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 This national study, focusing on job satisfaction within juvenile facility directors, 

was conducted by the means of a survey. The study is longitudinal in nature; the survey 

was conducted in 1995 and 2000. Other past studies have focused on line level 

employees, guards, and the juveniles, but few have concentrated on juvenile facility 

directors. Literature on directors is currently lacking, this continuous study will give a 

better ongoing perspective of their attitudes and beliefs. Findings from this particular 

study will help to address current concerns inside of the system, starting at the apex. 

The survey’s goal is to correlate factors that have a direct impact on their job 

satisfaction. Results indicate that staff issues have a dramatic impact on a director’s job 

satisfaction.
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

There have been many changes in the past 100 years within the juvenile justice 

system, and the future will surely hold more. Originally the juvenile justice system was 

founded on the belief that children are unique individuals that should be treated 

differently than adults. They should be rehabilitated for their delinquency, not punished 

as adults are. Initially juvenile courts integrated less stigmatizing terminology into the 

justice process. Now juveniles are referred to in much the same way as adults (Moak 

and Wallace, 2003). A suggestion has been made that the juvenile justice system is 

moving backward instead of forward (Hurst, 1999).   

 Between 1992 and 1996, 48 out of 51 state legislatures, including the District of 

Columbia, made significant changes to their criminal statutes. By 2000 every state had 

enacted laws that made their juvenile justice system more punitive or made it easier for 

the state to transfer juveniles into the adult system (Howell, 2003; Griffin, Torbet, and 

Szymanski, 1998; Moon, Sundt, Cullen, and Wright, 2000; Lyons, 1997; Snyder and 

Sickmund, 1999; Torbet et al., 1996; Torbet, Griffin, Hurst, and MacKenzie, 2000; 

Torbet and Szymanski, 1998).  Individuals who are proponents of the aforementioned 

changes felt that rehabilitation was ineffective in dealing with delinquents. They pointed 

specifically to violent juveniles, who had not been held accountable with punishment to 

protect citizens. In order to achieve these objectives legislatures modified the criteria 

used in deciding which cases are sent to criminal court. The overall result has been an 
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increase in the potential for criminal justice prosecution and a decrease in eligibility for 

juvenile court intervention (Torbet et al., 1996).   

 Many states have legislatively redefined the juvenile court’s purpose by 

diminishing the role of rehabilitation and placing the importance of public safety, 

punishment, and accountability at the forefront (Feld, 1995). This prioritizing of public 

safety was in response to a minority of juveniles who commit a majority of violent 

offenses. Changes in the juvenile justice system reflect an abandonment of the 

assumptions of a traditional model, and an implementation of a more punitive model 

(Fritsch, Caeti, Hemmens, 1998). The traditional model is offender based where 

dispositions rely on the individual characteristics of the offender and their specific 

situation. Sentences are indeterminate in nature, and are concerned with the individual 

needs of that offender in order to reach the goal of rehabilitation. In contrast, the 

emerging model is offense based wherein the dispositions rely on the offense 

committed not the individual. Sentences are determinate, or proportional to the offense, 

striving towards retribution or deterrence (Torbet et al., 1996).  

 There have been many noted changes within the realm of the juvenile justice 

system with lower ages of transfer, more legislative exclusion, less discretion on the 

part of juvenile judges, less confidentiality, more jury trials, and the general loss of 

parens patriae within the system (Hurst, 1999). The age of criminal culpability has been 

lowered to 13 in some states (Bilchik, 1999; Torbet and Szymanski, 1998). Youth are 

required to assume responsibility at increasingly younger ages, even though these 

youth are not responsible enough to vote for policy makers, who change the laws. In 

turn, they have no rights to affect legislation, which governs their freedom. This is the 
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same legislation that has increasingly restricted their rights in recent years. One might 

find it difficult to believe that this is possible in such a pro-democratic society such as 

America.  Our country imposes and enforces laws on a class of people that have no 

power in changing the laws. All of the changes in legislation have given juveniles fewer 

protections then what was incorporated in the original juvenile court (Moak and Wallace, 

2003). Some comfort can be taken with the recent abolishment of the juvenile death 

penalty, which was upheld a few short years ago (Roper v. Simmons, 2005). That is a 

mere drop in a bucket of a trend toward increasingly punitive legislation reform. Is this 

the mark of an end to punitive measures in juvenile justice or the end of a beginning? 

Currents and Waves 

 
The current research looks at the administrators of juvenile corrections in the 

United States. The majority of literature in corrections does not focus on administrators 

but on line level staff, more specifically within the adult system (Farmer, 1977, Mitchell, 

Mackenzie, Styve, and Gover, 2000, Whitehead and Lindquist, 1989, 1992; Jurik, 1985; 

Crouch and Alpert, 1988; Cullen, Lutze, Link, and Wolfe, 1989; Farkas, 1999; Hepburn 

and Bonetti, 1980; Loverich and Reisig, 1998). The research in this paper looks to add 

to previous studies on juvenile corrections starting at the apex of the institutions, which 

is the administrator. In order to understand the whole climate of the institution there 

needs to be a better understanding of the person at the top. If they do not believe in the 

goals or try to appease too many, then they will be stretched thin. This will have a direct 

impact on their job satisfaction, as will high levels of stress. In the current research, the 

hypothesis is that the attitudes of administrators in the system help to shape the 

organizational environment in the institution (Bazemore and Feder, 1997; Stohr, 
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Loverich, Menke, and Zupan, 1994; Loverich and Reisig, 1998; Grusky, 1959, Caeti, 

2001; Caeti, Hemmens, Cullen, and Burton, 2003).   

     The research of this study is universally important in its application to the 

juvenile correctional system. Certain concepts of director retention, staff retention, staff 

and juvenile related issues, job satisfaction, and compliance with goals of the system all 

have an effect on the policy issues in criminal justice.  When directors are constantly 

replaced among resignation, there is no consistency in management practices, which in 

turn directly effects the institution.  Staff and juveniles become ambiguous and 

disenfranchised.  Attitudes and job satisfaction levels of juvenile facility directors go a 

long way in explaining the current state of affairs in an institution. What are the direct 

and measurable effects that the director has on the institution regarding its attitudes and 

beliefs? That is the single overarching question that the current research can be 

summarized into. 

In the Now 

 
The current research is part of a longitudinal study. It uses a self-report survey to 

elicit juvenile facility directors’ levels of job satisfaction and other attitudes and beliefs. It 

specifically analyzes the predictors and correlates of the levels of job satisfaction of 

juvenile correctional administrators. The goal is to understand the levels and predictors 

of job satisfaction, to get an all-encompassing outlook of the whole system and how it 

affects it. Another goal is to observe what changes have taken place over time. A 

director’s attitudes and beliefs percolate throughout the institution and have effects 

throughout the system. 



 5

 The current research is a replication of two past editions of the National Survey 

of Juvenile Correctional Administrators (Caeti, Hemmens, and Burton 1994; Caeti, 

Hemmens, Burton, and Cullen 2003). The research in this paper examines the 

relationships present within general demographic factors, correctional orientation and 

ideologies, and work related variables of job satisfaction levels of juvenile facility 

directors. Four specific questions will be addressed in this study: 

1. What is the common level of job satisfaction found in juvenile facility directors 

compared to that found in the past two editions of the survey? 

2. What are the variables with the highest correlation of job satisfaction in 

juvenile facility directors compared to that found in the study done in 2000? 

3. In comparison to past editions of the survey; how does job satisfaction 

influence the attitudes of juvenile facility directors in regards to the juveniles; their 

staff; their jobs? 

4. What has changed within job satisfaction effects on perceptions of the juvenile 

facility directors’ outlook on the system?    

 Chapter II outlines past research on job satisfaction as related to specific 

predictors and correlates, its effect on the directors’ perceptions of the institution, 

relationship to correctional orientation, and overall management.  Research has not 

included juvenile facility directors in the past.  Therefore similar studies including 

wardens of prisons must be used to base the research on. That alone exemplifies the 

importance of this current study. 

 In Chapter III, the methodology for the current study is described ad nauseum. 

This chapter will describe the population under study and the steps to attain it. Problems 
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in attaining the population are included in this chapter.  Construction of the survey 

instrument and the mailing timeline are outlined as well.   

 Chapter IV includes the results from the current study on the job satisfaction 

levels of juvenile facility directors. Beginning with the level of job satisfaction of the 

directors, continuing with the correlates and predictors, and finally ending with the 

affects of job satisfaction on others in the institution is what will be analyzed.   

 Concluding with Chapter V is the discussion of findings and future implications. 

The question of a director’s job satisfaction and the effects on the institution as a whole 

will be answered. Also discussed are the limitations of the current study and directions 

for future research in the area. The results found from this piece of research will help 

with the continuance of understanding the affect of job satisfaction levels on directors’ 

and the institution.         
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The hypothesis of the current research is that the attitudes and job satisfaction 

levels of juvenile corrections administrators help to shape the organizational 

environment of the institution. There is an exorbitant amount of research on corrections 

and even in juvenile corrections, but not much has been published regarding the 

administrators in the latter. Research on juvenile correctional directors is very limited, 

primarily reserved to this specific longitudinal study. Gaining insight into juvenile facility 

director’s attitudes and overall job satisfaction can help paint a picture of the juvenile 

corrections field. It will be shown that a director’s mind-set has a direct and noticeable 

impact on the rest of the institution, whether it is on the staff or the juveniles. This study 

will exemplify how important it is to understand levels of job satisfaction on the inner 

workings of the institution.   

Assessing the correlates and predictors of juvenile facility directors’ job 

satisfaction levels is the main purpose of this study. As mentioned, these will help in 

gaining a better grasp on what influences happiness in the work place. Also being 

studied is the relationship or affect on others in the institution. These four questions will 

help guide and narrow the research: 

1. What is the common level of job satisfaction found in juvenile facility directors 

compared to that found in the past two editions of the survey? 

2. What are the variables with the highest correlation of job satisfaction in 

juvenile facility directors compared to that found in the study done in 2000? 
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3. In comparison to past editions of the survey; how does job satisfaction 

influence the attitudes of juvenile facility directors in regards to the juveniles; their 

staff; their jobs? 

4. What has changed within job satisfaction effects on perceptions of the juvenile 

facility directors’ outlook on the system? 

By answering these specific questions, a higher degree of understanding will be 

achieved in relation to job satisfaction, the juvenile corrections director, and the 

environment around them. 

Definition of Job Satisfaction 

 
 There are many different measurements for job satisfaction in the literature, but a 

more universal definition is accepted. The best description of job satisfaction is a 

subjective emotional response by an employee concerning their individual job in an 

organization. Their response to this is based on the overall state of affairs in the 

organization as a whole, and their individualized wants and needs that they perceive to 

be fair (Cranny, Smith, and Stone, 1992; Lambert, Barton, and Hogan, 1999; 2002).  

There are two general approaches to measuring job satisfaction, which are a faceted 

approach and a global (Cook, Hepworth, Wall, and Warr, 1981; Cranny et. al., 1992, 

Lambert, Barton, and Hogan, 2002). Faceted measures focus on more constricted 

areas of job tasks, such as satisfaction of pay and benefits, work performed, opportunity 

for promotion, and work relationships including management (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 

1969). Vice versa, the global approach says that it is up to the individual to decide his or 

her own satisfaction with the job performed (Camp, 1994; Lambert, Barton, and Hogan, 

2002). Global domains are not concerned with the individual aspects or facets of an 
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individual’s job, but rather on the big picture (Brayfield and Rothe, 1951, Lambert, 

Barton, and Hogan, 2002). Their concern lies within the expansive range of overall 

satisfaction with their job (Lambert, Barton, and Hogan, 2002). In this study a more 

global approach is undertaken, but a facet specific approach is also present. There are 

positives and negatives to both types of measurement. 

Strengths and Weaknesses 

A premier strength of the faceted approach is that it magnifies specific factors 

that are problems within the realm of job satisfaction (Camp, 1994; Lambert, Barton, 

and Hogan, 2002). This is not possible with global measures, because they do not seek 

to identify individual problem areas. It is assumed that facet-oriented surveys and 

measures contain all relevant aspects in order to create a valid level of job satisfaction 

(Lambert, Barton, and Hogan, 2002). In a review by Lambert et al. the literature shows a 

substantial majority that uses a global approach (Brief, Munro, & Aldag, 1976; Britton, 

1995, 1997; Camp, 1994; Camp & Steiger, 1995; Cullen, Latessa, Kopache, Lombardo, 

& Burton, 1993; Cullen, Link, Cullen, & Wolfe, 1989; Flanagan, Johnson, & Bennett, 

1996; Grossi, Keil, & Vito, 1996; Hepburn, 1987; Hepburn & Knepper, 1993; Kane, 

Saylor, & Nacci, n.d.; Lindquist & Whitehead, 1986; Robinson, Porporino, & Simourd, 

1996, 1997; Turner & Johnson, 1980; Walters, 1995; Whitehead & Lindquist, 1986; 

Wright & Saylor, 1992; Wright, Saylor, Gilman, & Camp, 1997), and a much smaller 

number employs a faceted approach (Blau, Light, & Chamlin, 1986; Rogers, 1991; 

Stohr, Loverich, Monke, & Zupan, 1994; Stohr, Self, & Lovrich, 1992; Wright, 1993; 

Lambert et. al. 1999; 2002). The use of the different measures leads to different levels 

of job satisfaction and could explain the conflicting results in the job satisfaction 
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literature in the field of corrections. There has not been a study comparing faceted to 

global approaches and the affect on correlation up to this point, so it is merely a 

hypothesis (Lambert, Hogan, and Burton, 2002). This study looks to analyze the 

differences between the two.   

Levels of Job Satisfaction Among Juvenile Corrections Directors 

 
Crucial in understanding how the correctional system works in reality, is an 

analysis of the research that has been completed on levels of job satisfaction within 

correctional institutions. Many different objectives are sought in order to obtain an all-

encompassing description of job satisfaction levels of juvenile facility directors. These 

specific areas of concern are job retention, staff issues, juvenile issues, and general 

philosophy regarding juvenile corrections as a whole and in their institution. As 

mentioned in Chapter I and at the beginning of this chapter, juvenile facility directors are 

a population that has not been studied extensively. Although the research on the 

satisfaction levels of juvenile facility directors is limited, there is a substantive amount of 

job satisfaction levels in other areas of corrections including correctional administrators 

(Caeti, Hemmens, and Burton, 1994; Caeti, Hemmens, Burton, and Cullen, 1997; Caeti, 

Hemmens, Cullen, and Burton, 2002), correctional line staff (Gordon, 2001; Van 

Voorhis, Cullen, Link, and Wolfe, 1991, Lambert 2004, Auerbach, Quick, and Pegg, 

2003, Mitchell, Mackenzie, Styve, Gover, 2000), and prison wardens (Flanagan, 

Johnson, and Bennett, 1996; Cullen et al., 1988, 1989, 1990, 1993).  

