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Chapter |

PROBLEM AND LITERATURE

Statement of the Problem

A recent trend in correctional thought has been strongly
weighted in the direction of restoring the offender to society. This
trend, called community-based corrections, has the reintegration of
the of fender as a law-abiding citizen into the community as its cen-
tral thrust. The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the
Administration of Justice, and later, The National Advisory Commission
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals stressed that the primary
responsibility for the successful rehabilitation of offenders in com-
munity-based correctional programs lies in the community itse]F.1
Implicitly stated by these commissions is the major role the community
must play in facilitating the reintegration of offenders into society.
Yet a national public opinion poll about crime and corrections has
shown that the public feels prisons have done a poor job, community-

based corrections is to be distrusted, and the public is reluctant to

expand its use.?

lThe President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis-
tration of Justice, Task Force Report: Corrections (Washington: Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1967), p. 7, and The National Advisory Commis-
sion on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Corrections (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1973), p. 606.

2 . 4 . : ; ;
Louis Harris and Associates, The Public Looks at Crime and
Corrections, Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower and Training,
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 1.

1



Several conceptual issues confront the researcher interested
in the development of American corrections. They are the interrela-
tions between community-based corrections, the reaction of society to
deviance and crime, and the attitude of social responsibility. These
issues should be defined before more detailed development of the pro-
blem. Community-based corrections consists of all correctional pro-
grams designed to treat and rehabilitate offenders in the community
through interaction between the offender and members of the community.
Societal reaction is a '"'general term summarizing both the expressive
reactions of others (moral indignation) toward deviation and action
directed to its contro].“3 Finally, social responsibility is an atti-
tude that expresses an orientation toward helping others even when
there is nothing to be gained from them.h

Federal and state legislatures have issued a mandate calling
for community-based corrections. Federal and state correctional agen-
cies accordingly have begun to implement programs of community-based
corrections. Because of this, the question of whether or not the com-
munity is willing to accept the responsibility of reintegrating offen-
ders into the community arises. The question assumes that there is an

unexplored interface between societal reaction to deviance and the

3Edwin M. Lemert, Human Deviance, Social Problems, and Social
Control (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Ball, Inc., 1967),
pp. 41-42.

hLeonard Berkowitz and Kenneth G. Lutterman, '"The Traditional
Socially Responsible Personality,' Public Opinion Quarterly, 32:2
(Summer, 1968), p. 170.
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attitude of soccial responsibility reflected by community acceptance or
rejection of community-based correctional programs. For purposes of
correctional program planning, to ignore the issues of social respon-
sibility and the difficulty of reintegrating offenders implies that
the community categorically accepts offenders back into the community
without reservation. However, it just does not happen that way. Fur-
thermore, critical examination of these issues raises the question as
to what might contribute to the failure of community-based correctional
programs, if implemented; or, if not implemented, why not.

The research question to be studied examines the extent to
which the community's willingness or resistence to reintegrate offen-
ders through community-based corrections depends upon the knowledge of
these programs and the social responsibility of the members of the

community.

Significance of the Problem

The significance of this problem is to explore the possible
relationship between knowledge of community-based corrections, social
responsibility, and the willingness or resistence to reintegrating
offenders in the community through community-based correctional pro-
grams. This thesis considers that the interface between knowledge of
community-based corrections and social responsibility and the willing-
ness or resistence to reintegrating offenders is an empirical indica-
tor of the societal reaction to deviance. By identifying the rela-
tionship between knowledge of community-bésed corrections and social

responsibility and attitudes toward community-based corrections, it
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may be possible to suggest what empirically composes the societal reac-
tion to deviance.

Framing the research question in terms of knowledge and social
responsibility, as tools to describe the community's response to inno-
vative correctional programs, has the advantage of attempting to go
beyond theories that consider only the cause of deviance to one which
considers what influences its persistence. Then, it is especially
pertinent to consider community-based corrections in light of what
characteristics of the society influence continued deviation. This
thesis attempts to go beyond the attitudinal correlates of role assign-
ment or labeling to the questions of what are the attitudes of the mem-
bers of the community toward the reintegration of offenders. This
focus demands the prospect of reintegrating offenders be viewed in
terms of the members of the community. That is, from the view of those
who control the traffic signals at the crossroads between continued
deviance and non-deviant behavior.

Since almost all offenders are released from prison eventually,
the community can be viewed as an opportunity system available to the
of fender for success, by not recidivating, or failure, by committing
new crimes. With the mandate to rehabilitate offenders given to the
community, the amount of knowledge of community-based correctional
programs and the social responsibility of the members of the cormunity
may be indications of their willingness to reunite the offender with
his opportunity system. |In fact, some indication of an ex-offender's

potential for success may be reflected by the members of the community



in terms of their expressions of willingness or resistence to reinte-
grating offenders. In this way, the present study can begin to empir-
ically demonstrate, in quantifiable terms according to the selected
variables, the magnitude of the obstacles confronting the released

of fender.

The results are expected to have practical and theoretical
implications for the correctional researcher, program planner, or those
interested in the ability of any community-based correctional program
to be a viable correctional alternative. For example, if a community
is found to possess or demonstrate little knowledge of community-based
corrections or social responsibility, one might be confronted by nega-
tive attitudes or open hostility simply because people are uninformed.
The ramification of such a situation is devastatingly clear and the
solution simple. It is anticipated that this information would be
valuable to correctional program planners for consideration of alter-
nate plans of action ranging from delaying implementation, changing
sites, public information/education campaigns as well as social theor-
ists interested in widening the range of applicability of the societal

reaction to deviance perspective.

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

The problem centering around the willingness to support com-
munity-based correctional programs and the reintegration of offenders

arises primarily from what may be conceived as its logical antithesis--
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societal reaction to deviance. Societal reaction to deviance will be
reviewed from the perspective of how deviants are rejected and main-
tained outside normal society. Community-based corrections will be
discussed in terms of its unique characteristics as an institution of
social control that maintains administrative custody while simultane-
ously seeking to reintegrate the offender into the community. The atti-
tude of social responsibility expressed by the community will be util-
ized as a possible explanation of reactions to deviance and the ways in

which communities attempt to deal with it.

Societal Reaction to Deviance

The emphasis of this review of societal reaction theory will
focus on those factors describing the nature of the response itself as
it occurs in the community. This excludes concentration on the char-
acteristics of individual deviants, but rather, it will direct our
attention to the characteristics of the members of the community and
the possibility of measuring the response set of the members of the
comnunity toward community-based corrections. This will be accom-
plished first by indicating the attitudinal basis of societal reaction
to deviance and then later by reference to a specific attitude like
social responsibility. Of primary importance will be the discussion
of the theoretical origins of societal reaction to deviance, the pro-
cessing of deviance, role maintenance, and social control.

The societal reaction perspective owes much to the writings

of Emile Durkheim and George Herbert Mead. In Division of Labor in




Society, Durkheim describes how the community responds to crime with
his concept of the '"'common conscience'' saying:
Crime brings together upright consciences and concentrates them
...there emerges a unique temper...which is everybody's without
being anybody's in particular....That is the public temper...
If...the consciences which it (crime) offends do not unite...
they would be permanently unsettled....They must reinforce them-
selves...(through)...action in common....In short since it is
the common conscience which is attacked, it must be that which
resists, and accordingly the resistence must be collective.?
While being responsible for common conscience and the sense of
solidarity within society, Durkheim importantly viewed deviance as a
normal social phenornenon.6 The unity in common action in response to
crime described by Durkheim suggests the elementary notion of the
existence of a community within society.
Similarly, George Herbert Mead wrote that:
...the criminal is responsible for a sense of solidarity, aroused
among those whose attitude would otherwise be centered upon
interests quite divergent from each other. The attitude of hos-
tility toward the law-breaker has a unique advantage of uniting
all the members of the community.7
As the theory has developed, it can be seen that Mead is more
explicit about specific application of the idea of solidarity than

Durkheim. Mead indicates that community members are pivotal in react-

ing to violations, in expressing their attitudes, and in determining

5Emile Durkheim, Division of Labor in Society (New York: The
Free Press, 1964), pp. 102-3.

®1bid., p. 102.

7George Herbert Mead, '"The Psychology of Punitive Justice,"
American Journal of Socioloay, 23:5, (March, 1918), p. 591.




the nature of those attitudes.8 That is, members of the community
establish boundaries, '"...from sharing a common sphere of experiences,
...(which)...sets it apart as a special place and provide(s) an impor-

9

tant point of reference for its members.'” Durkheim's contribution to
the societal reaction perspective lies in his outlining the organiza-
tion of the response network among members of a social group in society.
Without noting the organization of social responses, which are based on
reinforced action in common, societal reaction would yield random and
useless data only. Mead, building on similar principles, has increased
our understanding of the nature and quality of the social response to
deviant behavior. Mead says:

We are starting out with a given social whole of complex group

activity, into which we analyze (as elements) the behavior of

each of the separate individuals composing it....The social act

is not explained by building it up out of stimulus plus response;

it must be taken as a dynamic whole--as something going on--...

a complex organic process implied by each individual stimulus

and response involved in it...

regarding the nature of social response. In terms of the quality of

that response, Mead refers to attitudes saying that when we:

SHCDavid and Harari define attitudes as "a relatively stable
system of organization of the behavior displayed by a person toward a
particular object or set of objects." John W. McDavid and Herbert
Harari, Social Psychology (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,
1968), p. 129.

9Kai Erickson, Wayward Puritans: A Study in the Sociology of
Deviance (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1966), p. 9.

1OGeorge Herbert Mead, Mind, Self, and Society, ed. Charles W.
Morris (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1934), p. 7.




...recognize in such a general attitude toward an object an
attitude that represents alternative responses, such as are
involved when we talk about our ideas of an object.11
That is, the societal reaction develops from common attitudes expressed
by social acts and in the case of deviance, they are manifest in nega-
tive terms.

Both Durkheim and Mead have provided seminal statements showing
the importance of viewing social reactions extrospectively as a con-
commitant of society rather than introspectively describing individuals
in society. By questioning the nature of societal reaction to deviance
more relevant information is provided than merely asking what is devi-
ance or who is deviant.12 Schur illustrates the point by saying "The
societal reaction to the deviant, then, is vital to an understanding of
deviance itself and a major element in--if not a cause of--deviant
behavior.“13 The important issue is that ''deviance cannot be understood

14

without reference to societal reactions it invokes." Schur also notes

with regard to Lemert's analysis that ''the interplay between the deviant

Woppd., ppa =12,

12That is, it appears to this researcher that the societal
reaction research has recently gone somewhat afield from what Durkheim
and Mead have suggested. For example, Lemert considered the descrip-
tion of several categories of ''deviants'' (i.e., the blind, alcoholic,
feebleminded, etc.) in his Social Patholoay; Becker concentrates on
the marijuana user in his '""On Becoming a Marijuana User''; and Kitsuse
discusses perceptions of homosexuality in his "Societal Reaction to
Deviant Behavior: Problems of Theory and Method."

13Edwin M. Schur, Crimes Without Victims: Deviant Behavior
and Public Policy - Abortion, Homosexuality, Drug Addiction (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965), p. 4.

lLllbid., pPe 3
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and his judges, highlight(ing)s the significant ways in which the
15

deviance comes to be shaped by the attitudes and actions of others"

(emphasis added). In fact, by asking how the societal response is
manifest, may subsequently answer the question of what is deviance and
who is deviant. |Illustrating this point is Becker's comment that:
| will be less concerned with the personal and social character-
istics of deviants than with the process by which they come to
be thought of as outsiders and their reactions to that judgment...
The product of a process which involves responses of other people
to the behavior...(is called deviance).!
Kai Erikson notes further that:
the critical variable in the study of deviance then, is the social
audience rather than the individual actor, since it is the audi-
ence which eventually determines whether or not any e?isode of
behavior of any class of episodes is labeled deviant.!7
It is that "'audience'' that is important to this study. Espe-
clally critical are the factors which constitute a ''‘community' rationale
for selectively deciding whether an act or actor is to be initially
labeled and whether or not any person will retain the deviant label.
Societal reaction theory, then, focuses upon understanding society--
‘those reacting to deviance--rather than those singled out deviant mem-

bers of society. This enables analysis to be performed on the charac-

teristics of the members of the community or society as they manifest

15lbid.

]6Howard S. Becker, OQutsiders: Studies in the Sociology of
Deviance (New York: The Free Press, 1973), pp. 10-14.

) 17Kai Erickson, ""Notes on the Sociology of Deviance,' Social
Problems, 9:4, (Fall, 1962), p. 311.
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the societal response to deviance as a socioleogically measurable rate

of behavior.

Schur notes in reaction to Erickson's point about the impor-
tance of the social audience that there are at least three levels on
which the concept audience can be analyzed. Schur expands the idea by

saying:

One 'audience' is society at large, the complex of interwoven
groups and interests from which emerge general reactions (and
therefore labelings of) various forms of behavior. Another
'audience' comprises those individuals (including significant
others) with whom a person has daily interaction and by whom he
is constantly 'labeled' in numerous ways, positive and negative,
subtle and not so subtle. A third 'audience' includes official
and organizational agents of control. They are among the most
significant of the direct reactors of labelers, for they imple-
ment the broader and more diffuse societal definitions through
organized structures and institutionalized procedures.!

The social audience at the societal level is the target of
generalization for all sociological research, however, it is difficult
to operationalize and measure. Passing over the second audience momen-
tarily, the third audience seems to distract our attention from attempts
centered on understanding the social responses among members of the
community not affiliated with the practice of corrections. It is "this
third audience that the labeling approach has especially Focusad,”19

however they appear to be the reactors to societal reactions to devi-

ance. For example, the relations between probationer and probation

18Edwin M. Schur, labeling Deviant Behavior (New York: Harper
and Row, Publishers, 1971), pp. 12-13.

Bpi4.
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officer rather than between the probationer and his community. The
second level of '"audience,' focuses on groups having crucial interre-
lations with the actor that may influence his receiving a deviant
identity, maintaining a deviant identity, or even shedding a deviant
identity. While not on a level with the society itself, this second
type of audience which is operationalized as the community affords the
opportunity for making generalizations to the level of society about
such questions as what is the nature of the societal reaction to devi-

ance.

The Process of Labeling

Having introduced the audience as an important part of the
societal reaction, the process society uses to define deviance is now
discussed. The labeling process, as part of the societal reaction to
deviance has largely been approached from the perspective of describing
what happens to persons who deviate. However, since labeling is a pro-
cess, it is equally important to understand how that process manifests
the response of society to deviance. That is, labeling is important
for what it may suggest about the complex societal reaction to devi-
ance. In other words, the

rich concepts and insights of the labeling orientation, which
focuses upon societal reactions to deviants and the unfolding of
deviant careers, can be developed further, leading to continued

contributions to the already abundant empirical findings dealing
with these matters.20

2000n C. Gibbons and Joseph F. Jones, ''Some Critical Notes on
Current Definitions of Deviance,' Pacific Sociological Review, 14:1,
(January, 1971), p. 33.
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Since this literature review is concerned with societal reac-
tion to deviance, it is argued here that the labeling process involves
a series of attitudinally-based interactions between the society and
the individual. [t should be noted that interaction as it applies to
labeling and the societal reaction perspective refers to

the process by which an individual notices and responds to others
who are noticing and responding to him....Social interaction may
be taken as a shorthand phrase for the fact that in social situa-
tions what one person notices and does is at the same time a
response to what others have noticed and done (or to symbols
thereof) and also, gotentially at least, a stimulus to what others
will notice and do.2!

In light of this Lemert describes the labeling process as consisting
of:

(1) primary deviation occurs; (2) precipitating social penalties;
(3) further primary deviation; (4) stronger penalties and rejec-
tion are applied; (5) further deviation coupled with hostility
and resentment aimed at those penalizing the behavior; (6) a cri-
sis occurs in which the community formally stigmatizes the devi-
ant as a result of the deviant's acts surpassing the public tol-
erance limit; (7) in reaction to stigma and increased penalties
deviant conduct is reinforced; and finally (8) acceptance of the
status and role as a deviant.22

This interactiona) framework for processing deviant behavior

and persons has also been observed by Tannenbaum in what he describes

as the '""dramatization of evil.'!' He says:

...there develop two opposing definitions of the situation (based
upon)...a divergence of values (between the delinquent and the
community)...the attitude of the community hardens definitely into

21Theodore M. Newcomb, Social Psycholoay (New York: The Dryden
Press, 1950), pp. 21-22.

22 4yin M. Lemert, Social Pathology (New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Co., 1951), p. 75.
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a demand for suppression. There is a gradual shift from the
definition of the specific acts as evil to a definition of the
individual as evil, so that all his acts come to be looked upon
with suspicion....From the community's point of view the indi-
vidual...has become a bad and unredeemable human being.2

Tannenbaum contributes to the questions about processes that
occur and notes the attitudinal base that the process has. |t may be
important to note that Tannenbaum's discussion of the dramatization of
evil is in some respects similar in tone and objective to what Mead
illustrated in his "Psychology of Punitive Justice.'" That is, both
writers have given important insights into the nature of the social
process surrounding the definition of deviance and deviants.

Another concise portrayal of the interactive process involved
in the process of assigning a deviant role to a person is described
by Garfinkel in what he calls a "'successful degradation ceremony.' A
"successful degradation ceremony' consists of:

(1) Both the event and the perpetrator must be removed from the
realm of their everyday character and be made to stand as ''out
of the ordinary.'" (2) The event and perpetrator must be defined
as instances of a uniformity and must be treated as a uniformity
throughout the work of denunciation; and, witnesses must appre-
ciate the characteristics of the typed person and event by refer-
ring the type to a dialictical counterpart. (3) The denouncer
must so identify himself...not as a private but as a publicly
known person. (4) The denouncer must make...values...salient
and accessible to view, and (the) denunciation must be delivered
in their name. (5) The denouncer (is)...invested with the right
to speak in the name of these values. (6) The denouncer must...
(be) defined by witnesses...as a supporter of these values. (7)
...the denouncer (must) fix his distance from the person being
denounced, but the witnesses must be made to experience their

23Frank Tannenbaum, Crime and the Cormunity (New York: Colum-
bia University Press, 1938), p. 17.
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distance from him alsoc. (8) Finally, the denounced person musE
be ritually separated from a place in the legitimate order...2

In contrast to Mead and Tannenbaum who emphasize the process
of defining deviants, Garfinkel underlined the organizational struc-
tures in which labeling deviance occurs. For example, Garfinkel uses
the term ''ceremony'' to describe the process of defining deviance and
deviants and how the ceremony is a formal structure for the response
network of society.

Likewise, Kitsuse has indicated:

forms of behavior per se do not...differentiate deviants from
non-deviants...it is the responses of conventional and conform-

ing members of the society who identify and interpret behavior
as deviant which sociologically transform persons into deviants.

25
The major themes of labeling were outlined to show that it con-
sists largely of processing actions and reactions of society to deviant
behavior. It is in the labeling of a person that the initial defini-
tion of deviant is imputed. From the initial imputation of deviance
there follows the beginning of the process of establishing a deviant
identity that the society defines as appropriate for the individual as

a deviant. In other words, labeling has had its importance in being

the conceptual frame for the process of assigning the deviant role,

24

Harold Garfinkel!, 'Conditions of Successful Degradation
Ceremonies,' American Journal of Socioloay, 61:5, (March, 1965),
pp. 422-423.

25John |. Kitsuse, '"'Societal Reaction to Deviant Behavior:
Problems of Theory and Method,'' Social Problems, 9:3, (Winter, 1963),
p. 248. :
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Newcomb clarifies this notion saying "everyday roles...are matters of
response to anticipated patterns of others.“26 A deviant role may then
be described as the acting out of prescribed or proscribed behavior
consistent with an achieved or ascribed deviant identity. Labeling
has illustrated role assignment in terms of deviant actors identifying
themselves as they believe others see them. As Gibbons has pointed
out '"the concept of role is relatively meaningless when divorced fron
the network of role expectations of others.”27 Furthermore, ''once it
(reputation) is established, then unconsciously all agencies combine
to maintain this definition even when they apparently and consciously
attempt to deny their own implicit judgment.“28 The underlying theme
in labeling has been to underscore the interactive process of role
assignment. Labeling has been relevant in terms of the questions it
raises concerning the network of interaction that necessarily takes
place between society and the individual during the process of role

assignment as well as the antecedents of role maintenance.

Role Maintenance and Social Control

The role maintenance function of the societal reaction to

deviance is a process following the initial labeling of a person as

26Newcomb, op. cit., p. 306.

27Don C. Gibbons, Society, Crirme, and Criminal Careers (Engle-
wood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973), p. 283.

8Tannenbaum, op. cit., p. 19.
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a deviant. Role maintenance is a process in which deviant roles are
reinforced through many of the interactions that take place between
the deviant and his audience. Empirically, role maintenance manifests
itself in such things as parole or job discrimination. Role mainten-
ance is one of the mechanisms of social control in society. It is a
process that produces what has been termed the ''self-fulfilling pro-

23 o 130 31

hecy, secondary deviation, and '"moral career." In fact, it
P v Y

is ""the actions of others (that) have crucially shaped the deviant

3

outcome.'' Rubington and Weinberg, as well as Lofland, point out
that deviance refers to phenomena that are built-up and created through
processes of interaction and social control.33

Role maintenance in the societal reaction theory shows how a
deviant identity is made permanent as a means of social control. The

permanence of a deviant identity is illustrated by Erikson's statement

that "an important feature of these ceremonies in our own culture is

29Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (New
York: The Free Press of Glencoe, Inc., 1957), pp. 421-436.

30

31Erving Goffman, '""The Moral Career of the Mental Patients,"
Asylums, ed. Erving Goffman (New York: Doubleday and Company, Inc.,
19§15, p. 128.

32

Lemert, Social Pathology, p. 75.

Schur, Crimes Without Victims, p. 4.

33Earl Rubington and Martin S. Weinberg, Deviance, the Inter-
actionist Perspective (Mew York: The Macmillan Company, 1973), pp.
2-3; and John Lofland, Deviance and Identity (Enalewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 13969), pp. 23-24.
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that they are almost irreversible." Once stigmatization and isola-
tion are effected through labeling other problems result. A major con-
sequence of the control devices--stigmatization and Isolation--are that
"once an individual has been officially stigmatized...;he consequences

n35

are hard to undo. Important to the study of the societal reaction
to deviance or community-based corrections is not the cause of devi-
ance but rather what process maintains deviance in the social system.
Dinitz, Dynes, and Clark say:
the paradoxical result is that formal control methods designed
to prevent and reform, often lead to the opposite effect. This
may be the reascn deviancy continues to flourish despite stern
attempts at control. It may also account for the greater effec-
tiveness of treatment and rehabilitation that occurs when peoplg
define themselves as deviants, e.g. Alcoholics Anonymous, etc.
It is within this realm of social control that Lemert says: ''Herein
lies the significance of the societal reaction approach, which sought
to show how deviance was shaped and stabilized by efforts to eliminate
and ameliorate it.“37
The role maintenance and social control function of societal

reaction to deviance is in evidence even to the point of defining

deviance. Howard S. Becker refers to the role of social groups in

31‘Erikson, '""Notes on the Sociology of Deviance,'" p. 311.

35Simon Dinitz, Russell R. Cynes, and Alfred C. Clark, eds.,
Deviance: Studies in the Process of Stiamatization and Societal Reac-
tion (New York: Oxford University Press, 1569), p. 18-19.

36

Ibid., p. 19.

37Edwin M. Lemert, ''Beyond Mead: The Societal Reaction to
Deviance,'" Social Problems, 21:4, (April, 1974), p. 458.
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creating deviance by making rules whose infraction constitutes
deviance, and by applying those rules to particular people and
labeling them outsiders. Then deviance is not the quality of
the act the person commits, but rather a consequence of the 3
application by others of rules and sanctions to an offender.

Becker later goes on to clarify the role maintenance and social con-
trol saying:
one tends to be cut off, after being identified as deviant from
participation in more conventional groups, even though the spe-
cific consequences of the particular deviant activity might never
of themselves have caused the isolation had there not also been
public knowledge and reaction to it...

The role maintenance aspect of societal reaction theory is
shown in the continuocus reinforcement of the deviant identity to the
exclusion of much non-deviant behavior that is performed. This is
especially apparent after deviance has become public knowledge. For
example, Gove remarks in a footnote that '"When a person's mental dis-
order leads to a public hearing which results in hospitalization, that
person has no alternative lines of action and that his 'deviance' is
well established.!©

The process of systematic isolation of deviants as 'outsiders'
has been pursued by Scheff who hypothesized that ''labeled deviants are

punished when they attempt to return to conventional roles.”l‘1

38Becker, op. cit., p. 9.

331bid., p. 34.

AOWaIter R. Gove, ''Societal Reactions as an Explanation of
Mental [llness: An Explanation,' American Scciological Review, 35:5,
(O0ctober, 1970), p. 874.

h1Thomas J. Scheff, '"The Role of the Mentally |11 and the Dynam-
ics of Mental Disorder," Sociometry, 26:4, (December, 1963), p. 4l49.
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Scheff's statement is based primarily upon Lemert's remarks about
the systematic blockage of entry to nondeviant roles once the
label...(is)...publicly applied...(to a person and)...he is
urged to rehabilitate himself in the community, ...{however he)
usually finds himself discriminated against in seeking to return
to his old status, and on trying to find a new one.42
While these ideas have been relatively abstract, concrete
examples can be illustrated. Social control is strengthened by socie-
tal reaction in the form of legislation--the passing of laws prohibit-
ing specific behaviors deemed detrimental to social organization. Also,
social control has been maintained by functional social roles which act
to interrupt and intervene in deviant behavior. This is exemplified in
what police, courts, and corrections generally attempt to do. Kitsuse
maintains that while behavior may be variably defined as deviant, non-
deviant, or both, the critical feature is the process by which the
interpretation occurs without regard to what occurs.lI3
Social control in the societal reaction theory is influenced
frequently by shifts in feelings shared by the public about important
issues of the day. As an extension of the previous example, it is
possible to see that the changes in social control in society are due
to shifts in society's feelings about deviant behavior. For example,

it is fairly common to see newspaper editorials demanding tougher

policing of ''bad neighborhoods,' urgings by prosecutors for longer

themert, Social Pathology, pp. 434-440.

hBKitsuse, loc. cit.
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sentences, and expressions by neighbors of fear for their children is
a new halfway house is opened on their block. As a result of the
impact that the formal and instituticonalized processes of societal reac-
tions have on deviants, ''the public is provided important cues about
how to react”M+ to deviants.

In summary, the societal reaction theory emphasizes several
interrelated ideas. Societal reaction to deviance actually maintains
that the community and not the deviant is pivotal in the processing of
deviance. Societal reaction to deviance theory is both behaviorally
and attitudinally based. This thesis is concerned with the attitudinal
dimension. While the members of the community process deviant persons
through various institutions of social control, in this thesis we are
interested in the attitudinal base of the members of the community in
terms of these institutions of social control. In so doing we will
not consider such other factors as political and economic interests
that might influence societal reactions to deviance. The community
processes deviant persons on the basis of a set of attitudes they
express concensually. It is attitudes toward deviance that account
for a behavior being defined deviant or nondeviant. In its focus on
the official processing of deviants, societal reaction theory stresses
interactions and interrelationships that exist between the deviant and

society. Societal reactions define deviant identities and operate to

hStanton Wheeler and Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr., Juvenile Delin-
quency: Its Prevention and Control (New York: Russell Sage Founda-
tion, 1966), p. 23.




22
assign roles to these deviant identities. Societal reactions to devi-
ance composes in part at least what sociologists mean by the term
social control mechanisms.

It is the idea of social control that leads to the next topic
of discussion in this review of literature--community-based correc-

tions.

Community-based Corrections

Having discussed societal reaction to deviance, the concept of
social control emerges with some prominence. Rather than a digressive
analysis of social control, the focus will be on community-based cor-
rections--the form of institutionalized social control of relevance to
this study.

Historically, there have been three ''revolutions' in correc-
tions, "Schrag describes...(them as)...the age of reformation, ...the
age of rehabilitation, ...(and)...the age of reintegration.”115

The emphasis in these periods have been to eliminate physical
punishment; and treat criminals and society as suffering some defici-
ency. Concern for what threatens the basic structure of society cen-
ters around the belief that deviant behavior is '"'symptomatic of the
failure and disorganization of the community as well as the individual

ke

deviant.'

hSVincent 0'Leary, '"Some Directions for Citizen Involvement in
Corrections,' The Annals of the American‘Academx_of Political and Scocial

Science, 381, (January, 1963), p. 104.

L . .. \
6The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admin-
istration of Justice, op. cit., p. 7.
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In response to the development of the correctional field,
Schrag has provided the insight that:

The prison of yesterday, based on a model of constraint, is dead.
Neither the goal of penitance nor the strateay of solitary con-
finement is...viable today. But prisans, like other social insti-
tutions, are rarely buried. Thus, today's prison, is based on a
model of rehabilitation...and it must build at a time of growing
concern for problems of deviance and justice....There can be
little doubt that the growing emphasis on community correctional
programs is the most distinctive trend in the field today.*/

From this introduction of the historical basis and the position
of community-based corrections as part of the social control system, a
definition will be offered for community-based corrections.

Communi ty-based corrections is organizationally and function-
ally defined as inclusive, rather than differentially and mutually
exclusive, of all correctional programs available outside of the pri-
son for the criminal including, but not only, probation, parole, com-
munity correctional centers, prelease guidance centers, work, medical
or education release, and halfway houses designed to reintegrate the

p .. 48
offender into the community.

From the social organizational view, community-based correc-
tions is a strategy attempting to control deviance. The range of

responses to deviance can be exemplified by "mechanical'' societies

which sought immediate revenge and redress--the physical destruction

qTClarence Schrag, '"The Correctional System: Problems and
Prospects,'' The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social
Science, 381, (January, 1969), pp. 19-20.

hBWhile no specific reference can be cited for this definition,
it may bear some similarity to definitions offered by Professor Alfred
€. Schnur, Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas.
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of the criminal; while "organic' societies generally seek social
destruction and reintegration of the offender into society.1I9 Commun-=
ity-based corrections, then, should be viewed not only as a next logi-
cal step in the development of social strategies for dealing with devi-
ance effectively, but also, as an intermediate step in the progress
toward eliminating or at least ameliorating deviant behavior. 'There
can be little doubt that...a community correctional program is the
distinctive trend in the field today."”°

Community-based corrections, in the conceptual framework out-
lined above, is organizationally conceived as a "social unit {or human
groupings) deliberately constructed or reconstructed to seek specific

151

goals. As an organization within society, community-based correc-
tions has, as its goal, the reintegration of the offender into the
community after he has been either physically removed from it through
incarceration or socially isolated by being processed within the crim-
inal justice system. As a social arrangement, community-based correc-
tions consists of the broad spectrum of programs that exist outside of
the traditionally custodial correctional facility. Organizationally,

community-based corrections is a social context in which treatment is

believed to occur.

hsEmi]e Durkheim, "Types of Law in Relation to Types of Social
Solidarity," Sociology of Law, ed. Vilhelm Aubert (Middlesex, England:
Penguin Books, 1969), p. 19.

50Schrag, op. cit., p. 20.

51Ta]cott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern Societies
(Glencoe, 11lincis: The Free Press, 1960), p. 17.
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Characteristic of the organizational aspect of community-based
corrections is its inclusiveness. Often community-based corrections
is thought of only as one kind of program peculiar to a specific locale.
For example, community members may think that since it has a halfway
house, that is community-based corrections, being unaware of or disre-
garding countless probationers and parolees who are also comunity-
based correctional clients but do not live in the halfway house. Com-
munity-based corrections is defined and understood by its supporters as
all programs emphasizing direct contact between the offender, fulfill-
ing a non-deviant role in society, and the community.

In the field of corrections community-based corrections is
believed to be (specific evidence will be cited later) an effective
system for achieving Tts goal of facilitating and accomplishing the
reintegration of offenders into society--parole is just one example of
this. That is, community-based corrections has the capacity to control
and meet the needs of its clients through its various programs. In
doing so, community-based corrections identifies the necessity for
interaction and communication between the person-under-correctional
control and members of the community. It is in the process of inter-
action and reaction, whether overt or covert, or verbal or nonverbal,
that the contingencies of success or failure of reintegrating the
of fender into the community can be counted.

The rationale for practicing corrections in a community con-
text is based upon the belief that there is less damage done to the

criminal if he is left in the community rather than warehousing him in
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an unrealistic social environment like a prison. Richmond and Aderhold

have suggested that:

The deeper an offender has to be plunged into correctional pro-
cesses and the longer he has to be locked up, however humanely,
the greater the cost and the more difficult the road back to the
point of socializaticn that will permit successful reintegration
in the community.22

53

Now the importance of allowing the vast majority”” of criminals, who are
not serious threats to the safety of society and who do not manifest
exotic psychopathic disorders, to remain at large under supervision in
the community can be seen. A more practical rationale for community-
based corrections centers around what effect it might have on the
offender. Gordon Bird feels that community-based corrections '‘gives

the offender the opportunity to make adjustments, to develop personal
controls, assistance in coping with reality, developing self-worth,

IISL‘

and to use his potential effectively in the community. Such programs

52Hark S. Richmond and George W. Aderhold, ''New Roles for
Jails," Correctional Institutions, eds. Robert M. Carter, Daniel Glaser,
and Leslie T. Wilkins (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1972},
pp. 385-386.

53Estimates of the '"vast' majority of criminals who do not
threaten public safety "if released from prison may conservatively
account for between 70%-90% of those presently confined in prisons."
Specific note of this is found in The Manual of Correctional Standards
where '"'it is now recognized that only a minority of prisoners need to
be confined in maximum security prisons, and that even in institutions
of this type supervision by qualified personnel is more effective as a
custodial measure than the old reliance on heavy stone or concrete and
steel.'" The Manual of Correctional Standards (Hyde Park, Maryland:
American Correctional Association, 1959), p. 18.

5I‘Lﬁorr'dcm Bird, '"Community Centered Treatment of Offenders,"
Criminal Rehabilitation...Within and Without the Walls, eds. Edward
M. Scott and Kathryn N. Scott (Springfield: Charles €. Thomas, 1973},
p. 133.
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as work release, originally instituted by Wisconsin in 1913 for mis-
demeanants, have been expanded to felons and federal prisoners. ''The
record with work release has been predominantly favorable, despite...
difficulties...in the lack of experience in administering it,”ss rein-
forces the point that Bird has made.

