard Error L3525 L2235 L2063 500% ik}
F Ratjom, 247 F Frob,.=,91133
Freference of On- ta Off-Campus [0-& scale)
Mean T.0400 1.5263 1.51¢7¢ 1.0000 2.8667
Standerd Devistion 1. 1358 1.836% 1. 7674 1. 0607 2.0656
Standard Error 22 ahy 2752 25712 L8431
F Ratlon].528 F Prob.w=.1954
Willingness to Teach at Corr Inst (0-2 scale)
Haan 1. 1200 11579 1.3N 1.1765 1.6667
Standard Deviztion 1.0132 9549 L0602 1.0145 A165
Standard Error L2026 140 1600 L2481 ik
F fati{o=. 553 F Proh,= E072
Wi1lingrness to Teach DFf-Campus (0-2 scale)
Hean 14400 1.3684 1.4146 1.1765 1.3313
Standard Deviatinn Y65 L9215 S21 1.0746 1.0378
Standard Error 633 . 1057 439 6T A216
F ratio=.243 F Prob.=. 9134
Preference of On- to OFF-Campus {0-Z scale)
Mean . 1600 .1584 A48 178 N1l
Standard Deviation L5538 7632 .13 L4851 1.0328
Standard Errar L1108 L0875 .1258 176 AZ16

F Ratio=}.196 F Frob.=, 3149
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d. {nstructors, assistant professors, asscclate professors, and
professors,

Table 4-4 shows that the ATCI scores of respondents of the various
academic ranks differed significantly {p=.0126). Assistant professors
scored highest, followed by {nstructors, asscciate professors, and profes-
sors. Mo significant differences existed among the groups on any of the
other evaluative criteria. On each of the evaluative criteria, howaver,
assistant professors scored higher than those of the other academic ranks.

e. those who have taught in the community college system for less
than three years, between three and five years, and more than five years.

Table 4-5 shows that respondents within tha various categories of
teaching experience 1n the community college system differed significantly
on wiilingness to teach off-campus courses (D-Z continuum only p=.0467).

On this 1tem, those respondents with the least experience had the most
favorahle responses. HNo signiffcant differences existed among the groups
on any of the other evaluative criteria.

f. those who have taught at the postsecondary level for less than
three years, between three and five years, more than five but Tess than
te ‘ears, and ten or more years.

Tabte 4-6 shows that respondents within the various categories of
teaching experience at the postsecondary level did not differ significantly
on any of the evaluative criteria,

Z. Hypothesis 2 stated that significant differences would be found in
faculty attitudes toward correctional inmates and toward teaching off-campus
courses at correctional institutions, as measured by average test performance,

between:
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Table 4-4

Compariion of Semantic Differentfal, ATCI, and Selected Item Scores By Academic Rank
of Respondents

AssTstant Assoclate
Yarfabla Instructor{3d} Professor(57) Professcorf59) Professor{15)
Semantic Mfferential Score
Mgan 5. 8529 41,2455 19,4915 17.0567
Standerd Deviation g.4064 12.08%3 12.3321 158560
Standard £rror 1.4415 1.6011 1.6055 431522
F Ratio=1.0B4 F Prob.= 3674
Attitudes Toward Corr Inmates Score
Mean 32,3823 J5.9A25 3r.8644 £r. 6133
Standard Deviation 10.1921 9.0R39 9. 5600 10,9861
Standard Error 1.7479 1.2032 1.2448 2. 8166
F Ratio=3.726 F Prob,=.0125
Willtngness to Teach at Corr Inst [0-6 scale}
Mean 3.1765 J.82E 3.754 1. 667
Standard Deviation £.1245 2.0365 2.3459 2.271¢e
Standard Errar L1643 . 2697 . 3054 5762
F Ratio=.B32 F Prob,=. 3486
Wiilingness to Twach Off=Campus (0-6 scale}
Hean 3.5887 4,7807 3.6271 3.8667
Standavrd Deviztion 1.8042 1.73%3 2.0753 1,9591
Standard Error 3163 -2 304 L2702 S0&a
F Ratio=1. 448 F Prob.=.2308
Preference of On- to Off-Campus [0-6 scale)
Mean 1.72347 1. 5965 1. 3858 1.3333
Standard Deviation 1.5672 1.7203 1,732¢2 1.71182
Standard Error . 268k 279 2255 L4436
F Ratipm 783 F Prob.=.B377
Mil1ingness to Teach at Corr [nst (0.2 scale)
Mean T.0588 1.4035 1, 0847 1,331
Standard Deviation 1.0133 L9511 1, 00150 L9758
Standard Error L1738 221 .1308 L2520
F Ratio=1.421 F Prob.= 23386
Wi11ingness to Teach Off-Campus [0-2 scale)
Mean 1.2947 1.5614 1.2034 1.4667
Standard Deviation L9701 B24 L9787 L9155
Standard Error . 1664 L1ow2 274 2364
F Ratio=1.508 F Prob.=,1910
Preference of On- to Off-Campus (0-7 scale}
Hean L2363 . 3850 .I56% 2657
Standard Deviation L6541 L7135 LFe0] oAz
Standard Error L1122 L1025 .0990 1817

F Ratio=.3%4 F Prob.=.7863




Table 4-5

Comparison of Semantic Differential, ATC), and Selacted Ttem Scovaes:

Collage Teaching Experience Categories

104

Communi ty

Years Teaching Exp:ilence {Caunt]

¥ariable 3{32) 3-5{49 504}
Semantic Differential Score
Mean ar.0313 40 5306 35 _5R13
Standard Devintion 8.9964 121824 12.9449
Standard Error 1.5903 1.7404 1.4124
f Ratio=.841 F Frob.=-.4325
Attitudes Toward Corr Inmates Score
Maan 35.2811 33,3163 1,684
Stendard Deviation 10,5832 B.8545 10.0977
Standard Error 1.8710 1.2706 1.1M7
F Ratio=] .B0A F Prob.=.167)
Willingness to Teach at Corr Inst {0-6 scale}
Maan 4, 0000 3,204 3.392%
Standard Devintion 2.1099 21014 7.7496
Standard Error L3730 .Jo02 {1t
F Ratio=1.359 F Prob.=.2600
Wi171ingnass to Teach OFF-Campus (G-6 scale)
Mean 4_3750 1.8775 31,6667
Standard Deviation 1.5187 1. 7869 2. 0961
Standard Error .¢605 2583 . 2287
F Ratlo=T.589 F Prab.=,205]
Prafarance aof On- to Off-Campus (0-6 sca‘le'l
Mean 1.4588 1.5102 1.3810
Standard Daviatfon 1.4807 1.68477 1. 7896
Standard Error 2518 .2353 . 1983
F Ratio=, 098 F Procb.=.90M
Wil1lingness to Tesch at Cerr Inst {0-2 scale}
Mean 1.437% 1.1429 1.1667
Standard Deviation L9138 1.0000 L9974
Standard Error .1615 1479 L108g
F Ratio=1.059 F Prob.=. 3491
Willingness to Teach Off-Lampus (0-2 scale)
Mearn 1.6260 1.4898 1.2024
S5tandard Deviztion 9N . B5%0 L9M
Standard Error 1402 1291 L1068
F Ratic=3.079 F #rob.». D487
Preference of On- to Off-Campys [0-2 scn]e]
Mean .2B5T . 3929
Standard Dewinmtfon ﬁ?Zﬂ A0 .191B
Standard E¥ror .ITBB JI9ET .DEE4