Measures which are the same and/or rather similar, of job satisfaction will be 

used in the research at hand. All scales in this research in relation to juvenile facility 

directors are adopted from prior literature and have a minimum reliability index of .75 
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(Cullen et al., 1993; Burton et al., 1991). Reliability indexes, in general, are important 

because they allow for comparisons between and among different areas of interest. In 

this study an emphasis is placed on comparisons longitudinally among juvenile 

correctional facilities. Even though the purpose of this research is only directed at 

juvenile facility directors, it is much more important than that. Job satisfaction research 

is important in understanding how the philosophy of the criminal justice system 

permeates into the real world and into the lives of the employees. This particular 

research can be used to understand the different concepts of director retention, staff 

and juvenile related issues, and the affect of job satisfaction on criminal justice policy 

issues (Flanigan 2001). 

Job Retention 

Job satisfaction levels and its effect on job retention is the most basic application 

of this research. If individuals are not satisfied with their job then they will not invest 

much of themselves into it and they are more prone to quit. When an individual 

relinquishes their duties all of the knowledge and experience they gained is gone with 

them. Along with experience, they set the overall atmosphere in the institution and that 

also walks out the door. If directors are constantly leaving, then more than likely the line 

level staff will wonder if they also should leave. High turnover rates and job retention 

affect how the institution runs as a whole, more than likely in a negative way. That is 

one of the investigative tenets of this research. How turnover rates affect the institutions 

functioning (Flanigan 2001). 

 In all professions, high turnover affects the quality of staff. This is ever present 

especially when working with juveniles. When a trusted individual or friend is taken 
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away from a juvenile, they feel that they have been given up on. Consistency is 

pertinent with staff and administrators in the field of juveniles, especially in corrections. 

At the head of the institution is the director and he or she is looked at with deference 

much like a parent or grandparent (Flanigan 2001).   

All of the factors that are related to job retention are interrelated. Another factor 

that pairs with consistency is cost. Both financial costs and the cost of time are 

applicable in this case. Training new employees is an expensive venture, especially with 

administrators.  The cost that is incurred with training is felt elsewhere in the institution.  

If too much money is being spent on training then there will be cutbacks elsewhere, 

through programs or other endeavors. Time costs are present when it comes to hiring a 

new administrator to fill the void of the last. Through this cost, the overall consistency of 

the institution will be affected (Flanigan 2001). When a recognizable figurehead or 

leader is not present then things slowly start to fall apart. 

Staff Issues 

Another aspect in the importance of studying job satisfaction levels is the 

relationship it creates between the director and the staff within the institution. Attitudes 

and behaviors illustrated by the correctional administrators work to form the atmosphere 

within the institution. The staff within an institution use administrators to gauge how 

smoothly or awkwardly the institution is running. A directors’ outlook on the effects of 

their efforts, the retaining of staff and the effectiveness of the institution as a whole can 

be correlated with their levels of job satisfaction (Flanigan 2001). Very little research has 

been completed, on any of these issues, that is why they are significant to this study.   
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Juvenile Issues 

A third issue that is related to job satisfaction levels of administrators is the affect 

it has on the juveniles who are placed within the institution. When administrators lose 

their ability to effectively distribute services, then the juveniles will suffer. This does not 

coincide with the main goal of juvenile correctional institutions, before the legislative 

changes, which was to manage and rehabilitate juveniles. Quality of care is an 

important part of the correctional process. Although punishment is one of the secondary 

goals of most juvenile correctional institutions, the juveniles should not be neglected in 

other areas where they need help. Therefore it is imperative to address this relationship 

between a director and the juvenile population. 

Philosophy 

Finally, the overall philosophy of juvenile justice and the programs that are 

implemented within it can be analyzed more thoroughly. A closer look will be directed at 

the correlation of an administrators job satisfaction levels and their views of their staff, 

the juveniles, the system, and the specific goals of the system. Another question that 

will be answered is whether job satisfaction affects an administrator’s correctional 

orientation as either rehabilitative, punitive, or something else? Past research 

concerning correctional orientation has shown that low job satisfaction is related to more 

punitive attitudes (Caeti et al., 1997; 2002). 

Variables and Correlates of Job Satisfaction 

 
  The second research question concentrates on the variables and their correlation 

to job satisfaction within the juvenile facility directors. These variables can be 

distinguished by residence in one of two specific groups which are personal 
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characteristics and work environment (Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002). These two 

groupings in relation to correlates of job satisfaction are exemplified in various prior 

literature (Bazemore and Dicker, 1994; Caeti, Hemmens, and Burton, 1994; Caeti et al., 

1997; Caeti, 2001; Caeti et. al. 2003; Farmer, 1977; Flanagan, Johnson, and Bennett, 

1996; Hoath, Schneider, and Starr, 1998; Jurik, 1985; Kauffman, 1981; Lambert, 

Barton, and Hogan, 1999; 2002; Lambert 2004; Loverich and Reisig, 1998; Mitchell et 

al., 2000; Robinson, Porporino, and Simourd, 1997; Zhao, Thurman and He, 1999).  

Since research is limited on juvenile facility directors, other areas of corrections and 

criminal justice must be studied in order to gain more of an understanding of job 

satisfaction in general.   

Personal Characteristics 

  Personal characteristics are those that are ubiquitous in the individual and are 

present before they started the job. These characteristics include such things as 

educational level, background, race, age, gender, ethnicity, religion, and other such 

variables. Much of the prior research has looked at these characteristics in depth 

(Whitehead and Lindquist, 1989, 1992; Cullen et al., 1985, 1989, 1990; Bazemore and 

Dicker, 1994; Jurik, 1985; Zhao, Thurman, and He, 1999; Mitchell et al., 2000). These 

personal attributes affect different areas of the person’s work including their outlook on 

the organization and their opinions about others (Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002).  

Specific characteristics that will be looked at more deeply include educational level, 

race, ethnicity, gender, age, and stress levels. 
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Educational Level 

 Recently there have been moves made to ensure that higher educated 

individuals are employed more frequently in the field of criminal justice, this is especially 

true in corrections. Some states require a certain number of college hours completed 

while other states sometimes have certain educational prerequisites. Although states 

have been moving towards implementing a higher educated staff, the results of these 

initiatives have been mixed. There have been negative relationships reported, where as 

educational levels rise, job satisfaction declines (Zhao, Thurman, and He, 1999; Jurik 

and Halemba, 1984; Jurik and Musheno, 1986; Jurik and Winn, 1987; Jurik et al., 1987; 

Cullen et al., 1985, 1989; Van Voorhis, Cullen, Link, and Wolfe, 1991; Camp and 

Steiger, 1995; Rogers, 1991, Robinson et al., 1997, Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 

2002). A multivariate study done by Rogers showed that federal correctional officers 

reported the highest levels of job dissatisfaction when they possessed some college 

hours but no degree (1991).   

 Comparable to negative relationships in job satisfaction, there also have been 

positive relationships garnered (Grossi and Berg, 1991; Lindquist and Whitehead, 1986; 

Grossi et al., 1996; Caeti, Hemmens, Cullen, and Burton, 2002). Specifically in Caeti, 

Hemmens, Cullen, and Burton’s research of administrators of juvenile corrections, there 

is a significance level of .71 (2002). This is important because it studied the same 

population as the current research. These studies along with those that produced no 

significant association (Cullen et al., 1993; Flanagan et al., 1996; Blau et al., 1986; 

Hepburn and Knepper, 1993) show that overall there is a slight majority supporting a 

negative relationship, especially in corrections (Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002). It is 
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more beneficial to focus on the research of Caeti et al. (2002), since most other 

research focuses on line level employees in corrections, not administrators. 

Race 

 Another postulated key relationship in job satisfaction is race. Research in this 

area alludes to the fact that there is no significant relationship between race and job 

satisfaction (Hepburn and Knepper, 1993; Jurik and Halemba, 1984; Jurik and 

Musheno, 1986; Jurik and Winn, 1987; Jurik et al., 1987; Jacobs and Kraft, 1978; 

Walters, 1993). More importantly in studies on prison wardens, which are directly 

comparable to juvenile directors, there was no significant relationship found between 

race and job satisfaction (Cullen et al., 1993; Flanagan et. al., 1996). Literature on this 

topic varies greatly. A bulk of the research agrees on the fact that there is no significant 

relationship between race and job satisfaction. A few that did find a relationship were 

primarily based on correctional officers in the South. Most of the other studies 

throughout the United States found no significant relationship (Lambert, Hogan, and 

Barton, 2002). Wright and Saylor suggest in their research that most of the variance 

may be attributed to the region and the agency itself (1992). In this research, it is 

assumed that there will probably not be a significant relationship between race and job 

satisfaction.             

Gender 

 With an increasing trend in the number of females in the field of corrections, it is 

imperative that the variable of gender is assessed (Horne, 1985; Philliber, 1987, 

Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002). Many of the early studies on this variable cited no 

significant relationships (Cullen et al., 1985, 1989; Van Voorhis et al., 1991; Jurik and 
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Halemba, 1984; Jurik and Musheno, 1986; Jurik and Winn, 1987; Jurik et al., 1987; 

Walters, 1992, Blau et al., Britton, 1995; Wright and Saylor, 1991; Grossi and Berg, 

1991; Hepburn and Knepper, 1993; Robinson et al., 1997). While more recent research 

has shown that females in corrections have a higher level of job satisfaction than males 

(Camp and Steiger, 1995; Britton 1997). However in prison wardens with whom this 

research is more concerned there has been no significant relationship found between 

gender and job satisfaction (Flanagan et al., 1996). Even though more recently there 

has been an increase of females in the field of corrections and research has shown 

rising levels of satisfaction, the majority yields that there is no significant relationship 

(Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002). Different factors of this trend of females increasing 

job satisfaction levels can be postulated. There might be a more welcoming acceptance 

of females by other employees, or an increasing amount of female workers might make 

them feel at ease. It might be a combination of both or it could be some other unknown 

factor. Gender is still a fundamental variable in all studies and is shown to be increasing 

in significance within the field of corrections.     

Age and Tenure 

 Age and tenure are two other personal characteristics that can be correlated with 

job satisfaction. These two characteristics go hand in hand with turnover and will be 

studied as such. As a person ages and is employed in a particular system for an 

extended period of time, it is assumed that their ideas and views will change. This 

altering of their attitude can have a direct impact on their level of satisfaction within the 

realm of their job. People who stay in the job longer will more than likely have a higher 

satisfaction level, because if they did not they probably would have changed institutions 
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or more radically, professions. A positive association between age and job satisfaction 

is shown in some research (Blau et al., 1986; Camp and Steiger, 1995; Rogers, 1991).  

Whereas no relationship was found in research for correctional officers elsewhere in the 

United States in certain regions, similar to race, (Walters, 1993; Whitehead and 

Lindquist, 1986; Cullen et al., 1989; Van Voorhis et al., 1991; Jurik and Musheno, 1986; 

Jurik and Winn, 1987; Jurik et al., 1987; Robinson et al., 1997; Hepburn and Knepper 

1993) and in prison wardens (Flanagan et al., 1996).   

 There also has been a sundry of relationships between tenure and job 

satisfaction (Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002). A positive relationship has been 

shown between tenure and levels of job satisfaction in the research of Grossi and Berg 

(1991) and Britton (1995). Camp and Steiger (1995) found a surprising relationship in 

their research among correctional officers. They found a negative association between 

tenure and job satisfaction but they found a positive relationship between age and job 

satisfaction (Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002). In Walters (1993) study of mid-

Western prisons, there was a negative relationship among males between tenure and 

job satisfaction but not among females. No significant relationship was found in other 

studies on prison wardens with the focal point being Cullen et al. (1993) and Flanagan 

et al. (1996) (Cullen et al., 1985, 1989; Van Voorhis et al., 1991; Jurik and Musheno, 

1986; Jurik and Winn, 1987; Jurik et al., 1987; Robinson et al., 1997; Lambert, Hogan, 

and Barton, 2002). 

 The findings in the empirical literature within the realm of corrections dealing with 

age and tenure are varied at best. No clear-cut agreement can be found in this 
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relationship. Historically tenure and age usually are highly correlated with one another, 

but not in studies on the corrections system (Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002).  

Work Environment 

 The place where a person carries out their job is termed the work environment.  

Many relationships and associations that affect an individual are present in the work 

environment (Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002). Dimensions in the work environment 

are numerous and sometimes hard to identify (Camman et al., 1983; Cook et al., 1981; 

Essex and Lui, 1974; Rousseau, 1978; Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson, and Capwell, 

1957). Since the majority of literature is on line level staff in corrections it is hard to 

relate some of the variables to juvenile facility directors. Some of the variables may be 

interrelated and can be hypothesized as to how they relate to juvenile facility directors.  

A variable that can definitely be used for evaluating these administrators’ levels of job 

satisfaction is stress.  

Job Stress 

 Stress is the most frequently studied variable in the field of criminal justice.  

Research on stress has been studied in corrections and has been found to have a 

negative relationship (Grossi et al., 1996; Robinson et al., 1997; Karlinsky, 1979; Van 

Voorhis et al., 1991; Dennis, 1998; Blau et al., 1986; Walters; 1993, 1996; Caeti, 

Hemmens, Cullen, and Burton, 2003; Whitehead and Lindquist, 1996; Toch and Klofas, 

1982; Poole and Regoli, 1980; Pollak and Sigler, 1998; Liou, 1995; Kauffman, 1981; 

Auerbach, Quick, and Pegg, 2003). There have been a few studies that identified no 

relationship with stresses effect on job satisfaction, but none that have shown a positive 

effect (Whitehead and Lindquist, 1986; Whitehead, 1989). A continued amount of stress 
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in the workplace has been found to lead to burnout and a negative attitude (Whitehead 

and Lindquist, 1986; Poole and Regoli, 1980). Burnout is more likely to occur when an 

individual lacks a way to deal with this pressure. When identifying stress as a variable 

within job satisfaction it must be remembered that correlation does not equal causation.  

Low levels of job satisfaction may cause higher levels of stress or just the opposite.    

Two other types of stressors in the work environment that have been studied are 

role strain and role conflict (Lambert, Hogan, and Baron, 2002). These two stressors are 

both related to how an individual feels about their job and how they are being utilized.  

When levels of these are high, it has a direct impact on job satisfaction in a negative 

way (Hepburn and Knepper, 1993 Lindquist and Whitehead, 1986; Van Voorhis et al., 

1991; Whitehead and Lindquist, 1986; Hepburn and Albonetti, 1980). Overall, stress is 

found to be higher in the field of criminal justice and these high levels have led to 

outcomes such as poor health, increased turnover, decreased satisfaction and 

decreased job efficiency (Auerbach, Quick, and Pegg, 2003). The many forms of stress 

have a significant negative impact on levels of job satisfaction.   