Implementation of community-based corrections is believed to
result in "purposefully blurring the line between institutional and

n56

community handling of offenders. This is a critical point if com-

munity-based corrections is to be understood. The "purposeful blur-

|I57

ring can only occur to the extent that there is interaction and com-
munication occurring between the community and released offenders.
That is, community-based corrections ''permits offenders to cope with

158 rather than trying to reestablish fam-

release In manageable pieces
ily, work, and other social relationships all at once. It is clear
then that the emphasis of community-based corrections is in the direc-

tion of allowing offenders to interact with the members of the cormunity,

55The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis-
tration of Justice, op. cit., p. 11.

56Elmer K. Nelson, Jr., "Community-Based Correctional Treat-
ment: Rationale and Problems,' The Annals of the American Acadeny of
Political and Social Science, 374, (November, 1967), p. 83.

57lbid.

58The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admin-
istration of Justice, loc. cit.
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to have realistic help in handling individual problems, and authority
consistent with their status as released in the community.59
Community-based corrections then attempts to redefine the rela-

tionship between the offender under correctional control and his oppor-
tunity system--the community. This involves making cpportunities
available to the offender through the cooperation of employers, schools,
unions, and even their own families to begin functioning again in their
social roles of worker, student, organization member and father-husband
or mother-wife. Thus community-based corrections as an institutional-
ized form of social control "proposes to reduce the iso]ation“60 of
imprisonment long associated with the rehabilitation of deviants in the
past. In the process of attempting to avoid isolation, insulation, and
lack of interaction, the importance of community-based corrections
emerges. 0'Leary illustrates the point saying:

regardless of how many resources are provided to corrections, it

cannot, by itself, solve the problem of reintegration--that

requires the participation of the community. The problems of
crime primarily arise in the interaction between the individual

59The long history chronicling the fact that inmates have had
little input into how they are treated, how they are regimented in
mass non-treatment institutions, and how they are subjected to largely
cruel arbitrary authority are shown in government studies, scholarly
research, and in the accounts of former inmates. Representative exam-
ples can be found in: The President's Commission on Law Enforcement
and the Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: Corrections
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1967); Karl Menninger, The
Crime of Punishment (New York: The Viking Press, 1966); and, Lester
Douglas Johnson, The Devil's Front Porch (Lawrence, Kansas: The Uni-
versity of Kansas Press, 1970).

60

Nelson, loc. cit.
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and his community. The solution to these problems requires a
modification of the offender's adaptive behavior and a substan-
tial contribution by those responsible for the community's oppor-
tunity system.

Before looking at the role of the community in the process of
reintegrating the offender specifically, some notice of the empirical
findings about several types of community-based correctional programs
needs to be made. Briefly, probation, parole, group programs, halfway
houses, and intensive community treatment will be noted. [t should be
emphasized that while community-based correctional programs differ sig-
nificantly in their approach to the problems of their clients, they
have important similarities, nonetheless, in their relationship with
the community.

From humble beginnings emanating from bailing defendents, pro-
bation emerges as probably the most frequently used form of community-
based corrections. As a program, probation follows adjudication and is
used in lieu of incarceration though does not presuppose the later use
of prison if community supervision does not prove an adequate means of

control. Research conducted into this unpretentious form of community-

based corrections generally measures success as the failure to have

61O'Leary, op. cit., pp. 104-105.

2Reporting successes and failures of community-based correc-
tional programs is hampered by the diversity in programs, target groups,
data recording procedures, relative short tenure of programs reported,
poor statistical technigues, etc. One is almost left with the idea
that what is shown in the literature is serendipity--but it is the best
that is available. However, there is one common denominator in all
comnuni ty-based programs--the community. Thus, given the data and its
inadequacies, attention then focuses to the common element--the commun-
ity as the point of departure for evaluation.
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probation revoked. Probation is generally quite successful. For exam-
ple, Ralph W. England, Jr. found in his analysis of 11 probation studies
that success ranged from 60-90 percent.63 Also in a probation follow-
up study of 11,638 adult probationers, placed on probation from 1956-
58, conducted in California, almost 72% had not had their probation
revoked after seven years.eh The statistics generated by the Federal
Probation System reflect similar results. For example, between the
years 1962-68 of an average 11,616 persons being removed from their

65

first probation, the average rate of non-violation was 82.3%. Com-
pared to these first offender probationers, first offender prisoners
on mandatory release supervision had a 75.5% rate of non-violation for
the 2,790 persons released during the period of 1963-68.66 From these
facts, it is possible to get some idea of the utility of probation and
its range of success.

Little information is available specifically addressing the

response of the community to probation. However, the President's Com-

mission reports the findings of a Minnesota Division of Adult

63Ralph W. England, Jr., "What is Responsible for Satisfactory
Probation and Past-Probation Outcome?'" Journal of Criminal Law, Crim-
inoloay, and Police Science, 47:1, (March-April, 1957), pp. 667-676.

6I“George F. Davis, "A Study of Adult Probation Violation Rates
by Means of the Cohort Approach,' Journal of Criminal Law, Criminoloay,
and Police Science, 55:1, (March, 1964), pp. 70-85.

65Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, Persons Under the
Supervision of the Federal Probation System (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1970), p. 13.

66

Ibid., p. 88.
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Corrections study of employment policies of private firms. It found:
"Among 983 firms...almost 40 percent indicated at least a general
reluctance to hire offenders for any (emphasis added) position.
Another 28 percent would hire them for specific jobs only.“67 The
significance of this finding may not be clear until it is realized
that "'unemployment may be among the principle causal factors in reci-
divism of adult male offenders.“68

A 1969 study of probation success in California involving 791
adult offenders, found that ''failures are characterized by a greater
degree of instability and by a more disadvantaged educational and
occupational background.”69 That is of the 376 probationers considered
failures, 71% lacked a high school education, 62% had low status occu-
pational achievements, 57% had held their longest job for less than one
year and 37% were divorced or separated.70 The President's Commission

reinforces the notion that the failure to connect the offender to the

opportunity system and to realistically reintegrate him in terms of

, 67The President's Commission of Law Enforcement and the Admin-
istration of Justice, op. cit., p. 33.

8Danie] Glaser, The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole
System (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1964), p. 329.

69Judson R. Landis, James D. Mercer, and Carole E. Wolff,
"Success and Failure of Adult Probationers in California," Journal
Research in Crime and Delinguency, 6:1, (January, 1969), p. 36.

701bi4.
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employment may ''perhaps...(reflect)...attitudes toward offenders...
(that)...are similar to those expressed by the average citizen.“Tl

The second classical form of community-based corrections is
parole. Parole is release from prison into the community, under super-
vision, prior to the completion of sentence. Parole is somewhat uni-
que among the community-based correctional programs in that it follows
imprisonment. This fact presents significant problems for the parolee
that are not experienced by persons who have not been incarcerated for
any length of time. It is at the time of parole that the problems of
readjustment are worst. In fact, successful reintegration--defined as
the failure to recidivate--is most problematic for the parolee during
the period closely following prison release. Successful transition
into the community depends in a great number of cases upon such com-
munity factors as employment, family relations, medical and mental
health services, and educational opportunity. For example, in the
State of Washington, parole violations seem to most readily occur
within 6 months of release (43%) with 62% occurring within one year of

72

release. The federal parole statistics reflect a similar picture of

parole success. During the years from 1963-68, an average of 65.8% of

the average number (L4456 persons) of parolees released from supervision

73

had not violated their parole. It should go without saying that this

1 . __ g
/ The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admin-
istration of Justice, loc. cit.

24, b 68,

73Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, op. cit., p. 86.
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reflects differential access to the community opportunity structure.
Consider the alternatives to joblessness (or being fired, etc.), frus-
trations from negative family relations, or continued inability to
succeed in school for whatever reason. 'Wiolation rates are related"
...nevertheless...'to age, offense, education, work history, prior

II7:+

record, and other factors. In The Effectiveness of a Prison and

Parcle System, Glaser hypothesizes that in '"the first two to five

years after their release, only about a third of all men released from

175

an entire prison system are returned to prison. The Gluecks con-

cluded in their research that five years after release from the Massa-
chusetts Reformatory, almost 80 percent of the 510 inmates studied
were not rehabilitated. They noted that:

...135 (32.3 percent) of the 418 men whose behavior over the
entire fifteen-year period can be adequately described persisted
in serious criminality throughout the three follow-up periods;
...21 men (5 percent), though they had abandoned criminalism dur-
ing either the first or second five year span, relapsed into
crim?n?l ways during the third, and then again became non-crim-
inals.

To this point Gibbons notes that:

this early study seemed to point unequivocally to the conclusion
that penal institutions are dismal failures. However, less than
half the group was alleged to have committed felonies or other
serious acts of lawbreaking.

7hThe President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admin-
istration of Justice, loc. cit., p. 63.

75Glaser, op. cit., pp. 24-25.

76$he1don and Eleanor T. Glueck, Criminal Careers in Retro-
spect (New York: The Commonwealth Fund, 1843), p. 121.

77

Gibbons, Society, Crime, and Crirminal Careers, p. 276.
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Significantly, Glaser also points out that the Gluecks "report only 26
percent of their parolees reimprisoned.”78

The range of success of rehabilitation then varies widely from
20 to 80 percent. Realistically, it may be hoped that between one-
half and two-thirds are beneficiaries of the rehabilitative process.
Also, the question arises whether success (the failure to recidivate)
occurs because of treatment in prison or as a result of the way an
ex-of fender is treated in the community. However, a note of caution
should be interjected underscoring the fact that paroling policies
vary considerably from system to system making the use of statistics
about parole success suspect.79

Another form of community-based corrections consists of a group
of newer programs which range from foster homes, to group homes, to
halfway houses, ''guided group interaction' programs, and intensive com-
muni ty treatment.80 In addition to reports of success, these programs

generally claim to at least cost less than incarceration.81 According

to the President's Commission, '"Evaluation has indicated that they are

Mgtaser, op. iy s &

79Danie] Glaser and Vincent 0'Leary, '"The Results of Parole,"
The Criminal in Confinement, Vol. Ill, Crime and Justice, eds. Leon
Radzinowicz and Marvin E. Wolfgang (New York: Basic Books, Inc.,
Publishers, 1971), p. 245.

80The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admin-
istration of Justice, op. cit., p. 38.

81 big.
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usually at least as effective in reducing recidivism and in some cases
significantly more 50”82 than imprisonment.

As substantiation of the effectiveness of these programs,
guided group interaction programs can be looked at first. The program
at Highfields emerges as a residential prototype. The program was
based upon developing a group culture to assist participants in pro-
blem solving. |In a comparison of success and failure rates for High-
fields boys and Annadale reformatory boys who completed their treat-
ment, the community-based program clients were successful in 77% (of
188 boys) while those in the reformatory succeeded at a lower rate of

L% (of 113 boys).83

"It is clear that Highfields was at least as
effective as the reformatory, perhaps more effective'...(at reducing
recidivism)..."and that it accomplished its results in a much shorter

84 This finding may

period of time at greatly reduced monthly costs.'
be attributed to the ''theory offender-participants will be more respon-
sive to the influence of their fellow offenders, their peers, than to

the admonitions of staff...“85 The importance of the effects of peer

82)114.

83H. Ashley Weeks, Youthful Offenders at Highfields: An Eval-
uation of the Effectiveness of the Short-Term Treatrment of Delinquent
Boys (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Ann Arbor Paperbacks, 1966), p. 52.

8L'The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admin-
istration of Justice, op. cit., p. 39.

85

Ibid., p. 38.
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pressure cannot be overstated. The applicable parallel for all com-
munity-based correctional clients occurs in the many peer relations
they develop. For example, the effect of working a legitimate job
next to a ''law-abiding'' citizen seems to have some influence.

In contrast to Highfields, a residential program, other commun-
ity-based programs like Essexfields and Pinehills were non-residential
programs centered around guided group interaction. Pinehills, like
Highfields, was considerably more effective than reformatory treatment
in reducing the number of releasees being subsequently rearrested. For
example, seventy-three percent of the Pinehills boys assigned to the
program compared to 42 percent of the boys assigned to the state train-
ing school, were not arrested within six months of releaSe.86 Accord-
ing to the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis-
tration of Justice, these findings demonstrate through the use of con-
trol groups in their program design that guided group interaction pro-
grams are more effective than reformatory treatment because they:

are located in the community (this) means that the problems...
the group struggles (with) are those that confront them daily in
contacts with their families, friends, teachers, and employers.
This is one great strength of a community program over an insti-
tutional program.

Halfway house programs are a unique form of community-based
correctional program in that they can be halfway "in," halfway 'out,"

or halfway back in houses. As a halfway '"'in'" house, they provide an

alternative in lieu of imprisonment with more structure than a suspended

86 bid., p. 39. 8 big.
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sentence or open probation. As halfway ''out'' houses, the offender is
returned for the first time to the community from prison prior to his
release date to enter a program of transition that is more structured
and has greater assistance available than mandatory or conditional
release without parole supervision. The halfway ''back in'' house
affords the offender who has committed a minor violation (technical
violation) the chance to remain in the community though under more
structured supervision rather than returning to prison. There has
been an extremely small amount of research conducted in this area of
community-based corrections and what exists is difficult to analyze
given earlier cautions. However, several studies by the U.S. Bureau
of Prisons concerning pre-release halfway houses (halfway '"out"
houses) show some reason for hope in using this type of program. For
example:

after one year of parole supervision the recidivism rate was about
30 percent. The rate for prisoners released through the center
did not differ significantly from the over-all federal rate
(between 30 and 40 percent). However, when the failure rate of
center releasees...was compared to that of other federal prisoners
of the same age (between 40 and 50 percent), the centers appeared
to be having some success.

While the results may not be nearly as encouraging in another

study in which:

two hundred eighty-five releasees were studied...predicting reci-
divism...in advance at 52 percent. When the actual performance

of the group (excluding the fifty-four men returned to prison for
in-program failure at the centers) was calculated, 42 percent of

88Ronald L. Goldfarb and Linda R. Singer, After Conviction

(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1973), pp. 581-582.
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the 230 men paroled from the centers actually were judged fail-
ures.89

Intensive Community Treatment in community-based corrections
is one of few programs with evaluative techniques incorporated in its
program design. This program operated by the California Youth Author-
ity reported that, "Twenty-eight percent of the experimental group had
been subject to revocation of parole, as compared to 52 percent of the
control group which was afforded regular institution and parole hand-
ling.”90 Later reapplication of the program where experimental control
groups were not available
the program was evaluated comparing the failure rate of youth
assigned to it with equivalent statewide rates for youths of
the same...age range. (After)...15 months of parole...39 percent
of the project wards had been subject to...revocation...compared
to a statewide revocation rate of 48 percent...d]
Having briefly mentioned several types of community-based cor-

rectional programs, the discussion can now focus more concisely on the

idea of the community.

The Community

The necessity for raising the issue of the community in this
discussion is reported by Harris from data concerning public attitudes

toward crime and corrections. Harris points out: '"Only the community,

89 1bid., p. s582.

90The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admin-
istration of Justice, op. cit., p. 41-42.

Mibid., p. b2.
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in the end, can really solve the crisis...The offender can be fully
reintegrated if the community will accept him and will help him with

92

the severe problem of reintegration in an open society." Also a
recent research report from the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and
Corrections says:

it is no small issue of concern to observe and carefully study

the complexities and involvement of the concept '‘community.’ To

that end it becomes necessary to begin looking at the concept

"community'' from the very beginning of the discussion of commun-

ity-based corrections and to continue to observe it as the chief

variable in the ever changing mix of problems that surround the

development, successful and unsuccessful, in the establishment

of a correctional series of programs for adult offenders.93

For the purposes of this research, we are interested in stating
as clearly as possible what ''community-based' corrections is. The
implicit meaning throughout the literature is that 'community-based
corrections' is nothing more than a correctional program occurring
"outside-the-traditional-walled-prison." In effect, this implied mean-
ing seems to only describe the correctional setting.
However, a fuller understanding of ''community-based' correc-

tions requires examination of the correctional process occurring within
the community setting. The basic process in community-based correc-

tions is interaction between the offender and the community. Thus, the

community must be understood in greater detail than merely a setting.

92Louis Harris, '"'Changing Public Attitudes Toward Crime and
Corrections,' Federal Probation, 32:4, (December, 1968), p. 10.

93Jchn H. Behling, Thomas Brittenham, and Hugh Clark, Quest
for the Community: A Study in Community-Based Corrections (Columbus,
Ohio: Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections, 1974), p. 4.
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For this research community will be defined as Hillery provides. "A

community consists of persons in social interaction within a geograph-

94

ical area having one or more common ties.' Although this thesis is

not specifically concerned with the roles of '"'those groups and author-

ities having major influence, direct and indirect, upon the reduction

II95

of crime and delinguency, they are important in so far as the atti-

tudes of the members of the community may be subsequently manifest in
the reactions of these groups. Effrat summarizes:

a group of people who share a range of institutions {economic,
political, social) on the basis of their belonging to some famil-
iar social category (e.g. as defined by ethnicity, occupation,
life style, or residential location). Thus the focus here is
partly on institutions, but not simply communal institutions.
Rather, community refers to a segment of the population (italics
original) who interact with one another in overlapping...net-
works, interests and outlook, and...participat (-e)ion.S

9“George A. Hillery, Jr., '"Definitions of Community: Areas of
Agreement,' Rural Socioloay, 20, (June, 1955), p. 111. Also, Hoffer
states that the community implies ''...some kind of social group (exists)
...(carries) on one or more activities and {has) common experiences...
(and) a geographical location.'" C. R. Hoffer, "Understanding the Com-
munity,' American Journal of Sociology, 36:4, (January, 1931), pp. 616~
617.

95A]an Coffey, Correctional Administration (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1975), p. 169. It is interesting
also to note that Coffey includes such groups as police, courts, schools,
churches, minority groups, service clubs, majority groups, labor unions,
militant factions, women's groups, employment agencies, psychiatrists
and psychologists, social workers, youth groups, government leaders,
politicians, industrialists, home owners, merchants, public health
organizations, and recreation authorities in the definition.

96Harcia Pelly Effrat, ed. The Community: Approaches and
Applications (New York: The Free Press, 1974), p. 3.
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Thus we stress the attitudinal component of being a member of the com-
munity.

Attempting to sort out critical elements of what composes the

k.97

community is a difficult tas In reaction to those who opt for
disregarding the territorial aspect, Hoffer says, "if the idea (was)
...dropped entirely, the concept of community loses its identity and

198

meaning. |t then becomes identical to a public. In terms of under-
standing the community in community-based corrections, residential
location may be used for determining membership in a group or segment
of the popu]ation.99
The importance of the group or studying a segment of the popu-

lation in the community is summed up in terms of attitudinally-based

97Some of this difficulty results from attempts to distinguish
between ''the community' and "'community.' Bernard sheds some light on
the semantics saying ''the community usually refers...(to) definition(s)
in which locale is a basic component. 'Community' emphasizes the com-
mon-ties and social interaction components of the definition.'' Jessie
Bernard, The Socioloay of Comrunity (Glenview, I|1linois: Scott, Fores-
man and Company, 1$73), pp. 3-4. However, Behling, Brittenham, and
Clark argue that the conditions of modern society have damaged the
ability of social life to achieve the ''Gemeinschaft'' meaning implied
in community. However, they point out that technology has had the
effect of shrinking a widened world so that we can achieve unity in a
larger sense. Behling et al., op. cit., pp. 14-17. Thus, the search
for the '"Gemeinschaft'' community in the sense Toennies envisioned may
be fruitless because the conceptual model emerging now has not been
clearly identified nor characterized.

98

Hoffer, op. cit., p. 617.

99Effrat, op. cit., p. k.
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interactional encounters between community-based correctional clients
and members of the community. In terms of the societal reaction the-
ory, it is the members of the community who are reacting to deviants
by labeling them and maintaining them in deviant identities. Studying
some segment of the population provides an opportunity to assess the
kind of reactions a community-based correctiocnal client can antici-
pate. "It is essential," according to Hoffer, '"to know first of all
the relationship between any given community activity and the number

18 Of importance to community-

of people necessary to support it."
based corrections are the types of interactions occurring between mem-
bers of the community themselves and with community-based correctional
clients. These interactions involve the distribution of economic goods
and services, setting and achieving community goals and norms, main-
taining mutual support and internal identification.m1 These inter-
actional encounters will be exemplified in the case of offenders in
community-based correctional settings by employer-employee relations,
neighbor-neighbor relations, seller-buyer relations, teacher-student
relations, and whether or not these are stated in positive or negative
terms. While important, Poplin tempers these statements saying,

'obviously the involvement of every member of the community (in face-

to-face encounters) in a network of interaction of this type never

IOOHoffer, op. cit., p. 618.

101Ronald L. Warren, The Cormunity in America (Chicago: Rand
McNally and Co., 1972), pp. 9-11.
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occurs. Yet it is encounters of this type that may influence the
ability of a community-based correcticnal client to be successful and
not recidivate. Lofland argues concerning normal-smithy:

Members of such groups (normal-smith groups like churches and AA)
who happen also to be employers, or employers to whom members
have persuasive access, may even find their places of business
disproportionately populated with Actors who are being given a
chance to ''prove themselves''...Being in a presumptively normal
work place, of course, exposes Actor to Others who may be making
unanimous imputations of him as a pivotally normal worker;...io

In summary, The Manual of Correctional Standards emphasizes that, ''the

correctional process takes place for the most part in the cm:;mrm.mit\,f."Hﬂ+

Also Nelson adds that:

correctional practitioners have been quite isolated and have sought
to perform alone a task which cannot be pursued successfully with-
out the close support and cocperation of the larger community.
Until a wide range of community leaders and citizens involve them-
selves in opening and adapting resource systems into which offen-
ders must gain entry if they are to become law-abiding little sub-
stantial progress can be expected.105

Thus it can be said that the correctional process in community-based
correctional programs consists of interaction between the community

and the offender outside the prison.

102Dennis E. Poplin, Communities: A Survey of Theories and
Methods of Research (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1972), p. 17.

103Lofland, op. cit., p. 240.

1OhAmerican Correctional Association, Manual of Correctional
Standards (College Park, Maryland: American Correctional Association,
1966), p. 4I.

105

Nelson, op. cit., p. 85,
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From this discussion, the community is defined and used to
describe those segrments of the population who interact in identifiable
or differentiated groups with either direct or indirect influence on
correctional outcomes, and with common ties and geographical area.
Thus, it is the community in relation to community-based corrections
that is influential on correctional outcomes. In order to assess the
community attitude toward community-based corrections, it becomes
important to study various segments of the population in the community.
For example, it may be possible to ascertain significant differences
between segments of the community defined as having known someone who
committed a crime or not, or those persons having positive or negative
attitudes toward community-based corrections.

Having introduced the theory and medium for studying the will-
ingness to reintegrate offenders through community-based corrections,
the focus can shift to a discussion of how this information is organ-

ized in society.

Public Attitudes--Conceptually

Societal reaction theory was presented in terms of its atti-
tudinal base and the community was presented in light of their capa-
city to react to deviant behavior. |In order to unify this approach
and set the stage for empirical testing, something needs to be said
about attitudes conceptually and the research relating to public atti-
tudes toward community-based corrections.

Public attitude is conceived as a measure of a set of assump-

tions that a group of persons holds toward another individual or cate-



45
gory of individuals, places, or things that encompasses all the infor-
mation or misinformation that they have learned and express it along
a positive-negative continuum.

Statements in the literature indicate that attfitudes represent
a group of coordinated bits of social information.106 While attitudes
may appear to be a singular phenomenon, they are in fact made up of
many interrelated pieces. For example, a hypothetical town may express
a negative attitude toward releasing ex-offenders into their community
not for any single reason as what they will do to an already over-
crowded employment market, but for such combined reasons as they are
dangerous people, they will have a deleterious influence on children,
they will commit new crimes, etc.

Secondly, attitudes describe a relationship between a person

107

or group and another person, social group, place, or thing. In

106As a set of assumptions, attitudes have been described as
a ''set of propositions," [Howard J. Ehrlich, The Social Psycholoay of
Prejudice (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1973), p. 4.] ..."a sum total,"
[L. L. Thurstone, "Attitudes Can Be Measured,'" American Journal of
Socioloagy, 33:4, (January, 1928}, p. 530.1 ..."a class of behaviors,"
LENliott McGinnies, Social Behavior: A Functional Analysis (Boston:
Houghton-Mifflin Company, 1970), p. 300.] ...'an organization of inter-
related beliefs," [McGinnies, op. cit., p. 320.) ...and, ''a general
neural 'set'! [Gordon W. Allport, '"The Composition of Political Atti-
tudes," American Journal of Socioloay, 35:2, (September, 1929), p. 221.)

107Some authors describe this as '"'a response and a disposition
to respond," [HcGinnies, op. cit., p. 307.] ..."a predisposition to
respond, ' [Hi]ton J. Rosenberg and others, Attitude Organization and
Change (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1960), p. 1.] ... 'subjec-
tive reaction," [w. |I. Thomas and Florian Znaniecki, The Polish Pea-
sant in Eurcope and America (Boston: R. G. Badger, 1918), p. 9k6.]
...and, ''the relatively stable overt action" [Read Bain, "An Attitude
on Attitude Research,'' American Journal of Socioloay, 33:6, (May, 1928),

p. 957.]
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other words, as a result of the interaction relationship between a
person and an attitude object, attitudes are an expression of one form
of social response. The idea of social response seems relevant regard-
less of whether the expression of the attitude is overt or covert, whe-
ther it implies active behavioral response or not. For example, it
appears that generally there is an interactive relationship of social
response between persons on either side of such social issues as capi-
tal punishment or between persons supporting indeterminant sentences
and those advocating determinant sentences.

Thirdly, it was noted that attitudes are in part based upon
learned information and misinformation. Since attitudes are learned,
then they are a cultural product and a product of the process of

108

socialization and interaction. By means of viewing attitude as a
learned entity, it answers important sociological questions about what
and how some information is transmitted in society. Having been

learned through culture and socialization, attitudes may be substantive

108Definitions provided by authorities on the subject of atti-
tude indicate that they are 'analogous to axioms and theorems of a
formalized theory," [Ehrlich, op. cit., p. 4.1 ..."denote(s)...the
inclinations and feelings, prejudices or bias, preconceived notions,
ideas, fears, threats, and convictions," [Thurstone, op. cit., p. 5293
...derived from cultural norms," [Harsha]l B. Clinard, The Socioloay
of Deviant Behavior (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc.,
1963), p. 72.) ..."and are built up by the integration of numerous
specific responses of a similar type," [Allport, op. cit., p. 221.}
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103 In

realities yet have no factual or empirical substantiation.
terms of conducting empirical attitude survey research, the importance
of ascertaining what the basis of the attitudinal response is cannot
be overstated. |In this way, questioning what the community perceives
as composing the subject of the research is an invaluable tool for
understanding subsequent evaluative responses. Since the present
research is concerned with community attitudes toward community-based
corrections, it is necessary to have some indication of what it is
they think community-based corrections is. With this in mind, then,
it is possible to understand the frame of reference or varying rela-
tionships between the community and such factors as social responsi-
bility, attitudes toward community-based correctional programs and the
reintegration of offenders into the community.

Finally, since attitudes can be expressed along a positive-
negative continuum, they are measurable. That is to say, an attitude
is measurable within some hypothetical range between a set of polar
types. For example, an attitude can range between approval-disappro-
val, satisfaction-dissatisfaction, support-nonsupport, favor-disfavor,

like-dislike, agreement-disagreement, inclination-disinclination, etc.

109Continued discussion of this point could demonstrate that
attitudes can become institutionalized (or at least formalized) becom-
ing part of the socio-cultural folklore of a group. An example would
be what Becker calls "moral entrepeneurship' when society mobilizes
its legislatures, police, and courts to institutionalize laws because
they believe certain behaviors to be harmful to them. [Becker, op.
¢it., p. 122.)
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The measurability of an attitude is not often explicitly noted by all
attitude theorists, yet measurability is important to scociological

118 ITlustrative of this point

research using attitudes as a variable.
is the attitude of elation at a new policy of releasing offenders into
the community expressed by prison inmates and the concomittant outrage
in the city toward the policy by residents of the receiving commun-

ity‘111

Research on Public Attitudes and Corrections

Some juncture of theoretical concepts can be pursued now espe-
cially with relation to identifying the major issues in research deal-
ing specifically with attitudes toward corrections.112

Public attitudes are relevant to policy planning because 'only

when...(they)...are known and taken into account can the democratic

110The literature eludes to the measurability of attitudes
saying that they are "‘unfavorable,' [Ehrlich, op. cit., p. 3.1 ...or
"positive-negative reaction,' [A. P. Weiss, A Theoretical Basis of
Human Behavior (Columbus, Ohio: R. G. Adams, 1925), p. 35.]

1‘”It is obvious that the attitudes in this example would have
a wide range. The specific mechanics of various techniques of scaling
attitudes are not germane to this discussion. However, it should be
noted that the measurement of attitudes depends upon the availability
of those attitudes to observation. Since some attitudes are partially
‘internalized, they must, like any other social phenomena be expressed
to be counted as a rate of behavior or qualified as indicative of one
position rather than another.

112

Since little attitude research deals directly with commun-

ity-based corrections, community or societal reaction to deviance, the
best of what ic available as well as tangently relevant research will

be noted.
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process work to its fullest potential.”113 Yet little information is
available or known about the public position on these issues.

According to Grindstaff, the absence of documentation of pub-

lic sentiment, with the exception of referendum, specialized polls and

114

elections as indicators of popular support is appalling.

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards

and Goals reports that:

the correctional system is one of few public services left today
that is characterized by an almost total isolation from the public
eye. Although public apathy is the predominant cause of this
unfortunate situation, corrections has done little to rectify it
...the use of walls, fencing, and hardware has been justified...
(to keep) inmates in...(and)...the public out...the public was
utterly ignorant about the state of corrections and developed
little, if any, sense of responsibility for the correctional pro-
cess. 115

There seems to be a tendency to rely upon '"public officials to subjec-
tively interpret public concensus when the real need is to determine
how well subjective interpretation corresponds to objective realitx,r.””6

Furthermore the attitude toward correctional endeavors is generally

shown when:

M3¢ralg L. Boydell and Carl F. Grindstaff, "Public Attitudes
Toward Legal Sanctions for Drug and Abortion Offenses,'' Canadian Jour-
nal of Criminology and Corrections, 13:3, (July, 1971), p. 230.

ItharI F. Grindstaff, '"Public Attitudes and Court Disposition:
A Comparative Analysis," Sociology and Social Research, 58:4, (July,
1974), p. W18,

llsThe National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Stan-
dards and Goals, op. cit., p. 600.

166 indstaff, loc. cit.
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citizens become quite upset over prison breaks and demand some
assurance that rehabilitation works before they will allow the
conditions that might help to make it work. Releasing inmates
into the community for work or recreational activities is not
the kind of program most citizens would heartily favor. Proba-
tioners...don't need to be ''corrected.'" Instead, many could
benefit from services designed to reintegrate them into the
community, to help them find employment, re-establish personal
relationships, live with an identity of "criminal,' and the
like.117

The attitude research directed toward corrections and espe-
cially community programs points out the growing crisis confronting
both the community and correctional administrators. The crisis is
that in the face of an equally effective means of correcting criminal
behavior--community-based corrections--there is an unquestionable nega-
tive attitude being expressed toward it by the community. Despite
countless reasons "including idleness, gross overcrowding, and lack of
program”118 for eliminating prisons, 'unfortunately, it appears that
because of society's attitude toward the offender, prisons will con-

: ; . 119
tinue to exist for a long time.

Research concerned with the apparent negative attitude toward

offenders has been focused upon the appropriateness of punishments

offenders receive. Gibbons found that there is little evidence regard-

ing what, in fact, the public feels about criminality because of

]17C]ayton A. Hartjen, Crime and Criminalization (New York:
Praeger Publishers, 1974), p. 1h1.

118Richard A. McGee, 'What's Past is Prologue,'” The Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 381, (January,
1969): p' 8'

119

Clinard, op. cit., p. 792.
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incongruent findings like wide variations from state-to-state in
median sentence served, the public felt categorically similar offenses
deserved greater punishments than were given, and that the decisions
of parole authorities could be only considered imperfect reflections
of public s;ent'lment.]20 Also Lofland comments on the public reaction
to crime saying that '"the community may feel threatened by the presence
of the deviant whom they displaced to maintain their So]idarity.”121

In a comprehensive study of crime and corrections, Harris con-
cluded that the ''roots of crime lie in the community...(and) in the

P22 soeeifiedlly, the

end only the community can solve the crisis."
public indicated, in the Harris research, that it was: (1) aware of
the problems facing released offenders; (2) unwilling to support
increased taxes for corrections; (3) weren't ready to fully reintegrate
the ex-offender into polite society; and (4) said they wouldn't mind a
halfway house in their neighborhood, but the neighbors wouId.123
Even more basic to these findings are the notions that Nelson

provides concerning:

the rigid and often simplistic attitudes...many people hold

toward crime and punishment. Most Americans...look at crime in

a narrow, inaccurate, and superficial way. They think of crim-

inality as a unitary constion...manifested by...a small propor-
tion of the population.!2

120Don C. Gibbons, 'Crime and Punishment: A Study in Social
Attitudes," Social Forces, 47:4, (June, 1969), pp. 391-392.

2

Lofland, op. cit., p. b7.

122Louis Harris, "Changing Public Attitudes Toward Crime and
Corrections,' pp. 9-16.

123 124

Ibid. Nelson, op. cit., p. 88.
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However, it is common among criminologists to maintain that crime is
both diverse in its types and pervasive throughout society. Yet as
Mclntyre mentions:
an understanding of the attitudes of the public regarding crime;
the level of concern; the manner in which this concern affects
the lives of people; the beliefs regarding the cause of crime
and the appropriate methods of coping with the problem is for
some purposes of as much consequence as an understanding of the
nature and extent of crime itself.
Cogently, Mclntyre adds that '"'the public attitudes on these issues to
some extent determine the feasibility of alternative methods of crime

126 Noting survey findings of the

prevention and law enforcement.'
President's Commission there was '"'little statistical relationship
between the experience of victimization and attitudes toward most
aspects of the crime prob]em.“127
Finally an attitude study in Pennsylvania showed that the pub-
lic ranked ''being accepted and trusted in the community (32%),
(and)...finding employment (32%), ...gaining self-confidence (18%),
...restoring family acceptance (13%), ...and getting adjusted to free-

om“128

d as the ordering of problems facing offenders reentering soci-

ety.