F Ratfo=.%8Y F Prab.=.5608
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Takle 4-6

Comparison of Semantic Differential, ATCI, and Salected Item Scorms: Postsecondary
Teaching Exparience Categories

Years Teachfng at Postsecondary Level (Count)

Yariable f22) 3-5(34} 5-10{69]) 10(40)
Semantic Diffarentfal Scors
Mean 17.3182 19, 49412 38.4978 41,5250
Standard Deviation A.8554 11,3323 11,3002 15,0860
Standerd Error 1.BARO 1.9435 1.3604 2.3853

F Ratio= 784 F Prob.=, 5044

Attftydes Toward Corr IDmates Score

Mean 35.7364 33.7353 33,2454 sl
Standard Deviation 10. 0631 4. DAGS 9, 1865 10,6204
Standard Error Z.1485 1.5583 1.1782 1.6792

F Rxtio=1.083 F Prob,.=. 3539

Wi1Vlingness to Teach a2t Lorr Inst (0-6 scale)

Mean 4, 0000 1,294 3.4493 1,3000
Standard Deviation Z.13m 2.0230 2.2657 2.2326
Stendard Error 558 . 1469 ET28 L3530

F Ratfo=.580 F. Prob.~.62B6
Wi11{ngness to Teach Off-Canpus {D-6 scale)}

Mean %2727 3.7059 1.91% 3. 7000
Standard Deviation T.54B86 1.7672 1. 9684 £.1388
Standard Error 3302 30 2370 . 3382

F Ratio=_520 F Prob.=, 6692
Prefarance of On- to OFF-Campus {mﬁﬁaﬁgle}

Mean 1 1.294 1.4345 1.4750
Ctandard Deviation 1.4890 1, 4466 1.6980 1.6328
Standard Error .A132 2481 2h% 268z
F Ratio=.147 F Prabk,=.9312
Witlingress to Teach at Corr lnst [0-2 scale)
Mean 1.4545 1.1765 1.1882 1.1500
Standard Devi{attan LT .9591 9893 1.0013
Standard Error L1944 O73 L1141 L1583
F Ratio=,5%26 f Prob.=.BEK]
Wiltingness to Teach Off-Campus [0-2 scale)
Mean 1.6364 1.3824 }.3313 1.2750
Standard Deviation . TA95 L9216 . 5497 G604
Standard Error 1682 . 1681 L1143 L1519
F Ratio= 78R3 F Prab,=.5080
Preference of On- to Off-Campus [0-2 scale}
Hean 21y L2053 4203 L3250
Standard Devfaticn LT025 L5918 B118 L1259
Standard Error .149A8 L1015 09T .1164

F Ratlo= 710 F Frob,.-.5474
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a. those who have taught inmates in a prison environment and those
who have not.

Table 4-7 shows that the semantic differential scores of those
respondents who had prior experience teaching correctional inmates 1n a
prison environment were significantly higher than those respondents with
no such experience {p=.038), but that no significant differences exfsted
between the two groups on any of the other evaluative criterfa. However,
the Tast two columns of Table 4-7 show that, with the exception of pre-
ference of on- to aff-campus teaching assignments {(0-6 and (-2 scales),
prior teaching experience in a correctfonal environment produced positive
"affects” on the evaluative criteria.

Table 3-8 supports the initial findings of Table 4-7 in that ne
significant relationship was shown to exist between prior teaching ex-
perience in a correctional institution and willingness to teach off-campus
courses at these institutions. The significance level of the crosstabu-
lation anmalysis (.0615) does, however, indicate an associatfon between the
two varfables.

b. those who considered thefr contact with correctional inmates to
be greater than average and those who did not,

Table 4-9 shows that the scores of respondents who consfdered
thedir prior contact with carrectional inmates to be greater than average and
the scores of those who did not showed no significant differences on any of
the evaluative criterfa. However, the last two columns of Table 4-2 show
that positive effects of cantact were indicated on all of the evaluative

criteria.
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Table 4-8
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Crosstabulation Analysis of Previous Correctional Teaching Experience and
Faculty WiTlingness to Teach Off-Campus at Correctional Institutions

Response to ATCI Item 12
(Wi11fngness to Teach Off-Campus
at Correctional Institutions)

Negative({0-2) Positive(4-6)

Previcus Experience
Teaching Inmates in Yes
& Correctional Setting?

No

Cotumn
Total

12 33
{26.7%) (73.3%)
53 67
{44.2%) (55.8%)
6% 100
(39.4%) (60.6%)

Significance =

Row

Total

45
(27.3%)

120
(72.7%)

165
(100%)

0615
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Table 4-10 also indicates a significantly positive relationship
between greater than average contact with correcticnal inmates and willing-
ness to teach off-campus college courses at & correctional institution
(p=.0166).

3. Hypothesis 3 stated that no significant differences would be found
in attitudes toward correctiona) inmates and toward teaching off-campus
courses at correctional institutions, as measured by average test per-
formance, among the faculties at the participating institutfons: J. 5ar-
geant Reynolds Community College, John Tyler Community College, New River
Commurnity Ccllege, Northern ¥irginia Community College, Paul D. Camp Com-
munity College, Southside ¥irginia Community Colliege, Tidewater Community

College, and Wytheville Community College,
Tables 4-11 and 4-12 show that the semantic differential scores of

respondents at the various community colleges differed significantly, but
that according to all other evaluative crfteria no significeant differences
existed. Both tables also indicate that the most favorable respanses were
from faculty members from Paul D. Camp Community College and from the ex-
perimental group at John Tyler Community College and that the least favor-
able responses were from subjects at New River Community College and Wythe-
¥ille Community College.

4. Hypothesis 4 stated that significant differences would be found in
attitudes toward correctional {nmates and toward teaching off-campus courses
at correctional institutions, as measured by average test performance, between
those faculty members at John Tyler Community College whe participated in the

orfentation program and those who did not.