Centralization, Participation, and Autonomy 

 In correctional research the issues of participation and autonomy have garnered 

much research. It is hard to relate these variables to correctional administrators 

because they are at the core of the decision-making. They should know what their role 

is as administrator and autonomy should not be a problem. Their participation in making 

decisions does not relate to job satisfaction because that is their job. 
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Supervision and Administration 

 A correction worker’s attitude towards supervision is another important variable in 

the study of corrections. A problem is that the current study is based on that specific 

administrator. Correctional officers’ positive attitudes towards administrators has had a 

positive effect on their job satisfaction (Jurik and Winn, 1987; Cullen et al., 1985; Van 

Voorhis et al., 1991, Grossi et al., 1996; Britton 1995). For this study, it might be safe to 

assume that this relationship in line-level employees could be transposed to the 

administrator’s job satisfaction based on their outlook on employees. 

Other Factors 

 Within correctional officers, there has not been a sustained significant 

relationship found among financial factors and job satisfaction (Hepburn and Knepper, 

1993; Camp and Steiger, 1995). In a study completed by Britton (1995) it was found that 

supervisors had higher levels of job satisfaction than did line-level correctional officers.  

Another variable that has been studied and has shown to have no relationship is that of 

security level, with an emphasis on the research of Cullen et al. (1993) on prison 

wardens (Grossi et al., 1996; Cullen, 1989; Grossi and Berg, 1991; Van Voorhis et al., 

1991; Britton, 1995; Camp and Steiger, 1995; Hepburn and Knepper, 1993).   

Many of the variables that have been studied in the past have had no relationship 

on job satisfaction. It is still important to include these variables because there might be 

a significant relationship when one was not expected. 

Effects of Job Satisfaction 

 
The third research question is concerned with the effect of job satisfaction in 

regard to the juveniles, their staff and their jobs. More specifically, what is the effect of a 
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director’s low or high level of satisfaction on other entities in the organization? It is vital 

to realize that an individual has more of an affect on an institution other than him or 

herself. Their job satisfaction goes a long way in influencing the way others feel within 

the organization. Some research has been done on the effects or consequences of job 

satisfaction, although the majority has focused on the causes. These effects can be 

broken down into two separate groups, which are positive ones and negative (Lambert, 

Hogan, and Barton, 2002). Empirical research has found that high levels of positive job 

satisfaction is related to optimistic attitudes, views, and behaviors at work (Ostroff, 

1992; Wycoff and Skogan, 1994). It is assumed that a worker with an optimistic outlook 

will be a more productive member of the work environment.   

In a piece of research by Nacci and Kane (1984) it was found that inmates 

reported that the environment was more calming and they were subjected to lower 

levels of sexual assault by other inmates when officers had high levels of job 

satisfaction. Other studies have found that high levels of job satisfaction produced more 

positive views on rehabilitation and a humanistic nature with less importance placed on 

punitive measures (Kerce, Magnusson, and Rudolph 1994; Farkas, 1999). Only one 

study by Whitehead, Lindquist, and Klofas (1987) showed that there was no relationship 

between an officer’s view of the inmates and job satisfaction. In the literature as a 

whole, it can be noted that higher levels of job satisfaction lead to positive outcomes 

that benefit the staff as well as the inmates, through all of the above-mentioned ways 

(Koracki, 1991). 

Similarly, at the opposite end, low levels of job satisfaction result in negative 

outcomes in the workplace. Such negative behaviors that have been observed and 
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analyzed in the field of corrections are turnover and absenteeism. Negative work 

behaviors are detrimental in any work environment; they are even more accentuated in 

the field of corrections (Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002).   

A negative relationship has been recorded between job satisfaction and turnover.  

Higher levels of job satisfaction produce less rates of turnover (Wright, 1993; Dennis, 

1998; Robinson et al., 1997; Camp, Saylor, and Gilman, 1994). There is an inverse 

relationship between job satisfaction and turnover. Only one study by Camp (1994) 

found no relationship between the two. The vast majority of research enforces the fact 

that there are negative relationships between the way individuals feel about their jobs 

and turnover (Lambert, Hogan, and Barton, 2002).   

Absenteeism is a less studied consequence of job satisfaction than is turnover.  

Only two studies in corrections by Lombardo (1978) and Lambert (1999) have 

researched the association between job satisfaction and absenteeism.  Both studies 

found a negative relationship between job satisfaction and absenteeism. More sick days 

are used when the officer is unhappy with his or her job (Lambert, 1999).   

All of these variables are important to study within the population of juvenile 

facility directors to monitor if the same affects are present. There may be significance 

where it was not found before, and since they are an understudied group, it will guide 

future research.        

Correctional Orientation in Relation to Job Satisfaction 

 
 Job satisfaction as it relates to correctional orientation is the final research 

question posed in this study. The question is how does a director’s job satisfaction 
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influence their attitude of rehabilitation versus punishment? This is a difficult question to 

answer, but an important one to explore.   

 There are differing attitudes towards the ideal goal of the criminal justice system, 

and in corrections. These attitudes are defined as someone’s correctional orientation.  

Punishment and rehabilitation, more specifically, are the two distinct goals studied.  

These two separate attitudes may help to shape someone’s job satisfaction or their job 

satisfaction may change their correctional outlook. Job satisfaction in relation to 

correctional orientation and primarily stress have been examined in previous studies of 

correctional officers (Walters, 1995; Farkas, 1999; Cullen et al., 1989; Whitehead and 

Lindquist, 1989; Hepburn and Albonetti, 1980; Whithead et al., 1987; Arthur, 1994; 

Burton, Ju, Dunaway, and Wolfe, 1991; Crouch and Alpert, 1980; Cullen, Lutze, Link, 

and Wolfe, 1989; Jurik, 1985; Kasselbaum, Ward, and Wilner, 1964), wardens (Cullen 

et al., 1993), and juvenile correction workers (Bazemore and Dicker, 1994; Bazemore et 

al., 1994; Liou, 1995). All of the studies found some variation in their results.   

Walters (1995), found that as an officer’s stress levels rise, so does his or her 

desire for incapacitation of offenders. High work stress elicits less of a rehabilitative 

nature in the officers. In another study it was found that job satisfaction was negatively 

related towards a support of rehabilitation (Farkas, 1999). This means that when an 

officer’s job satisfaction is low, then their support for rehabilitation is high. On the other 

hand some studies found no significant relationship between work stress and 

correctional orientation (Cullen et al., 1989; Farkas, 1999; Whitehead and Lindquist, 

1989), or between job satisfaction and correctional orientation (Hepburn and Albonetti, 

1980; Whitehead and Lindquist, 1989; Whitehead et al., 1987). More accepting attitudes 
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of a punitive nature and less support of rehabilitation is a shift that is occurring 

throughout criminal justice. The juvenile justice system is based more on rehabilitation, 

so this attitude towards punitive punishments should be less pronounced.   

Literature Overview 

 
 The literature regarding job satisfaction in the field of corrections, while copious is 

mixed at best. Some studies have found no significance with particular variables, while 

other research within the same variable have found positive or negative relationships.  

The major dilemma with looking at the prior literature in corrections is its lack of 

attention to the juvenile system, and in particular administrators. Much of the literature 

focuses on adult populations and the experiences of line staff within organizations 

rather than looking at the administration and management of criminal justice. Prior 

literature is used as a foundation to the current research but it does not address all of 

the questions regarding the management and administration of juvenile correctional 

facilities. 

The present research anticipates that most, if not all, experiences in the adult 

system can be applied to the experiences with juvenile populations. Hopefully the 

administrators at the adult level have similar assumptions about their roles as 

administrators as those who work with juveniles. But, we cannot assume that the adult 

and juvenile systems have similar attributes and that individuals within those systems 

would be similar. We can only use the variables that correlate within the adult system as 

a guide to the current research. More attention must be paid to the two prior editions of 

the survey that this current research is based on. When looking at the jobs of juvenile 

correctional administrators and those in the adult system, it is easy to assume that their 
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experiences with regard to job satisfaction would be the same. Within the current 

research, it is hypothesized that it will be fundamentally different. 

The literature identifies some major grouping of variables that are predictive of 

job satisfaction. Those variables will be used in this study to establish reliability, but we 

want to expand upon the existing research. An additional purpose of the current 

research is to verify conclusions drawn in prior research in corrections. 

There is an emphasis on individual versus organizational characteristics as being 

predictive or correlating to job satisfaction. This will also be tested. The prior literature 

identifies the affects of low job satisfaction levels on employees in the system.  

Relationships between the concepts of stress, burnout and turnover in corrections as a 

result of low job satisfaction will be examined. The preceding concepts will be analyzed 

to see if they correlate within juvenile facility directors’ levels of job satisfaction. 

A relationship between job satisfaction and correctional orientation within the field 

of juvenile corrections is a topic that has not been addressed previously. While both 

topics have an abundant amount of attention, the relationship between them has not 

been addressed in the prior literature. This also relates to the ideologies of the 

administrator. 

The current research attempts to answer these fundamental questions about the 

experiences of juvenile facility directors in criminal justice. It attempts to add to the prior 

literature on the relationship of job satisfaction in juvenile corrections. Additional 

research is warranted in the area of juvenile corrections, as well as adult corrections. 

This study’s main purpose is to analyze the attitudes and beliefs of juvenile facility 

directors to fill the chasm that currently exists in the literature. 
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Implications of the present study look to be numerous. They can have significant 

impact within juvenile justice policy and the realm of determining the predictors, 

correlates, and effects of job satisfaction levels of correctional administrators at the 

juvenile level.   
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 The current research is part of a longitudinal study of juvenile corrections 

directors. This is the third edition of the survey, it occurred in 1995 and again in 2000 

(Caeti, Hemmens, and Burton, 1997; Caeti, Hemmens, Cullen, and Burton, 2003). The 

survey instruments from those two studies have been adapted, but remain relatively 

intact. This study concentrates on the correlates and predictors of job satisfaction within 

juvenile facility directors, while it builds upon existing research on the attitudes and 

beliefs of correctional personnel. It is imperative to analyze correlates in order to identify 

problem areas and to construct ways to solve it. There is some degree of difference in 

the attitude of the administrator in relation to the goals of the institution. As with the two 

previous studies, the current study tests the hypothesis and the results will be used to 

assess recent policy changes in the areas of maintaining quality management and 

stress management within juvenile correctional institutions. 

Population 

 
All juvenile facility directors in the United States were included in the population 

of this research. Facilities that house convicted adjudicated juvenile offenders long term 

have an administrator at the top, which is termed the juvenile facility director.  That is 

the definition of the population of the current research. These institutions are 

traditionally state operated, but also include privately run facilities. Juveniles that fill 

these facilities have been adjudicated from a state or local court that has convicted the 

juveniles. Juvenile correctional facilities are defined as institutions housing post-
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adjudicated youths that are long term and residential in nature.  In the current study 

wilderness camps, group homes, and privately run institutions are all included. Past 

studies have not included these facilities.   

In years past, a complete list of juvenile correctional facilities was obtained from 

the American Correctional Association (ACA). This proved problematic because adult 

institutions sporadically appeared on the list. In the current study, all 50 states and the 

District of Colombia’s juvenile corrections Websites were located and then compiled into 

a spreadsheet. From those separate Websites correctional facilities were identified 

using a working definition and then placed into a separate spreadsheet. Information 

placed into the spreadsheet, if available, was the institutions name, the director’s name, 

a phone number, and an address. If one or some of these components were missing, it 

was identified and obtained when calls to the institutions were made.   

Although the completed list is a current database of facility directors, this 

information was updated using several methods to ensure the accuracy of the list. 

Initially, the list was only the facilities that could be found using the Internet. For the 

majority of states, a current list of juvenile correctional facilities was available through 

the aforementioned Website search. However, several problems arose from this 

Website search technique. 

The first main problem was the inconsistency in the terminology of local juvenile 

justice systems throughout the country. Based on the state of Texas an assumption was 

made that the other states would have similar systems where there is a distinction 

between juvenile detention centers and juvenile correctional facilities. The difference in 

Texas is that the former is a holding facility for juveniles for short periods of time and/or 
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pre-adjudicated youth while the latter constitutes a state sanctioned residential facility 

for longer periods. This distinction of separate names and/or definitions is not as clear 

for all states. Also in Texas there are two separate correctional systems, one for juvenile 

offenders and the other for adult offenders. While in other states housing juveniles is 

sometimes the responsibility of the adult correctional system. 

The second problem encountered with the Website search was the unavailability 

of addresses on Websites for all states. Some states had very well organized Websites 

that were easy to navigate and had an abundance of information. While in others the 

information was meager, sometimes consisting of only a phone number or nothing at all. 

These problems led to the next step in verifying the names and addresses.   

After the initial Website search ended, the next step was to contact the individual 

juvenile facilities identified in the list. This process was utilized to ensure the names of 

the facility directors were correct and to identify any other inaccuracies on the list.  

These inaccuracies included, but were not limited to, the addition of additional facilities 

not on the list, changing names of facilities, adding directors names, and correcting 

other general mistakes. Operators at the facility were contacted and the name of the 

director, name of the facility, address and phone number were verified. An additional 

question asked was whether the institution served post-adjudicated juveniles. Operators 

were contacted instead of directors because getting in touch with the directors proved to 

be time consuming, as the directors do not sit at their desks all day. This solution was 

based on a problem found in the last edition of this survey. Information was gathered at 

this time about additional facilities in the area that we were unaware of. This process 

proved to be extremely helpful because many of the names and addresses had 
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changed. In addition to this information, the facility was notified as to their inclusion in a 

national survey of juvenile facility directors.  

A second verification process was conducted after the initial verification in order 

to add to the list generated from the Websites. This consisted of cross-referencing all of 

the facilities on the previous study’s list that did not appear on the current list. The 

second verification process was used to ensure that no institutions were left off of the 

population list. These institutions were contacted to verify that they were still juvenile 

residential, post-adjudication facilities, and that the information was correct. When 

information changed it was then altered in the master list.    

Finally, the juvenile correctional facilities in two states had special circumstances.  

In the state of Washington authorization was needed from their state juvenile office in 

order to complete any survey regarding the management and operation of their 

facilities. A letter was written with an enclosed survey to the director of Institutional 

Programs at the Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration in Washington State. Missouri 

wanted to have all the surveys sent from their main office. So we sent all of the surveys 

to their main office. Both states were very accommodating to our research.  

Modification of the Survey 

 
The survey, as mentioned earlier, is a replication of a National Juvenile Facility 

Director Survey conducted in 1995 and in 2000. The survey and all scales were 

adapted from these two surveys. Some modifications were conducted to ensure the 

reliability of the scales. 

Modifications on the year 2000 survey are left intact on the current survey.  

These modifications include the layout and presentation, question format, and exclusion 
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of all open-ended questions. In this edition of the research, additional modifications 

were made in question phrasing, a facet-specific job satisfaction scale, and adding two 

extra waves to the survey.  

Administering the Survey 

 
Final verification was completed and the first of five waves of the study was 

commenced. Additional waves of the study were added from the previous surveys to 

ensure a higher response rate. The initial wave consisted of a postcard mailed to the 

directors, in which they would designate how they wished to respond. The three choices 

in which they could choose to receive and return the survey were standard mail, e-mail, 

or fax. They were provided with a space to fill in a fax number or e-mail where they 

could be reached. This step was added to lower costs of mailing out a survey through 

standard mail when sending it electronically is more time and cost efficient.  If nothing 

was received back from them indicating a preference, then they were mailed a survey. 