125Jennie Mclntyre, "Public Attitudes Toward Crime and Law
Enforcement,' The Annals of the Arerican Academy of Political and
Social Science, 374, (November, 1567), p. 35.

126

Bl pp. 3536, Y2 ibid,, pe 36,

Department of Justice, Bureau of Correction, Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania, Report cn a Public Awareness and Attitude Survey,
(Cincinnati, Ohio: Adams, Gaffney, and Associates, Inc., 1973), p. 16.
(Mimeographed).
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Social Responsibility

The reintegration of offenders through community-based correc-
tions was noted at the onset as the primary responsibility of the com-
munity. In this final phase of the review of literature, the concept
of responsibility will be discussed. In order to accomplish this, the
theoretical basis of altruism from which notions of social responsibil-
ity follow will be noted. Secondly, the various paradigms of helping
behavior will be briefly mentioned. And thirdly, the specific helping
behavior pattern of social responsibility will be detailed.

As a preliminary requirement to detailing this portion of the
literature, it should be noted that despite both The President's Com-
mission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice and The
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals
charging the community with the responsibility of changing offenders,129
they do nothing to describe what responsibility is or how it should be
conceptualized.

Any reference to responsibility in the major governmental stu-
dies in the correctional field implicitly indicate that it consists
vaguely of assistance from the members of the community to community-
based correctional programs and clients. This assistance might equally

well be described as simply helping behavior. Sociological literature

129The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admin-
istration of Justice, op. cit., p. 7; and The National Advisory Com-
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, op. cit., p. 606.
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refers to helping behavior with the term altruism. In Social Psychol-

ogy and Modern Life, Middlebrook views the generic term altruism as

helping behavior with or without motivation toward positive conse-

130 In terms of community-based corrections help-

quences for another.
ing behavior that provides assistance to community-based programs and
clients is what is sought. Because of this altruism should be viewed
in terms of a motivational definition in which 'helping others (is)
motivated primarily by an anticipation of its positive consequences

1131 However, this definition needs to be

for another individual.
operationalized in terms of its ability to reflect an attitude. Altru-

ism then can be conceived attitudinally as the predisposition to respond

l30Patricia Niles Middlebrook, Social Psychology and Modern
Life (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1974), p. 575.

131Hiddlebrook offers both a motivational definition (adopted
above) and a behavioral definition (any conduct that helps another
regardless of the helpers' motives) for altruism. This position is
taken since this research is interested in assessing the attitudes of
the members of the community toward community-based corrections rather
than attempting to predict how members of the community will actually
behave toward community-based correctional endeavors. Since this is
attitudinal research, it would be incongruent to propose the behavioral
definition alone. Rather in the attempt to describe and evaluate the
relationships (if they exist) between knowledge about corrections and
subsequent attitudes about corrections among various segments of the
population, motivation, underlying the impulse to respond, or value
orientation, becomes central and consistent with the view presented
describing a general concept of attitude. While predicting behavior
based upon attitudinal responses is not being attempted, the position
here is that attitudes predict behavior only in so far as verbal respon-
ses to attitude questionnaire items are behaviors. Attitude responses
on a questionnaire will not predict subsequent real-life situationally
motivated behaviors. Furthermore, the motivational perspective seems
to more accurately describe the general cognitive position adopted for
describing attitudes than the behavioral emphasis. Cf., Middlebrook,
op. cit., pp. 316=317.
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with help..."motivated by an anticipation of its positive consequences
for another individual.”]32

In order to understand the concept of helping behavior and
utilizing it as an approach to studying community-based corrections,
the paradigms used to describe altruism can be presented. These per-
spectives include the cost analysis approach, the moods and feelings
approach and finally the normative approach.

The cost analysis approach maintains that "helping behavior is
most likely to occur when the rewards for helping outweigh the

1133

costs. Cost analysis is predicated on the notion that "helping

behavior increases as costs decrease...{as well as)...increased amount
and kind of social approval gain increase the incidence of helping."134
Cost analysis implies an accounting between helpers and the helped in
terms of positive and negative effects of helping and may be too situ-

135

ationally dependent to shed light on more pervasive value position
aspects of attitudes.

The second explanation of helping behavior is described as the
moods and feelings approach. In this view 'moods and feelings influ-
ence the extent to which people are willing to help others. [If some-

one feels that either he or someone else has injured another person,

he may be more likely to help that person--out of sympathy, guilt, or

1321414, 13310id., p. 341.

135 b4, 1351bid., p. 349.
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a desire to maintain his view that the world is a fair p]ace.”136
While the moods and feelings approach may be credible, it seems to
focus on variables that are of a transient nature and elusive concepts
of affective behavior that are not descriptive of rather stable atti-
tudes and behaviors.

Finally, the normative approach to explaining helping behavior
is presented. This approach explains helping behavior in terms of
either the social responsibility norm or the reciprocity norm. In
looking at the reciprocity norm it is described by Gouldner as 'people

should help those who have helped thern.“137

The reasons people reci-

procate have been summarized by Middlebrook as:
people reciprocate because they like the person who has given
them help on a reciprocal basis....Or...because he feels...he
may need help from the other person in the future and knows that
if he does not reciprocate, the chances of his getting future
help are very minimal. Finally, receivin% help may remind the
individual of his social responsibility.]

The reciprocity principle does not provide insight into the question

of why or why not persons may be willing to help those who have not

helped them before or who cannot be expected to help in the future.

This same difficulty is apparent with the cost analysis approach as

well as the moods and feelings approach. None of these approaches

136 1:4.

137A]vin W. Gouldner, "The Norm of Reciprocity: A Prelimin-
ary Statement,' American Sociological Review, 25:2, (April, 1960),
pp. 161-178.

138

Middlebrook, op. cit., p. 339.
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offer an explanation of helping behavior independent of weighing the
situation, transient influences, or the return on one's investment
being taken into account. This becomes a crucial point when attempt-
ing to explain helping behavior in relation to community-based correc-
tions. In fact, none of these approaches do offer a satisfactory
mode] for helping criminals.

There is, however, one approach within the normative paradigm
that seems to relate directly to the question of assisting in the rein-
tegration of offenders--social responsibility. |In order to focus the
applicability of social responsibility and be consistent with earlier
arguments, suffice it to say that norms also have an attitudinal refer-
rent. It is then the attitudinal response of social responsibility
that is being emphasized. For example, the attitudinal referrent of
helping behavior may be the belief that someone needs assistance. With
this in mind, there s a constant attitudinal theme being expressed in
this thesis from societal reaction to deviance, to community-based cor-
rections, and finally to helping behavior.

Also it can be recalled that in addition to the effect of know-
ledge on attitudes about community-based corrections, the social respon-
sibility of the members of the community is the principle upon which the
reintegration of offenders has been predicated. Furthermore, social
responsibility relative to community-based corrections may provide valu-
able insights into the societal reaction theory. That is willingness
to reintegrate offenders and expressions of subscription to socially

responsible values may indicate that it is possible to eliminate the
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deviant identity with the help of the members of the community. That
is, social responsibility may emerge as a measure of the willingness
to reintegrate offenders given the network of interaction described by
societal reaction theory.

To recapitulate, social responsibility was defined at the
beginning of this paper and throughout the literature as an orienta-
tion toward helping others even when there is nothing to be gained
from them. It is necessary to look at the development of social
responsibility in greater detail as a heuristic device.

In their questioning of personality variables underlying poli-
tical participation, Gough, McClosky, and Meehl defined social respon-
sibility as:

a ready willingness to accept the consequences of...behavior,
dependability, trustworthiness, and a sense of obligation to the
group...(Social responsibility) will not necessarily...(indicate)
leader (-ship in a)...group, or...higher than average intelligence
., but will (indicate)...a sense of commitment to the group and
others, ...depend (-ability), and...integrity.139
Later Dale B. Harris attempted to refine the conceptualization of the
social responsibility. |t was theorized that responsibility was a
""composite of attitude elements reflecting behavior classifiable as
140

reliable, accountable, loyal, or doing an effective job." Further

development was achieved by Berkowitz and Daniels who asserted that:

139Harrison G. Gough, Herbert McClosky, and Paul E. Meehl, "A
Personality Scale for Social Responsibility,'" Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, 47:1, (January, 1952), p. 79.

IhoDale B. Harris, "A Scale for.Heasuring Attitudes of Social
Responsibility in Children,' Journal of Abnormal and Social Psycholoay,
55:3, (November, 1957), p. 322.
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whatever the genesis of the behavior, socially responsible
actions may be performed=--particularly if the costs are not too
great--without consciocus, explicitly felt anticipation of reci-
procated rewards.

In an effort to investigate whether reciprocity accounted for respon-
sibility, it was found in experimental situations that the ''subject

was as highly motivated when only his partner was eligible for the

42

prize as when only he could attain (the)...reward.”] In another

experimental study, it was found that:

productivity...presumably was the result of the increased sali-
ence of the socially prescribed obligation to help others need-
ing help....0ne alternative explanation is reciprocity...(how-
ever it) has some difficulty accounting for the significant
relationship between the social responsibility scale and increase
in productivity in the Prior Help-High Dependency condition...
(Data) seem to suggest...the existence of stronger moral stan-
dards...(and the)...high scorer has sufficient ego strength to
conform to these...generally defers his pleasures until he has
met his responsibilities.!43

Thus Berkowitz and Daniels concluded that social exchange principles

do not dictate the interactional activities involved in social respon-
§ i Ly i " o

5|b1]|ty.1 In terms of community-based corrections, this is impor-

tant to the process of reintegration because offenders are often in fact

dependent and/or social liabilities to the community.

1h]Leonard Berkowitz and Louise R. Daniels, ''Responsibility and
Dependency,'' Journal of Abnormal and Social Psycholoay, 66:5, (May,
1963), pp. 429-430.

T2 itd., p. 430.

1LBLeonard Berkowitz and Louise R. Daniels, "Affecting the
Salience of the Social Responsibility Norm: Effects of Past Help on
the Response to Dependency Relationships,' Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psvcholoay, 68:3, (March, 1964), p. 281.

[RS TR
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Another facet of social responsibility is the reported lack of
alienation associated with it.wS McClosky found a negative correla-
tion between social responsibility and ::ﬂie:nawtionm6 and following the

147

work of Seeman at least one aspect of alienation is isolation. Con-
cluding as Berkowitz and Lutterman do, then the opposite of alienation
seems to imply some ''sense of participation and involvement in one's
community and s,oc:iety.“”+8 A person displaying a socially responsible
attitude is believed (if he is involved in his society) "to be influ-
enced by the culture in which he is embedded...hav(-e)ing been acquired
from interaction with significant others in his envIronment.”11I9 When
applied to the problem facing community-based corrections the lack of
alienation and sense of participation among members of the community
may describe persons willing to assist in the reintegration of offen-
ders. That is, it may be possible to investigate whether there is a
significant difference between the supposed lack of feelings of isola-
tion and alienation among those who express socially responsible atti-

tudes and attitudes toward reducing the isolation of offenders. Since

social responsibility was originally developed as a device to understand

145

Berkowitz and Lutterman, op. cit., p. 171.

11*6Herbert McClosky and John H. Schaar, '"Psychological Dimen-
sions of Anonmy,' American Sociological Review, 30:1, (February, 1965),

pp. 14-40.

147Helvin Seeman, ''On the Meaning of Alienation,' American
Sociological Review, 24:6, (December, 1959), pp. 783-791.

148

Berkowitz and Lutterman, loc. cit.
1491414,
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personality variables influencing political participation, it may be
possible that it can be applied egually well to a more general question
of social participation and specifically to an issue like community-
based corrections.

When the subject of societal reaction to deviance based upon
shared attitudes and attempts to assess those reactions and attitudes
arises, the question of the relationship between attitudes and action
emerges. The perspective chosen here in terms of studying the willing-
ness to reintegrate offenders measured by social responsibility is that
attitudes influence behavior. Mobilization of attitudes may subse-
quently take place through a process of intervention. The intervention
process for a member of the community involves, according to Latane and
Darley, a series of decisions to be made based upon a person noticing
a situation in which he sees the need to assist, interpreting the event,
deciding whether he has a responsibility to act, deciding whether on

150 The

that account to assist, and finally implementing his choice.
point to be made is that the cognitive data and orocessing of informa-
tion may influence behavioral outcomes. It should be noted that atti-
tudes are related to action not so much in terms of predicting future
behavior that the research suggests but in terms of response to question

items...(without)...guarantee that a specific behavior will result.

Berkowitz and Lutterman address the problem saying:

150Bibb Latane and John M. Darley, ''Bystander 'Apathy,'"
American Scientist, 57:2, (Summer, 1969), p. 247.
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The exact manner in which a certain personality configuration is
manifested in publicly expressed attitudes or behavior often
depends upon the specific situation; the overt response is a
resultant of the joint operation of internal dispositions and
social influences and pressures.]

Also in the development of the concept of social responsibil-
ity, Berkowitz and Lutterman mentioned that socially responsibles tend
to be conventional, influenced by their culture and are "inner-directed"
rather than ''other-directed.'" That is, responsibility describes achiev-
ing approval by means of adopting traditional values and by advocating
intense participation and involvement in social groups rather than seek-
; . 152
ing the social approval of others.

As a final note to the discussion of the socially responsible--
"traditionalistic responsibles liked and trusted people. The implica-

; . 1 . . . . .
tions are obvious" >3 for application to societal reaction to deviance

and the reintegration of offenders through community-based corrections.

Summary of Literature Review

When setting out in the study of deviance, crime, and allied
fields, one prominent endeavor that continually needs study is the
measurement of the response mechanism of society. Societal reaction

to deviance proposes to identify deviants as a result of their being

151

Berkowitz and Lutterman, op. cit., p. 183.

152Ibid., pp. 183-185.

153 bid., p. 185.
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defined through an interactional process by a larger group within
society.

Durkheim identified the public temper and common conscience as
elements in the process of dealing with deviance. Comparable terms
seem to be public attitude and community respectively. Mead specifi-
cally notes the sense of solidarity and the attitude of hostility which
seem to also mean that the community maintains negative attitudes toward
of fenders.

Recently, it appears that some emphasis in the societal reac-
tion perspective has been distracted toward considering only what are
the various categories of behavior that are reacted to. The most rele-
vant point, made by Durkheim and Mead, is to question the response sys-
tem of the society itself rather than the characteristics of deviants.

Another way of looking at the reacting society was to refer to
them as an audience. After all, it is an audience that observes,
defines, labels, maintains, and reacts to persons acting out deviant
behavior. This does not relegate the individual deviant to a position
of passiveness because he is in fact, an active actor to whom the
audience reacts.

The reactions audiences act out are based upon attitudinal
definitions consistent with their common values, norms, and customs
for deviant acts.

Subsequent to the labeling process, formal controls begin to
operate influencing identities of deviant actors. It was assumed

that community-based corrections is a means of formal social control,
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paradoxically advocating reintegration and the destruction of the nega-
tive effects of deviant role maintenance so cormon in earlier penolo-
gical thought. Community-based corrections was described in terms of
its dependence upon the support of the members of the community acting
responsibly to assist the reintegration of the offender. In this task,
community-based corrections has the advantage of not removing (or
returning to) the offender from the social milieu in which he violated
the law. Until the development of community-based corrections, law
violators were largely placed in the unrealistic environment of a pri-
son where they were not interacting in the same milieu in which they
had offended the community.

During the short history of community-based correctional pro-
grams, they have demonstrated themselves to be at least as effective
as their institutional counterparts and many of them are more effective.

Also outlined has been the recurrent theme of the community.
The community is not only a territorial identifier but also a descriptor
of a group of people who represent a segment of the population and have
a common bond of social interaction. The community is a social group
of inclusion or exclusion. From the perspective of the offender, it
is the group from which he has been excluded and is trying to attain
inclusion in again. Community-based corrections seems to be the insti-
tution of social control that is trying to bridge that gap. For the
purposes of this summary, the community has been described as the
societal reactor, the labeler, the role maintainer. More than this,

it is the opportunity structure for the offender. The access to the
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opportunity structure will in a large measure be limited to the offen-
der by the members of the community. The opportunity structure con-
sists of all those social relationships surrounding an offender's abil-
ity to get a job, continue his education, be successful in performing
a role within the family.

The access to the opportunity system is variably made available
to offenders as the members of the community weigh and balance its
attitudes toward the offender in various situations and interactional
encounters. |t is these attitudes the public holds in common that
effect the interactions and interrelations between the offender and
the community. These public attitudes invariably enhance or limit the
ability of an offender to resist further criminal involvement and the
maintenance of a deviant identity. Research has shown, and despite
successful community-based correctional operations, that the public is
negatively inclined toward offenders and community-based correctional
programs.

It was pointed out that the reintegration of offenders was
dependent in community-based corrections upon the help and assistance
from the members of the community. In discussing the various paradigms
for helping behavior, cost analysis and moods and feelings were not
felt to describe the helping of offenders. Cost analysis was described
as a process of weighting rewards and costs of helping. Moods and feel-
ings approach rested primarily upon the likelihood of affective factors
influencing helping. In both cases, it was felt that they relied too

heavily upon transient factors to explain rather sustaining behaviors.
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The normative approach, on the other hand, dealt with the reciprocity
norm (calling for repayment of benefits received) and the social respon-
sibility norm (requiring a dependent person be helped). Reciprocity
was rejected because it does not explain helping persons who have not
helped them before. However, the social responsibility norm in its
attitudinal form was sustained because it provides insight into helping
those from whom no previous help has been obtained which is applicable
to community-based correctional programs and clients.

In an attempt to orient the discussion toward an empirical
analysis, the incongruities between attempts to reintegrate offenders
into society and the negative attitudes commonly manifest by the mem-
bers of the community might be analyzed in terms of social responsibil-
ity. Community-based corrections is based precisely upon the argument
that society must assume the responsibility for changing the offender.
Social responsibility questions, in fact, whether the community is
willing to assist persons from whom nothing may be gained. As an
inclination to respond to the reintegration of offenders, social respon-
sibility among the members of the community seems to transcend the
hostility thought to embody the societal reaction to deviance. Social
responsibility calls to question whether excluding deviants from society
actually facilitates social organization. The result of such an out-
come might be the suggestion that the community feels that of fenders
may be {once again) fit candidates for inclusion in society. Those
persons or segnents of the community demonstrating the attitude of

social responsibility are likely to be active participants and involved



in the community, thus people or groups who are able to influence

social outcomes important to both offenders and themselves.
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Chapter |1
METHODQLOGY OF STUDY
THE HYPOTHESIS

It is hypothesized that: the knowledge of community-based
corrections and social responsibility of the members of the community
affect attitudes toward community-based corrections.

This hypothesis was chosen for several reasons. First, it
should provide insight into some of the specific issues frequently
confronting newly developing correctional programs. For example, cor-
rectional administrators or appropriation agencies may ask whether a
program can be expected to be successful; or why members of a commun-
ity are attempting to block locating a community-based correctional
program In their neighborhood. By examining the knowledge base of
the members of a community and relating that to their attitudes may
give insight into the problem of financing or locating a program. At
issue is whether relative knowledge of community-based corrections is
related to positive or negative attitudes toward these programs.
Secondly, it is of theoretical and practical importance to know whe-
ther or not the level of social responsibility of the members of the
community predicts their willingness to help or assist community-based
correctional programs or clients. Thirdly, it may provide an empirical
basis for considering the role of the members of the community in reci-

divism prediction. That is, the ability of an ex-offender to avoid

68
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recidivating may, in part at least, be a function of the attitudes of
the members of the community toward reintegrating him. All too fre-
quently, recidivism prediction is based solely upon the individual
characteristics of the offender ignoring the conditions imposed by his
social milieu. Finally, a test of the hypothesis may provide evidence
which relate to the broader issue of the societal reaction to deviance.
That is, among the array of issues used in this thesis, do they account
for the solidification of society in support of offenders or against
them. Or among the questions raised, do these account for the atti-
tudinal responses of the members of the community. In this way, both
an organizational response of the members of the community is examined,

as well as the qualitative response set.

Definition of Variables to be Studied

The two main independent variables in this research are the know-
ledge members of the community possess concerning community-based cor-
rections and the social responsibility of the members of the community.
Additionally, a number of selected demographic variables and interview
questions (additional independent variables) will be used as indepen-
dent variables. The dependent variable is the attitude of members of
the community toward community-based corrections. The independent and

dependent variables will be redefined in the following sections.

The Independent Variables

The first independent variable, knowledge of community-based

corrections, is defined as the perceptions and self-definitions of the
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members of the community about community-based corrections. The liter-
ature reviewed earlier suggests that members of a community will have
little information about community-based corrections. Information
about what the members of the community judge community-based correc-
tions is solicited in two ways. First, an open-ended question asking
what the respondent thinks community-based corrections is will be used.
And second, an item-check-list of various correctional programs will
be used. This measure lists both community-based correctional programs
and institutional correctional programs and asks the respondents to
differentiate between them.

The second independent variable concerns the social responsi-
bility of the members of the community. As stated earlier social
responsibility refers to a general predisposition toward helping per-
sons from whom nothing is expected in return. The social responsibil-
ity of the members of the community will be measured by means of the
Berkowitz and Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale (see Appendix 1).
Several forms of a Social Responsibility Scale have been proposed with
the Berkowitz and Lutterman Scale being the most recent and shortest.
The reliability and validity for the various forms of the test have
been reported as acceptable. Split-half coefficients of +0.73 from a
ninth grade sample of about 50 students are reported by Gough, McClosky,

154

and Meehl for their earliest scale of social responsibility. While

not reporting actual values, they contend that "The differences between

15l“GL‘)ugh, McClosky and Meehl, op. cit., p. 77.
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the means of the most responsible and least responsible...in each of

the four samples were all highly significant as judged by the t~test.”155
External validity of this scale was found by comparing those students
who had participated and earned points or credits in the school social
service system and those who had not. It was found that '"of the total
sample, 34 had earned social service points in the school social ser-
vice system, and 89 had not. The biserial r of this dichotomy versus

156 Later,

scores on the responsibility scale was .204, S.E., .07."
Harris reported retest reliabilities on the Social Attitudes Scale
"after an interval of four months ranged from +.60 to +.70 for various

n157

groups of eighth and tenth-grade children. Updating the Harris

scale, Berkowitz and Daniels selected '"twenty-two...items...found to

1158

have correlations of .45 or higher with the scale as a whole from
the original 50 items. Using the internally reliable scale, Berkowitz
and Lutterman further shortened the social responsibility scale to eight

items in 1963 applying it to 766 Wisconsin adults in a statewide proba-

bility sample and reported that '"'analyses of the responses indicated...

a very satisfactory internal consistency”159 without explicitly noting
the statistical values.

1 2

>>Ibid., p. 78. 156 b4,

157

Harris, op. cit., p. 323.
158 . . .
Berkowitz and Daniels, op. cit., p. 279.

1538 erkowitz and Lutterman, op. cit., p. 174,
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The data obtained from the use of the Berkowitz and Lutterman
Social Responsibility Scale will be categorized into high and low

responsible groups dichotomizing around the midpoint of the scale.

The Dependent Variable

The dependent variable in this study is the attitude of the
members of the community toward community-based corrections. However,
community-based corrections is not simply a unitary concept nor does
it appear that attitudes about it can be looked upon unidimensionally.
Rather, it is assumed that attitudes toward community-based correc-
tional programs and community-based correctional clients are dichoto-
mous, that is both positive and negative and must be analytically separ-
ated. For example as the literature presents, the members of the com-
munity may express positive attitudes toward a community-based correc-
tional program, yet at the hint of its implementation or the possibil-
ity of having convicted offenders in their midst, they begin expressing
their negative attitudes. Measurement of the dependent variable, then
separates consideration of community-based correctional programs from
community-based correctional clients. For example, the measures of the
attitude toward programs include questions about the type, financing,
locating, and supervision/administration of community-based correctional
programs; while the attitude toward community-based correctional clients
are solicited by questions regarding employing, schooling, and inter-
action in voluntary or job oriented organizations.

The dependent variable may also be identified as a reintegra-

tion variable. That is, the attitude expressed toward community-based
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corrections posed in positive or negative terms, is a measure of the
willingness to return offenders to the community. Then the attitudes
expressed by the members of the community are really a question of the
reintegration of offenders.

Two features are built into this discussion of the dependent
variable. As noted earlier community-based corrections is the means
of reintegrating offenders. A positive attitude toward community-
based corrections (programs/clients) is assumed to correlate with a
willingness to reintegrate offenders. Implicit in this assumption is
a measure of social distance. Similar to points made in the litera-
ture, as positive attitudes are expressed then the concommitant of
social distance (i.e., isolation, boundary maintenance, and deviant
role maintenance) will be reduced. Conversely, negative attitudes and
the unwillingness to reintegrate offenders is assumed to be a measure
of the desire to increase social distance. Both issues are at the
heart of societal reaction to deviance and illustrative of this point
are questionnaire items asking:

Probation is more effective in changing offenders than a term
in the state penitentiary; or,

| would not object to working side-by-side with an ex-offender.160
Not only can the direction of the response be gauged but also through

application of Likert response categories, the intensity of the feeling

can be recorded.

16OQuestions 22 and 44.
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Because of the multivariate structure of community-based cor-
rections this requires that such a complex construct as attitudes
toward community-based corrections be divided into sub-variables for
analysis. These variables are identified in terms of attitudes toward
community-based correctional programs and attitudes toward community-

based correctional clients.

Additional Variables

In addition to the endogenous (independent) variables--know-
ledge and social responsibility--several additional independent vari-
ables based upon the social characteristics of the sample and other
issues will be considered in the data analysis. These endogenous vari-
ables are age, sex, religion, education, marital status, number of
children, number of children in the home, income, employment status,
occupation, number of organization memberships, best type of treatment,
location of halfway house, percent of criminals needing confinement,
emphasis in corrections, and whether or not the respondents personally
know someone who committed a crime. These variables were chosen
because of the possibility of their independently affecting the depen-
dent variables regardless of the importance of knowledge and social
responsibility.

With the major variables to be used in this study identified,
it is possible to present a schematic model to illustrate the research
problem. The basic relationship between the variables as hypothesized

is shown in Figure 1 below.
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Attitude toward
Community Based Corrections

Attitude toward CBC programs Attitude toward CBC clients
Knowledge Social Responsibility

Demographics

Figure 1

From this schematic illustration of the research problem, it is
possible to state the four working hypotheses to be analyzed in this
study. They are:

(1) Knowledge of community-based corrections is related to
attitudes toward community-based correctional programs;

(2) Knowledge of community-based corrections is related to
attitudes toward community-based correctional clients;

(3) Social responsibility is related to attitudes toward com-
munity-based correctional programs;

(4) Social responsibility is related to attitudes toward com-
munity-based correctional clients.

Direct examination of the derivation and data concerning both
the independent and dependent variables will be found below in Chap-

ter 11,
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Research Settina

Manhattan, Kansas, was selected for its convenience and also
because of its social characteristics. First, Manhattan is the Riley
County seat, making it a regional governmental center. Secondly,
Manhattan is a college town with Kansas State University located there
as well as adjoining nearby Fort Riley, Kansas. |In addition, Manhattan
has several large manufacturing and food processing industries and
anticipates the location of a large milling-related national organiza-
tion there soon. The surrounding areas and outlying districts are
agriculturally oriented enabling Manhattan to be the hub of county
agricultural marketing. Manhattan possesses diverse business, indus-
trial, and educational interests unusual for a city of its size. Man-
hattan is unique in so far as it is the site of a consolidated city-
county law enforcement agency. The Riley County Police Department has
sole jurisdiction in Manhattan City and towns throughout Riley County.
It is also noteworthy that Manhattan also hosted a halfway house for
adult felons during 1973 and 1974. These characteristics make Man-
hattan in some respects similar to both Kansas towns with an agricul-

tural/rural background and the larger industrial/urban areas.

Instrument

This research data were collected using an interview schedule

161

(see Appendix I1). The interview schedule consists of five sections.

‘61This research was conducted in accordance with the regula-
tions stated in the Handbook for Research, or Other Activities Involving
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The various sections of the interview schedule are concerned with the
social characteristics of the respondents, knowledge about community-
based corrections social responsibility, attitudes toward community-
based correctional programs and attitudes toward community-based cor-
rectional clients. The social characteristics section asked for basic
demographic information from the respondents. The relative knowledge
of community-based corrections was questioned in the next section and
was gathered in two ways. These techniques consisted of an open-ended
question asking the respondents to define their perception of commun-
ity-based corrections and the other technique required the respondents
to complete a self-administered check-list identifying various correc-
tional forms.162 Social responsibility was measured by means of the
eight-item Berkowitz and Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale. Atti-
tudes toward community-based correctional programs were measured by a
series of Likert response items, from strongly agreeing to strongly

disagreeing to type, financing, administration, and location of

lel(con't.) Human Subjects (KSU, July 9, 1974) and the Depart-
ment of Sociology Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects. First,
it is felt that this research is benign and does not jeopardize any
potential respondent in terms of his/her physical, mental, or emotional
well-being. The respondents, in their anonymous replies, are not required
to divulge any highly personal information concerning their behavior.
Further, the responding situation does not reqguire respondents to perform
any experimental tasks or learn any new tasks. Since this interview is
anonymous, informed consent is implied by the respondents' participation
or submission to the interview. A letter confirming Departmental Appro-
val is submitted as Appendix |1]1.

162

See Appendix 11, Interview Schedule, Questions 12 and 13.
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community-based correctional program. Also, attitudes toward commun-
ity-based correctional clients were measured by a series of Likert-
type gquestions tapping responses from strongly agreeing to strongly
disagreeing with the type of offense, schooling, employing, and inter-
acting with community-based correctional clients.

In terms of categorizing the responses to the Interview sche-
dule sections, responses to questions about the independent variables--
knowledge-~will be no knowledge versus knowledgeable; while social
responsibility will be dichotomized into high and low categories. The
dependent variable will be viewed in terms of positive versus negative
attitude toward programs or clients.

The method of administration of the interview schedule was to
contact each person in the sample asking them to complete it on-the-

spot.

Pretesting

The interview schedule was pretested with seven neighbors of
fhe researcher and a Probation and Parole class of about 25 persons at
Kansas State University. The rationale for pretesting the interview
schedule in this manner was that the group of neighbors would simulate
the random sample to be used in the research. The students served as
a panel of relative knowledgeables for the portion of the interview

questioning the knowledge base of the sample concerning community-based
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corrections. Moreover, using a group, who presumably knew what
community-based corrections was, provided some sense of confidence in
the face validity of the questions. As a result of pretesting several

questions were clarified, the format changed, or additional response

categories added where necessary.

Samgle

A simple random sample was used and a pool of 200 potential
respondents was drawn from the alphabetical listing of adult residents

of Manhattan, Kansas, in the City Directory.st The alphabetical

]631f the interview schedule were only pretested randomly in
the community, the fact that some pretest respondents could not answer
the knowledge base questions concerning community-based corrections
would falsely suggest that the schedule was invalid. The researcher
might wrongly conclude that this meant the gquestion was not written
properly when in fact it meant they did not have any knowledge of com-
munity-based corrections.

1*A point of entry into the table of random numbers will be
established by selecting a page number at random from the table of
random numbers and then making a blind stab. The digit selected will
be the point of entry. In the Handbook of Statistical Tables, random
numbers are enumerated in four digits. The procedure for selecting
each element of the sample will be to begin selecting five digits in
succession from left to right regardless of groupings into four digits.
This procedure is selected since there are 497 pages in the alphabetic
index which is less than four digits (1000). The remaining two digits
will identify the individual to be selected such that the pages have
more than 10 entries and less than 100. In the case that the first
three digits are greater than 497, then the next successive three
digits will be selected and in the case that the final two digits are
greater than the number of individuals listed from the top of the
page to the bottom the next successive two digits will be used. As
each line is exhausted the next line will be used. Cf. D. B. Owen,
Handbook of Statistical Tables (Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-
Wesley Publishing Company, Inc., 1962), pp. 519-538.
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listing was used because it provided a more complete enumeration of
the Manhattan residents than the householder listing in the directory
since the former lists all adult members of households rather than
just heads of households. Choosing the alphabetical list helped to
reduce a potential sex bias that could exist with a preponderance of
male heads of households.

It was necessary to exhaust the entire sample pool of 200 names
in order to complete 101 interviews as a result of persons moving,
being out of town, refusing, or dying. The 101 interviews conducted
represent 50.5% of the sample pool. Twenty persons refused to be inter-
viewed. The number of persons who moved within or from Manhattan was
high. There were seventy-one persons (35.5%) from the sample pool who
had moved. A possible explanation of this large number of persons who
moved might be that interviewing began close to the end of the spring
academic term and extended into the summer. However, it is not certain
that those who moved represented only students. No attempt was made to
follow-up persons who had moved even when a forwarding address was
available. Five persons in the sample pool (2.5%) could not be inter-
viewed because they had died or were out of town during the interview
period. Finally, three persons in the sample pool (1.5%) could not be
contacted. For example, after repeated attempts to contact them,
although there were reasons to believe the person still lived there
(either confirmed by relatives, neighbors, or simply the name on the

mailbox), they just were never home.
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Data Collection

Interviewing began on April 27, 1976, and completed on July
31, 1976. All of the interviews were conducted by either the researcher

65

or a trained interviewer.

Social Characteristics

The social characteristics of the sample are presented below.
In those instances where it is feasible the characteristics of the sam-
ple were compared to population data reported by the U. S. Census.
The social characteristics recorded for this sample include the sex of
the respondents, their age, religion, education level, marital status,
total number of children, total number of children living at home,
employment status, occupation, income, and the number of organizations

to which they belong.