Table 4-10

M

Crasstabulation Analysis of Prior Contact with Correcticnal Inmates and
Faculty WilTingness to Teach Off-Campus at Correctfonal Institutions

Response to ATCI Item 12

(Wi11lingness to Teach Off-Campus

at Correctional Institutions)

Negative(0-2} Positive{4-6)

Greater than Average

Yes
Prior Contact With
Correcticnal Inmates?
No
Column
Total

13 39
(25%) (75%)
52 61
(46%) (54%)
65 100
(39.4%) {60.6%)

Row

Total

52
(31.5%)

113
(68,.5%)

165
(100%)

Significance = .0166
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Table 4-313 shows that the experimentzl group at John Tyler (those
who participated in the orientatfon program) responded significantly higher
than the first control group (those who did not participate) on willingness
to teach off-campus courses at a correctional institution (0-6 scale only
p=.046), but that no significant differences existed on any of the other
evaluative criterfa. However, the last two columns of Table #-12 show that
positive effects of the orfentation program were indicated on all of the
evaluative criteria,

Finally, as a check on the discriminative abi1ity of the semantic dif-
ferential test and the ATCI scale, ONEWAY analysis of variance was performed
using the final three ftems of the ATCI scale (0-6 and 0-2} as 1independent
variables {one at a time} and the semantic differential and ATCI scores as
depandent variables. Tables 4-14A and 4-14B show that signiffcant dif-
ferences existed on these scales between those with various degrees of pre-
ference and willingness to teach off-campus and willingness to teach off-
campus courses at correctional fnstitutfons. Thus, the more positive the
responses to the above, the higher the SD and AT{[ scores on an overall
basis,

Summary

Tables 4-15 through 4-18 summarize the results of the statistical tests

conducted. The tables reflect the findings pertaining to Hypothesis 1-4,

respectively.
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Table 4-14A
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Responses to ATCI Items 12, 11, 10 (0-6 Scale) and Corresponding Semantic Differential,

ATCI Scores

Response to Item 12 (ATCI)

Wi1lingness to Teach at Semantic Differential ATCI
Correctional Inst. {Count) Mean Mean
0 (24 31.7917 22.8333
1 221 30.6344 25,0454
2 (19 37.1063 sD 30.8747 ATCT
3{0) 0.0000 F Ratio = 8,851 0.0000 F Ratio = 24,853
4 (22 40.3636 F Prob. = ,0000 32.6818 F Prob. = 000G
5 (46 445652 37.3043
& (32 44,2500 41.3750
Response to Item 11 (ATCI}
Willingness to Teach Off- Semant{c Differential ATCI
{ampus (Count) Mean Mean
0 (12 25.6667 23.75800
1 {13 36,3077 29.0000
2 (26 34.6154 sD 26,1923 ATCl
3 (2] 39.0000 F Ratfo = 3.587 36,5000 F Ratio = 9.9%47
4 (28 39.4286 F Prob. = ,0023 31.6786 F Prob. = .0000
5 (4% §1.8367 35,8979
6 {35 41,8857 39.5143
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Response fto Item 10 (ATCI]

Preference of On- to Qff- Semantic Differential ATCI
Campus {Count) Mean Mean
0 (64% 33.671% 27.7656
1 {41 41,7805 34.6341
2 (31) 42,8064 50 35,5484 ATCI
3 3} I8.6667 F Ratio = 5.47% 38,0000 F Ratio = 7.284
4 (9 hO.BBBS  F Prob. = .0QQ0 2%,6667 F Prob. = .0000
5 (13) 42.1538 40,0000
6 (4) 44,7500 45,5000
Scale:
0 Strongly Disagree 3 Neutral 4 Agree
1 S11ghtly Disagree 5 $11ghtly Agree

2 Msagree & Strongly Agree
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Responses to ATCI Items 12, 11, 10 (0-Z Scale) and Corresponding Semantic Differential,

ATCI Scores

Response to Item 12 {ATCI}

Willingness to Teach at Semantic Dffferential ATCI
Correctional Inst. {Count) Mean Mean
0 {65) 32.9538 S0 25,9385 ATCL
1 {0) 0.0000 F Aatio = 37,148 0.0000 F Ratip = 81.198
Zz {100} 43,5400 F Prob. = 000D 37.500 F Prob. = .0000
Response to Item {ATCI)
Wi114ngness to Teach Semantic Differentiail ATCI
Off-Campus (Count) Mean Mean
0 (51) 33.8823 sD 26,3333 ATC
1 (2) 39,0000 F Ratto = B.416 36,5000 F Ratio = 20.760
2 1112) 41,8750 F Prob, = .0003 35.9732 F Prob. = .0000
Response to Item 10 (ATCI)
freference of On- to Off- Semantic Differential ATCI
Campus {Count) Mean Mean
0 {136} 38.1985 5D 31,6103 ATCI
1 {3) 38,6667 F Ratio = 4.265 38,0000 F Ratio = B.344
2 (28) 45,5769 F Prob, = 0157 39.6923 F Prab, = .0004

Scale:

0 Negative {0-2 Respanse)
1 Heutral (3 Response)
2 Positive (4-6 Response)
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Table 4-15
Summary of Test Results: Hypothests 1

Evaluative Criterion

Demographic Variable 5D ATCI  ATCINZ  ATCIN1  ATCITD  PHN1Z  PHNNTI PHN1D
Sex X
Race X X
Age
Academic Rank X

Comm Coll Teaching Exp
Post-secondary Teaching Exp

(X indicates significance at .05 level of confidence)

Key:

SD = Semantic Differential Score

ATCI = Attitudes Toward Correctional Inmates Score

ATCITZ = Willingness to Teach Off-Campus at Correctional Institution (0-6)
ATCIN = Willingness to Teach Off-Campus D-ﬁg

ATCIN0 = Preference of On- to Off-Campus (0-6

PNNTZ = Wi1lingness to Teach Off-Campus at Correctional Institution {0-2)
PNN11 = Willf{ngness to Teach Off-Campus EG-Z
PNN10 « Preference of On- to Qff-Campus {0-2
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Tabie 4-16
Sumnmary of Test Results: Hypothesis 2

Evaluative Criterion

Demographic Yariable SD  ATCI  ATCIIZ  ATCIT1  ATCIIO  PNN12  PHNTY  PHNIO

Correctional Teaching Exp X
i

z z Fa 1 z
Greater Than Average Prior
Contact With Correctional
Inmates z Fi Fi z i I i 7

{X tndicates significance at .05 Tevel of confidence, I Indicates positive simple effects)

Kay:

S0 = Semantic Differential Score
ATCI = Attitudes Toward Correctional Inmates Score

ATCI12 = Witlingness to Teach Off-Campus at Carrectional Institution [0-6)
ATCI1) = Willingness to Teach Off-Campus [ﬂ-ﬁ
ATCI1D0 = Preference of On- to Qff-Campus {0-6

PHN1Z2 = Willingness to Teach Off-Campus at Correctional Institution (0-2)
PNN11 = Willingness to Teach Off-Campus EO—E
PRN1C = Preference of On- to Off-Campus {(0-2
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Table 4-17
Summary of Test Results: Hypothesis 3