Another positive in this extra step was that updated information was added if the 

director had changed or something else was modified. 

After the first wave, when the postcard was received back from the director, 

updated information was then transcribed into the master list. Only 50 postcards out of 

383 were returned within a period of six weeks. The response rate to the postcards was 

only 13%. Twenty-eight of the directors wished to respond by e-mail and none wanted 

to respond by fax. The low response rate to the postcards is an indication that the 

majority took it as a notification they would be receiving a survey in the future. More 

than likely most would respond by mail as in the past editions of the survey. With only 

28 designating e-mail as the method of distribution we also mailed one along with the e-



 33

mail. A number of 387 surveys were mailed out, 5 were excluded based on directors 

being at the head of multiple institutions. There were an additional 7 mailed out after 

gaining approval from the state of Washington. In total 394 surveys were mailed out to 

the facilities directors’. Seventy-one surveys were received back from the second wave 

of the research, which was the initial mailing of the survey. This produced an initial 

response rate of 18%. 

During the third wave of the research, juvenile facility directors who did not 

respond to the actual survey were mailed a reminder postcard. This reminder postcard 

indicated that their response was integral to the research and if they needed another 

survey to contact us. After this reminder postcard was sent and before phone calls an 

additional 27 surveys were received. The total number before the fourth wave of the 

research was 98. During the fourth wave of the study they were then called and asked 

why they did not respond and if they were sent another survey would they respond.  

Most directors were very obliging to help with the research project. Most gave their 

email address and said if sent another questionnaire they would respond promptly. 

Some directors that were contacted said that there were confidentiality restrictions and 

their state office would not allow them to participate. This is a problem that did not occur 

in past editions of this survey. Directors that were not contacted in person were left a 

message on an answering machine or with a secretary. This second phone verification 

found that some of the directors had changed since the initial information gathering. 

These changes were made along with the addition of some email addresses. This final 

verification did not exclude any of the facilities from the initial list. The main goal 

accomplished was the attainment of email addresses for a quicker response. These 
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steps at verification have proved that there was an extremely accurate list of juvenile 

correctional facility directors from the very beginning. 

The fifth wave of the survey consisted of emailing a second survey to those who 

provided a valid address. This survey was an exact replication of the first that was 

mailed. If this survey was not returned by a certain date then their information was left 

off of the final analysis.  A final number of 115 juvenile facility directors were included in 

the final analysis. This produced a response rate of 29%.  

Sampling 

 
There was no sampling method used because all juvenile facility directors in the 

United States were contacted. The decision to include all facility directors in the country 

was two fold. First, this specific research is a replication of two previous studies in which 

all juvenile directors were identified and surveyed. To ensure the consistency among 

the three groups it was very important to conduct a national survey as well. Secondly, 

research on juvenile corrections, specifically job satisfaction and stress is very limited in 

the literature. Research in the field of corrections has been conducted primarily in adult 

facilities. Therefore, it was important to develop the existing research and conduct a 

survey of all juvenile facility directors. In addition to the previous, a national survey 

would expand the previous research because the majority of the literature cited local, 

state, or regional studies. Few to none of these were national surveys in nature. 

Measurement Overview 

 
A self-administered questionnaire was used to conduct this research and collect 

data on the directors. As mentioned earlier, this research is a replication of two separate 
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surveys, one of which that was conducted in 1995 and the other in 2000 (Caeti, 

Hemmens, and Burton, 1997; Caeti, Hemmens, Cullen, and Burton, 2003). The actual 

instrument used in this study was modified from these previous two surveys. All items 

and scales used in the first two surveys were used in similar form to ensure the 

reliability of the research. An addition of facet-specific questions measuring job 

satisfaction was added. This was included to specify where problems exist and possible 

ways to solve them. A second reason it was added was to compare global versus facet-

specific measures, because literature comparing the two is non-existent. The specific 

items or dependent variables addressed in this aspect of the project were correctional 

orientation, job satisfaction and stress of the juvenile facility directors. The primary 

independent variables included several demographic factors such as age, race, gender, 

years in juvenile corrections, experience in the military, educational experience, and 

employment history in the criminal justice system. In addition, specific information about 

each juvenile facility including its size, type and capacity were collected. The hypothesis 

here is that the variables of job satisfaction will be related to the specific work related 

variables of their position as administrator. 

The scales and indexes used in the present study were adapted from the original 

survey and the second edition (Caeti, Hemmens, and Burton, 1997; Caeti, Hemmens, 

Cullen, and Burton, 2003). The specific scales and indexes utilized in all three surveys 

were drawn from Cullen et al. (1993). The same or comparable measurement tools 

have been used in criminal justice research (Burton et al., 1991; Caeti et al., 1997, 

Caeti, Hemmens, Cullen, and Burton, 2003; Cullen et al., 1989, 1990, 1993; Flanagan, 

Johnson, and Bennett, 1996; Van Voorhis, Cullen, Link, and Wolfe, 1991). The research 
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conducted by Cullen et al. (1993) focused specifically on the correctional orientation of 

prison wardens. It looked to assess the rehabilitative ideal and whether it continues to 

receive support. The research by Cullen et al. (1993) serves as the foundation for the 

past two studies as well as the current study. It is the only study in the literature that 

focuses on key administrators, such as wardens, within the prison system. This looks to 

further the current study, as the focus is juvenile correctional facility directors. The 

distinct parallel drawn between the two studies was why the research of Cullen et al. 

(1993) was chosen. 

Conceptualization of Job Satisfaction 

 
Throughout the literature, definitions of job satisfaction are generally agreed 

upon. Job satisfaction can be defined as a “an affective response by an employee 

concerning his or her particular job in an organization, and this response results from 

the individual’s overall comparison of actual outcomes with those that are expected 

needed, wanted, desired, or perceived to be fair or just” (Cranny, Smith, and Stone, 

1992; Lambert, Barton, and Hogan, 1999; 2002). Job satisfaction is subjective, rather 

than objective, indicating an individual’s personal feelings and whether their needs are 

being met by the job (Lambert, Barton, and Hogan, 2002).   

The measurement of job satisfaction in the current survey and study looks at 

satisfaction in terms of how the juvenile facility director feels about their job. Certain 

questions used to assess the facility directors general feelings about their job in terms of 

expectations versus actual experiences, such as: 1) All in all, how satisfied would you 

say you are with your current job; 2) Knowing what you know now, if you had to decide 

all over again whether to take the job you now have, what would you decide; and 3) In 
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general, how well would you say that your job measures up to the sort of job you 

wanted when you took it.  

Other facet-specific questions were added to this edition of the survey to better 

grasp the individuals job satisfaction. General categories include comfort, challenge, 

financial rewards, relations with co-workers, resource adequacy, and promotions.  Each 

of these categories include several specific questions. Comfort is a measure of job time, 

hours, surroundings and their freedom from hardships. Challenge is the actual work 

they perform while at the institution and how they personally progress while doing their 

job. The self-explanatory category of financial rewards is measuring whether they feel 

they are reimbursed fairly for the work they perform in a monetary manner or some 

other way.  Relations with co-workers measures their level of co-existence and 

friendships with fellow employees. Resource adequacy measures whether they have 

the right ‘tools’ to complete their job. Whether the ‘tools’ are co-workers, superiors or 

even information.  The final category, promotions, asks if promotions are deserved and 

if there is a good chance to move up the chain of command in the juvenile justice 

system.  

Juvenile Facility Directors Levels of Job Satisfaction 

 
The first research question asked was used to assess the job satisfaction levels 

of the juvenile facility directors. Within a portion of the survey, respondents were asked 

to identify their level of job satisfaction with their current position as administrator. The 

specific questions were used to measure their satisfaction and expectations of their 

current position with a range of responses. Five specific questions were used to compile 

the global job satisfaction scale. These five questions remain fully intact from prior 
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editions of the survey. Specific analysis of this scale and the questions included within it 

will be addressed in Chapter IV.  

The job satisfaction scale was calculated by adding the responses together and 

dividing by five, which was the total number of questions used on the scale. This scale 

was scored so that a high score indicates a high level of job satisfaction, scores ranged 

from 1 to 4 and 1 to 3. The first question’s responses were multiplied by .75 in order to 

compare and contrast within and to the facet specific scale. (Global questions are 

provided in Chapter IV.)  In addition to this scale was the facet-specific job satisfaction 

scale.  (Facet-specific questions are provided in the Appendix.)   

Answers were provided by checking a box specifying either “not at all true,” “a 

little true,” “somewhat true,” and “very true.” “Not at all true” was given a value of 1 and 

“very true” was given a 4. These were computed on a categorical basis and then an 

overall basis. A higher score indicated a higher job satisfaction level; vice versa, a low 

score indicated lower levels of job satisfaction. All facet specific scores were multiplied 

by .75, the same as the first question of the global scale, in order to compare and 

contrast with that specific scale of this edition and last. 

Two separate approaches were used in this survey, a global measurement and a 

facet-specific measurement. Most research includes one or the other, but because of 

the lack of research in this particular area, a decision was made to use both. Two 

separate job satisfaction values were surmised and two different analyses were 

conducted. These analyses are included more in depth in Chapter IV. 
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Correlates and Predictors of Job Satisfaction 

 

 There are two major groupings distinguished in the literature pertaining to 

correlates and predictors, which are individual and organizational variables. The 

following section records the questions asked regarding these two categories of 

variables.   

Individual Characteristics 

 There were several demographic variables that were included in past surveys 

that have indicated correlation on levels job satisfaction. Many general demographic 

variables were collected, but there were specific characteristics identified in the 

literature as correlating with job satisfaction. These individual characteristics are 

grouped into general demographic variables such as gender, race and age.  

Along with the individual characteristics are background and working conditions. 

These work related variables include amount of education, experience, salary and type 

and size of facility. 

Job-Related Stress Measure 

Stress was the final individual variable identified. A Likert scale was used to 

assess the affect of stress in the workplace based on the literature regarding stress and 

its relationship to job satisfaction. The stress related question included the item: “I often 

feel that the control of my institution is slipping out of my hands.” Responses on the 

stress measure could range from 1 to 7. A high score on the stress measurement scale 

indicated that there were high levels of job related stress. These measures of stress 
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found in the juvenile facility directors were included as independent variables in the final 

analysis, which is found in Chapter IV. 

Organizational Characteristics 

 
The next major grouping of predictors of job satisfaction were organizational 

characteristics. Organizational characteristics generally look at specific experiences an 

individual has in the workplace and how that affects their level of job satisfaction. 

Organizational characteristics were measured by collecting information about the 

workplace itself. For the population at hand it was essential to gather information 

regarding all of the physical attributes of the facility, including size, average daily 

population, maximum capacity of the institution and where the facility is located. 

Variables were collected to assess the general organizational characteristics of each 

institution. 

Managing the institution is the facility director’s main responsibility. Management 

of an institution involves working directly with staff and juveniles in the institution. In the 

research conducted in 1995 and again in 2000, it was discovered that many juvenile 

facility directors cited staff issues as very problematic and the source of pressure within 

their positions. This was measured in the research in 2000 with organizational climate 

scales centering on staff issues and problems.  

Creation of a staff perceptions scale indicated the perception a director has of his 

or her staff involving issues of creativity, performance, general staff problems, and 

organizational communication. There are a total of four indexes of these specific issues 

used to create the staff performance scale. Following are the descriptions of indexes 
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that were included in the development of the scale.  All of the indexes and statistics are 

found in either Chapter IV or in the Appendix. 

Staff Performance Index 

A four-item index was created to assess the director’s attitudes towards the 

activities of his or her staff members. Specific variables included to form the index were 

statements such as “most staff have a positive outlook on their jobs,” and “staff do a 

good job of communicating with juveniles.” The specific questions included in the 

measure are reported here in the table. Higher scores indicated that the facility director 

valued the performance and abilities of his or her staff members.  

Staff Creativity Index 

  An index consisting of two-items was computed to assess the director’s attitudes 

towards the creativity of their employees. The two variables used included statements 

such as “staff are rewarded for being creative in this organization,” and “staff are 

encouraged to problem-solve on their own.” Higher scores on the index indicated 

emphasis of creativity within the institution.  

Staff Problems Index 

A four-item index was created to determine a director’s attitude towards the 

problems created by the staff. Statements such as “many staff try to look good than 

communicate freely with management,” and “it is difficult to get the staff to change the 

way they do things in my institution” are used in this index. Higher scores on the index 

are indicative of a director’s belief that staff problems are prominent within their 

institution.  
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Organizational Communication Index 

A three-item scale was developed to measure the amount of communication 

within a director’s facility. Items such as “I want my staff to be more sensitive to 

providing for juveniles daily needs than they are now,” and “management could do a 

better job of communicating with staff” were included in this index. Higher scores make 

known that directors value communication in the workplace.  

Staff Employment Index 

The staff employment index is a two-item scale assesses the issues related to 

staff employment. Questions dealing with the hiring and turnover of staff were used in 

the development of this index. If the director thought this to be a problem in their facility 

this would be indicated by a higher score on the index.   

Staff Empowerment Index 

If directors favored empowering their staff then this would be indicated with a 

high score on the two-item scale. Questions in this scale focused on the amount of 

influence the director felt the staff should have in determining procedures and offering 

suggestions for change within the institution. A director’s high score showed a 

willingness to empower his or her staff members. 

Influences Indexes 

 
Other questions, not only those regarding attitude of the director towards their 

staff, were included on the survey. Such measures that were included were who exerts 

the most influence on the director. These indexes were used to assess who had the 

most influence on the day-to-day operations of the facility, those inside the institution or 

those outside. Prior literature indicated facility directors responded differently to 
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pressures within as opposed to outside the facility. Specific scales were developed in 

order to measure the degree of job-related pressure experienced within the duties of 

their position.  

Internal Influences Index 

In order to assess the amount of influence that individuals within the organization 

have on a facility director a four-item scale was constructed. Specific variables included 

to create this internal influences index were the degree of influence of directors 

themselves, administration, staff and juveniles. All of these variables were taken 

together to form a general index of internal influence on the individual facility director. 

Higher scores on the index indicated that internal factors constitute a high degree of 

influence within the director’s institution.   

External Influences Index 

External forces and there influence on the activities of the facility director were 

measured using a three-item index. Specific variables that were included on this index 

were the degree of influence of the courts system, parents and the general public. 

These variables were combined to form a general index of external influence. Higher 

scores on the index indicate that external forces exert a high degree of influence on 

facility directors.   

Job Satisfaction and Perceptions 

 
Other than emphasis on certain objectives of an individual’s facility, respondents 

were also asked about their opinions towards several different topics in juvenile justice. 