Sex. The sex of the respondent was recorded for all respon-
dents during the interview. The data in Table 1 indicate that of the

101 persons interviewed, 35 (34.7%) were female while 66 (65.3%) were

165Trained interviewers who assisted the researcher were paid
volunteer graduate and undergraduate students in Sociology. Each
interviewer underwent a training period consisting of an explanation
of the research and its purpose, techniques for contacting respondents
and soliciting their participation, instruction in conducting the
interview, etc. All interviewers were similarly trained by the
researcher and none had prior interviewing experience. All inter-
viewers had some basic academic training in social science research
methods. All but one hired interviewer was female and all including
the research were provided with lists of potential respondents, maps
of the city and a letter of introduction. (See Appendix IV, Letter
of Introduction).
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Table 1

Table of Social Characteristics

Oversampling--differ-

Demographic Vari- Sample Population ence between sample
ables by Category f % f b4 and population in
percent
Sex
Female 35 34.7 9,931 47.9
Male 66 65.3 10,760 52.0 132
101 100.0 20,691 100.0
Age
20-24 years 25 24.8 6,922 33.4 - 8.6
25-29 13 12.9 2,321 11.2 + 1.7
30-34 8 7.9 1,236 5.9 + 2.0
35-39 1 1.0 1,057 5.1 - 41
Lo-44 12 11.9 1,143 5.5 + 6.4
45-49 7 6.9 1,119 5.4 + 1.5
50-54 9 8.9 1,033 L.g + 1.5
55~3% 9 8.9 921 4.4 + 4.5
60-64 5 5.0 792 3.8 + 1.2
65 and older _12 11.9 2,194  10.6 + 1.3
101 100.0
Religion
Methodist 18 17.8 38.7
Presbyterian 12 11.9 13.6
Catholic 15 14.9 10.9
Lutheran 12 11.9 8.4
Baptist 14 13.9 4.6
Episcopal 5 5.0 3.5
Congregational
Christian 3 3.0 3.0
Other 12 11.9
No religion 9 8.9
No response | 1.0
101 100.0 B2.7
Education
Elementary
1-4 years 1 1.0 103 0.8 + 0.2
5-8 years 2 2.0 1,005 8.5 - 6.5
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Table 1 (Con't.)

Oversampling--differ-

Demographic Vari= Sample Population ence between sample

ables by Category F 2 f b4 and population in
percent
Education (con't.)
High School
2 years or less 3 3.0
More than 2 yrs.24 23.8 3,272 27.7 - 0.9
College
1 year 6 5.9
2 years 15 14.9 1,935 16.3 +14.4
3 years 10 9.9
L years 13 12.9
Graduate 17 16.8 4,071 34,4 + 5.2
Postgraduate 10 9.9
101 100.0
Marital Status
Single 23 8 8,024 36.1 -13.3
Living together 2 .0 not reported + 2.0
Married 64 b4 12,539  56.4 + 7.0
Divorced 4 0 478 2.1 + 1.9
Widowed 8 .9 1,183 5.3 + 2.6
101 100.0 22,224 100.0
Total Number of Children
None L0 39.6
1 10 9.9
2 24 23.8
3 13 12.9 Census data not
] 7 6.9 available/compa-
5 3 3.0 tible
6 1 1.0
9 2 2.0
Missing 1 1.0
101 100.0
Total Number of Children at Home
None 60 53, 4
1 14 13.9 Census data not
2 18 17.8 available/compa-
3 5 5.0 tible
b 3 3.0
Missing 1 1.0
101 100.0
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Table 1 (Con't.)

Oversampling--differ-

Demographic Vari- Sample Population ence between sample
ables by Category f 3 f b3 and population in
percent

Employment Status

Unemployed 19 18.8 Census data not
Employed 80 79.2 available/compa-
Missing . 1.0 tible
101 100.0
Occupational Category
Professional/

Technical 29 28.7 3,986 35.8 - 7.1
Manager/

Administration 7 6.9 1,834 12.8 - 5.9
Sales workers 7 6.9 1,118 10.0 - 3.1
Clerical workers 12 11.9 3,691 33.1 -21.2
Craftsmen/

Foremen 4 .o 1,019 9.1 - 5.0
Operatives (except

transport) 3 3.0 666 5.9 - 2.9
Transport

operatives 1 1.0 254 2.2 - 1.2
Farmers/managers 1 1.0 86 0.7 + 0.3
Service workers 6 5.9 2,178 19.5 -13.6
Housewives 4 4.0
Students 10 9.9
U.s. Army 6 5.9
Retired 9 8.9
Missing _ 2 2.0

101 100.0
I ncome
$0-$7500 21 20.8
$7501-515, 000 32 31.6 Census data not
$15,001-$25,000 20 19.9 available/compa-
§25,001 and over 20 19.9 tible

Missing 8 7.9
0.0
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Demographic Vari-
iables by Category

<F

Sample
Z

Population

.F

b4

Oversampling--differ-
ence between sample
and population in
percent

Number of Organization Memberships

COVI £ \W N =

9 or more
Missing

15 14.9
19 18.8
8 15
5 5.0
7 6.3
1 1.0
2 2.0
2 2.0
42 41.6
101 100.0

Census data not
available/compa-
tible
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male. The census data show that the population of Manhattan consists
of 9931 females and 10,760 males. That is, approximately 47.9% of the
population is female and 52.0% is male when the percentages are com-
puted for persons 18 years of age or older. Sex percentages in the
Manhattan population were computed on a corrected population base of
20,691 which excludes persons under 18 years of age rather than the
reported population of 27,575 persons. From the table of social char-
acteristics the difference in the distribution of sexes between the
population and the sample is +13.2% indicating an oversampling of

males and undersampling of females.

Age. The respondents were asked to indicate their age by
checking one of 11 precoded categories. These age categories have
been collapsed in Table 1. Both the mean and median age of the sample
distribution were in the 35 to 39 years of age category. When the
adjusted Manhattan census datalesis inspected, the median age is
found in the 25-29 years of age group. Thus, the sample is older than
the age breakdown for the population based upon census data. |In detail,
the sample was composed of 25 persons in the 20-24 years of age group.
This group comprises 33.1% of the corrected Manhattan population while

they accounted for only 24.8% of the sample. Persons in the 25-29

166Census data list all ages of residents living in Manhattan.

Since this research is focused toward only adults living in Manhattan,
comparing the sample mean and median with those in the census data
would be incongruent. Therefore, the census figures were adjusted to
disregard persons under 18 years of age and an adJusted mean and
median recomputed.
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years group totaled 13 (12.9%) comparing favorably with the population
(11.2%) figures. Among the 30-34 year olds, eight were interviewed
(7.9%2) while the city of Manhattan has about 5.9% (1236 persons) in
this group. There are 1057 (5.1%) persons in the 35-39 year group
living in Manhattan, while only one person in the same group was sam-
pled (1.0%) in this study. Twelve persons (11.9%) of the sample was
in the 40-44 year range which counts a total of 1143 persons (5.5%) in
the population. Among the 45-49 year olds, the sample consisted of
seven (6.9%) respondents and the population of this age group is 1119
persons (5.4%). Nine (8.9%) respondents sampled were in each category
50-54 years and 55-59 years while 1033 (4.9%) and 921 (4.4%) respec-
tively were in the same groups. Among the 60-64 year group, the sam-
ple was composed of five (5.0%) respondents who among the population
number 792 (3.8%) persons. Finally, for those 65 years or older, 12
persons (11.9%) were sampled of the total 2194 (10.6%) in this group
in Manhattan. Table 1 also shows an oversampling totaling 18.9 percent
in the age categories over 40 years of age which contributes to the 10
year difference between the median ages of the sample and the Manhattan

population.

Religion. When asked their religion, 18 (17.8%) respondents
‘indicated that they were Methodists. In looking at the most recent

data available from the National Council of Churches, this group
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167 of the church membership in Riley County.

accounts for 39.1%
Presbyterians totaled 12 (11.9%2) of the sample and 13.6% of the popu-
lation of Riley County church members. Fifteen (14.9%) of those sampled
indicated that they were Catholic compared to their representing 10.9%
of the population. Lutherans (of all denominations) comprise 8.4% of
the population and 11.9% (12 respondents) of the sample. Among the
Baptists, 14 (13.9%) were sampled although they account for only 4.6%

of the population. Persons belonging to the Episcopal churches totaled
five (5%) of the sample and 3.5% of the Riley County church members.
Consistent with the population figure, Congregational Christian Church
members composed 3% of both the sample and the population. Twelve
persons (11.9%) in the sample indicated other religious preferences,
nine (8.9%) chose the no religion response, and one respondent (1.0%)
abstained from answering the question. For purposes of analysis, the

religion variable is dichotomized into those subscribing to a religious

affiliation and those indicating no religion.

Education. In terms of educational achievement levels, the
sample interviewed in this study differed in some respects from the
general population data reported in census figures. The sample was

similar, in terms of relative frequencies for persons achieving up to

167Latest data available from the National Council of Churches
is dated 1957 and shows a total church membership in Riley County at
12,542, For computing relative percentages of the population the
number of members shown is divided by total church membership.



89
L years of elementary education, to the population 1% and 0.8%168
respectively. On the other hand, for those achieving up to an eighth
grade education, the sample underrepresented this group considerably.
That is, only two (2%) persons had achieved the eighth grade education
level in the sample while this group accounts for 8.5% of the popula-
tion (1005 persons). |In the categories of educational achievement
between one and four years of high school both the sample and the cen-
sus data are within 1.1% of each other. The sample indicates that ‘
26.8% of the sample completed up to 4 years of high school and in the
population of Manhattan, 27.7% had done so. There seems to be a part-
ing in representativeness between the sample and the population as a
whole in the educational achievement between one and three years of
college. The sample consisted of 31 persons (30.7%) in this group
while only 16.5% of the population had completed 1 to 3 years of col-
lege. Finally, the sample reveals that 40 persons (39.6%) of the
sample had completed four or more years of college. These figures
compare rather closely with the Manhattan population in which 34.4%
(4071 persons) have completed 4 or more years of college. The mean
education level of the sample was 14.37 years of education with a

slightly higher median of 14.47 years. The education variable was

‘68P0pulation figures from census data represent percentages
of persons 25 years of age and older. The fact that this study inclu-
ded persons (conceivably) from 18 years of age seems to underscore
the possibility that the 25 respondents in the 20-24 year group may
be students or college graduates accounting not only for underrepre-
sentation of lower education persons but also the increased number of
persons (by percentage} in the categories of 1-3 years of college.
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dichotomized around the median for purposes of analysis.

Marital Status. The characteristics of the sample concerning

their marital status were also tabulated. Twenty-three of the respon-
dents (22.8%) were single persons. Population figures for single per-
sons 70 indicate that 36.1% of the Manhattan population (8024 persons)
were single. In the category living together, two respondents identi-
fied themselves (2.0%). An additional 64 respondents (63.4%) said
they were married which compares favorably with the 56.4% of the popu-
lation (12,539 persons) who indicate they are married. The category

"divorced" accounted for four respondents (4.0%) in the sample while

only accounting for 2.1% of the population. Eight widowed persons

169]t would be difficult to accurately indicate the closeness
to which the sample distribution mirrors the population with regard to
the education variable. In the case of census data only the median is
reported for persons over 25 years of age by sex. That is the median
education achievement for men and women is 14.6 years and 12.8 years
respectively. Table 103, "Educational and Family Characteristics for
Places of 10,000 to 50,000: 1970.' 1970 Census of the Population
Characteristics of the Population Part 18 - Kansas. (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Commerce, 1373), p. 317. However, considering the
distribution of sexes in the sample, the slightly lower education median,
and somewhat higher age median, there seems to be speculative reason to
suggest representativeness between the sample and the population.

17OCensus data concerning marital status is computed for per-
sons 14 years of age and older which may account for the marked differ-
ence between the percentage of singles in the population compared to
the sample. Also, the census data does not tabulate a category for
persons who are living together like this study did. Incidentally, in
the two cases where people interviewed indicated they were living toget-
her, one was an elderly couple and the other was young people.
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were interviewed (7.9%) which is very close to the 5.3% of the city
population who are also widowed. For later analysis, the categories
"married" and "living together' were combined into the category ''mar-

ried" and all other categories were renamed ''not married."

Total Number of Children. Forty of the respondents in this

study indicated that they had no children. This accounts for 39.6%

of the persons sampled. Another 10 persons (9.9%) interviewed responded
that they had one child. Twenty-four persons (23.8%) reported that they
had two children. For the category of three children, 12.9% of the
sample (13 people) responded. Another seven persons chose the four
children response accounting for 6.9% of the sample. Only three per-
sons indicated having 5 children (3.0%). One person interviewed
responded to the category six children (1.0%). Finally, two persons
(2.0%) of the population said they had 9 children. One person chose

not to answer this question. The average number of children for the

sample was 2.6 children with the median slightly lower at 2.5 children.

Total Number of Children Living at Home. When asked how many

children the respondents had living at home, a plurality of sixty
(59.4%) indicated that they had none living at home. Of course, one
might begin looking at the facts that 54.6% of the sample was composed
of persons under 30 years of age and over 60 years old. Another four-
teen (13.9%) of those sampled responded that they still had one child
living at home. Eighteen persons (17.8%) of those interviewed said

they had two children at home while only five chose the response (5.0%)
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that there were three children in the home. Finally, to this question,
three respondents (3.0%) were tabulated as having four children at
home. One person interviewed did not respond to this question. The
mean for the sample was 1.77 children at home and the median was found

to be 1.33 children in the home.

Employment Status. The respondents were asked to indicate

whether or not they were unemployed, self-employed, or employed by
someone else. In response to this question, some 19 respondents (18.8%)
of those interviewed said they were unemployed. Another twelve persons
(11.9%) indicated they were self-employed. Finally, the majority of
respondents, 68 persons (67.3%), responded that they were employed by
someone else. Two persons (2.0%) did not respond to the question. In

m it is found that for the

looking at census data on the labor force
city of Manhattan, the portion of the labor force which is employed
totals 11,121 persons (87.0%). This figure is relatively comparable
when sample categories of self-employed and employed by someone else
are combined. In this instance, the total number self-employed and
employed by someone else totals 80 persons interviewed. In relative

terms this means 79.2% of the sample is employed or a difference of

7.8% between the sample and the population. It is reasonable to say

171Data concerning employment for the population of Manhattan
from census material is based upon a labor force consisting of all
males and females 16 years of age and older. For this purpose then,
the labor force totals 12,772 persons in Manhattan from which the
figures and percentage of employed are computed.
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that the difference could be accounted for by the fact that the sample
was concerned with persons who were slightly older than the age from
which the census data on employment is calculated. Also, it is note-
worthy that the tabulation of occupation below will show an equivalent
percentage of persons who are retired and students equaling the percen-
tage of unemployed noted above. One might argue that some students are
employed, however, we might add that (as will be seen below) there are
also a few housewives who were interviewed who could be considered
unemployed, thus bringing the discrepancies back into balance. The
categories self-employed and employed by someone else were combined

for regression analysis in the category "employed."

Occupation. Data was collected from each interviewee in an
open-ended question asking their occupation. After the data were
collected, each occupation was coded into categories consistent with
those categories listed in census material plus the additional cate-
gories of housewives, students, U.S. Army, and retired. It was recorded
that twenty-nine (28.7%) respondents were among the category of pro-
fessional, technical and kindred workers groups. Corresponding rather
closely is the fact that among the population of Manhattan 35.8%
(N=3986) are also in this group. Managers and administrative occupa-
tions accounted for seven persons (6.9%) in the sample while compris-
ing 12.8% (N=1434) of the population. The next occupational group
tabulated was sales workers. Among sales workers, seven persons (6.9%)

were found in the sample while they account for 10% of the population
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{N=1118) of Manhattan. Clerical workers totaled twelve (11.9%) in
the sample which is somewhat lower than the total of 3691 persons or
33.1% of the population. Of the 1019 (9.1%) craftsmen and foremen
totaled the census data, the sample only included four (4.0%) of these
workers. Operatives composing 3.0% (3 persons) of the interviews
closely parallels the number found in the population. That is, Man-
hattan tallies 666 operatives composing 5.9% of the population. There
was one transport operative and one farmer-manager (1.0%) interviewed
in this research compared to the population figures of 2.2% (N=25k)
and 0.7% (N=86) for these categories respectively. While only six
service workers (5.9%) were tallied from the interviews which comprise
19.5% (N=2178) of the city population. As noted earlier, additional
occupational categories were added to this research in order to class-
ify persons for whom a census category does not exist or is incompati-
ble. For example, among those persons interviewed, four persons (4.0%)
were housewives, ten (9.9%) were students, six persons (5.9%) stated
simply that they worked for the U.S. Army, and finally, nine persons
(8.9%) indicated that they were retired. Also two persons (2.0%)

failed to answer this question.

Income. The respondents were asked to place themselves into
one of 21 income categories each with a range of $2500.00. The cate-
gories ranged from $0 - $2500.00 to $50,001 and over. These categories
were collapsed in Table 1. Without reiterating the frequencies of

income for each of the 21 categories, attention should be focused
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toward the measures of central tendency in comparison with population
data for the city of Manhattan. From the sample data the mean income
category is 7.086 implying that the sample mean income is in the cate-
gory of $15,001 - $17,500. Census data indicates a mean income of
$10,152 annually. However, when the medians are compared, the differ-
ences are considerably lessened. For example, the median income cate-
gory for the sample was 5.571 or between $10,001 - $12,500; while, for
the population the median income was $9,006 annually. The income var-
iable was dichotomized around the median for the purpose of multiple

regression analysis.

Number of Organization Memberships. The final social charac-

teristic solicited questioned the number of social, fraternal, busi-
ness, professional, or church organizations to which the respondent
belonged. From Table 1 it can be seen that nearly half the sample
42 respondents (41.6%) did not indicate being a member of any organiza-
tions. Thirty-four respondents belonged to two or less groups. The
femaining respondents are distributed rather evenly through the cate-
gories between three and nine or more groups. It is interesting to
note that one respcndent indicated beleonging to nineteen organizations.
In summarizing the social characteristics of this sample the
question of the representativeness of the sample is raised. Although
there has been oversampling in some areas and undersampling in others,
the sample is felt to be a rather close approximation of the Manhattan

population. |t would be the contention of this research that the sample
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as described by the social characteristics described above is a fairly
accurate portrayal of the Manhattan community as well as other Kansas

communities of the same population and setting characteristics.

Statistical Procedures

The data reported in the findings were analyzed using the pro-

172

cedures outlined in the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences.

Specifically, the independent variables were subjected to Guttman scal-
ing attempts, factor analysis, chi-square analysis, and stepwise mul-~-
tiple regression. The dependent variables were factor analyzed and

subjected to stepwise multiple regression.

172Norman H. Nie, C. Hadlai Hull, Jean G. Jenkins, Karen Stein-
brenner, and Dale H. Brent, eds., SPSS: Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1975).




Chapter II11

DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction

In this chapter the findings are presented and analyzed.
Several questions have been argued in the presentation of the liter-
ature in preceeding chapters. Thus, we have asked who reintegrates
ex-of fenders; and,where and how does reintegration occur. The answer
to these questions was argued to be the members of the community
through interaction are responsible for the reintegration of commun-
ity-based correctional clients. While this thesis is not measuring
interactional encounters between members of the community and ex-
offenders, it is measuring attitudes which may influence these inter-
actions. How may the public mood toward the reintegration of offen-
ders be measured? We argued that community reactions to crime and
criminals can be gauged by soliciting their attitudes and opinions.
By questioning the attitudes of the members of the community toward
community-based corrections, it may be possible to suggest the condi-
tions under which community-based correctional programs or clients can
be expected to be successful. The problem has been presented in terms
of such factors as how much the members of the community know about
community-based corrections and their willingness or resistance to
accept the task of reintegrating ex-offenders. Thus, knowledge of
community-based corrections and social responsibility scores were
expected to predict attitudes toward community-based correctional

97
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programs and clients. We examined the relationship of knowledge of
community-based corrections and social responsibility to attitudes
toward community-based corrections.

The first two sections of this chapter present data describing
the independent variables--knowledge and social responsibility. The
remaining four sections examine the effects of the independent vari-

ables upon the attitudes toward community-based corrections.

MEASUREMENT OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Knowledge of Community-Based Corrections

Knowledge of community-based corrections is here assumed to
influence attitudes toward community-based corrections. This indepen-
dent variable will be discussed in terms of its measurement and dis-
tribution throughout the community.

Earlier, community-based corrections was defined as all cor-
rectional programs occurring outside the walled-prison designed to
reintegrate the offender into the community. Knowledge of community-
based corrections is operationally defined here as the ability of
respondents to identify or differentiate community-based correctional
programs from institutional correctional forms. In order to understand
the knowledge base of the community concerning community-based correc-
tions, knowledge of both community-based corrections and institutional
corrections were examined. The means for ascertaining the knowledge

of the members of the community was obtained through both subjective
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and objective questioning of the respondents. Subjective measure-
ment of the knowledge of the members of the community asked respondents
to define in their own terms what community-based corrections is.

The findings from the subjective measurement of knowledge by
the open-ended question were content analyzed and categorized into no
knowledge, partial knowledge, and complete know]edge.17k The findings
summarized in Table 2 show that well over one-half (58.0%) of the

respondents lacked a conceptual base of understanding of what commun-

ity-based corrections is.

173

See Appendix 2, Interview Questionnaire, Questions 12 and

13

17hTo say that the members of the community either possess or
lack knowledge of community-based corrections is a relative statement.
From frequency distributions the inability differentiate correctional
forms is very apparent. However, when the responses are taken as a
whole the lack of knowledge can be made relative through standardizing
scores. Initially unstandardized data is presented while later for
the purpose of hypothesis testing, standardized data will be used.
The method for content analysis was to read each definition of commun-
ity-based corrections. |f the response was either missing or completely
wrong, the category no knowledge was assigned. For example, community-
based corrections is..."like living in Hutchinson, Kansas, which has
the reformatory located there.'" A response was coded partial knowledge
if a respondent said community-based corrections is "probation or par-
ole." A complete knowledge response is exemplified by a respondent
saying it is 'corrections occurring in the community rather than in a
prison." :



100
Table 2

Distribution of Knowledge of Community-based Corrections
from Subjective Questioning (based upon content analysis)

Content analysis

categories of Dichotomized
knowledge f z f 4
No knowledge 58 58.0 58 58.0
Partial knowledge 33 33.0 L2 42.0
Complete knowledge 9 9.0

Objective measurement required the respondents to check whether or not
the correctional forms listed was an institutional correctional form
or community-based correctional form. The findings from objective
fixed response questioning of knowledge were scored into categories of
inaccurate, somewhat inaccurate, somewhat accurate, and accurate.175
The members of the community were generally not able to accur-
ately differentiate between a community-based correctional form or an
institutional correctional form in the objective test of knowledge.
For example, Table 3 shows that only 50.5% of the respondents (46 per-

sons) made more accurate than inaccurate judgments about what were

community-based corrections forms.

17SAppendix 11, Interview Schedule, Question 13, shows keyed
(*) correct responses for each correctional form listed.
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Table 3

Distribution of Knowledge of Community-based Corrections
from Objective Questioning (based upon summated scoring}

Scored categories Dichotomized
of knowledge b3 f b4
Inaccurate 2 2.2

Somewhat inaccurate 43 47.3 45 49.5
Somewhat accurate 46 50.5 L6 50.5
Accurate 0 0

Of particular importance here is whether or not both or either
of these means of ascertaining knowledge from the respondents in fact
measure the same phenonomena. By applying a T-test to the dichoto-
mized data in Tables 2 and 3 as independent samples, the computed T
value is -1.22, 90 degrees of freedom and with a statistically non-
significant two-talled probability of 0.225. What this finding implies
is that there is no statistically significant difference in the levels
of knowledge between objective and subjective measures. Also, and
more importantly, is the interpretation of the actual t-value (T =
-1.22) which suggests that the measures of knowledge are in fact tap-
ping the two types of knowledge--subjective and objective as outlined

176

above.

176Additional evidence supporting this contention are the Ken-
dall coefficient of correlation and Spearman correlation coefficient
computed at -0.3103, P > .001 (N=90) and -0.3835, P > .001 (N=91)
respectively. ‘ -
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The objective measure of knowledge was chosen pragmatically
for measuring the knowledge of the members of the community of commun-

177

ity-based corrections in subsequent analysis. The specific techni-
que for measuring the knowledge independent variable came through fac-
tor analyzing the checklist of correctional forms. Factor analysis
clearly pointed out that the checklist of correctional types was two
dimensional (see Appendix 5, Table 4 for specific loading va]ues).178

In fact, the two hypothetical factors upon which the ten correctional

types loaded could be clearly identified as an institutional correc-

177The decision to base subsequent analysis of this variable on
the knowledge checklist stems primarily from a pragmatic decision on the
part of the researcher to facilitate testing of the dependent variables.
However, by choosing this test of knowledge, it may also be possible to
avoid the charge of bias being consistently introduced into the inter-
pretation of the findings because of content analysis of the subjective/
open-ended measure.

178The knowledge checklist of correctional forms was subjected
to Guttman scaling attempts prior to factor analysis. Scaling of the
checklist-as-a-whole failed to achieve the necessary criteria levels
of reproducibility and scalability of 0.90 and 0.60 respectively neces-
sary to state that it is both unidimensional and cumulative (see Appen-
dix 5, Table 1). Further Guttman scaling attempts were made with a sub-
scale of community-based correctional forms and a subscale for institu-
tional correctional forms. Interestingly, (as Appendix 5, Table 2
shows) the levels of reproducibility and scalability for the subscale
of community-based correctional forms also did not meet the necessary
criteria levels. However, the subscale of institutional correctional
forms met those criteria easily. These findings suggest that the fail-
ure of the checklist-as-a-whole scale and the subscale of community-
based correctional forms is dependent upon the inability of the members
of the comnunity to correctly identify community-based correctional
forms. On the other hand, the members of the community were able to
identify institutional correctional forms on its subscale evidenced by
its meeting reproducibility and scalability criteria (see Appendix 5,
Table 3).
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tional forms factor and a community-based forms factor. That is,
factor scores were computed based upon the creation of a knowledge of
the institutional correctional forms factor and the knowledge of com-
munity-based correctional forms factor. The standardized factor
scores computed for these measures ranged from -1.257 to +2.166 for
the knowledge of institutional correctional forms variable and from
-1.802 to +2.368 for the knowledge of community-based correctional
forms variable. Thus, through standardization of scores, the raw
data suggesting that the members of the community have little knowledge
of correctional forms can be viewed relatively in terms of the range of
knowledge among those interviewed. That is, within the relatively low
range of knowledge of the members of the community some respondents
are more knowledgeable than others. The next portion of this analysis
of knowledge of the members of the community deals with the distribution
of knowledge of institutional correctional forms and knowledge of com-

munity-based correctional forms.

Knowledge of Institutional Correctional Forms

The distribution of knowledge of institutional correctional
forms by selected demographic variables is shown in Table 4. Generally,
females scored lower than males in terms of knowledge of institutional
correctional programs. In fact, women with scores in the low knowledge
category represent 63.6% of the females sampled compared to men in the
same low knowledge category representing only 39.7% of the males inter-

viewed. The likelihood of demonstrating high or low knowledge was



Table 4

Distribution of Knowledge of Institutional
Correctional Programs by Demographic
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Variables
Demographic Instituticnal Programs
Variable by Category High Low Total

Sex Female 12 (36.4) 21 (63.6) 33 (36.3)
Male 35 (60.3) 23 (39.7) 58 (63.7)

Age Below Median 21 (47.7) 23 (52.3) Ly (48.4)
Above Median 26 (55.3) 21 (L4&.7) 47 (51.6)

Religion Religion 41 (49.4) L2 (50.6) 83 (91.2)
No Religion 6 (75.0) 2 (25.0) 8 ( 8.8)

Educational Below Median 19 (43.2) 25 (56.8) Ly (48.4)
Level Above Median 28 (59.6) 19 (Lo.4) 47 (51.6)
Marital Status Married 29 (50.0) 29 (50.0) 58 (63.7)
Not Married 18 (54.5) 15 (45.5) 33 (36.3)

Total Number of Below Median 25 (53.2) 22 (46.8) 47 (51.6)
Children Above Median 22 (50.0) 22 (50.0) 44 (48.4)
Total Number of Below Median 29 (53.7) 25 (46.3) 54 (59.3)
Children at Home Above Median 18 (48.6) 19 (51.%) 37 (40.7)
Employment Unemployed 6 (37.5) 10 (62.5) 16 (18.0)
Status Employed 4o (54.8) 33 (45.2) 73 (82.0)
Income Below Median 23 (56.1) 18 (43.9) L1 (48.8)
Above Median 20 (46.5) 23 (53.5) 43 (51.2)
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almost evenly distributed between those above and below the median age.
More persons above the median age were found in the high knowledge of
institutional correctional programs while among the low scorers more
were found below the median age (23 persons). The religion variable

-was dichotomized into those indicating they belonged to a religion and
those who claimed no religion. Slightly more persons who have a reli-
gious affiliation, which accounts for more than 91% of the respondents,
scored lower on this knowledge variable while among those who denied
religious affiliation more scored in the high knowledge category. On
the education variable, of the persons below the median education level
for the sample (14.4 years of school) only 43.2% (19 respondents) scored
in the high knowledge category while 59.6% (28 persons) above the edu-
cation median scored in the high knowledge category. Among persons
scoring in either the high or low knowledge categories there was little
difference between them by marital status. For example, 29 respondents
(50%) in the high knowledge category were married compared to 18 unmar-
rieds (54%) in the same knowledge category. Data concerning the total
number of children the respondent had indicated that those persons
with less than the median number of children represent the largest
-group of respondents (25 persons) and were found in the high knowledge
category. The same finding is evident concerning the number of child-
ren at home; although in this case, the 29 respondents amount to 61.7%
of the persons in the high knowledge category. In terms of employment
status, more employed respondents (40 persons) were found in the high

knowledge category {54.8%) while more of the unemployed (62.5%) were
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among the low scorers in the sample. When knowledge was analyzed in
terms of income, 56.1% of the persons below the income median were
high scorers while only 46.5% of the persons above the income median
were high scorers. Indications from the data suggest that more than
56.1% of the incomes below the sample median are associated with high
knowledge while more than 53.5% of the incomes above the sample median
are associated with low knowledge of institutional correctional pro-
grams.

Several additional independent variables were used in the

179

analysis. These variables are shown in Table 5 and produced several
interesting results regarding the understanding of knowledge of insti-
tutional correctional programs. For example, from the frequency dis-
tribution shown below, sixty-four percent of the respondents more
readily chose non-prison (community-based) alternatives as the best
way to treat or rehabilitate regardless of their level of knowledge.
When asked about their objecting to the location of a halfway house in
their community, the responses were almost evenly distributed through-
out the response alternatives. Those opting for no objection to its
location within three blocks of their home were slightly more numerous
(52.7%) than those who felt it should be in another part of town
(47.3%). Reintegration of ex-offenders is viewed as defining what the

emphasis in corrections should be among 64.8% of the sample. When

asked what percentage of persons confined needed to be for the safety

]?9These additional independent variables consist of questions
46, 47, 49, 50 and 52. They were included here because of their fail-
ure to load on any of the four dependent variables when factor analyzed
and because of their substantive importance to the researcher.
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Distribution of Knowledge of Institutional Correctional
Programs by Additional Independent Variables
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Additional Independent Variable

Institutional Programs

by Alternatives High Low Total

Best Way to Treat Non-Prison 28 (99.1) 29 (50.9) 57 (64.0)
or Rehabilitate Prison 17 (53.1) 15 (46.9) 32 (36.0)
Location of Within 3 blocks 25 (52.1) 23 (47.9) 48 (52.7)
Halfway House Other Part of

Town 22 (51.2) 21 (48.8) 43 (47.3)
Emphasis in Reintegration 34 (57.6) 25 (42.4) 59 (64.8)
Corrections Non-Reintegration 13 (40.6) 19 (59.4) 32 (35.2)
Percent Need Less than Median 23 (56.1) 18 (43.9) 41 (47.7)
Confinement More than Median 21 (46.7) 24 (53.3) 45 (52.3)
Personally Known No 6 (35.3) 11 (64.7) 17 (18.7)
Someone Who Com- Yes L1 (55.4) 33 (44.6) 74 (81.3)

mitted a Crime
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of the general public, the median percentage was 40.3%. Interestingly,
only 41 respondents felt less than the median needed confinement.
There was almost an even number of respondents distributed among the
alternatives to the gquestion. Seventy-four respondents indicated they
personally knew someone who had committed a crime of which 41 were in
the high knowledge category. Of the seventeen who said they did not
know someone who had committed a crime, only six were found in the
high knowledge group.

The data from these additional independent variables suggest
that: (1) the members of the community think non-prison alternatives
to treatment are best; (2) a halfway house is acceptable within three
blocks; (3) reintegration should be the emphasis in corrections; (4)
slightly more than 40% need confinement; and (5) almost all knew some-
one who committed a crime. These data are especially pertinent in

view of their basis in knowledge of institutional correctional programs.