Evaluativa Criterion

Demographic Variable SD ATCI  ATCI12  ATCIT1T  ATCIT0  PHN1Z  PHNN11  PHN1D

Community College X

(% 1ndicates significance at tha .05 level of confidence)

Key:

SD = Semantic Differential Score

ATCI = Attutudes Toward Correctional Inmates Score

ATCI12 = Wi111ngness to Teach Off-Campus at Correctional Institution {[D-6)
ATCI11 = Willingness to Teach OFf-Campus [0-6)

ATCIN0 = Preference of On- to Off-Campus (0-6)

PNNY2 = Wililingness to Teach Off-Campus at Correctional Institution (0-2)
PNN11 = Willingness to Teach Off-Campus [U-E
PNN10 = Preference of On- to Off-Campus (0-2
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Table 4-18
Summary of Test Results: Hypothesis 4

Evaluative Criterion

SD ATCI  ATCI12  ATCINTT  ATCII0  PMN1Z2  PNNI1  PNN1O

Experimental Group X
(Jabn Tyler CC)
Contral Group 1 z z { Fi z 7 Z? i

{John Tyler CC)

| %X indicates significance at the .05 level of confidence, 7 indicates positive simple effect

Key:

SD = Semantic Differential Score

ATCI = Attitydes Toward Correctional Inmates Score

ATCIT2 = Willingness to Teach Off-Campus at Correctional Institution (0-6}
ATCIIY = Wi11lingness to Teach Qff-Campus EO-E
ATCIN0 = Preferance of On- to Off-Campus (0-6

PNNt2 = Wi11lingness to Teach Off-Campus at Correctiopal Instftution {0-2)
PNN11 = Willingness to Teach 0ff-Campus (0-2

PNN10 = Preference of On- to Off-Campus (0-2



Chapter 5
Summary and Conclusions

In the final chapter, the study fs summarized and fts findings are
stated and {ntegrated with prior theory. In additfon, the conclusions
of the study are listed and implications for further research are recom-
mended,
aummar

Community ¢olleges have become Tncreasingly fnvolved in correctional
education, and the trend appears 1fkely ta continue. A vital element {n
the success of current and future pregrams is the abflity of community
colleges to provide effective instructors.

The purpose of the study was to investigate the attitudes of com-
munity college faculty members toward those who are incarcerated in cor-
rect{onal institutfons with the goal of gaining the participation of more
full-time faculty in off-campus programs at these institutions, In par-
ticular, vfa an orientation program designed to provide contact between
faculty members and the types of students and the envircnment they would
encounter, an attempt was made to modify faculty attitudes toward nmates
and willingness to teach at correctional institutions.

The specific problems addressed by the study were the following:

1. What are the attitudes of community college faculty members
toward correctiopal inmates and toward fnvolvement in the
instructional services provided to correctfonal inst{tutions?

2. Are attitudes related to a faculty member's sex, race, age,

academic rank, years teaching at the commynity college and

125
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postsecondary levels, experience teaching fn a prison
enviropment, and previous contact with correctional
Tnmates?

3. Do faculty attitudes differ among institutfons?

4. Can attitudes be favorably influenced by an orientation
program designed to provide information about and con-
tact with the correctional student and the institutional
climate?

The subjects of the study were full-time, teaching faculty members
from efght of the nine public communfty colleges in Virginia that were in-
volved in correctional education programs as of the end of the 1976-1977
academic year, A semantic differentfal test, using “correctfomnal inmate”
as the concept and containfng 13 bipolar adjective pairs, and a2 12-item
Likert rating scale developed specifically for use in the study--the
Attitudes Toward Correctfonal Inmates (ATCI) scale--were used to measure
faculty attitudes.

The design of the study was an extension of the Posttest-Only Con-
trol Group Design {Campbel! & Stanley, 1963) to include an additional
cantral group, The experimental group {those who participated in the
orientatfon experfment) and first control group each consisted of 10
faculty members from John Tyler Community College. Random assignment was
made to these groups from those faculty members at Tyler who volunteered
to participate. The orientation program was conducted over a two-day

period at the Petersburg (¥irginia) Federal Correctional Institution and
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at John Tyler Community College. The program was included as an optional
part of the apnual faculty and staff orientation at the college. The final
control group consisted of 145 faculty members from eight community col~
leges that participated in the study (which represented 2 62 percent usable
return rate to the distributed questionnaires). Subjects were selected
at random and anomymity of individual responses was guaranteed.
Findings
The findings of the study were:
1. Those faculty members at John Tyler Community College who
participated in the orientation experiment were found to
be significantly more willing to teach off-campus courses
at correctional institutions than those who volunteered
but did not participate. In addition, participants' at-
titudes toward inmates (as measured by & semantic dif-
ferential test and the Attitudes Toward Correctional In-
mates scale) and their willingness to teach off-campus
courses (1n genmeral and versus on-campus assfgnments)
were morg favorable than those of non-participants.
2. The subjects at the eight community colleges involved
in the study who considered thefr prior contact with
correctional inmates to be greater than average had more
favorable attitudes toward inmates and were significantly
more willing to teach aff-campus courses at correctional

{nstitutions than those who did not.
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Those respondents who had previous experience teaching
inmates fn a correctiona) environment were found to have
sfgnificantly more favorable responses on the semantic
differential test, more favorable responses on the ATCI
scale, and greater willingness te teach off-campus courses
at correctional institutions than those who had no such
experience.

Black respondents were found te have more favorable at-
titudes toward inmates and toward teaching off-campus
courses at correctional institutions than white respondents.
The black faculty members also expressed a significantTy
greater willingness to teach off-campus courses.

Ass{stant professors scored significantly higher on the
ATCI scale and expressed greater willingness to teach off-
campus at correctional institutions than 1nstructors, as-
socfate professors, and professors.

Male subjects scored significantly higher than female sub-
jects on the semantic differential test and expressed a
slightly higher willingness to teach off-campus courses at
carrectional institutfons than female subjects. However,
females scored higher on the ATCI scale.

Mo significant differences in attitudes toward correctfonal
inmates and willingness to teach off-campus courses at cor-

rectional institutions were found among the respondents of
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the varigus age categories or among the respondents with
varfous levels af community college and postsecondary
teaching experience.
B. A significant difference was found on the semantfc dif-
ferential test among faculty members from the partici-
pating community colleges. In addition, the experimental
group from John Tyler Community College and subjects from
Paul D. Camp Community College conmsistently expressed the
most favorable attitudes, while subjects from Kew River
Cormunity College and Wytheville Community College re-
sponded least favorably.
9. The semantic differential and ATCI scores of respondents
were significantly related to willingness to teach off-
campus courses at a correcticnal fnstitution. The higher
these scores, the more favorable the responses.
Discussion
The observed differences in attitudes toward correctional immates and
toward teaching of f-campus courses at correctional 1nstitutfons between
those faculty members at John Tyler Community College who participated in
the orfentation program and those who did not Indicate that a program that
provides contact and interaction between faculty and frmates and an op-
portunity for faculty to cbserve the correctional environment can favorably
affect faculty attitudes. Those who participated in the program scored

higher {more positively) than non-participants on each of the evajuative
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measures. In addition, based upon the overall findings of the study, re-
spondents who had what they considered to be greater than average contact
with correctfonal inmates and faculty members with experience teaching in-
mates in a correctfonal setting exhibited more positive attitudes than
those who did not. These results support the contention of many previous
investigatars that direct contact {s an important element in attitude
formation and in inducing attitude change.