Responses from these questions were used to look at the individual’s opinions and 

perceptions of the overall juvenile justice process and in particular the juvenile 
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offenders. One of these questions was used to assess the respondents’ ideas about the 

goals of the juvenile correctional system. They were asked to rank the 4 specific goals 

of the juvenile correctional system. Scores for this measure ranged from 1-4, where a 

number 1 indicated the most important goal and a number 4 indicated the least 

important goal. The four goals follow: 

1. Retribution- to pay juvenile offenders back or punish them for the harm they 

have caused society. 

2. Deterrence- to teach juveniles, as well as other people contemplating the 

commission of a crime, that in America crime does not pay. 

3. Rehabilitation- to reform juvenile offenders so that they will return to society in 

a constructive rather destructive way. 

4. Incapacitation- to protect society by locking up juveniles so they cannot 

victimize again. 

Conclusions were drawn about the juvenile facility directors regarding their individual 

views of the juvenile correctional system and their individual institution. Main 

conclusions were made by how these things affect their level of job satisfaction and 

stress. It was very important to include these independent variables in the final analysis. 

Further, there were questions included to measure how the directors felt about 

juveniles under their care. These were in place in order to determine the attitude a 

facility director had towards the types of juveniles housed within their institution. There 

are certain things that should correlate and they were included to affirm this belief. 
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Job Satisfaction and Correctional Orientation 

 
The final research question was to assess the relationship between job 

satisfaction and correctional orientation. Correctional orientation refers to a director’s 

position regarding issues of punishment, rehabilitation and custody within their 

institution. In order to measure this, several scales were used to identify the attitude of a 

facility director concerning the issues listed above. These scales were adopted from the 

previous research on correctional orientation in Cullen et al. (1993), Burton et al. (1991), 

Caeti et al. (1997), and Caeti et al. (2003). 

Rehabilitative Ideal Scale 

In order to measure the respondent’s belief in the rehabilitative ideal in juvenile 

justice, a six-item scale was used. A high score on the scale was indicative of a greater 

support for the rehabilitation ideal. The scale was calculated by adding up the scores on 

the individual questions and dividing by the total number of questions, which was 6. 

Scores on the scale could range from 1 to 7.  With 7 indicating a high level of support 

for rehabilitation.  

Punitive Ideal Scale 

A five-item scale was used to evaluate how prominent punitive ideals are among 

juvenile facility directors. High scores were indicative of greater support for a punitive 

ideal. Possible scores on the scale ranged from 1, which indicated a low-level of support 

for punishment, to 7, which indicated a high level of support for punishment.  

Custody Orientation Scale 

An eight-item scale was employed to measure the degree of emphasis of a 

respondent’s facility regarding custody and security issues. These questions asked 
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about a director’s own facility, and also inquired about their opinions regarding custody 

issues. Higher scores on the custody orientation scale specified a higher degree of 

emphasis on both custody and security issues. Scores could range from 1 to 10. A 

score of 10 indicated a high degree of emphasis on custody and security issues.  

All of the preceding information from the surveys was coded into the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).  All surveys were verified twice to ensure 

accuracy in the data entry of the information and to eliminate coding error. Chapter IV 

contains the analysis of this data. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

 

Job satisfaction levels among juvenile facility directors were determined using a 

five-item scale. Comparisons were then made longitudinally over the 11-year period. 

The job satisfaction scale used in this study has been used previously, (Burton, Ju, and 

Wolfe, 1991; Caeti, Hemmens, and Burton, 1994; Caeti, Hemmens, Burton, and Cullen, 

1997; Cullen et al., 1993; Flanagan, Johnson, and Bennett, 1996; Van Voorhis et al., 

1991; Caeti et. al, 2003) with reliability coefficients at the .75 level. In order to calculate 

juvenile facility directors job satisfaction levels they were subjected to questions such as 

“all in all, how satisfied are you with your job?” and “knowing what you know now, if you 

had to decide all over again whether to take the job you now have, what would you 

decide?” Directors responded as to their level of satisfaction, whether or not they would 

keep the job they have, and would they recommend the job to a friend. All of these 

responses were compiled to create an overall job satisfaction score, and then they were 

compared to the two prior editions.   

In this edition they reported a positive attitude towards their job and the 

experiences they have had at their institution. Of the five questions only one question’s 

average satisfaction level went down, and that decrease was only one percentage point. 

The directors’ responses indicate an extremely high level of job satisfaction (61%) that 

has increased throughout the years. Only one individual reported that they were not 

satisfied at all with their current position. In addition, over four-fifths said that knowing 

what they know now they would take the job again. Table 1 reports on the comparisons 
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of the job satisfaction measures among the three separate surveys of 1995, 2000, and 

the current edition of 2006. 

Table 1  

Global Job Satisfaction with Comparative Means 

Questions Responses ‘95 ‘00 ‘06 

Very satisfied 52.2% 57% 61% 

Somewhat satisfied 38.5 40 34 

Not too satisfied 6.9 2 5 

All in all, how 
satisfied would you 

say you are with 
your job? 

Not satisfied at all .4 0 1 
I would keep the job I have 

now 63.2 63 62 

I would want to retire and not 
work at all 14.6 14 20 

With regard to the 
kind of job you’d 

most like to have:  If 
you were free to go 
into any kind of job 
you wanted, what 
would your choice 

be? 

I would prefer some other job 
to the job I have now 19.4 22 18 

I would decide without 
hesitation to take the same job 72.1 79 84 

I would have second thoughts 
about taking the same job 22.3 16 13 

Knowing what you 
know now, if you 
had to decide all 

over again whether 
to take the job you 

now have, what 
would you decide? 

I would decide definitely not to 
take the same job 3.6 4 4 

My job is very much like the 
job I wanted 53.8 54 65 

My job is somewhat like the 
job I wanted 38.5 40 26 

In general, how well 
would you say that 
your job measures 
up to the sort of job 
you wanted when 

you took it? 
My job is not very much like 

the job I wanted 5.7 5 8 

I would strongly recommend 
the job 58.3 72 72 

I would have my doubts about 
recommending this job 32.4 22 23 

If a good friend of 
yours told you that 

he or she was 
interested in 

working in a job like 
yours for your 

employer, what 
would you tell him 

or her? 

I would advise my friend 
against taking this job 5.7 5 5 

  
Correlates/Predictors of Job Satisfaction 

 
In the summation of the past literature Chapter II there were two specific 

groupings of variables that correlate with job satisfaction were identified. These two 
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distinguishable categories are individual and organizational characteristics. What 

follows is a discussion of the current study compared to the two prior editions on the 

general descriptive statistics along with the results of the regression analysis for job 

satisfaction. 

Individual Characteristics 

This survey included several individual characteristics, which were present in the 

prior editions of this survey and in past literature. Everyone is unique in his or her 

experiences of life, but there are certain individual traits that can be grouped together 

and compared. Over the years, populations’ change and this is directly reflected in the 

workplace. Juvenile facility directors’ population changes as well. Table 2 outlines the 

individual characteristics compared to the two prior editions. In this edition the mean 

age of the facility directors was 49.1, which through the years has increased almost 2 

years for every survey period. An increasing majority of the facility directors in the 

population were white (85.1%) in this edition of the survey. This compared to the survey 

in 1995 of 78.1% and 2000 of 77.1%. The minority breakdown of this edition is as 

follows; 9.6% were Black, 2.6% were Hispanic, .9% was Asian and 1.8% of the 

population considered themselves “Other.” These numbers are all significantly lower in 

this edition than the prior. The total population of juvenile facility directors consisted of 

14.9% minorities. In addition to these statistics, 29.6% of the respondents were female. 

This is 12.1% more than the study in 2000 and 9.6% more than in 1995. According to 

the literature females are increasing in the field of corrections in general and especially 

within juvenile corrections facilities. This is confirmed in the research at hand. 
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Table 2 

Age, Race and Gender Comparisons 

 ‘95 ‘00 ‘06 
Mean Age 45.7 47.7 49.1 
    
Race    
White 78.1% 77.1% 85.1% 
Black 15.0 16.2 9.6 
Hispanic 1.0 3.9 2.6 
Asian .4 1.1 .9 
Other  1.7 1.8 
    
Gender    
Male 78.5 82.5 70.4 
Female 20.2 17.5 29.6 
 

Background and Working Conditions 

In regards to background and working conditions, the variables of education, 

military experience, experience in adult corrections, experience as treatment staff, 

experience as a director at another facility, as a counselor or psychologist in a juvenile 

facility were also collected (Table 3). All of this data was added to provide more depth to 

the general and individual characteristics that were collected. The reasoning behind this 

is that these individual characteristics of background and experience shape a director’s 

experience more so than race or gender. 

The data indicate that 98.2% of the population attended college, which was a 

slight increase from 2000. The percentage that graduated with a bachelor’s degree went 

down to 92.9%, decreasing 2 percentage points. The total years of education ranged 

from 12-23 years with a mean education of 16.85 years.  Mean education went up from 

1995 to 2000, but went down slightly in 2006. In this study twelve years of education 

indicated the completion of high school or equivalent. After twelve years of education, 

certain benchmarks indicated were 16 for a bachelors degree, 18 for a Masters degree 
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and 22 for a Doctoral degree. All of these distinctions were made in order to compare 

individuals who held certain degrees to those who held others or none at all. 

Approximately one out of every four juvenile facility directors in the population 

served in the military. This number decreased by about 5% from the prior two editions. 

Out of those who had served in the military, 53.6% had served in the Army followed by 

17.9% in the Air Force, 17.9% in the Navy and 10.7% in the Marines. 

Most of the directors had previous experience either within the field of adult or 

juvenile corrections. Almost one-third of the population, as well as in the year 2000, had 

previous adult correctional experience. Directors were also asked whether or not they 

had served in security staff positions or as a counselor/staff psychologist in a juvenile 

setting. Of the population, 34.6% responded that they had worked in a security staff 

position and 52.7% indicated experience as a counselor/psychologist in a juvenile 

correctional setting. A shade under half of the juvenile facility directors had been 

previously employed as a director at another correctional facility. All of these findings 

show that the facility directors in this population have different backgrounds and a 

significant amount of experience within the field of corrections. 

With regards to salary and juvenile facility directors there is much disparity within 

the salary range. The income range for this particular population was $33,416 to 

$115,000 per year. The average salary of juvenile facility directors was $67,722. Even 

though there is a large disparity within the salary range, this when grouped by state and 

type of facility, had similar levels reported. This is important to keep in mind when 

looking at salaries. Individual states appear to give similar salaries to facility directors of 

specific institutions. 
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Table 3 

 Background and Working Conditions Means 

 ‘95 ‘00 ‘06 
Education 17.23 17.37 16.85 
Attended College  97.8% 98.2% 
College Graduate 94.7% 94.9 92.9 
Military Experience 30 29.8 24.3 
Army 48.6 71.7 53.6 
Navy 12 5.7 17.9 
Air Force 19 18.9 17.9 
Marines 13.3 3.8 10.7 
Adult Corrections Experience  30.5 28.2 
Juvenile Security Staff Experience  41.4 34.6 
Juvenile Counselor/Psychologist  63 52.7 
Previously Employed as a Director  47.5 49.1 
Salary $45,955 $58,717 $62,722
 

Specific Characteristics of Institution 

Specific variables related to the size and populations of their respective juvenile 

facilities were also included in the survey. For easier coding directors were to check a 

box listing the institutions facility designation, but some checked a box, crossed out the 

name and wrote their own in. The box the director checked on the survey, not what they 

wrote in was recorded. The data indicate that all of the facilities that responded were 

indeed juvenile facilities that conformed to the guidelines established in the current 

research. The mean daily population of the facilities was 104 with facilities daily 

population ranging from 4-750. In the population the average maximum capacity was 

125, with maximum capacity ranging from 10 to 820. This data is similar to that found in 

the past editions.  The information provided on the maximum capacity of their institution 

as well as the average daily population showed that a majority of facilities are running at 
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or below capacity.  Only 12% of the facilities were running above their maximum 

capacity. 

Correlates of Job Satisfaction 

 
Several correlations were conducted along with the descriptive statistics 

collected above. The correlations conducted were cross-tabulations consisting of 

Pearson’s chi-square and Spearman’s rho. Pearson’s chi-square correlation coefficient 

can range from –1 to 1 and is a measure of linear association between two variables. 

Whether positive or negative the sign is only indicative of the direction of the 

relationship, and the absolute value indicates the strength.  Stronger values are 

indicated by larger absolute values. The latter, Spearman’s rho is based on the ranks of 

data rather than their actual values. Similarly to Pearson’s chi-square, the values of this 

correlation coefficient range from –1 to 1.  Again comparable to Pearson’s chi-square, 

the sign of this coefficient indicates the direction of the relationship, and the absolute 

value shows the strength. The global and facet specific job satisfaction scales were 

collapsed into a dichotomous variable, in order to conduct the bivariate analysis (with 

values set at 0 or 1).  Most correlation tests necessitate nominal level data only, 

therefore these variables were collapsed into this form so that this analysis could be 

conducted. For easier comparison to the other editions of the survey, the global job 

satisfaction scale was collapsed into low to moderate job satisfaction (scores ranging 

from 0 to 2.4) and high job satisfaction (scores ranging from 2.5 to 3).  This holds true 

for the facet specific scale as well. 

The following variables were used to conduct bivariate correlations between 

them: age, race (either non-minority or minority), gender, total years of education, 
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previous military experience, years in juvenile corrections, years as a director, hours in 

workday, average daily population of institution, salary, previous employment history, 

internal influences index, external influence index, rehabilitation scale, punitive scale, 

staff performance scale, staff employment issues index, and the staff empowerment 

index. All of the variables chosen were included based on previous editions of this 

survey and information gathered through a literature review. Statistically significant 

correlations are reported in the analysis. Both correlations tests were conducted on the 

two different dichotomous job satisfaction scales with the results reported in Table 4. 

Every independent variable that was used in the bivariate analysis is included in the 

table. Those that are statistically significant are discussed later in the chapter. 

Significant relationships were found between global job satisfaction and the 

independent variables: stress, internal influences, organizational communication index, 

staff creativity index, staff problems index, staff performance index, and staff 

perceptions scale. 

Table 4 

 Global Job Satisfaction Correlates 

Variables ‘00 ‘06 
Age .240** .099 
Race .103 -.019 
Gender .025 .019 
Total years of education .083 .089 
College Graduate -.002 -.055 
Did you serve in the armed forces? .130 .158 
Total years working in Juvenile Corrections .077 .164 
Total years as a director .084 .128 
How many hours in your average workday? .114 -.126 
Average daily population of your institution .180* .046 

 

(table continues) 
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Table 4 (continued). 