Knowledge of Community-Based Correctional Forms

The distribution of knowledge of community-based correctional
forms for selected demographic variables is shown in Table 6. The
data show that slightly more than one-half (54.5%) of the females
score in the low knowledge of community-based correctional programs
compared to the 46.6% of the males sampled who also scored low. Con-
sequently, more males than females are evident among high scorers. Of
the persons sampled who were below the sample age median, 56.8% were
low scorers while among those above the age median, 57.4% were high

scorers. Stating a religious affiliation accounted for 83 respondents



Table 6

Distribution of Knowledge of Community-Based
Correctional Programs by Demographic
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Variables
Demographic Community Based Programs

Variables by Category High Low Total
Sex Female 15 (45.5) 18 (54.5) 33 (36.3)
Male 31 (53.4) 27 (46.6) 58 (63.7)
Age Below Median 19 (43.2) 25 (56.8) Ly (48.4)
Above Median 27 (57.4) 20 (42.6) 47 (51.6)
Religion Religion 43 (51.8) Lo (48.2) 83 (91.2)
No Religion 3 (37.5) 5 (62.5) 8 ( 8.8)
Educational Below Median 23 (52.3) 21 (47.7) L (48.4)
Level Above Median 23 (48.9) 24 (51.1) 47 (51.6)
Marital Status Married 30 (51.7) 28 (48.3) 58 (63.7)
Not Married 16 (48.5) 17 (51.5) 33 (36.3)
Total Number of Below Median 23 (48.9) 24 (51.1) 47 (51.6)
Children Above Median 23 (52.3) 21 (47.7) L (48.4)
Total Number of Below Median 27 (50.0) 27 (50.0) 54 (59.3)
Children at Home Above Median 19 (51.4) 18 (48.6) 37 (40.7)
Employment Unemployed 9 (56.3) 7 (43.8) 16 (18.0)
Status Employed 35 (47.9) 38 (52.1) 73 (82.0)
Income Below Median 23 (56.1) 18 (43.9) 41 (48.8)
Above Median 21 (48.8) 22 (51.2) 43 (51.2)
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(91.2%) of whom 43 were found in the high knowledge category. Among
those (8 respondents) not stating a religious preference, five were
found in the low knowledge group. The distribution of knowledge of
community-based correctional programs for education was almost evenly
divided. There were slightly more (47 respondents) above the educa-
tion median than below it (44 respondents). Among high scorers 23
respondents were found in each category above and below the education
median. However, those 23 respondents represented 52.3% of those
below the education median compared to 48.9% of those above the edu-
cation median. Slightly more respondents (24 persons) were found above
the median in the low knowledge group than below the median (21 per-
sons). Almost two-thirds (63.7%) of the sample was married although
about half the respondents were found each in the high knowledge (51.7%)
category and the low knowledge (48.3%) category. Forty-six respondents
were found in the high knowledge of community-based correctional pro-
grams of which 23 each had fewer or more than the sample median number
of children. Among the 45 persons in the low knowledge group, 24 had
less than the median number of children and 21 had more than the median
number of children. Most persons (54 respondents) interviewed had less
than the sample median number of children at home with 27 respondents
(50.0%) in each the high and low knowledge category. Of the remaining
37 persons with more than the median number of children at home inter-
viewed, 19 (51.4%) were high knowledge scorers and 18 (48.6%) were low
scorers. Among 44 high scoring respondents, 35 were employed compared

to 45 low scorers of whom 38 were employed. In terms of income and
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high scores, 23 of 44 respondents were below the sample income median.
Among the forty low scorers, 22 had incomes above the median.

The distribution of knowledge of community-based correctional
forms for the additional independent variables is shown in Table 7.
In terms of the best way to treat or rehabilitate, Table 7 shows that
almost two-thirds (64.0%) of the respondents chose non-prison alter-
natives among whom 33 (57.9%) were found in the high knowledge of
community-based corrections and 24 (42.1%) in the low knowledge group.
Among those 32 respondents who chose prison alternatives, twenty were
low scorers (62.5%) and only 12 (37.5%) were high scorers. Among the
forty-eight respondents who indicated the acceptability of a halfway
house within three blocks, twenty-six (54.2%) were high scorers. How-
ever, among the 43 respondents preferring the location of such a pro-
gram in another part of town, twenty-three (53.5%) were low scorers.
Reintegration was clearly the choice among respondents with 59 choosing
this response. Although this occurred, slightly more respondents
(50.8%) who chose reintegration were low scorers (30 persons). Among
persons selecting non-reintegration, 53.1% (17 persons) were high
scorers and 46.9% (15 persons) were low scorers. In terms of knowledge
of community-based correctional programs, most respondents (45 persons)
felt that more than 40.3% of persons confined needed to be there for
the public's safety. Nearly 55.6% of the respondents in this category
were low scorers while 53.7% of those indicating fewer persons needed
confinement were high scorers. Of 46 high scorers, only eight indi-

cated that they did not personally know someone who committed a crime.
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7

Distribution of Knowledge of Community-Based

Correctional Programs by Additional
Independent Variables
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Additional Independent Variables Community Based Programs
by Alternatives High Low Total
Best Way to Treat Non-Prison 33 (57.9) 24 (42.1) 57 (64.0)
or Rehabilitate Prison 12 (37.5) 20 (62.5) 32 (36.0)
Location of Within 3 blocks 26 (54.2) 22 (45.8) 48 (52.7)
Halfway House Other Part of
Town 20 (46.5) 23 (53.5) 43 (47.3)
Emphasis in Reintegration 29 (49.2) 30 (50.8) 59 (64.8)
Corrections Non-Reintegration 17 (53.1) 15 (46.9) 32 (35.2)
Percent Need Less than Median 22 (53.7) 19 (46.3) 41 (47.7)
Confinement More than Median 20 (4L4.4) 25 (55.6) 45 (52.3)
Personally Known No 8 (47.1) 9 (52.9) 17 (18.7)
Someone Who Com- Yes 38 (51.4) 36 (48.6) 74 (81.3)

mitted a Crime
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The low scorers totaling 45 respondents were composed of only § per-
sons who did not personally know somecne who committed a crime.

A comparison of the distribution of knowledge of institutional
correctional forms and knowledge of community-based correctional forms
reveals several points. In terms of sex, the females sampled tended
to score lower in both knowledge of community-based correctional forms
and knowledge of institutional correctional forms than the males.

With regard to age, the distribution of knowledge between high and low
knowledge categories, both below and above the age median are very
similar for institutional correctional forms and community-based cor-
rectional forms. Comparing the respondents who indicate a religious
affiliation, more high knowledge scorers are noted in terms of commun-
ity-based correctional forms than for institutional correctional forms.
However, those without a religious affiliation tend to score higher on
knowledge of institutional correctional forms than knowledge of com-
munity-based corrections. In terms of educational level, as education
increases high scores on knowledge of community-based forms tend to
remain the same and low scores tend to increase, while, for the know-
ledge of institutional correctional forms as education increases the
number of high scores increase and the number of low scores decrease.
Data on marital status indicates that for knowledge of institutional
corrections an equal number of married respondents scored in the high
and low categories while for knowledge of community-based corrections
slightly more married persons were high scorers. Unmarried respondents

were likewise almost evenly divided between high and low scores for
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both variables. The data concerning total number of children indi-
cated slightly more high scorers on knowledge of institutional correc-
tions for those with below the median number of children. More low
scorers were found among those with less than the median number of
children on knowledge of community-based correctional programs than
knowledge of institutional correctional programs. Concerning the
total number of children at home, indications are that there are more
high scorers among those with less than the sample median number of
children at home for knowledge of institutional correctional programs
than for community-based correctional programs. The unemployed seemed
more informed about community-based corrections than institutional
programs. However, among the employed, high scorers are more numerous
on knowledge of institutional correctional programs than knowledge of
community-based correctional programs. As income increases the number
of high knowledge scores decreases for both knowledge of community-
based programs and institutional programs. Also, as income increases
for both variables the number of low knowledge scores increases.
Comparing knowledge of institutional and community based cor-
rectional programs with relation to the best way to treat or rehabili-
tate reveals several tendencies. Low knowledge scores for the non-
prison alternative predominate on knowledge of institutions while high
scores are more frequent for knowledge of community-based programs for
the non-prison alternative. For those who chose the prison responses,
there were more high knowledge scorers on the institutional programs

variable and more low scorers on the community-based programs knowledge
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variable. As far as the location of a halfway house is concerned,
more high knowledge scores were found among those accepting it within
three blocks on the community-based program variable than on the insti-
tutional program variable. For those wishing a halfway house be located
in another part of town more high scores were associated with knowledge
of institutional programs than knowledge of community-based programs.
Reintegration, as the emphasis in corrections, was more readily chosen
by high scorers on knowledge of institutions than knowledge of commun-
ity-based corrections. In terms of the percent of persons needing to
be confined for public safety, the data indicating that less than 40.3%
need confinement, there were more high scorers for both knowledge of
communi ty-based correctional programs and institutional correctional
programs. For those who thought more than 40.3% needed confinement,
more were low scorers on both knowledge of community-based correctional
programs and institutional correctional programs. Finally, for persons
who personally know someone who committed a crime, there were slightly
more high scorers than low scorers on the knowledge of institutional
correctional programs variable than the knowledge of community-based
correctional programs.

In summary, comparing knowledge of institutional correctional
forms and knowledge of community-based correctional forms directly
reveals a slight tendency for respondents who score high on knowledge
of community-based correctional programs to do the same on knowledge
of institutional correctional programs. Also, those scoring low on

knowledge of institutional correctional programs tend to score low on
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knowledge of community-based correctional programs. Slightly more
than 28.6% of the respondents scored high on knowledge of community-
based correctional programs and institutional correctional programs.

This finding can be seen in the data presented in Table 8 below.

Table 8

Distribution of Knowledge of Instituticnal Correctional
Programs by Knowledge of Community-Based Correctional Programs

Community-Based Correctional Institutional Correctional Programs
Programs High Low Total
High 26 (28.6) 20 (22.0) L6 (50.5)
Low 21 (23.1) 2L (26.4) 45 (49.5)
Total 47 (51.7) 54 (48.4) 101(100.0)

Having presented various data concerning the level of knowledge
of members of the community of both institutional and community-based
corrections, subsequent analysis of the attitudinally-based dependent
variables will have greater meaning. While the National Advisory Com-
mission emphasized the "ignorance of the public about the state of cor-

180 the findings here suggest that the information base about

rections,
corrections as measured is low but certainly not absent. Such a state-

ment of findings can be simply and accurately seen in the distribution

180The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice

Standards and Goals, op. cit., p. 600.
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of responses to the checklist of correctional types as shown in Table

9, from which the independent variables were developed.

Table 9

Frequency Distribution for the
Check List of Correctional Programs

Response Categories18}

Correctional Definitely Probably Probably Definitely
Form is is is not is not
Probation Ls (44.6)* 28 (27.6)* 12 (11.9) 5 ( 5.0)
State Penitentiary 7 ( 6.9) 16 (15.8) 27 (26.7)* 49 (48.5)
State Security
Hospital 8 (7.9 21 (20.8) 30 (29.7)* 39 (38.6)*
Reformatory 14 (13.9) 25 (24.8) 26 (25.7)* 33 (32.7)%
Parole 30 (29.7)x 48 (47.5)*% 1k (13.9) 7 (6.9)
Halfway House 4e (45.5)% 4L (43.6)=* 7 ( 6.9) 1 (1.0)
Work Release 33 (32.7)% 43 (42.6)x 16 (15.8) 6 (5.9)
Medical Release 15 (14.9)* 33 (32.7)* 39 (38.6) 11 (10.9)
Education Release 23 (22.8)* 48 (47.5)* 23 (22.8) 5 ( 6.0)
City or County Jail 15 (14.9) 23 (22.8) 31 (20.7)* 31 (30.7)=

L

* indicates correct response to item

Social Responsibility

Social responsibility has been suggested as a variable influ-
encing attitudes toward community-based corrections. As with the dis-
cussion of the knowledge of community-based corrections and knowledge

of institutional corrections variables, social responsibility will be

1 o i

Respondents were asked to check the response indicating
that the particular correctional form listed was identifiable as a
community-based correctional form.
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presented in terms of how it was measured in this study and how it is
distributed among the members of the community.

Earlier, social responsibility was defined as an expression of
the orientation toward helping others even when there is nothing to be
gained from them.182 Social responsibility would seem important in
any attempt to explain the attitudes of the community toward correc-
tional programs or clients. Social responsibility, as an expressed
predisposition to help, was examined for its ability to explain the
willingness of the members of the community to assist community-based
correctional programs or clients. It is assumed that the interaction
that occurs between the community and the offender is predicated on
such a desire to help. As already stated, official reports maintain
that the responsibility for changing offenders lay with the members of
the community and with their willingness to support community-based
correctional programs and clients. Whether or not this willingness to
help is demonstrated by the members of the community and at what level
is examined here.

Several methodological difficulties were encountered in test-
ing social responsibility in the present study. These are briefly
discussed here since they have relevance for conclusions drawn in this
and other studies. The difficulties encountered were in the use of

the Berkowitz-Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale rather than the

1BzBerkowitz and Lutterman, op. cit., p. 170.
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viability of the social responsibility concept for explaining helping
behavior. The instruments for measuring social responsibility should
be employed only with caution if our experience is valid.

As was noted in Chapter [, social responsibility was measured
in this study through the Berkowitz and Lutterman Social Responsibility
Scale (see Appendix 1 and 2). The Berkowitz-Lutterman Social Responsi-
bility Scale is discussed in terms of the procedures used to arrive at
a measure of social responsibility for use in subsequent multiple
regression analysis of the dependent variables.

Development of the Social Responsibility Independent Variable.

As presented by Berkowitz and Lutterman, the Social Responsibility
Scale is a summated (Likert-type) rating scale. It was felt that
because summated rating scales are not truly interval scales, that the
measurement of social responsibility should be improved upon if possi-
ble. Summated rating scales have a built-in difficulty in which
respondents with quite different responses can achieve the same score.
In light of this, an attempt was made to apply the Guttman scaling
approach to the social responsibility scale since they are assumed to
be cumulative and unidimensional. The Guttman scaling attempt failed
to achieve the necessary criteria levels of reproducibility and scal-
ability of 0.90 and 0.60 respectively to substantiate its unidimen-

sionality and cumulativeness.183 The Berkowitz and Daniels scale from

]83Appendix 5, Table 5, graphically illustrates the Guttman
scale of the Social Responsibility Scale.
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which the Berkowitz and Lutterman scale is derived required bi-serial
coefficients of correlation be 0.45 or higher to establish internal
reliability for their scale. However, in the present analysis of the
Berkowitz and Lutterman Scale reveals considerably different scale-
item (bi-serial) coefficients of correlation as shown in Table 10.
These findings shed doubt on the methodological soundness of Berko-
witz and Lutterman's statement that the scale has ''very satisfactory
internal consistency."‘sh Having found that the Berkowitz and Lutter-
man scale did not meet Guttman scale model requirements, a factor
analysis was applied. Factor analysis was used to not only try to
establish a scale but also to explore the scope of difficulties with
the scale. Table 11 shows the factor loadings for the Berkowitz and
Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale items on three hypothetical
factors. These factor loadings and the eigenvalues for each factor
indicate that at least factor 1 and factor 2 clearly identify two
dimensions to the scale while factor 3 does so to a lesser extent.
These findings show, based upon interviewing 101 respondents, that the
Berkowitz and Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale is multidimensional.
The eight-item scale revealed that three factors emerged. Without
belaboring the inconsistency of the scale, it is not apparent from the
composition of the three hypothetical factors what their precise indi-
vidual meaning is. However, this interpretative difficulty does not

diminish the theoretical foundation of social responsibility as defined

184

Berkowitz and Lutterman, op. cit., p. 174.
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Table i1
Factor Loadings for the Berkowitz and

Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale
(Varimax rotation)

Factors
Scale Item 1 2 3 Communality
Worrying 0.05048 0.1»5587b 0.01240 0.21052
Time 0.528142 -0.03703 0.14859 0.30238
Vote -0.06400 0.74206b 0.23833 0.61155
Friends 0.11454 o.h7811b 0.12651 0.25771
Duty 0.98447° 0.14336 0.02658 0.99044
Live 0.09408 0.16213 0.32477° 0.14061
Schoo! 0.19137 0.08680 0.75492° 0.61406
Feel 0.38481°% 0.09854 0.20208 0.19863
Eigenvalue 1.80272 1.02090 0.50229
% of Variance  54.2 30.7 15.1

a - Scale item loads on Factor 1
b - Scale item loads on Factor 2

¢ - Scale item loads on Factor 3
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in the literature as much as it suggests that the Berkowitz-Lutterman
Social Responsibility Scale either in its design or previous analysis
has been fauTty.185

Nonetheless, this research has predicated a large extent of
its design upon the utility of the concept of social responsibility.
And within the limitations these problems present and the need for
caution in regard to conclusions about social responsibility, the con-
cept is employed in this study. A summated rating scale of social
responsibility was used in the manner of Berkowitz and Lutterman.

The distribution of scores186 on the Berkowitz and Lutterman
Social Responsibility Scale from the present sample ranged from a

minimum of 8 to a maximum of 22. The raw data show that the scores

fall well above the midpoint of the scale. The mean for the frequency

185That is, the concept of social responsibility may in fact
be assumed to be valid yet techniques for measuring it accurately and
effectively have heretofore not been developed. |In effect, the Berko-
witz and Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale falls short of current
methodological standards for asserting that it is indeed a scale.

1865coring the social responsibility scale consisted of assign-
ing the values 1 through 5 to the scale items from the most to the
least responsible answer with three being assigned to the undecided
response. Scoring was done in this manner in the absence of specifi-
cally requested information from Lutterman concerning the scoring of
the scale. Explicitly, the scoring process assigned low numeric
values to high responsibility so that a score of 8 is interpreted as
most responsible and 40 least responsible considering raw data.
Granted this scoring system, the minimum score from a '"'usable'’ inter-
view could be no less than 8 nor could the maximum be greater than 40.
By ''usable' is meant that in order for the responses to the scale to
be considered the respondent must have answered all eight items. This
procedure was intended to reduce (if possible) the possibility of low
score (high responsibility) simply by not answering one or more ques-
tions that could occur with a summated rating scale.
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distribution is a score of 14.0 and the median found at 13.75. For
the purpose of later analysis, the Social Responsibility Scale scores
were dichotomized at the mean with high responsibility scores below
the mean and low responsibility scores above the mean. Thus, it is
possible to suggest that social responsibility as it has been measured
in this sample is quite high although it has been dichotomized like
the knowledge of community-based correctional programs and knowledge
of institutional correctional programs variables for analytic purposes.

In order to understand social responsibility as a characteris-
tic of the community, presentation of the distribution of social
responsibility will be presented below. When social responsibility is
considered in terms of selected demographic variables several inter-
esting findings appear. For example, Table 12 shows that nearly two-
thirds of the males interviewed (39 respondents) and about 54% (19
respondents) of the females interviewed scored in the high responsible
category. Fifty-two percent of the people below the median age and
65% of those above the sample age median scored in the high responsi-
bility category. |In regard to the respondents' expressing a religious
preference, among those who did, 62.9% were high scorers while only
25.0% of those with no religious preference were in the same scoring
category. Education level showed a clear tendency for high responsi-
bility scores to be associated with educational achievement above the
sample median level of 14.467 years of education. Specifically, of
the 58 high responsible scorers 60.3% had achieved educational levels

above the sample median and represented 71.4% of all those sampled



Distribution of Social Responsibility by
Demographic Variables

Table 12
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Demographic Variable

Social Responsibility Scores

by Category High Low Total

Sex Female 19 (54.3) 16 (45.7) 35 (35.7)
Male 39 (61.9) 24 (38.1) 63 (64.3)

Age Below Median 24 (52.2) 22 (47.8) 46 (46.9)
Above Median 34 (65.4) 18 (34.6) 52 (53.1)

Religion Religion 56 (62.9) 33 (37.1) 90 (91.8)
No Religion 2 (25.0) 6 (75.0) 8 ( 8.2)

Educational Below Median 23 (46.9) 26 (53.1) kg (50.0)
Level Above Median 35 (71.4) 14 (28.6) 49 (50.0)
Marital Status Married 41 (65.1) 22 (34.9) 63 (64.3)
Not Married 17 (48.6) 18 (51.4) 35 (35.7)

Total Number Below Median 28 (57.1) 21 (42.9) kg (50.0)
of Children Above Median 30 (61.2) 19 (38.8) 49 (50.0)
Total Number of Below Median 34 (57.6) 25 (42.4) 59 (60.2)
Children at Home Above Median 24 (61.5) 15 (38.5) 39 (39.8)
Employment Unemployed 10 (52.6) 9 (47.4) 19 (19.8)
Status Employed 47 (61.0) 30 (39.0) 77 (80.2)
Income Below Median 27 (60.0) 18 (40.0) L5 (49.5)
Above Median 26 (56.5) 20 (43.5) 46 (50.5)
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with educational achievements greater than the median. Married
respondents were more clearly divided between the high and low respon-
sibility categories than were unmarried respondents. That is, among
the married respondents, 65.1% were high scorers compared to only
48.6% of unmarried respondents in the same category. In terms of the
total number of children the respondents had, 61.2% of those with
above the sample median number of children were high responsibility
scorers, and 57.1% of those with less than the sample median number
of children were high scorers. More than sixty-two percent of the
respondents are recorded below the median number of children remaining
at home of whom 57.6% are high scorers; while, of those with more than
the median number of children at home, 61.5% are high scorers. Employ-
ment status reveals that of the 77 employed respondents, 47 (61.0%)
were high responsibility scorers and of the unemployed respondents,
52.6% were also high responsibility scorers. Although there were
slightly more persons above the sample income median (46 respondents),
the distribution of social responsibility shows slightly more high
responsible scorers (60.0% of those below the median income) below the
income median and slightly more low scorers (43.5% of those above the
median income) above the income median than below it. These findings
seem to contradict those of Berkowitz and Lutterman in terms of sex,
age, and education. They pointed out in their Wisconsin sample that
high social responsibility scores were associated with being ''female,...

187

youngest groups, ...and positively correlated with education."

187Berkowitz and Lutterman, op. cit., p. 175.
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It was found in this research that males and persons above the sample
median age score higher on the social responsibility scale and educa-
tion is negatively correlated with social re5ponsibility.188

The distribution of social responsibility scores for the addi-
tional independent variables is shown in Table 13. When the best way
to treat or rehabilitate was tabulated, it was found that thirty-nine
(62.9%) of the 62 respondents who chose the non-prison alternative
were high social responsibility scorers. |In fact, these 39 high
responsibles accounted for more than all those who chose the prison
alternative with high and low scores combined. More than half the
respondents (51 persons of whom 54.9% were high scorers) would not
object to a halfway house within three blocks while those preferring
its location elsewhere, 63.8% were also high scorers. The distribu-
tion of social responsibility scores in terms of what the emphasis in
corrections should be is weighted heavily in the direction of reinte-
gration. Forty (64.5%) of the 62 respondents who chose reintegration
were high responsibility scorers while the thirty-six respondents who
chose the non-reintegration alternative were divided evenly between
high and low scorers. |In terms of the percent of persons needing con-
finement for public safety, less respondents felt that fewer than
40.3% need confinement while more thought a greater percentage should

be confined. Comparison of high and low scorers shows more high

188The bi-serial correlation coefficients computed for the
social responsibility scale score and sex, age, and education level
are -0.12708, -0.21203, and -0.22537 respectively.



Distribution of Social Responsibility by Additional
Independent Variables

Table 13

128

Additional Independent Variable

Social Responsibility Scores

by Alternatives High Low Total
Best Way to Treat Non-Prison 39 (62.9) 23 (37.1) 62 (64.6)
or Rehabilitate Prison 17 (50.0) 17 (50.0) 34 (35.4)
Location of Within 3 blocks 28 (54.9) 23 (45.1) 51 (52.0)
Halfway House Other Part of Town 30 (63.8) 17 (36.2) 47 (48.0)
Emphasis in Reintegration 4o (64.5) 22 (35.5) 62 (63.3)
Corrections Non-Reintegration 18 (50.0) 18 (50.0) 36 (36.7)
Percent Need Less than Median 24 (52.2) 22 (47.8) 46 (49.5)
Confinement More than Median 29 (61.7) 18 (19.4) 47 (50.5)
Personally Known No 10 (52.86) 9 {(47.4) 19 (19.4)
Someone Who Com-  Yes 48 (60.8) 31 (39.2) 79 (80.6)

mitted a Crime
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scorers (29 persons) felt that more than the median (40.3%) needed
confinement. Of the 79 respondents who indicated having known scme-
one who committed a crime, forty-eight (60.8%) were high responsibility
scorers compared to the nineteen persons who did not know someone who
committed a crime of whom ten were also high scorers (52.6%).

The distribution of social responsibility has shown that there
is generally a willingness to help others even when nothing is expected
in return demonstrated by those interviewed. The exceptions to this
are among persons claiming no religious affiliation, below the sample
education median, and unmarried persons. |t appears that the range of
social responsibility scores is not normal but skewed to the high end
of its scoring range. While the social characteristics of the sample
indicate a moderately accurate portrayal of the population of Manhattan,
it would be assumed also that social responsibility as recorded by

these interviews is an accurate reflection of the population.

TESTING OF HYPOTHESES

Introduction. In this study attitudes have been characterized

as complex issues. The suggestion that there are attitudes toward the
reintegration of offenders into the community does not seem to escape
this complexity. To suggest that there are attitudes toward community-
based corrections implies that these attitudes have empirical bases

and reference points. Attitudes toward community-based corrections
have been introduced in terms of attitudes toward community-based cor-
rectional programs and attitudes toward community-based correctional

clients. The four hypotheses to be tested are:



130

1. Knowledge of community-based corrections, knowledge of
institutional correctional programs, and social responsi-
bility tend to affect attitudes toward cormunity-based
correctional programs (based upon knowledge);

2. Knowledge of community-based corrections, knowledge of
institutional correctional programs, and social responsi-
bility tend to affect attitudes toward community-based
clients (based upon knowledge);

3. Knowledge of community-based corrections, knowledge of
institutional correctional programs, and social responsi-
bility tend to affect attitudes toward community-based
correctional programs (based upon social responsibility);

L. Knowledge of community-based corrections, knowledge of
institutional correctional programs, and social responsi-
bility tend to affect attitudes toward community-based
correctional clients (based upon social responsibility).

These hypotheses will be presented with a short discussion of

the derivation of the dependent variable and then in terms of multiple

regression analysis.

Attitudes toward community-based corrections (based upon

knowledge). This first dependent variable was constructed from a list
of questions contained in the interview schedule. These questions
related specifically to issues concerning community-based correctional

programs which in addition to their attitudinal component also had a

89

knowledge dimension.1 The variable was derived from responses to

the following interview questions:

"Probation is more effective in changing offenders than a
term in the state penitentiary.

Halfway houses in the community provide better services to
the community and the offender than the state prison.

1 ; . ; . .
89The distribution of responses to each question is contained
in Appendix 5, Table 6.
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N
| would support a halfway house in my neighborhood.
My neighbors would support a halfway house in our neighbor-
hood.,
Regardless of the crime, prisons are a better place to reha-
bilitate criminals than the community in which they com-
mitted a crime.n130

1

These questions were factor analyzed to verify their theore-
tical unidimensionality. An interesting finding concerns what the
respondents replied when asked iIf their neighbors would support a half-
way house in their neighborhood. |t was found that 64.4% of the 101
respondents were undecided with only six respondents affirming neigh-
bor support and 28 denying that their neighbors would support such a
program. These findings cast doubt on the Louis Harris poll data sug-
gesting between 48-64% of his sample say their neighbors would support
a halfway house in their neighborhood as well as adding that no more

192

than 27% of any group would be in favor. Unlike the pervasive

190Questions 22, 23, 24, 25, and 38. It was felt that these
questions embodied an attitudinal component to which each respondent
could react to along a continuum from strongly agreeing to strongly
disagreeing with an undecided capability at the midpoint. The content
of the question seemed to warrant noting that the responses to the
questions could vary from respondent-to-respondent based upon their
level of knowledge. Since determining the knowledge base of the sample
is an essential component of this study, this seemed to point up the
need to analyze a dependent variable concerning programs (and later
clients) specifically in terms of one with a knowledge reference point.
To have done otherwise--that is treat attitudes as a simplistic or gen-
eric concept--would deny that salient issues affect attitudes or that
attitudes are not composites.

191:‘\ppendi)-< 5, Table 7 shows the specific factor loadings for
this dependent variable.

‘92Harris, op. cit., p. 17.
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negative response Harris found, these findings reflect ambivalence
among the respondents to suggest the feelings of their neighbors.

Attitude toward community-based corrections (based upon know-
ledge) was measured by using standardized factor scores in the same
manner used with measuring knowledge earlier. The standardized factor
scores for this measure of the attitudes toward community-based cor-
rectional programs (based upon knowledge) ranged from a minimum (most
positive attitude) of -2.115 to a maximum (most negative attitude) of
+2.816 and were based upon 98 useable cases.

Having outlined briefly the derivation of this dependent vari-
able, the multiple regression analysis of attitudes toward community-
based correctional programs (based upon knowledge) and its predictors
can proceed. Multiple regression analysis provides the capacity to

n193

'""Describe the linear dependence of attitudes toward community-based
correctional programs (based upon knowledge) on knowledge of institutional
correctional programs, knowledge of community-based correctional programs,
social responsibility, selected demographic and additional independent
variables. Multiple regression analysis will enable the relationships
between the independent and dependent variables to be discovered. As

a preliminary step in the stepwise multiple regression analysis, a

zero-order correlation coefficient matrix was prepared. Table 14

193Nie, et al., op. cit., p. 321.
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records the zero-order correlation matrix used in the multiple regres-
sion analysis which once presented will not be repeated for subsequent
dependent variables.

If the hypothesis is correct, knowledge of institutional cor-
rectional programs, knowledge of community-based correctional pro-
grams, and social responsibility should explain a significant amount
of the variance in attitudes toward community-based correctional pro-
grams (based upon knowledge). Table 15, which summarizes the results
of the multiple regression of this attitude. Data concerning the R2
change, Beta weight and F value for each independent variable entered
into the multiple regression equation are shown in the table. The
data displayed in Table 15 reveal that the attitude toward community-
based correctional programs (based upon social responsibility) accounts

194 this

for 16.994% of the variance in the dependent variable.
finding is one which indicates a close relationship between these
two attitudes. One might assume on the basis of the interaction between

the variables that to a large extent the explanation of attitudes toward

community-based correctional programs (based upon knowledge) can be

19l‘lThe reader might be interested in several points concerning
the relationship between the various independent and dependent vari-
ables selected for use in these multiple regression analyses. First,
both the stated independent and dependent variables (except the depen-
dent variable being regressed) have been entered stepwise into each
multiple regression analysis. Secondly, the reader may note that an
interesting set of zero-order correlation coefficients (see Table 14
above) were computed for the first three dependent variables. These
correlations are rather high and the intercorrelations are positive.
An explanation for this may be the fact that these dependent variables
are related in terms of actually measuring attitudes in general and
the variance between them is an indication of their tapping different
facets of the complex attitudes toward community-based corrections.
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explained by the respondents' parallel attitude toward community-based
correctional programs (based upon social responsibility). In fact, a
statistically significant difference exists between these two vari-
ables (as shown in Appendix 5, Table 8), although forty-three (44.3%)
of 97 respondents scored in the positive attitude category for both
variables. [t appears from the F value of 14.33130 which is signifi- '
cant {P > .001) that attitudes toward community-based correctional (
programs (based upon social responsibility) are very salient to the
dependent variable being analyzed. An additional point to be made is
one concerning the standardized regression coefficient (beta weight)
computed for this independent variable. The beta weight (+0.27601)
also indicates that positive attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon
social responsibility} will tend to produce a positive attitude toward
CBC programs (based upon knowledge).

The knowledge of the institutional correctional programs was
found to account for 2.9% of the variance in the respondents' atti-
tudes toward community-based correctional programs (based upon know-
ledge). When attitudes toward CBC programs are looked at in terms of
various levels of knowledge of institutional correctional programs,
(see Appendix 5, Table 9), thirty-two percent of the sample is found
to be both high knowledge and positive attitude scorers, although
nearly 27% (24 persons) of the sample while expressing positive atti-
tudes are low knowledge scorers. The F value computed (8.58307) was
significant at the P > .001 level suggesting that what the community

knows about institutional corrections has more than a mere chance
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effect upon their attitudes. The beta weight indicates that as know-
ledge of institutional correctional programs increases attitudes toward
community-based correctional programs (based upon knowledge) will
increase ty +0.07635.

Wher attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge) are
entered into the equation, they tend to explain 3.0% of the variance
in attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge). Although
there is a considerable amount of interaction between these two vari-
ables, not only is the F value (6.75407) significant at the P > .001
level but the differences between the distribution of responses are
statistically significant as well (see Appendix 5, Table 10). What
this means is that the 3.0% variance in attitudes toward CBC programs
(based upon knowledge) explained by attitudes toward CBC clients /
(based upon knowledge) did not occur by chance. Thus how the respon-
dents felt about community-based correctional clients given a know-
ledge frame of reference, seems to affect their attitudes toward com- [
munity-based correctional programs. Also, there was a clear tendency
to indicate either a positive attitude on both variables or a negative
attitude on both. This tendency is statistically demonstrated in the
beta weight equaling +0.20304.

The variable indicating that the best treatment occurs through
non-prison alternatives enter the stepwise multiple regression next.
The choice of non-prison alternatives for treating criminals tends to
explain 2.5% of the variance in attitudes toward community-based cor-

rectional programs (based upon knowledge). In fact, 62 respondents
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sampled (see Appendix 5, Table 11), chose the non-prison alternative
of whom L0 persons (64.5%) had positive attitudes. Of the 34 respon-
dents who chose the prison response only 41.2% had positive attitudes.
The F value of 5.75002 was significant at the P > .001 level and a
beta weight of +0.25653 was recorded.

The first of the demographic variables to enter the regression
equation for this dependent variable was the total number of children
at home. The total number of children at home variable tends to
explain 2.8% of the variance in attitudes toward community-based cor-
rectional programs (based upon knowledge). The relationship between
these variables expressed by the beta weight (+0.44449) is one sug-
gesting that as the number of children increases at home, positive
attitudes tend to increase. The fact that the number of children at
home is related to attitudes toward community-based correctional pro-
grams (based upon knowledge) is statistically significant at the
P > .001 level when the F value is 5.24482. It was found that income
is inversely related to attitudes toward community-based correctional
programs (based upon knowledge). That is, as income increases for
this dependent variable attitudes tend to become negative. A beta
weight of -0.20164 verifies this relationship.

Income also accounts for a statistically significant amount of
the variance in this dependent variable. R2 change has been reported
as equaling 4.77% of the variance and an F value equaling 5.38673
(P > .001). Of the 46 respondents with incomes below the sample

median, 60.9% expressed positive attitudes toward this dependent
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variable while, as Appendix 5, Table 12 shows, among the 45 above the
income median, 62.2% had comparable attitudes.

The multiple regression analysis indicates a positive rela-
tionship between the percent of criminals the sample feels need con-
finement and attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge).

The relationship is stated in terms of the less criminals the sample
feels need to be confined the more positive the attitude. This rela-
tionship is expressed mathematically by a beta weight equaling +0.21584.
This independent variable explains a statistically significant amount
of the variance in the dependent variable. R2 change (reported in per-
cent) equals 3.1% and the F value is 5.22663 (P > .001). The distri-
bution of attitudes by percent needing confinement (see Appendix 5,
Table 11) reveal those choosing less than the median tend to have posi-
tive attitudes while those choosing more than the median express nega-
tive attitudes. It may be assumed that as knowledge of offenders who
are imprisoned increases the number thought needing confinement will
decrease and attitudes will concomittantly become more positive.