In desfgning the orientation program, particular attention was placed
upon the studies of Gottlieb {1974) and Stern and Keislar (1975, 1977).
Gottlfeb (1974) suggested that exposure per se does nat necessarily pro-
duce favorable attitude change [toward the fnstitutionalized mentally
retarded]--that the problem 1s far more complex. The works of Stern and
Kefslar (1975, 1977) suggested that the attitudes of teachers were more
11kely to undergo modification in an Informal atmosphere that encourages
freedom of individual and group participatiomn and time for discussion and
reflection. The orfentation program was structured in a way that reflected
thase views.

The regative attitudes of some 0f the faculty members fnvalved in the
study suggest that an in-depth and systematic selection process needs to
be undertaken by the community college personnel who coordinate correction-
al higher education pragrams. According to Combs {1965), "what a teacher
believes,..about the nature of his students will have a2 most {mportant ef-
fect on how he behaves toward them" (p. 21). If this thesis s accepted,

then the fact that some quite negatfve atti{tudes toward correctional 1rnmates
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and toward teaching off-campus courses at correctional institutfons were
held by persons who had been or were involved in such programs (at the
time the guestionnaires were f{lled out) indicate the possibilfity of
negative teacher performance. These unfavorable attitudes alse support
Long's (1973) contentfon that faculty selection for college prison pro-
grams appeared to have been primarily based on avaflability rather than
an philosophy and experience with the correctional climate. In additicn,
test results support the conclusion of Stern and Keislar (1975) that at-
titudes toward a minority student group do not become more favorable
simply through a teaching assignment with students from this group; that,
in fact, attitudes may become mere unfavorahle.

Furthermere, the positive attitudes held by many of those not 1n-
velved in college prison programs at the schools participating in the
study suggest the possibility that many teachers who would be effective
in a correcticnal setting have been bypassed for those less willing and,
therefore, less able to operate optimally in such an envireonment. Thus,
the findings of the study appear to {ndicate that some faculty members are
suited for cerrectional assignments, while others are not. The difficult
task facing community college administrators i5 to accurately determine in-
to which group a particular teacher fits.

The data compiled from the study i1ndicate that community college
faculty members should not be eliminated from consideration for correction-
al assignments because of sex, race, age, academlic rank, years teaching

experience in the community college system, or years teaching experience at



132

the postsecondary level. Although certain trends emerged, positfve at-
t{tudes were displayed by individuals within the categories of each of
the demographic varfabies.

A most important ftnterpretation of the results of the study is that
no faculty member should be forced or pressured to teach & course at a
correctional {nstftution. As previcusly stated, freedom {n the att{tude
formation and attitude change processes appear to foster positive at-
titudes, while lack of freedom often leads to negative attitudes. Inm
addition, indjcations are that an 1nstructor with negative attitudes
toward his or her students might encounter severe problems in teaching
performance and interaction with students. On the cther hand, those
faculty members unfamiliar with the correctional environment should be
given the opportunity to observe the ¢lfmate directly: 1.e., the choice
must be personal and based upon empirical evidence.

The semantfc dffferent{al test and the ATCI scale (based upon the
studfes of Osgood, Sucf, & Tannenbaum, 1957, and Yuker, Block, & Younng,
1970, respectively) appeared to be effectfve in measuring the attftudes
focused ypon fn the study. Indications are that an fndividusl knowledge-
able of correctional education and sk11Ted in the interpretation of test
results could use test responses as Input into the decision-making pro-
cesses involved 1n faculty assignments to correctional fnstitutfons.

Conclusfans

Tha conclusicns of the study are;
1. An orientaticn program desfgned to familfarfize community

college faculty members with inmate students and the
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correctional envfronment can produce favorable changes

in zttitudes toward correctional inmates and toward
teaching off-campus courses at correctional fnstitutions.
There {s & wide range of attitudes toward tnmates and
towzrd correctional education assignments among the faculty
members from the institutions {n the Virginia Community
College System that engage 1n correctional education pro-
grams. The diversfty exists within and among 1nstitutions.
Community college faculty who have had prior contact with
correctional inmates--whether 1n an instructional role or
in general--have, on &n overall basis, more favorable at-
titudes toward fnmates and instructicnal assignments to
prisons than those who have had 11ttle ar no such contact.
Black faculty members and assistant professors exhibit
more favorable attitudes toward immates and partfcipation
in the correctional services provided by thelir colleges
than white faculty members and those faculty of the other
academic ranks,

The age, sex, and years 9of teaching experience at the com-
munity coTlege and postsecondary levels of faculty members
are noet sfgnificant determinants of the att{tudes these
persons hold regarding correctfonal inmates and correctional

educaticn assignments.
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Recommendations for Further Research

The following recommendations and areas for further research are
suggested:

1. The semantic differential test and Attitudes Toward Correctional
Inmates scale used n the study need to be tested more thoroughly. Further
development and testing of instruments designed ta measure faculty attitudes
toward correctional {inmates and toward teaching off-campus courses at cor-
rectional institutions need to be undertaken. Extensive research {s also
needed in the area of data fnterpretation.

2. The effectiveness of or{entation programs desfgned to familiarize
faculty members with correctional fnmates and the correctional env{ronment
needs to be further examined. In addition, alternative methods of favorably
modifying attitudes toward correctfonal inmates and toward teaching assign-
ments in college prison programs should be explored.

3. Follow-up analyses need to be conducted after attitude measurement
tests have been administered in order to determine the accuracy of test
scores {n predicting the success or failure of an instructor's performance
in a correctional setting.

4. Community college personnel who develop, implement, and maintain
programs at correcti{onal {nstitutions need to establfsh systematic and in-
depth methods of coordinating these programs. Partfcular attention should
be placed upon the areas of planning, faculty assignments, and program
evaluation,

5, Studies designed to determine inmate/student evaluation of effective

teaching methods, styles, and philosophies need to be conducted, as do studies
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that assess the compatibility of community college and correciional goals
and missions.

6. If one accepts the premise that teaching success {n a normal edu-
cational setting does not guarantee success in a correctional environment,
then the feasibilfty of incorporating & corvectional education component
into college and university schools of education and providing fn-service
correctional education training to faculties at institutiors of higher
education needs to be examined.