Maximum Capacity of Institution .168* .012 
Salary Recode .064 .079 
Have you ever been employed as security staff at a juvenile facility? -.058 -.052 
Have you ever been employed as a director at another facility? .111 -.007 
Have you ever been employed as a counselor or a psychologist in a 
juvenile facility? -.004 .016 

Stress Measure  -.254** -.272** 
Punitive Scale (Dichotomous) -.002 -.059 
Rehabilitation Scale (Dichotomous) -.043 .051 
External Influences Index .014 -.021 
Internal Influences Index .134 .203* 
Organizational Communication .171* .256* 
Staff Employment Issues Index -.129 -.192 
Staff Empowerment Issues Index .071 -.071 
Staff Creativity Index .165* .201* 
Staff Problems Index -.257** -.267** 
Staff Performance Index .422** .339** 
Staff Perceptions Scale .070 .255* 

 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Stress 

The first significant item was based on the question “I often feel like the control of 

my institution is slipping out of my hands.” This was an indicator that a director’s stress 

was negatively correlated with job satisfaction. Job satisfaction level decreased as a 

facility director’s stress level increased. This finding is corroborated in the literature on 

job satisfaction. Spearman’s rho and Pearson’s chi-square showed significant 

correlation with stress and the facet specific scale. 

Internal Influences 

 Spearman’s rho indicated a significant correlation on internal influences. These 

internal influences are the juveniles, the correctional staff, top administrators (not 

including the director), and the director his or herself. The correlation shows that as 
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internal influences increase so does a juvenile facility director’s job satisfaction. Both 

measures of association indicated a positive correlation with internal influences on the 

facet specific scale. This index is provided below in Table 5.  Scores on the index 

ranged from 5.25 to 10 with an average score of 8.04. 

Table 5 

Internal Influences Index Questions 

Questions Min Max Mean Median Mode Std. Deviation 

Director (yourself) 4 10 8.5 9 9 1.4 
Correctional Staff 1 10 8.1 9 10 2.3 
Juvenile clients 1 10 7.5 8 10 2.2 
Top Institution Administrators 
(Excluding Director) 2 10 7.9 8 8 1.8 

 

Organizational Communication 

 The third variable that shows a significant correlation is that of organizational 

communication. This is a positive correlation, which means that as communication 

within the facility goes up so does the job satisfaction of the director. Organization 

Communication variables are provided more in depth in Table 6. Scores on the index 

ranged from 1.33 to 7, with an average score of 3.57. 

Table 6 

Organizational Communication Index Questions 

Questions Min Max Mean Median Mode Std. Deviation 

In general, management could do 
a better job of communicating 
with staff. (Recode) 

1 7 3.4 3 3 1.3 

 

(table continues) 
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Table 6 (continued). 

Communication between 
management and staff is 
excellent. 

1 7 4.3 5 5 1.2 

I want my staff to be more 
sensitive to providing for 
juveniles daily needs than they 
are now. (Recode) 

1 7 3.2 3 3 1.3 

 

Staff Creativity 

 Pearson’s chi-square indicated a positive relationship with the staff creativity 

index. As a director feels that his or her staff is more creative their job satisfaction 

increases. Both tests of association indicated a significant relationship between staff 

creativity and the facet specific scale. The staff creativity index is provided below in 

Table 7.  The average score on the index was 4.96; and scores on the index ranged 

from 1 to 7. 

Table 7 

Staff Creativity Index Questions 

Questions Min Max Mean Median Mode Std. Deviation 

Staff are encouraged to 
problem solve on their own 
and implement solutions. 

1 7 5.1 5 5 1.0 

Staff are rewarded for being 
creative and problem solving  
in this institution. 

1 7 4.8 5 5 1.1 

 

Staff Problems 

 The staff employment issues index was negatively correlated with job satisfaction 

on both tests of association and within both scales of job satisfaction. When a director 

experiences a significant number of staff related issues they are not as satisfied with 
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their job. The staff problems index is provided in Table 8. Scores on the index ranged 

from 1 to 6.5, with an average score of 3.55. 

Table 8 

Staff Problems Index Questions 

Questions Min Max Mean Median Mode Std. Deviation 

No matter how explicit I make 
my directives, the staff always find 
a way to get around them. 

1 6 3.2 3 3 1.2 

Many staff would rather cover up 
a mistake than attempt to correct 
it. 

1 7 3.3 3 3 1.3 

Many staff try to look good than 
communicate freely with 
management. 

1 6 3.7 3 3 1.1 

It is difficult to get the staff to 
change the way they do things in 
my institution. 

1 7 4 4 3 1.3 

  

Staff Performance 

  Both Pearson and Spearman’s rho indicated a positive relationship between staff 

performance and global job satisfaction. A director’s job satisfaction increases, as their 

outlook on their employees is more optimistic. This is true with both the global and facet 

specific scales.  The staff performance index is shown in Table 9.  Scores on this index 

ranged from 4.25 to 7, with an average of a 5.51. 

Table 9 

Staff Performance Index Questions 

Questions Min Max Mean Median Mode Std. Deviation 

I can generally trust my staff 
to handle matters when I am 
away from the institution. 

1 7 5.6 6 5 .97 

Most staff have a positive 
outlook on doing their jobs. 2 7 5.1 5 5 .91 

 
(table continues) 



 59

Table 9 (continued). 

Staff do a good job of 
communicating with the 
juveniles. 

2 7 5.1 5 5 .88 

The staff are the most 
valuable resource in my 
institution. 

1 7 6.3 7 7 1.05 

 

Staff Perceptions Scale 

 The overall scale that takes four indexes into consideration, staff perceptions 

scale, was statistically significant to a high level. The four indexes are creativity, 

performance, general staff problems, and organizational communication. As a directors 

outlook on these four indexes increases so does their job satisfaction levels. This is also 

exhibited with the facet specific scale as seen in below in Table 10. 

Table 10 

Variables of Facet Specific Correlates vs. Global Correlates 

Variables Facet  
Specific 

Global 

Age .196* .099 
Race -.179 -.019 
Gender -.036 .019 
Total years of education .007 .089 
College Graduate -.193 -.055 
Did you serve in the armed forces? .187 .158 
Total years working in Juvenile Corrections .084 .164 
Total years as a director .058 .128 
How many hours in your average workday? .046 -.126 
Average daily population of your institution .278** .046 
Maximum Capacity of Institution .272** .012 
Salary Recode .263* .079 
Have you ever been employed as security staff at a juvenile facility? -.038 -.052 
Have you ever been employed as a director at another facility? .160 -.007 
Have you ever been employed as a counselor or a psychologist in a 
juvenile facility? .025 .016 

Stress Measure -.271** -.272** 
 

(table continues) 
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Table 10 (continued). 
 

Punitive Scale (Dichotomous) -.145 -.059 
Rehabilitation Scale (Dichotomous) .085 .051 
External Influences Index .050 -.021 
Internal Influences Index .253* .203* 
Organizational Communication .191 .256* 
Staff Employment Issues Index -.151 -.192 
Staff Empowerment Issues Index -.022 -.071 
Staff Creativity Index .237* .201* 
Staff Problems Index -.261** -.267** 
Staff Performance Index .353** .339** 
Staff Perceptions Scale .326** .255* 

 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Age 

 Age was positively correlated with job satisfaction, with only Spearman’s rho 

measure of association. This finding agrees with the literature in that as age increases 

so does the level of job satisfaction of employees. This positive relationship may occur 

because individuals who are dissatisfied with their job leave the profession. 

Daily Population and Maximum Capacity 

Only Spearman’s rho indicated a correlation between daily population and the 

facet specific job satisfaction scale. As the facility’s population increases the director’s 

job satisfaction decreases. Also both associations of correlation indicate that as 

maximum capacity increases the director’s job satisfaction again decreases.  

Salary 

 The associations of correlation indicate that as salary increases so does job 

satisfaction on the facet specific scale.   
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Predictors of Job Satisfaction 

 
In order to conduct an analysis on the dependent variable job satisfaction, a 

multiple regression analysis was chosen. Predicting the value of multiple independent 

variables on the dependent variable is the purpose of running a multiple regression. 

Before running the regression, several assumptions of the test were examined. 

Specifically there are six assumptions for a multiple regression which are: 1) the 

observations are randomly selected, 2) both variables have normal distributions, 3) the 

two variables are measured at the interval/ratio level, 4) the variables are related in 

linear form, 5) the error is normally distributed, and 6) multicollinearity is not present. 

Several procedures were employed to check for violations of the assumed 

premises for the linear regression on the job satisfaction scale. Each independent 

variable had partial regression plots performed on them. Partial regression plots are 

utilized to verify that data was randomly distributed. Also regular or normal p-plots were 

conducted on the dependent variable otherwise known as the job satisfaction scale. 

Results garnered from these specific analyses signified that there was indeed, a linear 

relationship between the variables.  

Not only were partial regression plots and normal p-plots used, but also residuals 

tests were conducted. Residuals tests were used to measure the difference between 

the observed values in the model versus the values predicted by the model. In the 

current research standardized residuals were used.  This test divides the residual by an 

estimate of its standard error and results with a mean of zero and a standard deviation 

of 1. Standardized residuals range from –3 to 2 and this specific analysis ranged from –

1.609 to 1.262 with a standard deviation of .723. The final residuals test was conducted 
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that divided the residual by the standard deviation of each case. This studentized 

residual has a range from –4 to 3, with the specific test resulting in a range of –1.986 to 

1.721 with a standard deviation of 1.004. All residuals tests fell within the expected 

ranges. 

Three distances tests were also ran on the model. Measurement of how much a 

case’s values on the independent variables differ from the average of all cases is 

termed the Mahalanobis distance. A large Mahalanobis distance identifies a case 

having extreme values on one or more of the independent variables. Of all the distance 

tests the Mahalanobis test has a larger range. The specific scores of this test ranged 

from 8.333 to 36.100, with a standard deviation of 6.665. The next test conducted was 

the Cook’s distance test (Cook’s d), which was conducted to measure the effect of 

influential cases on the model. Cook’s d looks at how much the residuals of all cases 

would change if a particular case were excluded from the calculation of the regression. 

A large Cook’s d indicates that excluding a case from the regression would change the 

results significantly. The range for this test was .000 to .389, with a mean of .053 and a 

standard deviation of .077. Lastly a centered leverage value test was used to measure 

the influence of a single point to the fit of the regression line. The centered leverage 

value ranges from 0 (no influence on the fit) to (N-1)/N. This value had a range from 

.189 to .820, with a mean of .467 and standard deviation of .151. 

After all of the diagnostic tests were performed, the regression analysis was 

conducted for the independent variable job satisfaction. Only three independent 

variables were found to be significant in the regression analysis, compared to five from 

the last edition of the study. Individual beta weights and significance levels are shown in 
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Table 11. In order to form a predictive model of job satisfaction of the population of 

juvenile facility directors, these variables were combined together. Each independent 

variable of the model in the analysis had a unique predictive power, which was found as 

well as the combined effect of the variables in predicting the job satisfaction levels of 

juvenile facility directors (Table 10). Each of the variables included in the analysis are 

shown in Table 11, those that are significant are flagged. 

Table 11 

Regression Analysis of the Global Job Satisfaction Scale 

 Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

Model B Std. 
Error Beta   

Constant -1.209 1.855  -.652 .521 
Age -.018 .011 -.335 -1.622 .118 
Race -.104 .238 -.088 -.437 .666 
Gender -.041 .226 -.040 -.179 .859 
Total years of education .014 .055 .052 .249 .806 
Total years working in juvenile 
corrections -.005 .013 -.102 -.382 .706 

Total years as a director .053 .022 .558 2.350 .028* 
Average daily population of institution .001 .001 .180 .941 .356 
What is your current salary? .000 .000 -.045 -.206 .838 
Have you ever been employed as 
security staff at a juvenile facility? -.063 .192 -.064 -.326 .748 

Have you ever been employed as a  
director at another facility? .037 .189 .041 .197 .846 

Have you ever been employed as a 
counselor/psychologist in a juvenile  
facility? 

-.040 .198 -.044 -.204 .840 

Have you ever been employed in adult 
corrections in any capacity? .354 .238 .325 1.486 .151 

Stress Measure .167 .286 .105 .586 .563 
Internal Influences .078 .078 .207 .992 .331 
External Influences -.068 .048 -.247 -1.439 .164 
Custody Scale .002 .082 .004 .019 .985 
Staff Employment Index -.158 .062 -.518 -2.569 .017* 
Staff Empowerment Index .221 .103 .485 2.130 .044* 
Rehabilitation Scale (Dichotomous) -.001 .254 -.001 -.004 .997 
Punitive Scale (Dichotomous) .196 .410 .089 .477 .638 
Staff Perceptions Scale .288 .252 .224 1.146 .263 
 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 12 

Overall Regression Statistics 

Regression Statistics Change Statistics Durbin-
Watson

R R 
Square 

Adjusted 
R Square 

Std. Error 
of the Est. 

R Square 
Change 

F 
Chang

e 
df1 df2 Sig. F 

Change 

 

.719 .517 .075 .4407 .517 1.171 21 23 .355 1.494 
 

The first variable, total years as a director, was found to contribute to job 

satisfaction with a beta of .053 and a standardized beta of .558. As a juvenile facility 

director’s tenure increased so did their job satisfaction. 

The variable that measured the difficulty of directors in hiring and retaining 

qualified staff or the staff employment index was found to decrease job satisfaction. 

When directors scored high on this scale, indicating problems with staff employment, 

there job satisfaction decreased significantly (β= -.518). 

Finally the staff empowerment index was found to increase a director’s job 

satisfaction. When the director feels that the staff should be more involved to give their 

opinion the director’s job satisfaction increases. 

Facet Specific Job Satisfaction Scale Regression Analysis 

 
 There were no significant associations among independent variables and the 

facet specific job satisfaction scale. This may be attributed to the 34 different questions 

and six different indexes included in the scale. Whereas the global job satisfaction scale 

only has five questions. The facet specific scale can be found in the appendix with 

means from each question. 
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Job Satisfaction and Perceptions 

 
There are three items addressed regarding job satisfaction and how it relates to a 

juvenile facility director’s perceptions within their institution. Stress, perception of the 

juveniles within the institution, and perceptions of the staff within the institution are the 

three categories that will be addressed. 