It was found that 1.6% of the variance in attitudes toward
community-based correctional programs (based upon knowledge) could be
explained by the marital status of the respondents. By looking at the

beta weight (-0.19727)195 computed for this step in the regression,

195The sign of the beta weight for such nominal variables
(i.e., sex, religion, marital status, and employment status) is only
meaningful in terms of the nominal categories which produce such a
mathematical relationship. |In this case, since the categories were
dichotomized into married and unmarried the sign is simply an arti-
fact denoting one category and not another.
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being unmarried is associated with positive attitudes toward CBC pro-
grams (based upon knowledge). Although only a small amount of variance
is explained by marital status, the F value, 4.83412, is significant at
the P > .001 level.

The question of the acceptability of locating a halfway house
within a three block radius rather than in another part of town
accounts for 1.1% of the variance in the dependent variable. The
association between program location and attitude, while not very
strong (beta weight equals +0.12271), illustrates that the more willing
respondents are to accept a community-based correctional program in
their neighborhood the more their attitudes tend to be positive. The
F value computed for this variable was 4.44819 (P > .001). The fre-
quency distribution for these variables (see Appendix 5, Table 11)
shows that of 52 persons interviewed with positive attitudes, 67.3%
were willing to locate the program within three blocks, while of the
46 respondents desiring location in another part of town only 45.7%
had a positive attitude.

Being employed was associated with a positive attitude toward
CBC programs (based upon knowledge) shown by the beta weight equaling
+0.12961. Employment status tends to explain a little more than 1%
of the variance in the dependent variable (R2 change = 0.01159). The
statistical significance of these findings exceed the P > .001 level
with F = 4.13403. Cross-tabulated data (see Appendix 5, Table 12)
indicate the tendency for positive attitudes to be associated with

being employed where of 77 employed respondents, 47 (61.0%) scored
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positive attitudes and of 19 unemp]oyéd respondents only eight (42.1%)
were recorded with the same attitude.

The final independent variable to be detailed explicitly for
this dependent variable is age. The age of the respondents tends to
explain slightly more than 1% of the variance (R2 change = 0.01181)
in attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge). The beta
weight computed for this variable (+0.15197) indicates that as age
increases attitudes also will tend to become positive. Again, a sta-
tistically significant (P > .001) relationship exists between these
two variables (F = 3.59426) indicating that the relation between
increasing age and more positive attitudes is not a result of chance.

The remaining variables contained in Table 15 do not explain
more than 1% of the variance each in the dependent variable and will
not be explicitly detailed here. All of the remaining variables had
F values computed with a statistical level of significance of P » .001
except religion whose F value was significant at the P > .05 level. It
is also noteworthy, in terms of attitudes toward community-based cor-
rectional programs (based upon knowledge), that the major independent
variables--knowledge of community-based corrections programs and social
responsibility--accounted for only negligible amounts of variance
(0.04% and 0.13% respectively) in the dependent variable.

Considering all of the variables entered into the stepwise
multiple regression analysis of attitudes toward community-based cor-
rectional programs (based upon knowledge) a total of 43.543% (Rz =

0.43543) of the variance in this dependent variable has been explained.
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In terms of accepting or rejecting the hypothesis that knowledge of
community-based corrections, knowledge of institutional correcticnal
programs, and sccial responsibility tend to affect attitudes toward
community-based correctional programs (based upon knowledge) several
points may be made. First, it may be stated that the multiple regres-
sion analysis of the dependent variable shows that knowledge of com-
munity~based correcticnal forms and social responsibility explained a
statistically significant amount of variance. However, when the
reported R2 change for each of these main independent variables is
examined and interpreted, they have only a minimal effect upon and shed
little Tight on the composition of the dependent variable. Yet it was
found that knowledge of institutional correctional programs explains
about 3% of the variance. Secondly, while a case exists for sustain-
ing the hypothesis statistically, there is considerable doubt that
knowledge of community-based correctional programs and social respon-
sibility contribute to our understanding the composition of attitudes
toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge}. These findings suggest
that for attitudes toward community-based correctional programs (based
upon knowledge) in terms of knowledge and social responsibility, only
knowledge of institutional correctional programs specifically makes a
real difference. As for knowledge of community-based correctional
programs, it seems that whether or not the respondents have any know-
ledge of community-based correctional programs is immaterial to under-
standing their attitudes toward community-based correctional programs

(based upon knowledge). The data presented above show that attitudes
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toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge), attitudes toward CBC pro-
grams (based upon social responsibility), and attitudes toward CBC
clients (based upon social responsibility) taken together explain
nearly 21% of the variance in attitudes toward CBC programs (based
upon knowledge}. Also, the demographic variables and additional inde-
pendent variables account for 12.5% and 7.1% of the variance in atti-
tudes respectively. [t is apparent that the effects of these vari-
ables are far greater than the independent variables chosen initially.
The reasons for these findings is not entirely clear either from the |
data or literature. However, it is possible to suggest that the com-
plexity of attitudes in general and attitudes toward corrections in
particular partially accounts for the explanatory power of other atti-
tudes used as independent variables in the testing of the hypothesis.
As for the amount of variance explained by the demographic variables,
little insight is apparent. The only light they seem to shed is of a
descriptive nature (defining and outlining where positive or negative
attitudes might be anticipated). Finally, the additional independent
variables also explained a considerable amount of variance. These
variables seem interpretable only in descriptive terms also.

In summary, the hypothesis as stated is rejected (although
statistically significant amounts of variance are explained by know-
ledge of community-based correctional programs, knowledge of institu-
tional correctional programs, and social responsibility) for its fail-
ure to provide real insight into the composition of attitudes toward

community-based correctional programs (based upon knowledge).
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Attitudes toward cormunity-based correctional clients (based

upon knowledoge). As with the first dependent variable this variable

was constructed from several questions contained in the interview

196

schedule. The questions listed below were felt to embody, in addi-
tion to their basic function of soliciting attitudes about correctional
clients, some test of the respondents' knowledge about correctional
clients. This purpose was sought regardless of whether or not the
attitudes were expressed on the basis of the respondents having cor-
rect or incorrect information. For example, the questions used in the
construction of this variable were:

""Most persons released from prison or under correctional super-
vision in the community can be expected to be law-abiding
citizens.

The crime rate will increase if convicted criminals are
treated in the community rather than prison.

Treating convicted criminals in the community will encourage
others to commit crimes.

The good influence this community would have on the residents
of a community-based correctional program is outweighed 197
by the threat that these criminals pose to our society."

The questions were factor analyzed to ascertain their underlying inter-
relationships (Appendix 5, Table 14 shows the factor loadings for this
dependent variable). Subsequently, the dependent variable was measured

by computing standardized factor scores. The factor scores computed

for the dependent variable--attitudes toward community-based correctional

196The distribution of responses to each question is contained
in Appendix 5, Table 13.

197Questions 32, 34, 35, and 41. The premise behind this group
of questions was to attempt to isolate a number of questions which would
solicit attitudinal responses which could be affected by how much the
respondents knew about correctional clients.
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clients (based upon knowledge)--ranged from a minimum (positive atti-
tude) score of -1.671 to a maximum {negative attitude) score of +2.511
computed for 100 useable cases. Having hypothesized that the know-
ledge of community-based corrections and social responsibility tend to
affect attitudes toward community-based correctional clients (based
upon knowledge), the multiple regression analysis of these variables
can be examined. |f the hypothesis stated above is to be sustained,
then knowledge of community-based corrections and social responsibility
will be shown through multiple regression to be important factors influ-
encing the dependent variable.

The relative importance of the various independent variables
entered into the multiple regression of attitudes toward community-
based correctional clients (based upon knowledge} is shown in Table
16. The independent variable--attitude toward CBC programs (based
upon social responsibility) apparently explains the largest amount of
variance in the attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge)

198 The beta weight computed equals

with an R2 change equaling 0.19193.
+0.31505 which indicates a strong positive relationship between these
two variables. That is, as attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon
social responsibility) become more positive so too will attitudes

toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge). The 19.1% of the variance

in attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge) explained by

198The reader is reminded of the high positive intercorrela-
tions between these two variables and a later variable--attitudes
toward community-based correctional programs (based upon knowledge)
(see Table 14).
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this independent variable is significant at the P > .001 level with a
computed F value equaling 16.62607.

Married persons were found to be most likely to be associated
with having a positive attitude toward CBC clients (based upon know-
ledge). The distribution of marital status by attitudes toward CBC
clients (based upon knowledge) (see Appendix 5, Table 15) tabulates
in the married group (consisting of 65 respondents) a total of 38
(58.5%) persons with positive attitudes. Among the 35 unmarried

respondents, 23 (65.7%) indicated negative attitudes. These differ-

EEE e ]
1

ences are statistically significant at the P > .03 level based upon a i §<“

corrected chi-square of 4.39560, df=1. This finding is substantiated

by a beéa weight of +0.17038. The marital status of the respondents
accounts for 6.2% of the variance in the dependent variable (R2 change
equals 0.06213) which is significant at the P > .001 level determined
by an F value of 11.75045.

It was found that there was a positive relationship between
the desire to confine less than 40% of the persons presently confined
and attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge). The beta
weight for this variable was computed at +0.18152. Among those 48
respondents who thought that less than 40% of persons need confinement,
60.4% had positive attitudes. On the other hand, 61.7% of those (47
respondents) who thought that more than 40% ought to be confined (see
Appendix 5, Table 16). These findings based upon a corrected chi-
square of 3.80505, df=1 were statistically significant at the P > .05

level. The desire on the part of the respondents to confine less than
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L0% of persons confined tends explains about 3.4% (R2 change = 0.03467)
of the variance in the attitudes the respondents expressed toward CBC
clients (based upon knowledge). |t is noteworthy that these findings
are also significant at the P > .001 level verified by the reported F
value equaling 9.20134.

When the independent variable knowledge of community-based
correctional programs was entered into the multiple regression, it was
found to explain a statistically significant amount of variance (4.2%)
in the dependent variable (F = 8.28358, P » .001). The beta weight
(-0.14523) indicates that as knowledge of community-based correctional
programs increases, attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge)
tend to become negative among those sampled. Among the 47 respondents
with positive attitudes only 20 were high knowledge scorers while among
the 44 negative attitude respondents 26 were high scorers (see Appendix
5, Table 17).

The next independent variable that entered the multiple regres-
sion was the attitude toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge).
Attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge) tend to explain
nearly 2.5% (R® change = 0.02478) of the variance in attitudes toward
CBC clients (based upon knowledge). Of the 56 respondents with posi-
tive attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge), 37 (66.1%)
had positive attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge) while
among the 42 respondents with negative attitudes toward CBC clients
(see Appendix 5, Table 10) 31 (73.8%) respondents also had a negative

attitude toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge). These findings,
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based upon an F value of 7.28358, were statistically significant at
the P > .001 level. The beta weight indicated a positive tendency for
respondents to indicate a positive attitude on both variables. That
is, if a person has a positive attitude toward CBC programs (based
upon knowledge), he is apt to express a positive attitude toward CBC
clients (based upon knowledge).

The income level of the sample was found to have a significant
impact upon attitudes toward clients (based upon knowledge). Income
explains a small 1.7% (R® change = 0.01706) of the variance in the
dependent variable. Even though this small amount of variance is
explained by income, the F value (6.43751) indicates that it exceeds
the P > .001 level of statistical significance. Also, as Appendix 5,
Table 15 shows, it was found that of the 46 persons who had incomes
below the sample median 63.0% expressed negative attitudes and 68.1%
of those (32 respondents) with incomes above the sample median had
positive attitudes (corrected chi square = 7.83105, df=1, P > .0051).
The beta weight for the regression analysis (+0.17183) verifies the
correlation between these variables indicating that as income increases
attitudes tend to become more positive.

The last independent variable in the regression of attitudes
toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge) to explain more than 1% of
the variance in the dependent variable is the sex of the respondents.
Being female is associated with a positive attitude toward CBC clients
(based upon knowledge) in this research. The beta weight (-0.09901)

shows this rather weak relationship between sex and attitudes. The
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sex of the respondents tends to explain slightly more than 1% (Rz
change = 0.01051) of the variance in attitudes toward CBC clients
(based upon knowledge). Although the amount of explained variance is
small, it does represent a statistically significant portion of the
variance in the dependent variable (F = 4.55638, P > .001).

The seven variables presented above explain more than 38% of
the variance in the attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon know-
ledge). Each of the seven variables presented explained at least 1%
of the variance in the dependent variable. Each of the remaining vari-
ables summarized in Table 16 do not explain more than 1% each of the
variance in attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge) and
will not be explicitly detailed here. It is important to note that
while these remaining variables do not explain more than 1% of the var-
iance in the dependent variable, what variance they do explain (% = R2
change x 100) is statistically significant in all remaining cases at
the P > .001 level except the variable concerning reintegration as the
emphasis in correction which was statistically significant at the
P > .05 level. It is also noteworthy in terms of this dependent vari-
able that the independent variables knowledge of institutional correc-
tional programs and social responsibility had negligible effects on
attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge). When the effects
of all the variables entered into the multiple regression analysis of
attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge) are summed, a total

of 41.7% (R2 = 0.41777) of the variance in the dependent variable is

accounted for.
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The hypothesis stating that knowledge of community-based cor-
rections and social responsibility tend to affect attitudes toward CBC
clients (based upon knowledge) can be statistically sustained based
upon the data presented. Acceptance of the hypothesis is based upon
the statistically significant (P > .001) amounts of variance explained
by knowledge of institutional corrections (0.47%), knowledge of commun-
ity-based corrections (4.21%) and social responsibility (0.28%). As
with the discussion of the previous dependent variable there is a sta-
tistical basis for sustaining the hypothesis exists. However, when
such small amounts of explained variance are questioned for their con-
tribution to understanding attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon
knowledge), their significance is doubtful. Knowledge of community-
based correctional programs is an exception to be noted because of the
important part (4.21% of the variance in attitudes toward CBC clients
(based upon knowledge) it explains. In looking at the other variables
as groups of variables presented in the multiple regression analysis of
attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge), greater amounts of
variance can be accounted for than was explained by the main independent
variables. For example, 21.9% of the variance in the dependent variable
is explained by attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge),
attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social responsibility), and
attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility). Again,
the complexity of attitudes in general and the interrelationship between
attitudes toward corrections seems to account for the large contribution

of these attitudes in the explanation of the variance in the dependent
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variable. Also, the demographic variables used in the stepwise multi-
ple regression were found to be collectively important by explaining
10.4% of variance in attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon know-
ledge). The importance of these demographic variables is not readily
apparent in substantive terms either from the data or the literature.
They appear to become substantive factors which are descriptive of
particular influences on the dependent variable. Finally, the data
also suggest that a major influence on the dependent variable are the
additional independent variables. These variables, explaining 4.46%
of the variance, are also important in terms of their descriptive
power collectively.

In summary, the hypothesis would be statistically retained
however rejected because of its general failure to explain the vari-
ance in attitudes toward community-based correctional clients (based

upon knowledge).

Attitudes toward community-based correctional programs (based

upon social responsibility). The third dependent variable to be pre-

sented in these findings concerns attitude toward community-based cor-
rectional programs (based upon social responsibility). As with the
presentation of the previous dependent variables, the attitude toward
community-based correctional programs (based upon social responsibil-
ity) variable was constructed from a series of interview questions.

199

These questions were chosen because they explicitly referred to

199The distribution of responses to each question is contained
in Appendix 5, Table 18.
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community-based correctional progrems as well as relating to a willing-
ness to help without the expectation of reciprocity--social responsi-
bility. The variable was constructed from the following interview
questions:

"I would rather support a tax increase to build a new state
prison than give the same amount to a group organizing
a community-based correcticnal program.

| would be willing to help those operating a community-based
correctional program, if they asked for my help.

I would like to volunteer for special community projects that
assist other people.

Prison and jail inmates should selectively be allowed to work,
go to school, and seek medical care in the community
during the day returning to prison or jail at night.

| would rather support a tax increase for additional educa-
tional programs in the state prison than for an_inmate
or parolee to attend school in the community."

In order to ascertain whether or not these questions actually measure
one attitude they were factor analyzed. The factor loadings (see
Appendix 5, Table 19) were sufficient to assume that this group of
questions indexed attitudes toward community-based correctional pro-
grams (based upon social responsibility). As a result of factor anal-
ysis, a set of standardized factor scores were derived to measure the
responses to the series of questions composing attitudes toward com-

munity-based correctional programs (based upon social responsibility).

The standardized factor scores computed for this dependent variable

200Questions 26, 27, 39, 40, and 42. These questions were felt
to intuitively embody an attitudinal component specifically addressing
what the respondents felt about community-based correctional programs.
Also, the questions seemed to probe the willingness to assist cormunity-
based corrections. By constructing the questions in such a way it may
be possible to ascertain a particular facet of attitudes toward commun-
ity-based corrections--attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social
responsibility).
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ranged from a minimum (most positive attitude) of -1.480 to a maximum
(most negative attitude) of +2.356 based upon 99 useable cases.

With this brief summary of the derivation of the variable out-
lined, the multiple regression of attitudes toward community-based
correctional programs (based upon social responsibility) can be pre-
sented. The relationship between the dependent and independent vari-
ables is noted in the hypothesis: Knowledge and social responsibility
affect attitudes toward community-based correctional programs (based
upon social responsibility). Multiple regression analysis of the
dependent variable and its predictors will indicate whether or not
this indeed is the case.

The statistical summary of the amount of variance explained
by particular predictor variables, beta weights, and F values for this
dependent variable are shown in Table 17.

When attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge) is
entered into the regression analysis, it tends to explain a little
more than 19% (R2 change = 0.19193) of the variance in the dependent

201 The beta weight indicates a strong positive relationship

variable.
between a positive attitude toward CBC clients (based upon knowiedge)
and a positive attitude toward CBC programs (based upon social respon-

sibility). That is, if a respondent has a positive attitude toward

2 . . , ;
01Agaln some interaction is seen between the set of dependent

variables when they are used as independent variables in the multiple
regression. Again the reader is cautioned to recall the high positive
intercorrelations between the dependent variables.
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the former, it is likely that he will also express a positive attitude
on the latter. The 19% of variance explained by this predictor vari-
able is unlikely resulting from chance evidenced by the high F value
computed at 16.62607, P » .001. This statistically significant rela-
tionship can be amplified by examining the data (see Appendix 5, Table
20) revealing that of the 49 respondents with positive attitudes
toward clients {based upon knowledge), 39 respondents also have posi-
tive attitudes toward programs (based upon social responsibility).
Also, of the (50 respondents) with negative attitudes toward clients
(based upon knowledge), 29 were found to have concommitant negative
attitudes toward programs (based upon social responsibility).

About 8% of the variance (R2 change = 0.08153) in attitudes
toward community-based correctional programs (based upon social
responsibility) is explained by the attitudes toward CBC programs
(based upon knowledge).202 Forty-three of 55 respondents with posi-
tive attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge) had a posi-
tive attitude toward CBC programs (based upon social responsibility).
Among the forty-two respondents who reacted negatively toward the
predictor variable, 26 had a parallel negative attitude toward CBC
programs (based upon social responsibility). These crosstabulated
findings indicated significant differences (see Appendix 5, Table 8)
between the two variables when a corrected chi square was computed

equaling 14.42175, df=1, P > 0.0001. The beta weight (+0.29190)

202, _. g
Again these findings and large amounts of R2 change
explained by this predictor variable may in part be due to high inter-
correlation between these two variables.
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indicated a moderately strong tendency for respondents to express a
positive attitude on the predictor variable and subsequently a posi-
tive attitude toward CBC programs (based upon social responsibility).
The amount of explained variance in the dependent variable was found
to be significant where F = 12,98550, P > .001.

The choice of reintegration as the emphasis in corrections
seems to explain about 3% (R2 change = 0.02995) of the variance in
attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social responsibility).
Among the 62 respondents who chose reintegration as the correctional
emphasis 71.0% had positive attitudes while 56.8% (21 respondents)
who chose non-reintegration expressed negative attitudes (see Appen-
dix 5, Table 21).2%% The F value corputed (9.87278) Indleatas that
the explanation of nearly three percent of the variance in the depen-
dent variable is significant at the P > .001 level. The data indi-
cate that there is a tendency for persons who choose reintegration
to also have a positive attitude and for those choosing non-reintegra-
tion to express a negative attitude evidenced by the beta weight
equaling +0.19608.

Employment status was the next variable to enter the multiple
regression analysis of attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon
social responsibility). In terms of employment status, it seems that

the two and one-half percent of the variance (R2 change = 0.02547) is

203The corrected chi-square computed for this crosstabulation
equals 6.34398, df=1, P> .01.
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explained by being unemployed. The beta weight of -0.07420 shows a
slight tendency in the direction of associating positive attitudes
toward CBC programs (based upon social responsibility) with being
unemployed.zou The 2.5% of the variance in the dependent variable
explained by the employment status of the respondents seems to be a
bona fide estimation of its impact on the dependent variable judging
from the large F value equaling 8.20838, P > .001.

The final variable entering the multiple regression analysis
of attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social responsibility)
explaining more than one percent of the variance in these attitudes
is the attitude toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility).

205

Unlike the other dependent variables which when intercorrelated
have high correlation coefficients (see Table 14), this variable is
not highly intercorrelated with the others. This variable while
explaining only about 1.5% (R2 change = 0.01471) of the variance in

attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social responsibility) may

be of greater value to understanding attitudes toward community-based

ZOhThe data in Appendix 5, Table 22 do not show this tendency
clearly. For example the chi-square testing the differences between
observed and expected frequencies is 0.00527, df=1, P > NS. However,
the non-significant Kendall tau = 0.01488 tends to show the possibility
of the relationship between unemployed status and positive attitudes.
Further complication can be expressed in terms of the number of unem-
ployed respondents only totaling 19 persons.

205That is, attitudes toward CBC programs (knowledge)}, atti-
tudes toward CBC clients (knowledge), and attitudes toward CBC pro-
grams (social responsibility) are the other dependent variables.
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corrections because of its apparent independence of the other depen-
dent variables. Additionally, the F value equaling 6.90957, P > .001,
reveals that the variance explained is not simply due to chance. The
beta weight (+0.1907Lk) shows a moderate tendency for respondents with
positive attitudes on the predictor variable to also have positive
attitudes on the criterion variable. For example, of the 51 respon-
dents with positive attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social
responsibility) and of the 59 respondents with positive attitudes
toward CBC programs (based upon social responsibility), thirty-five
respondents had a positive attitude toward either CBC programs (based
upon social responsibility) or CBC clients (based upon social respon-
sibility) respectively (see Appendix 5, Table 23).

The remaining fourteen variables which were included in the
stepwise multiple regression of attitudes toward CBC programs (based
upon social responsibility) did not explain more than one percent of
the variance in this dependent variable each. While the predictor
variables described in paragraphs above explained more than 34.3% of
the variance in the dependent variable, the fourteen remaining vari-
ables account for a little more than 6% of the total variance explained
(R2 = 0.40483). While these remaining predictor variables will not
be detailed individually, those variables between sex and education
level listed in Table 17, each explains amounts of variance which are
significant at the P > .001 level. Those variables between marital
status and income shown in Table 17, explain amounts of R2 change

significant at the P > .05 level. |t is interesting to note that the
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F value for knowledge of community-based correctional programs was
insufficient for its being included in the stepwise multiple regres-
sion of attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social responsibility).

The third hypothesis stating that knowledge and social respon-
sibility tend to affect attitudes toward community-based correctional
programs (based upon social responsibility) should only be tentatively
sustained on statistical grounds, The reason for only tentative
acceptance of the hypothesis is that, while knowledge of institutional
programs explains 0.18% of the variance and social responsibility
explains another 0.44%, knowledge of community-based programs did not
explain any variance in the dependent variable. Although the amount
of variance explained by knowledge of institutional correctional pro-
grams and social responsibility are statistically significant, complete
acceptance of the hypothesis does not seem warranted because of the
finding regarding knowledge of community-based programs. Also, the
hypothesis is rejected on the grounds that knowledge of institutional
correctional programs, knowledge of community-based correctional pro-
grams and social responsibility fail to provide reasonable insight
(R2 change 3_1%) into attitudes toward community-based correctional
programs (based upon social responsibility).

It was shown that nearly 29% of the variance in the dependent
variable is explained by attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon
knowledge), attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon knowledge), and
attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility).

These variables have shown themselves to be of far greater importance
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to the explanation of the dependent variable than knowledge and social
responsibility.

Again the demographic variables provide both a statistical and
substantive insight into the dependent variable. From the substantive
perspective, the demographic variables seem to profile categories of
respondents likely or unlikely to possess positive or negative atti-
tudes.

Finally, the additional independent variables were also shown
to make both statistically and substantively important contributions
to explaining the attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social
responsibility).

In summary, the hypothesis that knowledge and social responsi-
bility tend to affect attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social
responsibility) can only be tentatively accepted statistically while
rejected in terms of explaining the composition of the attitudes being

analyzed.

Attitudes toward community-based correctional clients (based

upon social responsibility). The final dependent variable subjected

to stepwise multiple regression analysis presented in these findings
concerns attitudes toward community-based correctional clients (based
upon social responsibility). This variable, like all of the three
previous dependent variables was constructed from a serjes of ques-

§ 206 . . v
tions used in the interview schedule. The questions were grouped

206 . . .
The distribution of responses to each question is contained

in Appendix 5, Table 24,
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together to form this variable because of both their apparent question-
ing of the value position of the respondents toward CBC clients and
their willingness to assist CBC clients without expecting anything in

return. The questions from which this variable was constructed are the

following:

"I would not object to an ex-offender wishing to join a club
or organization to which | belong.

It is acceptable to me for my union or professional organiza-
tion to allow ex-offenders to join.

| would not object to an ex-offender wishing to join the same
church that | attend.

Ex-offenders should not be denied licenses to operate busi-
nesses requiring a license.

| would rather see offenders receive free college educations
in prisons than be selectively released to attend commun-
ity colleges,

| would rather help or assist the victims of a fire or storm
than a person who has been convicted of a crime.

For some reason, ! would like to be able to help a person who
has violated the law.

If I could, | would be willing to employ an ex-offender. 207

| would be willing to work side-by-side with an ex-offender."

As with the previous dependent variables, this group of interview ques-
tions was factor analyzed to determine whether or not they could be
interpreted as a scale of attitudes toward community-based correctional
clients (based upon social responsibility). The factor loadings (see
Appendix 5, Table 25) are sufficient to assume that this group of ques-
tions indexes attitudes toward community-based correctional clients

(based upon social responsibility). As a result of factor analysis,

207Questions 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 36, 37, 43, and 44. These
questions were constructed with the intention of soliciting the general
value position of the respondents which was measured by their response
to the Likert format. More importantly, the questions attempted to
ascertain the value position of the respondents toward clients in terms
of their willingness to help or assist the CBC client without expecting
anything in return.
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this dependent variable was measured by computing standardized factor
scores for each respondent., The factor scores computed for attitudes
toward community-based correctional clients (based upon social respon-
sibility) dependent variable ranged from a minimum (positive attitudes)
score of -2.252 to a maximum (negative attitude) score of 3.178 com-
puted for 98 useable cases.

The fourth working hypothesis chosen for this research states
that knowledge of community-based corrections and social responsibility
tend to affect attitudes toward community-based corrections. The
variables entered into the stepwise multiple regression analysis of
attitudes toward community-based correctional clients (based upon social
responsibility) are shown in Table 18.

The independent (demographic) variable sex tended to explain
8.7% (R2 change = 0.08703) of the variance in attitudes toward commun-
ity-based correctional clients (based upon social responsibility}. The
data show (see Appendix 5, Table 26) Lk.1% (15) of the females and
57.8% (37) of the males had positive attitudes toward community-based
correctional clients (based upon social responsibility). These data
and the beta weight (+0.26562) show the rather definite tendency for
positives attitudes on this variable to be associated with the males
sampled. The 8.7% of the variance explained by sex is statistically
significant at the P > .05 level based upon an F value equaling 6.67256.

It was found that 4,7% (R2 change = 0.04762) of the variance
in attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility) is

explained by responses to the question of how many prisoners need to
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be confined for public safety. The tendency is for respondents who
chose a percentage less than the sample median (40.375%) to have posi-
tive attitudes toward the criterion variable. The data (see Appendix
5, Table 27) show that of the 48 respondents choosing less than the
median 62.5% (30 persons) had positive attitudes while of the 46 respon-
dents choosing more than L40.375% needing confinement, 58.7% (27 persons)
had negative attitudes. The beta weight (+0.25210) shows the tendency
for positive attitudes to be associated with the feeling that fewer
than 40.375% of those confined need to be for public safety. The find-
ing of 4.7% of the variance being explained by responses to the percent
of prisoners needing confinement is unlikely a chance occurrance with
an F value equaling 5.36803, P > ,001.

The next variable entered into the stepwise multiple regression
of attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility) con-
cerned reintegration as the correctional emphasis. The choice of rein-
tegration as the emphasis in corrections tends to explain about 3.5%
(R2 change = 0.03518) of the variance in the dependent variable. The
amount of variance explained by the choice of reintegration as the
correctional emphasis was found to be statistically significant at the
P> .001 level when the F value was computed at 4.63692. What is
interesting about this variable is shown by the beta weight equaling
-0.21936. This finding indicates that positive attitudes are asso-
ciated with choosing non-reintegration as the correctional emphasis.
Conversely, negative attitudes are then associated with having chosen

reintegration as the intended correctional emphasis. The expected
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finding would have been for a positive beta weight indicating the
relationship between reintegration and positive attitudes. The data
(see Appendix 5, Table 27) show that of 63 respondents choosing rein-
tegration 50.8% (32 persons) had positive attitudes and the remaining
49.2% (31 persons) had negative attitudes. Among the 35 respondents
choosing non-reintegration, 57.1% (20 persons) had clearly positive
attitudes and 42.9% (15 persons) had negative attitudes.

Social Responsibility Scale totals were found to explain
nearly 4.0% (R2 change = 0.03907) of the variance in attitudes toward
community-based correctional clients (based upon social responsibility).
The 4.0% of variance in the dependent variable explained by Social
Responsibility Scale totals was statistically significant with the F
value equaling 4.42295, P » .001. Since chance is the unlikely explan-
ation of the amount of variance explained by Social Responsibility
Scores, the relationship characterized by the beta weight is important
to note. The beta weight for social responsibility scores (+0.33435)
indicates that there is a strong tendency for high social responsibil-
ity scores to be associated with positive attitudes toward CBC clients
(based upon social responsibility) and for low scores to be associated
with negative attitudes (see Appendix 5, Table 28).

Nearly two and one-half percent (R2 change = 0.02483) of the
variance in attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsi-
bility) can be attributed to the respondents' knowledge of institutional
correctional programs. This question of the respondents' ability to

identify institutional correctional programs and its impact on the
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dependent variable was found to be unlikely caused by chance because
the F value equaled 4.02620, P > .001. It is interesting to note the
nature of the relationship between knowledge of institutional correc-
tional programs and the dependent variable shown by the beta weight
computed as -0.15106. This beta weight implies that low knowledge of
institutional correctional programs is correlated with positive atti-
tudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility) and high
knowledge is associated with negative attitudes (see Appendix 5,

Table 29).

The next variable entering the multiple regression of atti-
tudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility) concerns
the location of a halfway house. Almost two percent (R2 change =
0.01944) of the variance in the dependent variable is explained by the
desire to locate a halfway house within three blocks of the respondents'
homes. This finding explaining 1.9% of the variance in the dependent
variable is statistically significant at the P > ,001 level with a
computed F value equaling 3.67231. It was found (see Appendix 5,
Table 27) that of the 50 respondents who would accept a halfway house
within 3 blocks, 31 (62.0%) had positive attitudes toward CBC clients
(based upon social responsibility). Also, twenty-seven respondents
(56.2%) of the 48 persons preferring its location in another part of
town had negative attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social
responsibility). The tendency this shows is reflected by the beta
weight for this independent variable equaling +0.13377. The interpre-

tation of this beta weight is that acceptance of a halfway house within
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three blocks is associated with positive attitudes toward CBC clients
(based upon social responsibility).

The respondents' attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon
knowledge) also tend to explain nearly two percent of the variance in
attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility) (R2
change = 0.01903). It is unlikely that chance alone explains the
2% of variance explained in the dependent variable when the F test
value computed at 3.41931 is found to be significant at the P > .001
level. It is noteworthy to point out that the beta weight equals
-0.15152, Such a beté weight means that it is likely for persons
with positive attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge) to
express negative attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social
responsibility). The data (see Appendix 5, Table 30) tend to disclose
this finding revealing 23 respondents of 55 (41.8%) while having posi-
tive attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon knowledge) had negative
attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility). Also,
19 respondents (46.3%) of 41 respondents with positive attitudes toward
clients (based upon social responsibility) concommitantly had negative
attitudes toward programs (based upon knowledge).

The next independent variable to enter the stepwise multiple
regression of attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social respon-
sibility) was attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social respon-
sibility). Attitudes toward CBC programs (based upon social respon-
sibility) tends to explain a significant (F = 3.39469, P > .001) 3%

2 g s
(R® change = 0.02903) of the variance in the dependent variable. The
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association between the independent and dependent variable is shown
by the beta weight equaling +0.20723. That is, there is a tendency
for respondents expressing a positive attitude toward CBC programs
(based upon social responsibility) to express a positive attitude
toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility). The data (see
Appendix 5, Table 23) reveal this relationship where it was found that
of 59 respondents with positive attitudes toward CBC programs (based
upon social responsibility) 35 persons (59.3%) had positive attitudes
toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility). Also, among
the 38 respondents with negative attitudes toward programs, 22
respondents (57.9%) had a similar negative attitude toward clients.