7. Because the large majority of faculty members involved 1n this
study preferred gn- to eff-campus teaching assigmments, efforts should be
made to determine the reasons behind the preference and examine ways to

maodify faculty attitudes on this 1ssue.
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COLLEGE LEVEL EDUCATICONAL PROCESS AT THE FEDERAL CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION
by Art Friedman

John Tyler Community College has for several years conducted degree
and certificate programs in business management and drafting at the Fed-
eral Correctional Institution in Petersburg. In addition to the required
courses for these programs, elective and developmental courses have also
been ¢ffered. Ouring the past academic year 127 different {nmates took
advantage of John Tyler's course offerings.

As 2 part of the Fall Orientation on September B and 9, a program
will be available to faculty members interested fn observing the college
level process at the correctional factflity. The plapned activities will
take place on the afternoon of Thursday, September 8, and briefly, early
friday afternoon, September 2. The Thursday afternoon session wil]l in-
clude a tour of the correctiamal institution. Those who participate in
this program will be excused from regular assignments during these times.
Transportation will be provided. The program has been desf{gned solely
for informational purposes. Participation or non-participation will have
no bearing whatsoever an current or future course assignments. [t fs
hoped that participation in this program will prove to be a valuable
learning experience.

For further information please contact Art Friedman at Ext. 336 or

at 271-9315, or Debi Wells at Ext. 212.
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J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College
New River Community College

Northern Yirginia Community College
Paul D. Camp Community College
Southside Virginta Community Ccltege
Thomas Nelison Community College
Tidewater Community College

Wytheville Community College

Or. Robert Grymes

Ms. Dorothy L. Talbott
Dr. Larry McFarlane
Mrs. Romine {. Hundley
Mrs. Mary Ann Clarke
Mr. Richard 0. Hansen
Mr. D. William Bridges
Mr. Earl K. Cherry
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JOHN TYLER COMMUNITY COLLEGE Chestar, Virginia 23831, Telephone 804/748-6481

September 20, 1977

Mrs. Mary Amn Clarke

Director of Continuing Education
Southside ¥irginiaz Community College
Christanna Campus

U. 5. #1, State Rpute 46

Alberta, ¥Yirginia 23821

Dear Mrs, Clarke,

I enjoyed speaking with you on the telephone the other day and very
much appreciate your willingness to cooperate and assist me with this study.

Enclosed are )0 copfes of the questionnalire with a cover sheet ex-
plaining its purpose and an envelope attached to each copy. I weould 1ike
for you to place & c¢opy in the mafibox of each full-time, teaching faculty
member whose Jast name begins with N through 2. The directfons on the cover
sheet request the participant to complete the questfanpaire, place 1t in the
envelope, and return 1t to your office. The directions alsp ask that the
questionnaires be returned by Uctober 7 ar as soon as convenient thereafter,
I would appreciate 1f you would wait until October 4 {Friday) or October 17
(Monday} and mail me the completed questfonnaires at the followtng address:

Art Friedman

Division of Business

John Tyler Community College
Chester, Yirginla 23831

Flease note that although the guestionnaires pertain to opinfans
an prisoners, faculty members with no experfence in correctional education
are st11) to be inctuded (a1l full-time teaching faculty, N-I). Please
keep a count {or approximation) of coples handed out.

Again, thank you 50 much for your help. I hope 1t does not prove
to be a great inconvenfence to you or your staff. IT there are any questions
or problems, please call me at John Tyler (BO4) 74B-6481 (X 336 or X 337)
or at home [BD4) 2771-9315 {COLLECT).

Witk sincere appreciation,

(ht Inudman

Art Friedman

Supporied by e Commonveaith of Yegewa, Cioes of Colonial Heghis, Hopewell, Petersturg, Bichmond South of the James,
Countiey gf Amebsa, Charies Coty . Chmttas liddd, Dineacictes, Frince Georpe, Suiry, Sutes

Virgmia Commuomty College System
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good
valuable
pleasant
strong
large
haavy
fast
active

sharp

fair
nice
kind
clean
peaceful
deep
wide

hot

—r — = o —

— o A— —— —

— o E— — —

— e w——

bad
worthless
unpleasant
weak

small
T1ght

s low
passive
dull

unfair
awful
cruel
dirty
feracious
shallow
narrow

cold

EVALUATIYE

POTENCY

ACTIVITY

EVALUATIVE

POTENCY

ACTIVITY

|m™

.88
.78
B2
.19
.06

01
.14
.23

.83
.87
.82
.82
.69
27
.26
-.04

| =

.05
. 04
.05
.62
.62
B2
.00
.04
.07

.08
.08
A0
.05
.17
.46
.41

06
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.09
13
.28
.20
.34
-.11
.70
.59

-.07
19
-.18
.03
41
.14
-.07
46
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strong

wide

valuahle

peaceful

cruel

s Jow

sharp

dirty

deep

bad

large

cald

active

pleasant

unfair

nice

1{ght

CORRECTIONAL INMATE (PRISONER)
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: weak

I narrow

: worthless

+ ferocious

: kind

: fast

+ dull

: clean

: shallow

: good

+ small

: hot

: passive

: unpleasant

: fair

: awful

: heavy
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strong

wide

worthless

peaceful

cruel

510w

sharp

dirty

deep

bad

pleasant

unfair

nice

CORRECTIONAL INMATE (PRISONER)
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: weak

v Narrow

: yaluable

+ ferocious

: kind

: fast

+ dull

: ¢lean

» shaltow

1 good

1 unpleasan

: fair

+ awful
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B.
9.
10.

11,

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.
.
18.
19.
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Most criminal offenders do not desire a useful place 1n society or to
live a normal 1{fe.

I believe that rehabilitation is more effective than punishment.

Correctional inmates 1n college programs are less prepared academically
than on-campus community college students,

If 1 were an employer, | would serfously consider hiring an ex-convict.

Prison educational programs, particularly college-level programs, are
an unfair burden to tax-paying citizens.

The overwhelming motive for inmate envallment in college programs is
perceived benefits from parole boards.

It 1s difficult to recognize, by his appearance, an Tndividuzl who has
served time in prison.

I would have a hard time not thinking about phystcal danger 1f I were
teaching in 2 prison setting.

Much of the blame for the crimes that are committed in the Unfted States
must be placed upon society.

Teaching correcticnal {nmates requires far more emphasis on discipline
than teaching other students.

Prisoners with a high school diploma or the equivalent who wish to en-
rel1l in college programs should be directed into programs teaching a
trade or a ski111 instead.

1f a member of my family were serving time in a correctional institution,
I would do anything possible to keep my colleagues from finding out.