The relationship between the two dichotomous job satisfaction measures and the 

single item stress question “I often feel that the control of my institution is slipping out of 

my hands” are addressed in the following tables. Both tables indicate the percentage 

that responded to the stress question and their level of satisfaction. The total results of 

the two are almost the same but within the two tables there is some difference. Facet 

specific questions are more in depth and lend towards lower mean scores. They are 

judged on the same level though as explained earlier in the chapter. Both tables have 

the same distribution but there is a greater difference among those who disagreed with 

the statement in the two separate levels. In both tables the results indicate that the 

majority (75.8% global; 53% facet specific) of directors who were highly satisfied with 

their jobs disagreed with the statement. Stress isn’t the only variable that accounts for 

job satisfaction, but it does produce an effect. Results from the facet specific scale 

mirror more of that found in the year 2000 (60.8% high job satisfaction/disagreed, 

29.8% low to moderate job satisfaction/disagreed) than does the global scale.  Even 

though the opposite was expected. 
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Table 13 

Global Job Satisfaction vs. Stress 

 Dichotomous Satisfaction Scale Total

Stress Item Low to moderate 
job satisfaction 

High job 
satisfaction 

 

Disagreed with 
statement 

% of 
total 18.2% 75.8% 94% I often feel that the control of my 

institution is slipping out of my 
hands. Agreed with 

statement 
% of 
total 4% 2% 6% 

 

Table 14 

Facet Specific Job Satisfaction vs. Stress 

 Dichotomous Satisfaction Scale Total

Stress Item Low to moderate 
job satisfaction 

High job 
satisfaction 

 

Disagreed with 
statement 

% of 
total 38% 53% 91% I often feel that the control of my 

institution is slipping out of my 
hands. Agreed with 

statement 
% of 
total 8% 1% 9% 

 

Juveniles 

 
In the survey directors were also asked to evaluate the juveniles they had in their 

care on a variety of items. Both the current study and the year 2000 edition are included 

in Table 10, which reports the mean and median of responses. There are no blatant 

increases or decreases from the last edition. Of the directors in the population they 

indicated that 53.7% of their juvenile population would be rehabilitated due to their 

participation in treatment programs.  This is only an increase of 1.8% since the year 

2000. Vice versa, the directors believed that on average 36.3% of juveniles in their 

institution would recidivate after release. The results from the current study indicate a 

higher rehabilitative attitude than that seen in the last edition. There is a wide variation 

among the means within the separate studies. One interesting variation between 
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studies and questions is that the directors felt on average that the percentage of 

juveniles who victimize other juveniles indicates a decrease, while juveniles who need 

protection from other juveniles increased.   

Median values of the percentages are included to compare the averages from 

the middle scores in the population. For most questions these figures are similar, but 

there is some discrepancy with regard to the questions regarding deterrence and 

percentages of juveniles who need protection. Variations in the responses are indicative 

of these differences. 

Table 15 

Estimated Juvenile Populations 

Item Mean 
‘00 

Mean 
‘06 

Median 
‘00 

Median 
‘06 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution you believe are 
dangerously violent and should not be released? 8.1% 6.7% 5.0% 2.5% 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution you believe will 
be rehabilitated because of participation in treatment? 51.9 53.7 50.0 50.0 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution you believe will 
be deterred by their institutional experience? 17.2 19.3 10.0 10.0 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution you believe will 
recidivate? 39.5 36.3 35.0 30.0 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution are 
predators and victimize other juveniles in the facility? 10.2 8.2 5.0 5.0 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution need to be 
protected from other juveniles in the institution? 13.2 17.9 10.0 5.0 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution might be called 
chronic trouble-makers? 20.9 18.1 10.0 10.0 

 

An additional analysis, resembling that of the last edition, was conducted on the 

questions regarding a facility director’s estimate of the juveniles in their population. 

Results of these responses were correlated with the dichotomous global job satisfaction 

scale and are shown in Table 16. The results indicate that only two, compared to four in 

the year 2000, of the percentage questions are significantly correlated with a director’s 

level of job satisfaction. Specifically, issues relating to rehabilitation and recidivism are 
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associated to an individual’s job satisfaction. When a director felt that a high percentage 

of the juveniles under their care could be rehabilitated their job satisfaction was higher. 

The only other significant correlation that was found is in regards to recidivism.  

Negative correlation with job satisfaction occurs when the director feels that there is a 

high amount of potential recidivism. These findings indicate a facility director’s outlook 

on his or her juveniles affects their job satisfaction level. 

Table 16 

 Correlations of Juvenile Population and Global Job Satisfaction  

Variable Job Satisfaction 
‘00 

Job Satisfaction 
‘06 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution you believe are 
dangerously violent and should not be released? -.168* .039 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution you believe will be 
rehabilitated because of participation in treatment? .277** .222* 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution you believe will be 
deterred by their institutional experience? .046 -.054 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution you believe will 
recidivate? -.230** -.230* 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution are 
predators and victimize other juveniles in the facility? -.143 -.152 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution need to be protected 
from other juveniles in the institution? .049 -.021 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution might be called 
chronic trouble-makers? -.173* -.079 

 
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

Staff Issues 

The final category, experiences with staff, is a logical affect of job satisfaction. 

Directors’ have the most interaction with staff, and their outlook on their staff should 

help to shape their level of satisfaction. In a previous chapter it was noted that a 

director’s behaviors, attitudes, and ultimately their satisfaction levels help to shape the 

institutional climate as a whole.  Experiences with staff help to shape the job satisfaction 
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level of the director, and vice versa this characteristic helps to shape the staff job 

satisfaction level. There is a mutual relationship between the two. 

Table 17 shows the relationships between job satisfaction and several staff-

related variables. Between the two years all three measurements produced the same 

three significant correlations. The correlations indicate that both the Staff Performance 

Index and Staff Creativity Index are positively related to job satisfaction. Also, the Staff 

Problems Index exhibits a negative relationship among all three dichotomous job 

satisfaction measures. When there are problems experienced by a director with staff, 

their level of job satisfaction decreases. Staff issues are directly reflected in a director’s 

job satisfaction level as presented by Table 17. 

Table 17 

Staff Correlations with Job Satisfaction 

Variable ‘00 ’06 Global ’06 Facet Specific 
Staff Employment Issues Index -.123 -.192 -.151 
Staff Empowerment Issues Index .046 -.071 -.022 
Staff Creativity Index .165* .201* .237* 
Staff Problems Index -.257** -.267** -.261** 
Staff Performance Index .422** .339** .353** 
  
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 

 ** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

Along with the bivariate correlations above, these same indexes were submitted 

to a regression analysis of job satisfaction. Although no significance was found using 

the facet-specific scale, significance was established with the global job satisfaction 

scale. When the staff issues indexes were included in the regression analysis, the Staff 

Employment Issues Index and the Staff Empowerment Index were found to significantly 

contribute to job satisfaction with standardized beta weights of -.518 and .485. These 
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findings indicate that as a director feels that hiring and retaining staff becomes a 

problem, their job satisfaction decreases. A director’s job satisfaction increases as his 

feeling that staff should be more involved increases. Results show that there is 

correlation with all of the staff indexes in at least one of the analyses. 

Job Satisfaction and Correctional Orientation 

 
There were several scales utilized in order to assess the correctional orientation 

of juvenile facility directors. Gathering their feelings on rehabilitation, punishment, and 

custody orientation produced a director’s general assessment of the juvenile corrections 

system.   

Rehabilitative Ideal 

A six-item scale asked the directors questions regarding their attitudes toward 

rehabilitation in their facility as well as the success of rehabilitation in juvenile 

corrections in general. Responses indicated that directors had a high degree of support 

for the rehabilitative ideal, with 46.1% of respondents indicating that they “very strongly 

agreed” to statements such as “rehabilitation programs have an important place in my 

institution.” That is slightly higher than results from the year 2000. An overwhelming 

majority (87.8%) said that they disagreed with the statement “the rehabilitation of 

juveniles has proven to be a failure.”  Also, one such question, “the rehabilitation of 

juveniles just does not work in the present system” received a common disagreement 

by directors. All variable percentages are closely aligned to the study in the year 2000.  

The scale is reproduced in Table 18.  A reliability coefficient was conducted for this 

scale with an alpha of .806 and a standardized alpha of .784. The average score for this 

scale was 5.89, with the range consisting of 4 to 7. 
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Table 18 

Rehabilitative Ideal Scale 

Questions Min Max Mean Median Mode Std. Deviation 

Rehabilitation programs have an 
important place in my institution. 1 7 6.1 6 7 1.2 

The best way to stop juveniles from 
engaging in crime is to rehabilitate 
them, not punish them. 

1 7 5.8 6 7 1.2 

It would be irresponsible for us to stop 
trying to rehabilitate juveniles and thus 
save them from a life of crime. 

1 7 6.1 6 7 1.3 

While I believe that adult criminals 
know what they are doing and deserve 
to be punished, I still support the 
emphasis on rehabilitation of juveniles. 

3 7 6.0 6 7 1.0 

The rehabilitation of juveniles just does 
not work in the present system. 
(Recoded) 

1 7 5.2 5 5 1.4 

The rehabilitation of juveniles has 
proven to be a failure. (Recoded) 2 7 5.8 6 5 .95 

 
Punitive Ideal 

To determine a director’s level of punitiveness a five-item scale was utilized. 

Responses indicated that directors had a low level of support for punishment. For the 

two questions labeled “juveniles are treated too leniently by the criminal justice court 

system,” an average of only 20.4% agree with this statement. “Conditions at my 

institution should be harsher to deter juveniles from future crime,” and “all juveniles who 

commit violent crimes should be tried as adults and given adult penalties” received low 

support from the directors. Directors generally do not view punishment as a chief goal of 

the juvenile correctional system, but they do believe it is a necessity. At a director’s own 

facility, 87.8% disagreed that conditions should be harsher to deter juveniles from future 

crime. This punishment scale and all questions within are presented in Table 18. A 

reliability coefficient was conducted for this scale with an alpha and standardized item 
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alpha of .716 and .721. The average score for punitive ideal was 3.21 and the range 

was 1.2 to 6.2.  

Table 19 

Punishment Scale 

Questions Min Max Mean Median Mode Std. Deviation 

Conditions at my institution should be 
harsher to deter juveniles from future 
crime. 

1 6 2.2 2 1 1.3 

Juveniles are treated too leniently by 
our court system. 1 7 3.5 3 3 1.3 

Most juveniles know full well what 
they are doing and thus deserve to be 
punished for their offenses. 

1 7 3.8 4 3 1.2 

All juveniles who commit violent 
crimes should be tried as adults and 
given adult penalties. 

1 7 2.9 3 3 1.5 

Juveniles are treated too leniently by 
our court system. 1 7 3.6 3 3 1.3 

 

Custody Orientation 

An eight-item scale designated the level of emphasis placed on custody issues 

by facility directors. The importance a director places on custody issues and his or her 

institutions accomplishment of this goal is measured within this scale. The degree of 

emphasis was measured with questions such as, “preventing escapes,” and “preventing 

the flow of contraband in and within the facility.” Responses to these questions indicate 

that overall directors place a very high emphasis on ensuring security and maintaining 

order (59.6%). Directors say they place a high emphasis on restricting the flow of 

contraband into and within the facility (62.7% and 60%). They also feel that they are 

successful in preventing these actions. An abundance of director’s felt that they ranked 

highly in preventing escapes. Overall the directors believed that their facilities were 

highly successful at the goals of custody. Table 19 shows the Custody Orientation 



 73

Scale.  An alpha level of .806 was found for this scale, with a standardized item alpha of 

.784. The average score for this scale was 8.61 with scores ranging from 3.5 to 10. 

Table 20 

Custody Scale 

Questions Min Max Mean Median Mode Std. Deviation 

Emphasis on creating conditions which 
protect juveniles from one another. 2 10 9.1 10 10 1.5 

Emphasis on creating conditions that 
prevent juvenile escapes. 2 10 8.4 9 10 2.2 

Emphasis on ensuring security and 
maintaining order. 5 10 9.3 10 10 1.1 

Emphasis on preventing the flow of 
contraband into the facility. 1 10 8.5 9 10 1.9 

Emphasis on preventing the flow of 
contraband within the facility 1 10 8.3 9 10 2.1 

Success at preventing escapes. 6 10 9.4 10 10 .86 
Success at preventing the flow of 
contraband into the facility. 2 10 8.3 8 9 1.3 

Success at preventing the flow of 
contraband within the facility. 4 10 8.1 8 9 1.4 

 

Goals of Juvenile Corrections 

 
Lastly, the four goals of corrections, rehabilitation, deterrence, incapacitation and 

retribution, were to be placed in numerical order of importance by the directors. This 

was a gauge of the directors’ attitudes as to how in their minds the correctional system 

should work. Responses to these goals ranged from 1, being most important goal, to 4, 

being the least important goal. Table 16, reports on the rankings of the goals in juvenile 

corrections. Seventy-seven percent of the facility directors ranked rehabilitation as the 

most important goal.  Only 3.5% ranked retribution as their most important goal in terms 

of the goals of the juvenile justice system. The consensus by most of the directors 

ranked rehabilitation as being the most important goal in juvenile corrections followed by 
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deterrence, incapacitation, and retribution. This table mirrors the one from 2000 besides 

the individual percentages, but all the rankings of importance are the same. This shows 

that despite policy changes in juvenile justice becoming more punitive, directors’ 

correctional orientation remains rehabilitative. 

 Table 21 

Goals of Directors 

Ranking  Rehabilitation Deterrence Incapacitation Retribution
1  77% 10.6% 9.7% 3.5% 
2 17.7% 56.6% 22.1% 3.5% 
3 2.7% 25.7% 45.1% 22.1% 
4 2.7% 7.1% 23% 70.8% 
 
The number 1 ranks the most important goal, while number 4 least. 

An analysis was conducted in order to correlate the dichotomous job satisfaction 

scale to that of importance of rehabilitation. Directors who reported high satisfaction 

levels were compared to those who were low to moderately satisfied as to their 

responses to their ranking of rehabilitation. Table 21 shows the results of this 

comparison analysis of the how rehabilitation was ranked. Over three-fourths of the 

directors fell in the high job satisfaction half of scale. Out of this high percentage of 

directors, the majority reported rehabilitation as the most important, but those in the low 

to moderate satisfaction had the same results.   

Table 22 

Rehabilitation Rankings 

How important is rehabilitation to the juvenile correctional 
system? (1=most important, 4 least important) 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total 

Low to moderate job satisfaction 19.6% 2.9% 0% 0% 22.5%
High job satisfaction 56.9% 15.7% 2.0% 2.9% 77.5%
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Addressing the longitudinal determinates and affects of job satisfaction levels of 

the juvenile facility directors was the purpose of the current research. The four 

questions of concern, longitudinally, were to assess the level of job satisfaction, the 

predictors and correlates, the affects of job satisfaction and the relationship between job 

satisfaction and correctional orientation. 

The next chapter, Chapter V, will address all of the implications of the findings. 

Implications will focus within the field of juvenile corrections and it will also identify future 

research areas. Overall, the results from this longitudinal study should narrow and 

magnify the areas that have the greatest effect on the job satisfaction levels of juvenile 

facility directors. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS 

 

A director’s attitudes and beliefs permeate throughout an institution up to and 

including how juvenile justice policy is implemented. By understanding the job 

satisfaction levels of these directors, a better understanding of how their attitudes, 

beliefs and behaviors help to mold policy within the institutions. At the head of the 

institution, the director sets the tone for the rest of the facility, whether positive or 

negative. Being satisfied and happy with their job will be reflected in the juveniles and 

the staff to a certain degree. Vice versa, if a director is dissatisfied with his or her job 

then some of that unhappiness will be taken on by the organization as a whole.   