It was found that 1.3% of the variance in attitudes toward CBC
clients (based upon social responsibility) is explained by the respon-
dents' choice of non-prison alternatives as the best treatment. The
finding that R2 change = 0.01335 was significant at the P > .001 level
with F equaling 3.16168. The beta weight (-0.20276) reveals an inter-
esting tendency in the respondents' attitudes. The beta weight implies
that for those respondents choosing non-prison alternatives likely to
have a negative attitude toward CBC clients (based upon social respon-
sibility) are also likely to occur. Among those choosing prison alter-
natives, negative attitudes are expressed. The data (see Appendix 5,
Table 27) reveal that there is an equal likelihood to have a positive
or negative attitude when choosing non-prison alternatives; while
among the 35 respondents who chose the prison alternative, 57.1% had

positive attitudes toward the dependent variable.



The final independent (demographic) variable to be detailed in
the multiple regression of attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon
social responsibility) was employment status. Nearly 2% of the vari-
ance in attitudes toward CBC clients (based upon social responsibility)
was explained by the employment status of the respondents (R2 change
= 0.01905). The variance in the dependent variable explained by
employment status is statistically significant based upon an F value
computed at 3.05402, P > .001. The multiple regression data reveal a
beta weight of -0.11534 which indicates a tendency for positive atti-
tudes to be associated with being unemployed and negative attitudes
to be associated with being employed. The data (see Appendix 5, Table
26) also reveal that 57.9% of the unemployed respondents (19 persons)
had positive attitudes while only 51.9% of the employed respondents
(77 persons) had expressed the same attitude. Also, while only 42.1%
of the unemployed respondents expressed negative attitudes, 48.1% of
those employed were negatively inclined toward CBC clients (based upon
social responsibility).

The nine remaining variables shown in Table 18 do not explain
more than one percent of the variance in the dependent variable each.
Because of this, these independent variables will not be discussed
individually. It should be noted that the variance explained by the

variables discussed above amounts to 33.363% of the total explained

variance (R2 change 0.35783) in the dependent variable., The remain-
ing variables account for 2.42% of the variance. Table 18 also shows

that the level of statistical significance for religion and marital



171
status is P 2 .001; while for those variables between income and know-
ledge of community-based correctional programs P > .05. The amount of
variance explained by the variables between education level and age are
not statistically significant at the level of P > .05,

It was hypothesized that knowledge and social responsibility
tend to affect attitudes toward community-based correctional clients
(based upon social responsibility). This hypothesis can only be tenta-
tively sustained on statistical grounds. While knowledge of institu-
tional correctional programs and social responsibility explain nearly
2.5% and 4.0% of the variance in the dependent variable respectively,
knowledge of community-based corrections does not explain a statisti-
cally significant amount of variance. In terms of insight into the
composition of attitudes as hypothesized, the amounts of variance
explained by knowledge of institutional correctional programs and
social responsibility are large enough to assume that they have a real
effect on attitudes toward community-based correctional clients (based
upon social responsibility).

Although this is the case based upon the data, the effects of
the demographic variables, additional independent variables, and other
attitude variables cannot be overlooked. The demographic variables
(except education level, total number of children at home, and age)
explained statistically significant amounts of variance (12.76%) in
the dependent variable. The demographic variables are difficult to
interpret other than as descriptive of nominal group references. The

additional independent variables used in the regression analysis of
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this dependent variable collectively account for a statistically sig-
nificant 11.54% of the variance in attitudes toward community-based
correctional clients (based upon social responsibility). These addi-
tional independent variables are also difficult to interpret though
statistically important.

In summary, the hypothesis may be tentatively sustained sta-
tistically and in terms of the explanatory power of the independent

variables.

Summary of Findings

This section summarizes the findings of the study. It was
hypothesized that knowledge of community-based corrections and social
responsibility affect attitudes toward community-based corrections.

The derivation and analysis of both the independent and dependent vari-
ables were presented.

To examine the knowledge variable adequately, it was necessary
to measure both knowledge of community-based correctional programs and
knowledge of institutional correctional programs. |t was found that
the respondents tended to be slightly more knowledgeable of institu-
tional correctional programs than community-based correctional programs.
Knowledge of corrections, while lacking, is present in greater degrees
than earlier studies would suggest.

Scores derived from the Berkowitz-Lutterman Social Responsibil-
ity Scale tended to be high for the respondents sampled. The adequacy
of the Berkowitz-Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale as a ''true'

scale, however, was questioned by the findings. While the criteria
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for achieving an interval scale could not be achieved, steps were taken
in using it as an additive scale to reduce the chance of error.

The hypotheses were tested by means of stepwise multiple
regression analysis of the dependent variables. This approach allowed
one to determine the effects of knowledge of community-based correc-
tional programs, knowledge of institutional correctional programs, and
social responsibility on attitudes toward community-based corrections.
The effects of demographic variables and additional independent vari-
ables were also examined for their direct influence on the dependent
variables.

Regarding the hypothesis that knowledge of community-based
correctional programs, knowledge of institutional correctional programs,
and social responsibility tend to affect attitudes toward community-
based correctional programs (based upon knowledge) several findings
should be noted. The multiple regression analysis showed that 43.5%
of the variance in the dependent variable could be explained. |t was
found that the other dependent variables used as independent variables
explained nearly 21% of variance. The demographic variables explained
12.5% and the additional independent variables explained 7.1% of the
variance in the dependent variable. The contribution of the indepen-
dent variables was negligible except for the respondents' knowledge of
institutional correctional programs which explained about 3% of the
variance in the dependent variable. The hypothesis was sustained on
the basis of statistically significant amounts of variance being

explained by the independent variables; however, rejected for the
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failure of the independent variables to really provide insight into
the composition of attitudes toward community-based correctional pro-
grams (based upon knowledge).

It was found that 41.7% of the variance in the dependent vari-
able could be explained when the hypothesis that knowfedge of community-
based correctional programs, knowledge of institutional correctional
programs, and Social Responsibility Scale scores tend to affect atti-
tudes toward community-based correctional clients (based upon know-
ledge) was tested. The effects of the main independent variables
were negligible except for knowledge of community-based correctional
programs which explained about 4.21% of the variance. Greater contri-
butions were made to the understanding of the dependent variable by the
other dependent variables used as independent variables. The other
attitudes explained 21.9% of the total variance. The group of demo-
graphic variables explain 10.4% of the variance and the additional
independent variables accounted for 4.4% of the explained variance.
Because all the variance explained by the main independent variables
was statistically significant the hypothesis as stated could be sus-
tained. However, because the main independent variables do not con-
tribute to the understanding of the dependent variable, the hypothesis
is rejected.

The third hypothesis that knowledge of community-based correc-
tional programs, knowledge of institutional correctional programs, and
social responsibility tend to affect attitudes toward community-based
correctional programs (based upon social responsibility) can only be

tentatively sustained. Only slight amounts of variance, 0.18% and
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0.44% respectively, were explained by knowledge of institutional cor-
rectional programs and social responsibility. Knowledge of community-
based correctional programs explained none of the variance in the
dependent variable. The hypothesis is rejected on the basis of these
independent variables having little influence on the attitudes. How-
ever, about 29% of the variance in the dependent variable was explained
by the other dependent variables used as independent variables. The
demographic variables explained 5.7% of the variance in the dependent
variable and the additional independent variables explained 5.25% of
the total explained variance in the dependent variable.

The final hypothesis tested questioned whether knowledge of
community-based correctional programs, knowledge of institutional
correctional programs, and social responsibility tend to affect atti-
tudes toward community-based correctional clients (based upon social
responsibility). Because of the relatively large amounts of variance
explained by knowledge of institutional correctional programs (2.5%)
and social responsibility (4.0%), the hypothesis is tentatively sus-
tained both statistically and in terms of providing substantial insight
into the dependent variable. The demographic variables explained 12.76%
of the variance and the additional independent variables accounted for
11.54% of the explained variance.

The final chapter will summarize this study, discuss the find-

ings, present the conclusions and recommendations for further research.



Chapter IV

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Recapitulation of the Study

This study began with an examination of the findings of the
national commissions on corrections which emphasized that the respon-
sibility for reintegrating offenders into the community lay with the
community. Other studies, however, revealed that the community was
unwilling to reintegrate offenders through community-based correc-
tional programs. In an attempt to resolve these discrepancies, it
was hypothesized that attitudes toward community-based corrections
depend upon the relative knowledge of community-based corrections and
social responsibility expressed by the members of the community.
Underlying this problem was the desire to develop an understanding of
some of the problems confronting persons released from prison or under
correctional supervision in the community. The problem was developed
using concepts from the literature of societal reactions to deviance,
community-based corrections, the community, public attitudes and
social responsibility. Societal reactions to deviance permitted
emphasis to be placed upon the attitudinal components that guide
interactional encounters. In this way the role of the attitudes of
the group in response to persons who violate the group's norms is
viewed as more important than the deviant act or actor. Through this
boundary maintenance function, the group or members of the community
can define, label, and maintain deviant identities for rule breakers.
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The development of community-based corrections marked the beginning of
attempts to reduce the isolation of criminals from the community with
imprisonment. The advent of community-based corrections also challenged
the traditional deviant role maintenance function characterized by
societal reactions to deviance. Community-based corrections, which con-
sists of all correctional programs outside the prison, proposes to
eliminate the deviant role maintenance function of societal reaction
theory and emphasize the reintegration of offenders into the community.
In their short history, some authors argue that community-based correc-
tional programs have demonstrated their effectiveness.

Community-based corrections by definition is closely associated
with the community itself. However, the community is not merely a
locale for such programs but more critically the appropriate interac-
tional context for correctional activities. Within this setting the
attitudes which guide the interactions between members of the community
and of fenders are of critical importance to both community-based cor-
rectional programs and clients. Thus the attitudes of the members of
the community in shaping these interactions are very important. The
interactional encounters between the community and the offender tend to
be shaped by the attitudes of the membership of the community and define
the limits of role maintenance for the offender. For example, should
members of the community be opposed to employing ex-offenders, the like-
lihood that the ex-offender would continue to violate the law seems to
increase.

Since the interrelations between the offender and the community

are shaped by the attitudes of the members of the cormunity, the extent
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to which attitudes are based upon information or misinformation is
also critical. Thus, it was necessary to attempt to discover the
level of knowledge of the members of the community in order to explore
its effects upon attitudes toward community-based correctional pro-
grams and clients.

Finally, the literature holds that the reintegration of offen-
ders is the responsibility of the members of the community. Social
responsibility was defined as the willingness to help when nothing
could be expected in return. It was necessary to investigate the
extent to which social responsibility affects the attitudes of the
members of the community toward assisting ex-offenders returning to
society.

The hypothesis that knowledge of community-based correctional
programs, knowledge of institutional correctional programs, and the
social responsibility of the members of the community affect attitudes
toward community-based correctional programs and clients was stated
and tested. The data was collected in Manhattan, Kansas, based upon a
simple random sample. The data was collected by means of an interview
schedule which sought information from the respondents concerning their
social characteristics, knowledge of community-based corrections,
social responsibility, and attitudes toward community-based correc-
tions. The interview schedule was pretested and 101 randomly selected
persons were interviewed. The sample was reasonably representative of
the population of Manhattan and other cities of similar size and makeup

given the procedure for selecting the sample and gathering the data.
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The data were analyzed through a number of statistical procedures
including frequency tabulation, chi-square analysis, Guttman scaling,
factor analysis, and stepwise multiple regression as outlined by SPSS:

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences.

As a result of testing the hypothesis the independent variables--
knowledge of instituticonal correctional pregrams, knowledge of commun-
ity-based correctional programs, and social responsibility--tended to
explain a:

1. statistically significant amount of variance but are not explana-
tions of the composition of attitudes toward community-based cor-
rectional programs (based upon knowledge);

2. statistically significant amount of variance but are not explana-
tions of the composition of attitudes toward community-based cor-
rectional clients (based upon knowledge);

3. only a partially statistically significant amount of variance and
are not explanations of the composition of attitudes toward commun-
ity-based correctional programs (based upon social responsibility);

4. statistically significant amount of variance and provide a partial
explanation of the composition of attitudes toward community-based
correctional clients (based upon social responsibility).

The findings raise several points in relation to current know-
ledge in the correctional field. Unlike the image of almost complete
lack of knowledge presented in the literature, the members of the com-
munity studied did possess some knowledge of correctional practices.
Although the members of the community studied expressed variable under-

standing of corrections, they tended to be more knowledgeable about
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institutional correctional prograns than some of the newer community-
based programs. One explanation based upon the data might be that
institutional correctional programs are more visible, familiar, and
traditional to the members of the community. The data also tend to
show that when only community-based correctional programs are considered,
halfway houses have the widest recognition while probation, parole, work
release, education release, and medical release are much less readily
identifiable. By assessing the level of knowledge concerning community-
based correctional programs and institutional correctional programs, it
was possible to examine the effects of relative knowledge on attitudes
toward these types of correctional programs. Knowledge was assumed to
have a direct relationship upon attitudes because attitudes are par-
tially based upon information or misinformation. The findings suggested
that knowledge varied both among respondents and types of programs being
categorized. Knowledge of community-based corrections and knowledge of
institutional corrections generally explained some of the variance in
attitudes toward programs or clients. Yet the importance of knowledge
of community-based corrections and institutional corrections was out-
weighed by the contribution of other variables which explained much
greater amounts of variance in the attitudes. While knowledge was
important taken by itself, it was by comparison to other variables of
little consequence to the explanation of the composition of attitudes
toward community-based correctional programs and clients.

The literature suggested that where knowledge is low, attitudes
would be negative. Our findings based upon relatively low knowledge

of corrections and primarily showed positive attitudes toward community-
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based correctional programs and clients.208 Questions regarding whe-
ther or not increased levels of knowledge or controlled levels of
knowledge would have produced different attitude responses were not
addressed and remain open to speculation.

The effects of Social Responsibility Scale scores upon atti-
tudes toward community-based corrections were also examined. Social
responsibility was measured by means of the Berkowitz-Lutterman Social
Responsibility Scale. The findings revealed that members of the com-
munity expressed rather high levels of social responsibility. Statis-
tically, social responsibility explained a significant amount of the
variance in attitudes toward community-based correctional programs and
clients. However, social responsibility scale scores did not explain
a major portion of the attitudes expressed toward community-based cor-
rectional programs and clients like other attitudes, demographic vari-
ables and additional independent variables did.

From the literature, the members of the community are por-
trayed as reluctant (at best) to assist reintegrating offenders. The
assumption from the literature would be to expect to find negative
attitudes toward community-based corrections and an unwillingness to

assist ex-offenders. Our findings show quite the opposite with high

208In stating this finding reference is primarily being made

to raw data distributions in which respondents seemed in most cases to
choose positive attitudes - knowledgeable responses to attitude ques-
tions. The multiple regression data seem a little misleading to the
reader if it is not understood that the variables were standardized
and dichotomized around their means in order to test the strength of
the relative knowledge of the respondents for explaining their atti-
tudes.
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social responsibility scores and positive attitudes toward community-
based correctional programs and clients.209 These findings suggest the
possibility that a much more favorable atmosphere for community-based
correctional programs and clients exists than previously thought.

Since the members of the community express high levels of social respon-
sibility and positive attitudes, they may be more receptive to engaging
in reintegration and rehabilitation without motivation based upon reci-
procity, relative cost and reward, or their moods and feelings. In
fact, the attitude of social responsibility as defined in this study
may be a prerequisite or precondition to subsequent altruistic atti-
tudes based upon reciprocity, costs and rewards or moods and feelings.
The principle that we do not know a particular event will follow any
act underlies the idea of social responsibility. Furthermore, in cor-
rections without predisposition or orientation toward rehabilitation
or reintegration, the possibility of successful rehabilitation or rein-
tegration cannot be expected. Of course the merit of other paradigms
explaining helping behavior are evident after initial acts of helping.
Finally, the social responsibility findings do not provide
insight into the effects of a greater dispersion of social responsibil-

ity scores upon attitudes toward community-based correctional programs

209Again the discussion is based upon the raw data which seem
to show these differences more clearly, than for example, the standard-
ized factor scores from which the attitudes were reflected in the mul-
tiple regression analysis. This phenonomen occurs because the scores
were dichotomized around their mean to provide data concerning the
relativity of social responsibility as it was distributed among the
respondents.
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and clients. This point remains even though social responsibility
scores were dichotomized at their mean and attitude scores were stan-
dardized. Also the difficulties encountered in measuring social respon-
sibility make generalizing about social responsibility difficult.

The community was mentioned in tﬁe development of this study.
It was argued that the members of the community are important because
of their role as an audience reacting to deviant persons and behavior.
We interviewed a sample that generally reflects the population para-
meters. |t may be assumed that the demographic characteristics pre-
sented are the correlates of communities of interest. For example,
occupations and income may be important characteristics associated with
relative power in the community. Or age and education may be relative
to the organizations to which members of the community belong. The data
have shown that the demographic characteristics of the sample are impor-
tant explanatory factors for attitudes toward community-based correc-
tional programs and clients. The data generally show some variation
in attitudes for various demographics and stand as a point of departure
for viewing the problems confronting community-based corrections. That
is, the association of positive attitudes with particular categories of
demographic characteristics, points not only to sources of potentially
positive interaction between the ex-offenders and the community, but
also to sources of negative responses. The data seem to support the
contention that the members of the community are in a position that
can influence the maintenance of the offender role because of their

attitudes toward community-based correctional programs and clients.
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Fortunately, it appears from the data presented here that the community
is willing to open up a wide range of opportunities for ex-offenders.
This has been shown in the positive attitudes expressed toward employ-
ing, educating, belonging to the same organizations, and interacting
with correctional clients.

The importance of having raised the question of the attitudes
of the community was stated in terms of their role as an audience. This
thesis argued that the attitudes of the members of the community could
affect correctional outcomes. Attitudes were defined and measured giv-
ing some indication of the composition of societal reactions to devi-
ance at least in terms of community-based corrections. We found in addi-
tion to the members of the community sharing a wide range of interests
and institutions a rather narrow range of responses to attitudinal,
knowledge and social responsibility measures. Inferring from the find-
ings of positive attitudes, high social responsibility, and low know-
ledge, the members of the community studied are (at least potentially)
pivotal in allowing non-deviant roles to reemerge among community-based
correctional clients. Also, in looking at the positive attitudes
toward community-based correctional programs and clients, they may be
viewed as benchmarks underlying the process of de-stigmatizing, de-
isolating, and non-discriminating toward ex-offenders. Like the pro-
cess of the dramatization of evil, the positive attitudes expressed by
the members of the community toward community-based correctional pro-
grams and clients suggest a parallel process in the societal reaction
to deviance wherein the social audience can make prison inmates com-

munity-based correctional clients and in turn community-based correc-
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tional clients into members of the community.

Conclusions

In summary the conclusions drawn from this thesis are the six
following points.

1. It is concluded that knowledge of community-based correc-
tional programs and knowledge of institutional correctional programs
were relatively unimportant in explaining the variance in attitudes
toward community-based correctional programs and clients.

2. It is concluded that social responsibility (measured by
the Berkowitz-Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale) was relatively
unimportant in the explanation of variance in attitudes toward commun-
ity-based correctional programs and clients.

3. It is concluded that the attitudes toward community-based
correctional programs and clients dependent variables when used as
independent variables, selected demographic variables, and additional
independent variables were important factors in the explanation of
attitudes toward community-based correctional programs and clients.

k. Knowledge of community-based corrections remains an impor-
tant issue in the analysis of attitudes toward community-based correc-
tional programs and clients in so far as under conditions of low know-
ledge, positive attitudes were measured.

5. Social responsibility remains an important issue in the
analysis of attitudes toward community-based correctional programs and
clients in so far as high social reSpongibility scores were measured

concommitantly with positive attitudes toward community-based correc-
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tional programs and clients despite low knowledge conditions.
6. The members of the cormunity sampled have the potential
(at least) for playing a pivotal role in enabling non-deviant roles to
re-emerge based upon their generally high social responsibility scores
and positive attitudes toward community-based correctional programs

and clients.

Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research

Since this thesis was primarily of an exploratory nature and
further research is required before the evidence presented here is con-
clusive. The major limitation of this thesis has been the avoidance of
the relationship of attitudes and behaviors. This thesis has dealt
only with the attitudinal dimension. Without addressing the behavioral
component of social interaction we tend to lose predictability in our
findings. Having only dealt with attitudes, our generalizations can be
stated at best in terms of potentialities for action and sociological
research demands greater precision. While not disclaiming the import-
ance of attitudes which we know are intrinsically importént in under-
standing social life, research of this type could be much more enlight-
ening if behavioral correlates were measured along with attitudinal
measures. Thus, we would propose further research be designed to
include measurement of attitudes and their correlative behaviors. One
way to do this might be with a limited number of respondents (N 5:25)
in an experimental design situation.

Future research might also include the application of the same

research on a statewide sample. Such an undertaking would prove
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invaluable to both correctional administrators and policy planners.
Such research projects have been attempted in only a limited sense and
usually without methodological precision. Research to date has gener-
ally only looked at frequency tabulation without attempting to rigor-
ously measure the effects of various variables on questions confront-
ing the future of corrections.

Additional research stemming from this thesis should be focused
at the refinement of technigues for measuring social responsibility.
Specifically, a methodological reassessment of the social responsibil-
ity scale should be accomplished through precise rigorous testing of
the scale. This would enable researchers to speak authoratively about
levels of social responsibility such as could be ascertained through
factor analysis or Guttman scaling. Also refinement of the dependent
variables used in this thesis could be beneficial. Such a study should
begin by asking what other possible questions might reflect attitudes
toward community-based correctional programs or clients. In this case,
the precision of measurement manifest in terms of validity and reli-
ability would be of paramount importance.

In replicating this research, one might attempt to apply hier-
archial ordering of the variables in the multiple regression or take
these findings one step further and provide the path analytic approach.

In terms of the methodology employed here, further research
might concentrate upon drawing the sample differently. For example, a
purposive sample could be employed to select respondents in proportion

to various demographic characteristics in the statewide population.
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This would give greater credibility to arguments of the representative-
ness of the sample.

In terms of the instrument used, further research in refining
the variables could make the interview schedule more concise and easier
to administer.

This thesis set out to explore several diverse literatures
hoping to bring them together in order to learn something about com-
munity-based corrections. This thesis tried to systematically draw
together the diverse attitudes and factors which may or may not influ-
ence attitudes to assess the magnitude of problems that confront com-
munity-based correctional programs and clients. The results have
indicated that in terms of attitudes toward community-based correc-
tional programs and clients the hurdles can be surpassed. Also, in
view of this sample, the job of reintegrating ex-offenders into the
community may not be an impossible task. It would appear that the
level of knowledge of correctional programs may have some sustaining
negative influence, which if improved, might make correctional efforts
even more effective.

Community-based corrections has been advocated as an effective
means of rehabilitating and reintegrating offenders into the community.
This thesis has shown some of the footholds upon which the building of
solid communication between the community and the ex-offender should

be constructed as well as the barriers to its full implementation.
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Social Responsibility Scale (srs)?
* responsible reply)
It is no use worrying about current events or public affairs; |
can't do anything about them anyway.

Strongly agree Agree Undecided *®Disagree *Strongly disagree

Every person should give some of his time for the good of his town
or country.

*Strongly agree  *Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree

Our country would be a lot better off if we didn't have so many
elections and people didn't have to vote so often.

Strongly agree Agree Undecided *Disagree *Strongly disagree

Letting your friends down is not so bad because you can't do good
atl the time for everybody.

Strongly agree Agree Undecided #Disagree =*Strongly disagree
It is the duty of each person to do his job the very best he can.
*Strongly agree  *Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree

People would be a lot better off if they could live far away from
other people and never have to do anything for them.

Strongly agree  Agree Undecided #Disagree #*Strongly disagree
At school | usually volunteered for special projects.
#Strongly agree  *Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree

I feel very bad when | have failed to finish a job I promised !
would do.

~Strongly agree  *Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly disagree

3Leonard Berkowitz and Kenneth G. Lutterman, '"The Traditional

Socially Responsible Personality,' The Public Opinion Quarterly, 32:2,
(Summer, 1968), pp. 174-175,
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LIISTRUCTIONS TAR PART I:

9.

For ruesticns 1 throurh 11, nlease circle or check
the response that best cescrites vou. Plesse
corplete each cusstion and return this part of

the interviev to the interviever at the end of
the interview,

Hy sex is... __ female (21); __rale (02) 06
¢ )
My age 1is... ___up to 15 years old (01) __ 40 to 45 years old ((I)
20 to 24 years old (02) ___45 to 45 years old (07)
___ 25 to 2% years old (03) ___ 50 to 54 years old (03) 07-28
30 to 34 years old (J4) ___ 55 to 3% years old (09)
35 to 33 years old (05) ___ 00 to 064 years old (10) ( )
___65 years and older (11)

Uy religion is...
Hethodist
Presbyteri
Catholic (
Disciples
Evangelica
Bretheran

Circle the highest lev
Elenentary 1 2 3 &
digh school 1 2 3 4
Collegpe 1 2 3 4§

Graduate or Postgradua

(01) __ Lutheran (26) 02-13
an (02) ___Baptist (C7)

03) ___Episcopal (08) ( )
of Cnrist (04) __ Congrecaticnal Christian

1 Unitec Church (2%}

Church (03) ___other {specify) (10)

__no religion (11)
el of ecucation that you have achieved...

5 6 71 8§ 11-12

Degree (specify)

te (specify)

ATe you... single (01) separated (0&4) 13

livinp together (02) divorced (03)

married (23) wicoved (06) ()
Please circle the puzber of children you hava... 14-15
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 10 or nore « )
Please circle the nurber of chiléren that you have living at hore... 16-17
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 10 or nore « )
ATe you.,.. unerployed (01) 13

self-employed (02)

ermployed by someone else (03) ¢ )
What is your occupation (specify) 19-20




10.

11.

Fhat is your farily incoze (per year)...

__$0 - 52500 (01)
$2 501 - §5,000 (02)
$5 001 = $7,330 (23)
$7 501 - SlO 3062 (G4)

810,001 -
—_$12,501

__$15,001
—__$17,501
—_$20,001
22,501

Please list all of the social, fratermal, business, professional, or

$12,550 (05)
$15,050 (04)
17,500 (27)
$20,000 (33)
$22,509 (09)
$25,000 (10)

$25,001
527,501
$30,3901
532,301
$35,001
$37,501
$40,301
$42,501
___$45,0C1
5&? 501 -

IIII

527,
530,
537,
,000
s
$40,
542,
,600

§35

8§45
$47,
$50,

__$30, 000 and over (21)

church groups te which you belong...

560
000
509

5C9
0co
530

539
Co0

(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(13)
(12

(20)

PLEASE PITUR! THIS IJFOR
THE INTERVIZ!

=== Thank you.

PATION TO TiE LUTCIVIEYLR AT TdC ED OF

199

21-22

23-24
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JHTRODUCTICH FOR PART II: Questions 12 .nd 13 will ask you to respond to

12-

131

questions that asi hev ruch infornation vou have
about cor—unity-basew correctional proecrans.
Please ansicer tnen to the best of ycur ability
-nd do not vorry if you do rot have any inform—
ation about then or if vou do not understand
vhat they are.

What do ycu thirk ccrm—unity-based corrections 1s? 25

Please indicate vhether ycu think each of the followins iters DEFINITELY
IS, PRO3ABLY IS, PROBASLY IS 0T, or DIFIITELY IS 0T a forro of
comrmunlty-vased corrections in your opinion.

DEFIUIITELY PROBADLY DPRODALLY DEFIUITELY

IS IS IS 10T IS §oT

« ) « ) ¢ ) « ) Probation

« ) « ) ¢ ) « ) State penitentiary

« ) « ) « ) ¢ ) State security hospital

« ) « ) « ) « ) Reformatory

« ) « ) « ) « ) Parole

« ) « ) « « ) Halfvay house

« ) ¢ ) « ) ( ) Vork release (vork at z
regular job during the
daytire and return to
prison at might)

« ) « ) « ) ¢ ) Medical release (seek
medical services through
a private phvsician and
return to prison at nicht)

( ) ( ) « ) « ) Educaticn release (attend

public school in the day-
time return to prison at
night)

« ) « ) « ) ¢ ) County or city jail
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INTRODUCTION TO PART IIl: nNuestions 14 throush 21 are rather general questions
askine you hov you feel about soze penerzl subjects.
Questions 22 throuch 44 ask you abeut your feelings
toward paersons vho have violatad the law and how
you thirk they should te treated, FIMII2ER,..there
are no right or wrong ansvwers to these questiong ---
only what you think.

For questions l4 throuzh 44, please circle whether you (SA) STROMGLY AGREE-
(A) AGRZE: (U) are UIDECIDED:; (D) DISAGREE: or, (S2) STRCUGLY DISAGREE dascribing
best how you feel about each question.

SA A U D SD 14, It is no use worrying about everts or public affairs: 28
I can't do anything about thea anyway, ()

SA A U D SD 15. Every person should give scme of his tine for the 29
pood of his towm or country. ()

SA A U D SD 16, Our country wvould be a lot better off if we didn't 30
have so many elections and people didn't have to ()
vote so often.

SA A U D SD 17. Letting your friends dowm is not so bad because 31
you can't do pood all the tire for everyone. ()

SA A U D SD 18. It is the duty of each person to do his job the 32
very best he can. { )

S84 A U D SD 15. People tould te a lot better off if they could i3
live far awzy from other people and never have ()

to do anything for thec.

SA A U D SD 20. At school I usually volunteered for special 34
projects. ()
SA A U D SD 21, 1 feel very bad when I have failed to finish 35
a job I promised I would do. )
S A U D 5D 22, Probation is more effective in changinz offenders 36
than a term in the state penitentiary. ()
SA A U D SD 23. Halfrray houses in the community provide better 37
services to the cortunity and the offender than « )

the state prison.

SA A U D SD 24, I would support a halfway house in my neighbor=- 38
hood. )
SA A U D SD 25, &My neighbors would support a halfway house in 39
our neighborhood. ()
SA A U D SD 26. I would rather support a tax increase to build a &0
new state prison than zive the sa-e amount to a ()

group organizing a cormmity-based correctiocnal
progran.



SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

sS4

SA

©

SD

SD

sD

S

sSD

s

SD

SD

SD

§D

5D

SD

SD

SD

SD

27.

25,

29,

3n.

31.

32,

33.

34,

35,

3.

38,

39.

40.

51.

I would be willing to help those operating a
conmunity-based correctional prosram, 1f they asked
for oy nelp,

I vould not object to an ex=-offernder trishing te jein
a club or orzanization to which I belono,

It is acceptable to e for oy union or crofessional
organization to allov ex-offenders to joirn,

I would not object to zn ex-offencer <zishin~ to join

the same church that I attend,

Ex-offenders should nct be denied licenses to operate

businesses reguirinm a license.

'lost perscns released froom prison or under correction-

al supervision in the cocrunity can be expected to
be lavabidirng citizens.

I would rather see cffenders receive free colleue
educations in prison than be selectively releeased
to attend coc—unity colleges,

The crize rate uvill incresse 1f convicted crimizals
are treated in the cormunity rather than prison,

Treatine cenvicted criminals in the coomunity will
encouranc otners to cornmit crires,

I would rather help or ascist the victins of a
fire or storn than a persou vho has bteen convicted
of a crine,

For some reason, I vould like to be able to help
a person who has violated tie law.

Zegardless of tue crice, prisons are a better nlace
to rchabilitate criminals than the comunity in
vhich they cormitted a2 crice,

I vould like to volunteer for special community
projects that assist other people.

Prison and jail incates should selectively be
allotred to wrork, go to school, and seel redical
care in the coomunity during the day returning
to prison or jaill at nisat.

The good influence this corunity would have on
the residents of a commnity-basel correctional
propranm is outweipgned by the threat that these
crininals pose to our safety,

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(

(
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41

42

43
44
)

45

&5

47

40

49

50

51

( ‘

(

(

(

(

52

53

54

55

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)

)
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SA A U D €D 42, I vould rather support a tax increase for 56
additional ecucational proerazs in the state ( )
pricon than for an innate or parolee to attend
sc.ool in the cermunity,

SA A U D SD 43, If I could, I vould be willing to erploy an ex- 57
offender, ()
SA A U D SD 44, I would be willing to work side-by-side with an 58

ex-offender. ( )



INTRODUCTION TO PART IV: Questions 45 throuch 42 ask you to choosze OUE

45,

46,

47,

&8,

43,

response that you think is the best ansver to
each questicn. Juestien 50 asxs you to indicate
a percentage alon> a lipe hetween 74 and 1307,
Question 51 esks vou to arranfe = list cof
crinirals fron those you trould be least villing
to those you vould be nest villinp to see treat-
ed in the corzaunity.

Community eorrectional progracs should be financed throuph,..

___public tax levies (city, couaty, or state) (01)
non=-profit orranizaticns (Salvation frry, Seven Step Foundation,
or John ucward Scciety) (02)

__tivic organizaticns (Special (itizens' Comnittees, United Fund,
or Chawber of Ceozzerce) (33)

___other (specify) {04)

Persous vho cormit crines are best treated or rehabilitated by,,.

_imprisonrent (01)
__probation (J2)
arole after a period of irprisoncent (03)
__fines (24)
___other (specify) {35)

It would be acceptable to me if a corzwnity-based correctional
progran housing or servicing ex-cffenders vere opened...

_on my bleck {C1)
within a three black radius (02)
__ in another nart cf town (03)
___other (specify) (04)

‘Mo should operate cocnunity-based correcticnal propracs..,

Kansas Departrent of Corrections (01)

Riley County (U2)

Manhattan city (33)

non-profit orranizations (Salvation Army, Seven Step Feundation,
or John Howard Scciety) under State supervision (04)
Citizens' oroups under State supervision (05)

__other (specify) (06)

After a person has been convicted of a crire and placed under
correctional supervision, the emphasis should be to,..

—_punish the person (01)

- protect society (02)

_.rehabilitate and treat the person in prison (03)

—Teintegrate the person into society as a lawabiding citizen (24)
___other (specify) (35)

(

(

(

(

59
)

60

61

62

63

204

)

)
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50. Alonp the line belcw, please wmark a point indicoting the percentage 64=05
(1) of persons presently in prison or jail that ypu think need to ( )
be confined for the safetv of the gereral publie...