Most correctional irmates expect unusual treatment from thelr instructors.
The fact that the rate of recidivism (return to prison) for those inmates
who have participated In college-level educational programs has not been
shown to sfgnificantly decrease demonstrates that these programs are
largely unsuccessful,

An fnstructor has to be careful about what he {or she} says when teaching
correctional fnmates.

Once a criminal, always a criminal.
[ would prefer to teach g¢n-campus to teaching off-campus.
I would object to teaching off-campus.

[ would object to teaching an off-campus course at a correctional
institution.
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The final section seeks your views on & series of statements.
Mark each statement $n the left margin according to how much you agree or dis-
agree with 1t. Please mark every one. Write +1, +2, +3, or -1, -2, -3, de-

pending on how you feel in each case,

+3: 1 strongly zgree -1: I slightly disagree
+2: [ agres -2: | disagree
+1: I slightly agree -3: 1 strongly disagree

1. Most criminal offenders do not desire a useful place in soctety or to Tive
a2 normal T{fe.

2. I believe that rehabilitation is more effective than punishment.

31, Correctforal inmates in college programs are less prepared academically
than on-campus community college students.

4. 1f I were an employer, I would serfously consider hiring an ex-convict.

5. A maJor motive for inmate enroliment 1n college programs is avoidance of
more strenuous and distasteful jobs.

6. I would have & hard time net thinking about physical danger 1f I were
teaching fn & prison setting.

7. Most correctional immates expect unusual treatment from thelr {nstructors.

8. An instructor has to be careful about what he {or she} says whern teaching
correctional {nmates.

G, Once a criminal, always a criménal.
10, I would prefer teaching on-campus to teaching of f-campus.
11. [ would objact to teaching off-campus,

12. I{unuld object to teaching an off-campus course at a correctfonal instity-
tion.



Appendix I

Fipal Form of Questionnaire
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This study consists of three parts. The first section asks for

informational data; the seacond and third sectfons, preceded by instructions,

saek your opinion on matters related te correctional inmates and the educatfon

of prisoners. The anonymity of your responses 15 guaranteed (you are requested

not to sign your name to the survey}, and your views will in no way affect your

teaching assigrments, nor the assignment of other instructors at your fnstitution.

Your participation will be greatly apprecliated and most beneficial to the

investigation.

I. Please place a check in the appropriate box.

1.

SEX: HMECj FlmnM:
RACE: Black [::::] White E::::] Other | |
ae:  20-29 1 30-30 1 40-45__1 so-s9[___ ) s0-69 ]

Asst. Assac,
ACADEMIC RANK: Instr. ] prof.L__J pProf. L_ ) Prof. ]
YEARS TEACHING IN THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM:
2 years between 3 more than
or Tess :] and 5 yearsl::] 5 years :’

YEARS TEACHING AT THE POST-SECONDARY LEVEL:

same as aboye 5 years more than more than
(1f so, r:ht;-.a:ltE or lessE:] & years 10 years :]
and go on to but Tess
next question} than 10
years

HAVE YOU EVER TAUGHT CORRECTIONAL INMATES IN A PRISON ENVIRONMENT?
ves(—J o]

HAYE YOU HAD WHAT YOU CONSIDER TO BE SIGNIFICANTLY GREATER THAN AVERAGE
CONTACT WITH CORRECTIONAL INMATES?

Yes| ] N

Comments:
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The purpose of this sectfon fs to measure the meaning of a concept to various
people by having them judge the concept against a series of descriptive scales,
In taking this test, please make your judgments on the basis of what the concept

means to you.
Here 15 i1ow you are to use these scales:

If you feel that the concept 15 very ciosely related to one end of the scale, you

should place your check-mark as follows:

fatr X : : : : : : : unfair

or

fair : : : : : : X : unfair

1f you fee)l that the concept s quite closely related to ane or the other end

of the scale {but not extremely}, you shouid place your check-mark as follows:

fair : X : : : : : : ynfair

ar

falr : : H ! : X : : ynfair

If the concept seems only s1ightly related te one side as opposed to the other

side (but is not reaily reutral), then you should check as follows:

fair : : X : : : : : unfalr

or

fair : : : : X : : : unfair

If you ¢onsider the concept to be neutral on the scale, both sides of the scale

equally associated with the concept, or {f the scale 13 completely {rrelavant,

unrelated to the concept, them you should place your check in the middle space:

fair . : : X : ! : : unfair

IMPGRTANT: {1) Place marks 1n the middle of spaces, not on the boundarfes:

this X , not this X

{2} Never put more than one check-mark on a single scale.



strong

wide

worthless

peaceful

criel

siow

sharp

dirty

deep

bad

pleasant

unfair

nice

CORRECTIONAL TNMATE (PRISONER)

-
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: weak

r MATrOw

r valuahl

: ferocia

: kind

+ fast

: dull

: ¢Tean

: shallow

: good

1 unpleas

: fair

: awful
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The final sectfon seeks your views on a series of statements.
Mark each statemant in the left margin according to how much you agree or dis-
agree with it. Please mark every one. Write +1, +2, +3, or -1, -2, -3, de-

pending on how you feel in each case.

+1: 1 strongly agree <1: I slightly disagree
+2: ] agree -2: [ disaqree
+1: I slightly agree -3: [ strongly disagree

1. Most criminal offenders do not desire a useful place 1n socfety or to live
a normal Tife.

Z. [ believe that rehabiliitation is more effective than punishment.

3. Correctional inmates in college programs are less prepared academically
than on-campus community college students.

4, If I were an employer, I would seriously consider hiring an ex-convict.

5. A major motive far fnmate enroliment 1n college programs 1s aveidance of
more strenucus and distasteful jobs.

6. 1 would have a hard time not thinking about physical danger 1f I were
teaching in a prison setting.

7. Most correctional immates expect unusual treatment from their instructors.

B, An instructor has to be careful about what he {or she) says when teaching
correctiona) inmates.

9, Once a criminal, always a criminal.
16. I would prefer teaching on-campus to teaching off-campus.
11. 1 would object to teachfng off-campus.

12. I would object to teaching an off-campus course at a correctfonal institu-
tion.



Appendix J
Example of Cover lLetter for Questionnaires

to Participating Institutions Other Than JTCC
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JOHN TYLER COMMUNITY COLLEGE Chester, Virginia 23831, Telephone BD4/748-6481

TO: Selected Teaching Faculty

FROM : Arthur H. Friedman, Assistant Professor, Busfness Management, JTCC
Boctoral Candidate, College of William and Mary

SUBJECT: Questionnafre

The following questionnaire s part of am investigation of faculty opinions.
The directions on the following page will explain 1ts purpose more completely.