1 i \ i i 1 ! 1 \ 3

—

0% 10%  20% 30% 40% 50% 60%  70Z 80%  90n  100%

51. Please arrance the follecwins list of crimirals in order froc those 66-67
you would be LEAST WILLILG (#1) to those you would be QST “ILLLIG ( )
(#11) to sce treated in the cormunity,

murderers; rapists; tobbers;
burglars; larcenists; thieves;
forgers; drue zbusers; bad check vriters;

vice offenders; or other (specify)




IdTRODUCTIO TO FART V: Question 52 asks you vhether you have ever knotm
anyone vho has hau contact v-ith tle crininal justice
Eysten and the extent to vhich that nerson was
processed by tue cricinal justice systen. “ues-
tion 33, achs you to indicate vt crire +:as
coizdttec by tunls persou, Juection 54, -izply asis
your relationsiin to that person,

For questior 52, if vou lno* sooeone who has co—itted a crine checl YIS telow
and iniicate a checi. in the box to the right under persen l; if ou also lanov
someone else Lo also cormitted a erime, was convicted, ard placed on rrobation,
tlien vake checks in the box to the right uncer serson 2 for these responses,

52.

(
YES 1 2 3 &

vas convicted of a crime (
was placed on probation
was sent to prison i
was paroled

other (specify) .

-

1

dave
-~
A%

NENRE

For question 53, please indicate the crime in vhich the persen in question 52
wvere involvec,

(

53, twrder

agprevated assault
burgulary

larceny over $50.,00 i
uuto theft : !
sale of drups
bad checiis over $50.00 | :
other (specify)

Lo}
n
=2
n
—
| B 0
L0 N

Z_ 3 & 12=73

206

you ever knour. someone personally who... 65-69

)

committed a crice | : 70-71

)

)

For question 54, please indicate your relatiomship with the merscu descrited 74-75

in questions 52 and 53. (
1 2 3 &
S4. a family nechber ‘
a close friend
a casual accuaintance '
a co~uorker i
more or less a stranger :
other (specify) -

TaANK YOU TOR YOUR PARTICIPATION Iif THIS RESEARCH,

Tub DATA YOU 1LVE PROVIDLD IS ADSOLUTELY AlDLYIOUS A2 COWFIDLJTIAL

)
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e £ J
5&3 ) KARNSAS STRATE UNIVERSITY

May 10, 1576

Dennis Gatlin
Dept. of Sociology & Anthropoloay
Waters Fall

Dear Mr. Gatlin:
The Department of Sociology & Anthropology Committee on Research
Involving Human Subjects has revieved your agplication for asproval of

the interviewx schadule to be used in your Master's thesis research.

This is to inform you that the Committee has approved your proposal
and you are free to proceed with your research progranr.

Sincerely,

w;&&ﬁ
Harold L. Orbach
Chairman, Committee on
Research Involving
Human Subjects

kh

cc: Prof. Eugene Friedmann
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E!sz KRNSAS STRATE UNIVERSITY

Department of $a:0'c3y, Antreopciegy and 8223 Wiotk
239 Mzrzes ez
Marharan, Ka~zags &£

16 April, 1976

TO WHO# 1T MAY COWCERN:

This letter is to introduce Mr. Dennis P. Gatlin, 2 graduate student in
Sociology (Correctional Adninistration), and his research to you. Mr.
Gatlin is currently conductinc a study of peoples' attitudes toward
persons who have violated the law and how you feel they should be treated.

Mr. Gatlin is conducting this study for several reasons. First, he
feels that what the people in the community think is very important
especially because it is seldon examined as a source of information
concerning law vioclaters. For this reason, he is asking your support
in responding to his gquestions. Secondly, (and by no reans less
important) this research is being conducted in conjunction with his
Masters' thesis and is necessary for him to complete in order to

earn his degree.

With regard to Mr. Gatlin's research project and the interview he
wishes to conduct with you, | have read it in its entirety and support
his efforts. | encourage you to call me if you should have any
questions concerning the authenticity or purpose of this research.

e hrnan

Sincerely,

Alfre¥ €. Schnur, Ph.D.
Professor
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Table 2

Community-Based Corrections Knowledge
Checklist - Community-Based Correctional Programs Subscale®
(Division point = 3)

Community-Based Correctional Programs

Scale ltem Halfway Work Education Medical
Response House Probation Parole Release Release Release
6 8%
5 92% 15%
4 85% 19%
3 81% 21%
2 79% 26%
1 74% 51%
0 49%
N =295

Distribution of errors (in percent)

Failed should

have passed 0 1.0 4.2 9.4 18.9 13.6
Passed should
have failed B.4 13.6 15.7 6.3 3.1 0

coefficient of reproducibility = 0.8421
coefficient of scalability 0.3182

a : : .
Based upon interview question 13,
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Table 3
Community-Based Corrections Knowledge
Checklist - Institutional Correctional Programs
Subscale®

(Division point = 3)

State
Scale [tem Security State City/County

Response Penitentiary Hospi tal Reformatory Jail

4 22%

3 78% 28%

2 72% Log

1 60% 4o%

0 60%

N =96

Distribution of errors in percent

Failed should

have passed 0 4.1 3.1 11.4
Passed should
have failed 8.3 7.2 3.1 0

coefficient of reproducibility = 0.9063
coefficient of scalability

|
o
~J
o
o
~J

a . . .
Based upon interview question 13.
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Table &4

Community-Based Corrections Knowledge Checklist
Factor Matrix (Varimax)?

Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Communality
Probation -0.05371 0. 14604 0.02421
State Penitentiary 0.85284 0.10512 0.73839
State Security Hospital 0.83007 -0.10469 0.69998
Reformatory 0,.82285 -0.09707 0.68651
Parcle -0.12130 0.29688 0.10285
Halfway House 0.11074 0.54197 0.30599
Work Release 0.08971 0.73058 0.54180
Medical Release -0.21293 0.79545 0.67809
Education Release 0.04631 0.74079 0.55091
City or County Jail 0.30328 -0.32884 0.20012

eigenvalue 2.49474 2.03412

% variance explained 55.1 4h. 9

®Variables are based upon interview question 13. An earlier attempt at
factor analyzing the knowledge checklist found the variables loading on
three hypothetical factors. Probation and Parole loaded on the third
factor with State Penitentiary, State Security Hospital, Reformatory,
and City or County Jail loading on factor 1 and Halfway House, Work
Release, Medical Release, and Education Release loading on factor 2.
Since it appears that factor 1 is substantively different from factor

2 and factor 3, it was allowed to remain unchanged. However, factor 2
and factor 3 seemed substantively the same. Therefore, the variables
were rerotated allowing for only two factors. Factor 2 and factor 3
combined. The loadings on factor 1 and factor 2 show clear cut load-
ings on each factor. As a result factor 1 was used as the basis for
scores testing knowledge of institutional correctional forms and factor
2 was the basis for ascertaining scores for knowledge of community-
based correctional forms.



Table §

Guttman Scale of the Berkowitz and 5
Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale

216

Scale ltem

Response  Worrying Time Vote Friends Duty Live School Feel
8 3%
7 97% 5%
6 95% 6%
5 94% 7%
4 93% 9%
3 91% 10%
2 % 21%
1 79% 42%
0 58%
N =98
division point = 3.0
Distribution of errors (in percent)
Failed should
have passed 0 0 0 0 1.0 7.1 13.2 19.4
Passed should
have failed 3.0 5.1 6.1 7.1 7.1 4.0 8.1 0
coefficient of reproducibility = 0.8980
coefficient of scalability = 0.2157

a : . . .
See Appendix 1 for complete enumeration of scale items which also

compose interview guestions 14-21 in Appendix 2.
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Table 7

Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional
Programs (based upon Knowledge)
Factor Matrix {Varimax)

fnterview Questionb Factor 1 Factor 2 Communality
22 0.46058 0.15073 0.23485
23 0.72651 0.03372 0.52896
24 0.77211 0.32173 0.69967
25 0.06177 0.70684 0.50344
38 0.46199 -0.05880 0.21689
eigenvalue 1.67645 0.50736
% of variance 76.8 23,2
@ Factor 1 aill be used as the basis of the computation of factor
scores measuring attitudes toward community-based correctional pro-
grams (based upon knowledge). The questions loaded sufficiently on
factor 1 to justify this decision. Also, the percent of variance
explained by factor 1 is rather high and the eigenvalue for factor 2
is rather low.
b

Question 22: Probation is more effective in changing offenders than
a term in the State Penitentiary.

Question 23: Halfway houses in the community provide better services
to the community and the offender than the state prison.

Question 2k: | would support a halfway house in my neighborhood.
Question 25: My neighbors would support a halfway house in our
neighborhood,

Question 38: Regardless of the crime, prisons are a better place to
rehabilitate criminals than the community in which they committed a
crime.
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Table 9

Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional

Programs (based upon knowledge) by Knowledge

of Institutional Correctional Programs and
Community-Based Programs

Attitude toward CBC
Programs (based upon Institutional Programs Community-Based Programs
Knowledge) High Low Total High Low Total

Positive 29 24 53 30 23 53
(32.2) (26.7) (58.9) (33.3) (25.6) (58.9)

Negative 17 20 37 15 22 37
(18.9) (22.2) (41.1) (16.7) (24.4)  (41.1)

Total 46 Ly 90 45 45 90
(51.1) (48.9) (100.0) (50.0) (50.0) (100.0)

Knowledge of Institutional Correctional Programs Chi-Square = 0.36573,
df=1, P > not significant

Knowledge of Community-Based Correctional Programs Chi-Square =
1.65222, df=1, P > not significant
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Table 10

Attitude toward Cormunity-Based Correctional

Programs (based upon Knowledge) by Attitude

toward Community-Based Correctional Clients
(based upon Knowledge)

Attitudes toward CBC Clients Attitude toward CBC Programs (based

(based upon knowledge) upon knowledge)
Positive Negative Total
Positive 37 11 48
(37.8) (11.2) (49.0)
Negative 19 31 50
(19.4) (31.6) (51.0)
Total 56 42 98
(57.1) (42.9) (100.0)

Corrected Chi-square = 13.72084, df=1, P > 0.0002



Table 11

Attitude Toward Community-Based Correctional Programs

(based upon Knowledge) by Additional Independent Variables

222

Additional Independent Yariable Attitudes toward CBC Programs
by Alternatives (based upon knowledge)
Positive Negative Totals
Best Way to Non-Prison Alter-
Treat or native Lo (64.5) 22 (41.2) 62 (64.6)
Rehabilitate? Prison 14 (41.2) 20 (58.8) 34 (35.4)
Location of Within 3 blocks 35 (67.3) 17 (32.7) 52 (53.1)
Halfway House Other Part of Town 21 (45.7) 25 (54.3) 46 (46.9)
Emphasis in Reintegration Lo (64.5) 22 (35.5) 62 (63.3)
Corrections Non Reintegration 16 (44.4) 20 (55.6) 36 (36.7)
Percent Need Less than Median 31 (66.0) 16 (34.0) 47 (50.5)
Confinement More than Median 22 (47.8) 24 (52.2) L6 (49.5)
Personally No 9 (47.4) 10 (52.6) 19 (19.4)
Known Someone Yes 47 (59.5) 32 (40.5) 79 (80.6)
Who Committed
a Crime®
E Corrected Chi-square = 3.95832, df=1, > 0.0466
Corrected Chi-square = 3.83154, df=1, P , 0.0503
g Corrected Chi-square = 2.97184, df=1, > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 2.42207, df=1, P » not significant
© Corrected Chi-square = 0.43103, df=1, P , not significant



Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional Programs

Table 12

(based upon knowledge) by Demographic Variables
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Attitude toward CBC Programs
(based upon knowledge)

Demographic Variables by

Category Positive Negative Total
Sex? Female 19 (54.3) 16 (45.7) 35 (35.7)
Male 37 (58.7) 26 (41.3) 63 (64.3)
AgeP Below Median 27 (57.4) 20 (42.6) 47 (48.0)
Above Median 29 (56.9) 22 (43.1) 51 (52.0)
Religion® Religion 51 (58.0) 37 (42.0) 88 (390.7)
No Religion 5 (55.6) 4 (44.4) 9 (9.3)
Educational Leveld Below Median
(> 14.467 yrs) 28 (57.1) 21 (42.9) 49 (50.0)
Above Median
(> 14.467 yrs) 28 (57.1) 21 (42.9) 49 (50.0)
Marital Status® Married 35 (55.6) 28 (L44.4) 63 (64.3)
Not Married 21 (60.0) 14 (40.0) 35 (35.7)
Total NumbeF Below Median 28 (57.1) 21 (42.9) 49 (50.0)
of Children Above Median 28 (57.1) 21 (42.9) 49 (50.0)
Total Number of Below Median 30 (50.0) 30 (50.0) 60 (61.2)
Children at Home? Above Median 26 (68.4) 12 (31.6) 38 (38.8)
Employment Status” Unemployed 8 (42.1) 11 (57.9) 19 (19.8)
Employed 47 (61.0) 30 (39.0) 77 (80.2)
Income’ Below Median 28 (60.9) 18 (39.1) 46 (50.5)
Above Median 28 (62.2) 17 (37.8) 45 (49.5)
E Corrected Chi-square = 0.04537, df=1, P > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.02129, df=1, P > not significant
g Corrected Chi-square = 0.04642, df=1, P > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.04167, df=1, P » not significant
? Corrected Chi-square = 0.04537, df=1, P > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.04167, df=1, P > not significant
E Corrected Chi-square = 2.51527, df=1, P > not significant
: Corrected Chi-square = 1.52599, df=1, P > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.00687, df=1, P > not significant
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Table 1k

Attitude Toward Community-Based Corrections
Clients (based upon knowledge)
Factor Matrix (Varimax)®

Questionb Factor 1 Factor 2 Communality
32 0.01172 0.39528 0.15638
34 0.77814 -0.03814 0.60636
35 0.73772 0.31059 0.64069
L1 -0.15636 0.00785 0.02451

eigenvalue 1.21705 0.21149

% variance 85.2 14.8

8 Factor 1 will be used as the basis for ascertaining factor scores
for the measurement of attitudes toward community-based correctional
clients (based upon knowledge). This choice is made despite the
fact that questions 32 and 35 lcad primarily on factor 2. The basis
of using factor 1 as the measure rests primarily upon the eigenvalue
and percent of variance explained by factor 1 compared to factor 2.

b Question 32: Most persons released from prison or under correctional
supervision in the community can be expected to be law-abiding citi-
Zens.

Question 34: The crime rate will increase if convicted criminals
are treated in the community rather than prison.

Question 35: Treating convicted criminals in the community will
encourage cthers to commit crimes.

Question 41: The good influence this community would have on the
residents of community-based correctional program is outweighed by
the threat that these criminals pose to our safety.



Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional Clients
(based upon knowledge) by Demographic Variables

Table
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Demographic Variable

Attitude toward CBC Clients

(based upon knowledge)

by Category Positive Negative Total
Sex? Female 17 (48.6) 18 (51.4) 35 (35.0)
Male 33 (50.8) 32 (49.2) 65 (65.0)
Ageb Below Median 24 (51.1) 23 (48.9) 47 (47.0)
Above Median 26 (49.1) 27 (50.9) 53 (53.0)
Religion® Religion 45 (50.0) 45 (50.0) 90 (90.9)
No Religion 5 (55.6) L (44.4) 9 ( 9.1)
Educagional Below Median 22 (44.4) 28 (56.6) 50 (50.0)
Level Above Median 28 (56.0) 22 (44.0) 50 (50.0)
Marital Status®  Married 38 (58.5) 27 (34.3) 65 (65.0)
Not Married 12 (41.5) 23 (65.7) 35 (35.0)
Tota! Number Below Median 22 thk0) 28 (56.0) 50 (50.0)
of Childrenf Above Median 28 (56.0) 22 (44.0) 50 (50.0)
Total Number of Below Median 24 (40.0) 36 (60.0) 60 (60.0)
Children at Home? Above Median 26 (65.0) 41 (35.0) 4o (40.0)
Employﬂent Unemployed 5 (26.3) 14 (73.7) 19 (19.4)
Status Employed 45 (57.0) 34 (43.0) 79 (80.6)
Incomei Below Median 17 (37.0) 29 (63.0) L4e (49.5)
Above Median 32 (68.1) 15 (31.9) 47 (50.5)
E Corrected Chi-square = 0.0, df=1, P > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.0, df=1, P > not significant
g Corrected Chi-square = 0.00101, df=1, P > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 1.00000, df=1, P » not significant
; Corrected Chi-square = 4.39560, df=1, P > 0.0360
Corrected Chi-square = 1.00000, df=1, P » not significant
a Corrected Chi-square = 5.04167, df=1, P > 0.0247
. Corrected Chi-square = 4.59534, df=1, P > 0.0321
' Corrected Chi-square = 7.83105, df=1, P > 0.005]
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Table 16

Attitude Toward Community-Based Correctional Clients
(based upon knowledge) by Additional Independent Variables

Attitude toward CBC Clients

Additional Independent Variable (based upon Knowledge)
by Alternatives Positive Negative Total

Best Way to Treat Non-Prison 29 (46.8) 33 (53.2) 62 (63.3)
or Rehabilitated Prison 19 (52.8) 17 (47.2) 36 (36.7)
Location of Within 3 blocks 28 (53.8) 24 (46.2) 52 (52.0)
Halfway House Other Part Town 22 (45.8) 26 (54.2) 48 (48.0)
Emphasis in Reintegration 36 (57.1) 27 (42.9) 63 (63.0)
Corrections® Non-Reintegra-

tion 14 (37.8) 23 (62.2) 37 (37.0)
Percent Need Less than Median 29 (60.4) 19 (39.6) 48 (50.5)
Confinementd More than Median 18 (38.3) 29 (61.7) 47 (49.5)
Personally Known No 7 (36.8) 12 (63.2) 19 (19.0)
Someone Who Yes 43 (53.1) 38 (46.9) 81 (81.0)

Committed a Crime®

0.13218, df=1,
0.36058, df=1,
2.74560, df=1,
3.80505, df=1,
1.03964, df=1,

not significant
not significant
not significant
0.0511

not significant

Corrected Chi-square
Corrected Chi-square
Corrected Chi-square
Corrected Shi-square
Corrected Chi-square

caon oo
nomow oo
inriine B v B v i v |
NMiviviviv
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Table 17

Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional Clients
(based upon knowledge) by Knowledge of Institutional
and Community-Based Programs

Attitude toward CBC

Clients (based upon Institutional Programs Community-Based Programs
Knowledge) High Low Total High Low Total
Positive 23 24 47 20 27 L7
(25.3)  (26.4) (51.6) (22.0) (23.7) (51.6)
Negative 24 20 Ly 26 18 Ly

(26.4)  (22.0) (48.4)  (28.6) (19.8) (48.4)

Total 47 Ly 91 46 45 91
(51.6) (48.4) (100.0) (50.5) (49.5) (100.0)

Knowledge of Institutional correctional programs: Corrected Chi-square
= 0.10576, df=1, P > not significant

Knowledge of Community-based correctional programs: Corrected Chi-
square = 1.86883, df=1, P > not significant
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Table 19

Attitude toward CBC Programs (based upon social
responsibility) Factor Matrix (Varimax)@

Question® Factor 1 Factor 2 Communal i ty
26 0.66932 0.15818 0.47301
27 0.41450 0.5915k4 0.5217k
39 0.07437 0.81400 0.66812
Lo 0.41779 0.1844k 0.20857
L2 0.62958 0.07110 0.40142

eigenvalue 1.67320 0.59967

% variance 73.6 26. 4

@ Factor 1 will be used as the basis of factor scores used to measure
attitudes toward community-based correctional programs (based upon
social responsibility). Although Questions 27 and 39 load primarily
on factor 2, question 27 does have an acceptable loading on factor
1. Also, in comparing the eigenvalues and percent of variance
explained by each factor, factor 1 is clearly much stronger.

Question 26: | would rather support a tax increase to build a new
state prison than give the same amount to a group arganizing a
cormunity-based correctional program.

Question 27: | would be willing to help those operating a community-
based correctional program, if they asked for my help.
Question 39: | would like to volunteer for special community pro-

jects that assist other people.

Question 40: Prison and jail inmates should selectively be allowed
to work, go to school, and seek medical care in the community during
the day returning to prison or jail at night.

Question 42: | would rather support a tax increase for additional
educational programs in the state prison than for an inmate or
parolee to attend school in the community.



Table 20

Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional Clients

(based upon knowledge) by Attitude toward Community-

Based Correctional Programs (based upon social
responsibility)
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Attitude toward CBC Clients
Attitude toward CBC Programs (based upon knowledge)
(based upon social responsibility) Positive Negative Total
Positive 39 21 60
(39.4) (21.2) (60.6)
Negative 10 29 39
(10.1) (29.3) (39.14)
Total L9 50 93
(49.5) (50.5) (100.0)

Corrected Chi-square = 13.11558, df=1, P > 0.0003



Attitude Toward Community-Based Correctional Programs

Table 21

(based upon social responsibility)

by Additional

Independent Variables

232

Attitude toward CBC Programs

Additional Independent Variables (based upon social responsibility)
by Alternatives Positive Negative Total
Best Way to Treat Non-Prison k2 (67.7) 20 (32.3) 62 (63.9)
or Rehabilitate® Prison 16 (45.7) 19 (54.3) 35 (36.1)
Location of Within 3 blocks 37 (71.2) 15 (28.8) 52 (52.5)
Halfway House Other Part of Town 23 (48.9) 24 (51.1) 47 (47.5)
Emphasis in Reintegration by (71.0) 18 (29.0) 62 (62.6)
Corrections Non-Reintegration 16 (43.2) 21 (56.8) 37 (37.%)
Percent Need Less than Median 33 (68.8) 15 (31.2) 48 (51.1)
Confinement More than Median 22 (47.8) 24 (52.2) 4é (48.9)
Personally Known No 8 (42.1) 11 (57.9) 19 (19.2)
Someone Who Yes 52 (65.0) 28 (35.0) 80 (80.8)
; -

Committed a Crime
g Corrected Chi-square = 3.64540, df=1, P > 0.0562
c Corrected Chi-square = 4.21592, df=1, P » 0.0400
g Corrected Chi-square = 5.34398, df=1, P > 0.0118

Corrected Chi-square = 3,41820, df=1, P 2 0.0645
€ Corrected Chi-square = 2.48007, df=1, P > not significant
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Table 22

Distribution of Attitudes Toward Community-Based Correctional Programs
(based upon social responsibility) by Demographic Variables

Attitude toward CBC Progranms

Demographic Variable (based upon social responsibility)
by Category Positive Negative Total

Sex® Female 22 (62.9) 13 (37.1) 35 (35.%)
Male 38 (59.4) 26 (L4o.6) 64 (6L.6)

Ageb Below Median 28 (59.6) 19 (4o.4) 47 (47.5)
Above Median 32 (61.5) 20 (38.5) 52 (52.5)

Religion® Religion 53 (59.6) 36 (40.4) 89 (9n.8)
No Religion 6 (66.7) 3 (33.3) 9 (9.2)

Educational Below Median 30 (60.0) 20 (40.0) 50 (50.5)
Leveld Above Median 20 (61.2) 19 (38.8) 4g (49.5)
Marital Status® Married 38 (59.4) 26 (40.6) 64 (64.6)
Not Married 22 (62.9) 13 (37.1) 35 (35.4)

Total Number Below Median 30 (60.0) 20 (40.0) 50 (50.5)
of Childrenf Above HMedian 30 (61.2) 19 (38.8) 49 (49.5)
Total Number of Below Median 37 (61.7) 23 (38.3) 60 (60.6)
Children at Home9  Above Median 23 (59.0) 16 (41.0) 39 (39.4)

Employment Statush Unemployed 11 (57.9) 8 (42.1) 19 (19.6)
Employed 47 (60.3) 31 (39.7) 78 (80.4)
Income' Below Median 27 (58.7) 19 (41.3) 46 (50.0)
Above Median 30 (65.2) 16 (34.8) L4 (50.0)
g Corrected Chi-square = 0.01534, df=1, P > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.00004, df=1, P » not significant
; Corrected Chi-square = 0.00340, df=1, P > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.00657, df=1, P > not significant
? Corrected Chi-saquare = 0.01534, df=1, P > not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.00657, df=1, P > not significant
a Corrected Chi-square = 0.00330, df=1, P > not significant
. Corrected Chi-square = 0.00527, df=1, P » not significant
" Corrected Chi-square = 0.18446, df=1, P > not significant
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Table 23

Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional Programs
(based upon social responsibility) by Attitude toward
Community-Based Correctional Clients
(based upon social responsibility)

Attitude toward CBC Clients Attitude toward CBC Programs
(based upon social responsibility) (based upon social responsibility)
Positive Negative Total
Positive 35 16 51
(36.1) (16.5) (52.6)
Negative 24 27 L4
(24,7) (22.7) (47.4)
Totals 59 38 97
(60.8) (39.2) (100.0)

Corrected Chi-square = 2.10066, df=1, P > not significant
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Table 25

Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional
Clients (based upon social responsibility)
Factor Matrix (Varimax)®

Questionb Factor 1 Factor 2 Communality

28 0.63870 0.16697 0.43582
29 0.49058 0.17998 0.273L45
30 0.49220 0.1819% 0.27538
31 0.49730 0.00403 0.24732
33 0.30202 0.23968 0.148546
36 0.21063 0.37264 0.18323
37 0.07481 0.99406 0.99375
43 0.64422 0.42072 0.59203
L 0.71800 0.39824 0.67412

eigenvalue 3.02156 0.80220

% variance 79.0 21.0

® Factor 1 will be used as the basis of factor scores used to measure
attitudes toward community-based correctional clients (based upon
social responsibility). Although questions 36 and 27 load on factor
2, factor 1 will be used based upon the comparison of eigenvalues
and percent of variance explained by each factor.

Question 28: | would not object to an exoffender wishing to join a
club or organization te which | belong.

Question 29: It is acceptable to me for my union or professional
organization to allow exoffenders to join.

Question 30: | would not object to an exoffender wishing to join

the same church that | attend.

Question 31: Exoffenders should not be denied licenses to operate
business requiring a license.

Question 33: | would rather see offenders receive free college edu-
cations in prison than be selectively released to attend community
colleges.

Question 36: | would rather help or assist the victims of a fire or
storm than a person who has been convicted of a crime.

Question 37: For some reason, | would like to be able to help a
person who has violated the law.

Question 43: If | could, | would be willing to employ an exoffender.
Question 44: | would be willing to work side-by-side with an

exoffender.



Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional Clients

Table 26

(based unon social responsibility)
by Demographic Variables
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Demographic Variable

Attitude toward CBC Clients
(based upon social responsibility)

by Category Positive Negative Total
Sex? Female 15 (44.1) 19 (55.9) 34 (34.7)
Male 37 (57.8) 27 (42.2) 64 (65.3)
Age® Below Median 26 (55.3) 21 (44.7) 47 (48.0)
Above Median 26 (51.0) 25 (49.0) 51 (52.0)
Religion® Religion 48 (54.5) 40 (45.5) 88 (90.7)
No Religion L (44.4) 5 (55.6) 9 (9.3)
Educaéionaf Below Median 24 (48.0) 26 (52.0) 50 (51.0)
Level Above Median 28 (58.3) 20 (41.7) 48 (49.0)
Marital Status® Married 35 (54.7) 29 (45.3) 64 (65.3)
Not Married 17 (50.0) 17 (50.0) 34 (34.7)
Total Number Below Median 29 (58.0) 21 (42.0) 50 (51.0)
of Childrenf Above Median 23 (47.9) 25 (52.1) 48 (49.0)
Total Number of Below Median 31 (52.5) 28 (47.5) 59 (60.2)
Children at Home9 Above Median 21 (53.8) 18 (46.2) 39 (39.8)
Employment Status Unemployed 11 (57.9) 8 (42.1) 19 (19.8)
Employed 40 (51.9) 37 (48.1) 77 (80.2)
Incomei Below Median 22 (48.9) 23 (51.1) 45 (49.5)
Above Median 27 (58.7) 19 (41.3) 46 (50.5)
E Corrected Chi-square = 1.16736, df=1, P » not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.05170, df=1, P > not significant
§ Corrected Chi-square = 0.05193, df=1, P 3 not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.67602, df=1, P > not significant
? Corrected Chi-square = 0.05289, df=1, P » not significant
Corrected Chi-square = 0.63587, df=1, P > not significant
E Corrected Chi-square = 0.00643, df=1, P > not significant
. Corrected Chi-square = 0.04349, df=1, P » not significant
' Corrected Chi-square = 0.52989, df=1, P > not significant



Attitudes Toward Community-Based Correctional Clients

Table 27

(based upon social responsibility)
by Additional Independent Variables
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Attitude toward CBC Clients

Additional Independent Variables (based upon social responsibility)
by Alternatives Positive Negative Total
Best Way to Treat Non=-Prison 31 {(50.0) 31 (50.0) 62 (63.9)
or Rehabilitate® Prison 20 (57.1) 15 (L42.9) 35 (36.1)
Location of Within 3 Blocks 31 (62.0) 19 (38.0) 50 (51.0)
Halfway House Other Part of Town 21 (43.8) 27 (56.2) 48 (49.0)
Emphasis in Reintegration 32 (50.8) 31 (49.2) 63 (64.3)
Corrections Non-Reintegration 20 (57.1) 15 (42.9) 35 (35.7)
Percent Need Less than Median 30 (62.5) 18 (19.1) 48 (51.1)
Confinement More than Median 19 (41.3) 27 (58.7) 46 (48.9)
Personally Known No 8 (42.1) 11 (57.9) 19 (19.4)
Someone Who Yes 44 (55.7) 35 (44.3) 79 (80.6)
: . e

Committed a Crime
i Corrected Chi-square = 0.21611, df=1, P > not significant

Corrected Chi-square = 2.58317, df=1, P > not significant
; Corrected Chi-square = 0.15386, df=1, P » not significant

Corrected Chi-square = 3.42203, df=1, P > 0.0643
€ Corrected Chi-square = 0.65576, df=1, P > not significant



Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional Clients
(based upon social responsibility)

Table 28

by Social Responsibility Scale Scores
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Social Responsibility

Attitude toward CBC Clients
(based upon social responsibility)

Scale Scores Positive Negative Total
High 35 22 57
(36.5) (22.9) (59.4)
Low 17 22 39
(17.7) (22.9) (40.6)
Totals 52 Ly 96
(54.2) (45.8) (100.0)

Corrected Chi-square = 2.28578, df=1, P > not significant
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Table 29

Attitude toward Cormmunity-Based Correctional Clients
(based upon social responsibility) by Knowledge of
Institutional and Community-Based Programs

Attitude toward CBC

Clients (based upon Instituticnal Programs Community-Based Programs
social responsibility) High Low Total High Low Total
Positive 23 26 Lg 25 24 L9

(25.8) (29.2) (55.1) (28.1) (27.0) (55.1)

Negative 22 18 Lo 20 20 Lo
(24.7) (20.2) (44.9) (22.5) (22.5) (44.9)

Totals L5 Ly 89 45 L9 89
(50.6) (49.4) (100.0) (50.6) (49.4) (100.0)

Knowledge of Institutional Correctional Programs:
Corrected Chi-square = 0.29543, df=1, P > not significant

Knowledge of Community-Based Correctional Programs:
Corrected Chi-square = 0.01377, df=1, P > not significant
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Table 30

Attitude toward Community-Based Correctional Programs
(based upon knowledge) by Attitude toward Community-Based
Correctional Clients (based upon social responsibility)

Attitude toward CBC Clients Attitude toward CBC Programs
(based upon social responsibility) (based upon knowledge)
Positive Negative Total
Positive 32 19 51
(33.3) (19.8) (53.1)
Negative 23 22 45
(24.0) (22.9) (4L6.9)
Totals 55 L1 96
(57.:3) (42.7) (100.0)

Corrected Chi-square = 0.88967, df=1, P > not significant



COMMUNITY ATTIT! DES
TOWARD COHMMUNITY-BASED CORRECTIONS

by

DENNIS PETER GATLIN

B. A., De Paul University, 1969

AN ABSTRACT OF A MASTER'S THESIS

submitted in partial fulfillment of the

requirements for the degree

MASTER OF ARTS

Department of Sociology, Anthropology, and Social Work

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY
Manhattan, Kansas

1944



This thesis tested the hypothesis th:t knowledge of community-
based correctional programs, knowledge of irstitutional correctional
programs, and social responsibility affect attitudes toward community-
based corrections.

The literature reviewed the theoretical foundations of societal
reaction to deviance theory, community-based corrections, community,
attitudes, and social responsibility. Societal reaction to deviance
maintains that the community defines and maintains deviant role identi-
ties on the basis of common attitudes about deviant acts. Community-
based corrections was defined as inclusive of all correctional programs
outside of the priscn including, but not only, probation, parcle, half-
way houses, and work, education, and medical release. We defined com-
munity as those segments of the population who interact in identifiable
or differentiated groups with direct or indirect influence on correc-
tional outcomes and with common ties and geographical area. Attitudes
are a set of assumptions having a measurable knowledge component based
upon information or misinformation. Finally, social responsibility
describes the willingness of members of the community to assist the
reintegration of ex-offenders from whom nothing could be expected in
return. The data were collected from 101 randomly selected residents
of Manhattan, Kansas, using a pre-tested interview schedule. The know-
ledge of community-based corrections independent variable was derived
from factor analyzing the checklist of correctional programs. The
Berkowitz-Lutterman Social Responsibility Scale was used to measure

social responsibility. The four dependent variables were created
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because the main independent variables explain acceptable {and statis-
tically significant) amounts of variance in these attitudes.

The following are the conclusions of this thesis:

1. The main independent variables were relatively unimportant
in explaining the variance in attitudes toward CBC programs and cli-
ents.

2. The dependent variables used as independent variables, the
selected demographic variables, and additional independent variables
were important to the explanmation of variance in attitudes toward CBC
programs and clients.

3. Knowledge of CBC remains important to the analysis of atti-
tudes toward CBC programs and clients in so far as under low knowledge
conditions positive attitudes were measured.

L. Social responsibility is important in so far as high social
responsibility scores were measured with Tow knowledge and positive
attitudes toward CBC programs and clients.

5. Members of the community with high social responsibility
scores and positive attitudes potentially play a pivotal role in

enabling non-deviant roles to re-emerge.