1t would be vary much appreciated 1f you would complete the form and return
it in the attached envelope by Friday, Qctober 21, 1577, or at your earliest con-
venience thereafter. Please do not sion your name,

The questionnaire will take approximately ten minutes to f111 out. The
study has been approved for distribution at your campus by the Virginfa Community
College System, Dr. Richard Ernst, Dr. Joe Rossmeier, and Dr. Larry McFarlane,

Your selection for participation in this investigation was determined solely
because your last name begins with a letter from N through Z. The address labels
on your packet were printed and attached by the Department of Research and Planning
at NVCC. As is explained 1n the instrucions, complete anonymity 15 guaranteed. The
final output will be in a grouped data format.

THANK YO S0 MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION.

Supporied try the Commonwealih of Yegina, Ood of Colanigl Heights, Hopewell, Prlersbucg, Richmand South ol the James,
Coundtes of Amalia, Chacley City, Ches s fisdd, Dinwiddie, Pronce Geotpge, Surry, Suyees

Yarginia Communitly Collagk Sysiam:



Appendix K

Cover Letter for Questionnaires to Experimental Group at JTCC
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JOHN TYLER COMMUNITY COLLEGE
MEMORANDUM

TO Participants in Correctional Institution DATE: September 12, 1977
Orfentatfon Program
FROM: Art friedman

SUBJECT: Evalpation and Questionnatre

Thank you very much for taking the time and effort toc participate {n the
activities at the FCI and here at Tyler. It was & very meaningful experfence far
the inmates Tnvolved, and [ hope you gained insight inte the college programs of-
fered at the 1nstitution, as well as the environment in which the men Tive and work.

1 would very much appreciate your conments on the enclosed evaluation
form and your completfon of the attached questionnaire. Please return them 1in the
envelope provided. Please do not sfgn your name. Place in my mailbox {next to the
Divisfon of Business) by Friday, September 16 or at your earliest convenience.

Again, thank you for your contribution.



Appendix L
Cover Letter for fuestfonnaire to JTCC Faculty

Not Involved in Orientation Program
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JOHN TYLER COMMUNITY COLLEGE

TQ: A1l Teaching Faculty DATE: September 12, 1977
FROM ¢ DaTe E. Hhite

SUBJECT: (Questionnaire

The following questionnajre §s part of an fnvestigation of faculty
opinions. The directions on the following page will explain its purpase more
completely.

Please complete and return to my office or mailbox by Friday, September
16, or as scon as posaible thereafter. You are requested to use the attached en-
velope and HOT to stgn your name.

Thank you very miuch for your cooperation.



Vita

Arthur Howard Friedman was born January 19, 1948 in Richmond, Vir-
ginfa. After graduating from John Randolph Tucker High School 1n 1966,
he errolled at the University of ¥irginia where he was awarded a Bachelor
of Arts degree 1n Economics in 1970. He was then emploved as 2 program-
mer and systems analyst by the Life Insurance Company of Virgfnia, while
alse pursuing a Master of Commerce degree in Marketing and Industrial
Relations at the University of Richmend. After receiving this degree in
1974, he accepted & position as Instructor of Business Mapagement at John
Tyler Community College 1n Chester, ¥irginia, From September, 1975
through August, 1978, he was the coordinator of the college's Associate
of Applied Science tn Business Management prograzm at the Petersburg
(Virginia} Federal Correctional [nstitution. Concurrent with beginning
his teaching career, he entered the doctoral program in Higher Education
Adninistration at the College of William and Mary, recei{ving a Certifi-
cate of Advanced Graduate Study in 1976 and the Doctor of Education de-
gree fn 1878,

Friedman 1s currently serving as Assistant Professor and Program
Head, Bustness Management and Business Adminfistration, at John Tyler

Covmunity College.

183



Abstract

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY MEMBERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD CORRECTIONAL INMATES:
AN ATTEMPT TO INCREASE FACULTY PARTICIPATION IN OFF-CAMPUS INSTRUCTION AT

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

ARTHUR HOWARD FRIEDMAN, Ed. D,
THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY, 1578

CHAIRMAN: [DONALD J. HERRMANN, Ph. D.

Community colleges have become increasingly fnvolved in correctfonal
gducation, and the trend appears 17kely to continue. A vital element in
the success af current and future programs is the ability of community
colleges to provide effective instructional services.

The qurpnse of the study was to investigate the attitudes of com-
munity college fatulty members toward those who are fincarcerated in cor-
rectfonal ipstitutions with the goal of gaining the participation of more
full-time faculty tn off-campus programs at these instftutions. In par-
ticular, via an orientation program designed to provide contact between
faculty members and the types of students and the environment they would
encounter, an attempt was made to favorably modify faculty attitudes to-
?ardiinmates and fncrease faculty willingness to teach at correcticnal
nstitutions.

Attitudes were defined operationally as scores on a 13-1tem semantic
di fferential test with "correctional inmate" as the concept and a 12-iftem
Likert rating scale {Attitudes Toward Correctional Inmates). both de-
veloped specifically for use in the study. The design of the study was
an extension of the Posttest-Only Control Group Design {Campbell & Stan-
lay, 1963) to include an additional contrel group.

Subjects of the study were 165 full-time teaching faculty from eight
of the nine publ{ic community colleges in ¥frginfa that provided educa-
tional services to carrecticnal Tnstitutions. The experimental group
f[those who participated in the orfentation program} and first contrel group
wereg each composed of 10 randomly selected faculty members from John Tyler
Community College in Chester, ¥irginia. The orfentation, conducted over
a two-day period at the Petersburg (Yirginfa) Federal Correctignal Insti-
tution and at John Tyler Community College, consfsted of a thorough tour
of the prison, interaction with fnmates in the correctional and college
settings, a packet of reading materials. and group discussions. The
final contral group was composed of 145 randemly chosen faculty members
from the eight community colleges that participated in the study, which
regresented a 62 percent usable return rate to the distributed gquestion-
nafres.
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analyses of var{ance, and crosstabulation analyses of statistical data,

were:

The major conclusions of the study, based upon t-tests, ong-way

1.

An orientation program designed to fami{)farize community
college faculty members with inmate students and the
correctional environment can produce favgrable changes

in attitudes toward corrvectiopal 1rmates and toward
teaching off-campus courses at correctional institutions.

There 15 a wide range of attitudes toward inmates and
toward corvectional education assignments among the faculty
members from the institutions in the ¥irginia Community
College System that engage in correctional education pro-
grams. The diversity exists within and among institutions.

Community college faculty who have had prior contact with
correctional inmates--whether in an instructional role ar
in general--have, on an overall basis, more favorable at-
titudes toward {nmates and instructional assigmments to

prisons than those who have had 1ittle or no such contact.

Black faculty members and assistant professors exhibit
more favorable attitudes toward inmates and particfpation
in the correctional services provided by their colleges
than white faculty members and those faculty of the other
academic ranks.

The age, sex, and years of teaching experience at the com-
munity cul]e?e and postsecondary levels of faculty members
are not significant determinants of the attitudes these

persgns hold vegarding correctional inmates and correctional

educatfon assignments.
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