The director, as overseer of the institution, takes on a tremendous responsibility 

with their attitudes and actions and how it affects the administration and management of 

their facility. Using a longitudinal study to observe the changes in job satisfaction 

correlates and predictors helps to look at a segment of the population over time. This 

was achieved using a national survey almost unchanged in three separate years 1995, 

2000, and 2006. The survey was a self-administered questionnaire used to study the 

population. Respondents answered questions regarding their jobs as facility directors 

and specific attitudes that had towards their profession. By using almost identical 

national surveys over a span of 11 years, we are able to construct a longitudinal study 

and expand on the existing research on the administration and management of 

correctional facilities in this country. In this paper only a subset of questions asked were 

analyzed, which included correctional orientation, beliefs about the juvenile justice 
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system, job satisfaction levels and stressors within their positions as juvenile facility 

directors. The analysis explores each of these areas longitudinally to the past two 

editions of the study; job satisfaction levels of juvenile facility directors, the correlates 

and predictors of job satisfaction, the affects of job satisfaction on perceptions of the 

staff, juveniles, and their jobs, and its relationship to correctional orientation. 

Limitations 

 
The current research, as with any study, has several limitations that will be 

discussed. Certain limitations are taken into consideration when conducting survey 

research in general. Survey research is generally stronger on reliability, but weaker on 

validity. In comparison with field research, for example, which is stronger on validity 

than surveys. Where survey research does allow for a large number of respondents, it 

does not and cannot yield the most accurate findings. The most accurate way to assess 

attitudes, beliefs and satisfaction is to view them in the context of their environment. It 

would be ideal to follow around a facility director within their institution and see how it is 

managed daily, but that is unrealistic. A director may possibly be disillusioned and over-

rank their institution’s administration and their own feelings. This can also have the 

opposite affect. Nonetheless, neither way accurately portrays the institution.   

These problems will affect the validity of findings within any survey-researched 

population. On the other hand, by presenting a standardized measurement, survey 

research, almost all but fully eliminates unreliability. This survey focuses on the apex of 

the institution, which is the juvenile facility director, and should be to a higher extent 

more valid than other surveyed populations.  Directors’ responses are depended on to 
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be the most accurate representation of what goes on in their facilities. The current study 

along with the past editions goes a long way to reiterate this. 

 Along with the past studies, there is a limitation that is directly related to the 

population under study. There was a strict definition of a juvenile correctional facility that 

was used in this study and the others. This juvenile institution was termed as a secure 

institution that housed post-adjudicated youth on a long-term basis. As with the past 

studies, a few institutions that did not fit this profile more than likely slipped through. A 

call was placed to the facility before the survey was administered and the survey itself 

had a box to check. Both of these methods may have failed based on misinterpretation 

of the definition.   

To the other extent, this definition may also have excluded many juvenile 

facilities based on the same misinterpretation. The purpose of the definition was to 

include only those facilities that housed post-adjudicated juvenile offenders for extended 

periods. In every state, there is a different definition as to what a juvenile correctional 

facility is. Many states have also turned to the privatization of correctional facilities, 

which may have excluded some that were not listed on the state Websites. A large 

discrepancy in the data could also be attributed to including only a few privately owned 

and operated facilities. Some inaccuracies in the population may exist, but overall there 

is a great deal of confidence in said population’s fitting the definition. 

There are several limitations that are congruent with other studies, but this study 

is key in understanding the change of attitudes and satisfaction within the field of 

juvenile corrections. The research at hand is essential in furthering the study of this 

under examined population and continues the longitudinal study. As previously noted in 
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Chapter II, past research in corrections tends to focus on the line level staff working 

within the adult system. Until this longitudinal study, there was minimal, if any, research 

on the juvenile correctional system and none involving directors. The conclusions of the 

research help to further this ongoing study and note the changes regarding attitudes 

and satisfaction levels of juvenile facility directors in the United States. 

Results 

 
The main purpose of this study and was to assess the correlates and predictors 

of job satisfaction of juvenile correctional administrators in the United States. All of 

these topics were discussed on a longitudinal level or a global versus facet specific 

perspective; the level of job satisfaction, the correlates and predictors of job satisfaction, 

the affect of job satisfaction on the perceptions of staff, juveniles, and their jobs, and the 

relationship between job satisfaction and correctional orientation.   

Level of Job Satisfaction of Juvenile Facility Directors 

 
The analysis indicates that the majority of juvenile facility directors (61%) are 

very satisfied with their jobs, this compared with 57% in 2000 and 52.2% in 1995. These 

statistics show that job satisfaction is increasing within the population of juvenile facility 

directors. Those that are somewhat satisfied constituted 34% of the current study, which 

is down from 40% in 2000.  Surprisingly, both the “not too satisfied” and the “not at all 

satisfied” categories increased from 2000. The study in 2000 was imbalanced and it 

seems that job satisfaction is spreading out from the “somewhat satisfied” category to 

the others.  The findings of all three distinctive years are similar to that found in the 
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literature that correctional administrators have higher levels of job satisfaction compared 

to others in the same field.   

Prior literature is mainly focused on line level staff within the adult system.  

Findings from this longitudinal study can be used to compare the experiences within the 

corrections system in general. Comparing these populations in the future can help us 

gain a better grasp as to why the administrators are more satisfied with their jobs than 

the line level staff. It could be a number of things, including but not limited to the higher 

salaries of the administrators resulting in higher satisfaction or maybe a better 

understanding of ones role in the system. These may be key in future studies, even 

though salary levels were not predictive of satisfaction in this particular longitudinal 

study. Future research is needed to explain these differences between staff and 

directors in job satisfaction.  

Correlates/Predictors of Job Satisfaction 

 
In this study, there were no in predictors of individual characteristics observed, 

but prior studies have shown a few predictive variables. In the previous study, both age 

and race were found to predict a portion of the regression model used. There was only 

one correlation on an individual characteristic on a bivariate level in the current study, 

which was age. This characteristic was correlated positively with only the facet specific 

scale and job satisfaction. As a facility director’s age increases so does their level of job 

satisfaction. This is related to the theory that when someone is unhappy with their job 

they leave. Directors that have been in the juvenile corrections field for a long time tend 

to have higher levels of job satisfaction. Total years as a director coincides with age and 

was found to have significant predictive power in the multiple regression analysis. 
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Similar effects are found in both age and tenure. This is replicated here, from past 

literature.  

Individual Characteristics 

 
Individual characteristics that have shown to be correlated with job satisfaction in 

the previous literature are race, gender, educational attainment, military experience, and 

salary. None of these characteristics in the current study had significant values of 

correlation or predictive value. What can be observed is in what direction these values 

tend to lean.   

Most of the previous research, besides the year 2000 study, has not found race 

to have a relationship to job satisfaction. This research supports the previous literature 

in that race has neither predictive value nor correlation to job satisfaction. Race was 

used as a dichotomous variable in that all minorities were placed in one category and all 

non-minorities in another.   

Gender in the past has been linked to job satisfaction. This is not supported in 

this study. Generally, females have more positive attitudes towards rehabilitation and 

the endearing treatment within juvenile populations. Therefore, women have higher 

satisfaction in the workplace because of this good-natured spirit towards juveniles. A 

larger portion of the population was female in this study (29.6%) to the previous studies 

in 1995 (20.2%) and 2000 (17.5%). The current study does lend support to previous 

research that has indicated an increasing number of females in juvenile corrections and 

corrections in general.    

Educational attainment, in relation to job satisfaction of corrections personnel, 

has been mixed at best in the past research. Some research shows that education is 
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negatively related; still others report no significant predictive power or correlations. In 

this study, because a large proportion of directors did graduate college (92.9%), it was 

theorized that this characteristic would not have a correlation. This theory is true in that 

job satisfaction and educational attainment are not related.   

Military experience showed correlation to job satisfaction, but it was not 

significant. Individuals who had military experience (roughly 24%) scored higher on the 

scales of job satisfaction than those with no experience. Salary has also been linked to 

job satisfaction within correctional system employees. An assumption of this study is 

that as salary increases, so does job satisfaction.  This takes into account that 

individuals in general value monetary rewards. The previous edition of this survey and 

the current global satisfaction scale did not show to a significant degree that salary was 

indicative of higher job satisfaction.  This shows that there is more than likely another 

motivation driving the directors to stay in the field of juvenile corrections. In the same 

survey, salary was correlated with job satisfaction levels on the facet specific scale. 

Results of correlations will change depending on the measurement of job satisfaction.   

The final individual characteristic that has been correlated and predictive of job 

satisfaction is that of stress. In this study, stress was negatively correlated to job 

satisfaction. Previous studies show that high levels of stress result in lower job 

satisfaction, and the current research replicates this finding.   

Organizational Characteristics 

 
Multiple factors within the workplace have been identified in the literature as vital 

in understanding job satisfaction. Factors within the institution, particularly issues 

related to staff, significantly impact a juvenile facility directors job satisfaction levels.   
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Significant correlations were found with all of the indexes and the staff 

perceptions scale. Some significant findings were observed in the regression analysis 

and some in the bivariate correlations. The staff employment issues index and the staff 

empowerment index will be discussed first in relation to the multiple regression analysis.   

Measurement of a director’s problems experienced in the hiring and retaining of 

staff is observed in the staff employment issues index. Directors who scored lower on 

this index had higher levels of job satisfaction. Lower scores on this index are indicative 

of the director not experiencing staff employment issues.   The ability to hire and 

maintain a staff of high quality is a goal of the directors and is significantly related to 

their satisfaction with their jobs.  

In the regression analysis, the other index that predicted job satisfaction is that of 

the staff empowerment index. The staff empowerment index was found to increase a 

director’s job satisfaction. When the director feels that the staff should be more involved 

to give their opinion the director’s job satisfaction increases.   

 Bivariate correlation was found within three staff indexes and the staff 

perceptions scale. One of these three indexes was the staff creativity index. This index 

shows that as a director feels that his or her staff is more creative and more problems 

solving their job satisfaction increases.   

 Negative correlation resulted within both scales of job satisfaction on the staff 

employment issues index. As anybody experiences more problems, they are going to 

become dissatisfied. This is also true with juvenile facility directors. When a director 

experiences a significant number of staff related issues they are not as satisfied with 

their job. 
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  A positive relationship between staff performance and both job satisfaction 

scales was observed. A director’s job satisfaction increases, as their outlook on their 

employees is more optimistic. This was also seen in the edition from the year 2000.  

 The overall scale that takes four indexes into consideration, staff perceptions 

scale, was statistically significant to a high level. The four indexes are creativity, 

performance, general staff problems, and organizational communication. As a directors 

outlook on these four indexes increases so does their job satisfaction levels. These 

indexes indicate a director’s high opinion and communication within their organization. A 

more in depth description of all aforementioned indexes and scales was covered in 

Chapter III. 

Average daily population and maximum capacity were both seen to cause a 

positive relationship on directors using the facet specific scale. As the average daily 

population increases the job satisfaction level of a facility director decreases. 

The current research validates previous literature on work related variables being 

correlated with job satisfaction. There has been somewhat of a shift from individual 

characteristics and institutional characteristics to experiences with staff. This was also 

revealed in research from the study completed in 2000.  

Job Satisfaction and Perceptions 

 
In the analysis, there was a focus on three major categories of variables related 

to a director’s perceptions within their facility. Stress, attitudes regarding staff and 

perceptions of juveniles were all addressed as being affected by a director’s level of job 

satisfaction. Directors who reported higher levels of job satisfaction recorded low 

measures of stress. This finding was also observed in the year 2000 and will be shown 
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in future studies. Generally, stress is a drainer of job satisfaction in any field, not only 

corrections. Low stress levels are key in maintaining high levels of job satisfaction.   

A relationship between a director and their staff was also observed. A question 

that was posed was whether directors who experienced high job satisfaction had the 

same outlook on staff as those with lower satisfaction. This question was not directly 

addressed in the research and will take future research to determine whether a 

relationship is present.   

Perceptions of juveniles within the institution were another predictor of job 

satisfaction. A majority of directors felt that most juveniles could be rehabilitated within 

their institution. This is the only comparison that was made, and it is the same 

observation that was acquired in the years previous of this survey. 

Job Satisfaction and Correctional Orientation 

 
Observed in the prior edition of the survey was that there was no effect of 

correctional orientation on job satisfaction. The juvenile justice system has different 

goals than that of the adult system. The adult system places emphasis on punishment 

and custody, whereas the juvenile justice system consigns rehabilitation to the highest 

degree. Correctional orientation refers to the emphasis the director places on two 

specific goals of corrections, which are of a rehabilitative nature and vice versa being 

more punitive. These two rivaling goals are in direct conflict and have been linked to 

lower levels of job satisfaction when mixed. The current study has shown no correlation 

between these two goals and job satisfaction, whether measured globally or facet 

specifically. Future research should still focus on this even though this continued study 

has not shown correlation.   
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Implications of Findings 

 

A major problem highlighted in the prior literature is the lack of research in the 

juvenile corrections system. Literature tends to focus on adult populations and the line 

level staff in those institutions, rather than administrators. This may be due to the line 

level staff having more direct interaction with the inmates.  Alternatively, there may be 

some other reason. There is no understanding as to why the juvenile corrections system 

has been neglected to such a large degree.  Fundamental differences are blatant in 

almost every area of the adult corrections system versus the juvenile system. Another 

positive to this longitudinal study is that it reaches the majority of institutions in the 

United States whereas past research is regional, state, or locally driven.   

The current study combined with the past two editions makes this the only 

longitudinal study of this magnitude in the juvenile corrections system, ever. This project 

sheds light on certain assumptions that have had no empirical support and then beyond 

that shows the changes over time. One thing that this research disproves is the 

prominence placed on demographic factors that have been associated with research on 

job satisfaction. In this study, along with past editions, it is revealed that there is more 

importance and correlation with the director’s experiences with his or her staff on job 

satisfaction levels. Attitudes are shaped in the workplace, the attitudes are formed 

there, and they are not pre-conceived. Many things were disproved in this longitudinal 

study, but one that remains true is that the adult correctional system is different from 

that of the juvenile justice system. They should remain that way, and be studied 

differently. 
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An emphasis must remain on work variables that predict levels of job satisfaction. 

This was shown in this edition and the last one in 2000. Variables involving staff issues 

and juvenile facility directors should be looked at more in depth in the future. This 

finding is only present in the current longitudinal study, but needs to be observed closer 

in other populations.     

More research is needed as to turnover in directors. Right now the directors have 

an average of just over six and a half years experience in that position. This time period 

is rather high for corrections. They would have to be in the field for a while in order to be 

promoted to director, and this is backed up by the average of all directors working in 

juvenile corrections for over 16 years. Still future research is needed in this area in 

corrections in general. 

General work variables have been predictive of adult corrections personnel, but 

stricter definitions are needed in when observing juvenile facility directors. Directors’ 

interpretation of actions and performances of their staff go a long way to determine their 

satisfaction levels. Definitions that are more specific are needed for juvenile facility 

directors to narrow and focus the work variables that are correlated with job satisfaction 

levels. More emphasis is needed on staff related variables, because those are the 

variables that had the most correlated with job satisfaction. Higher quality staff is 

needed in juvenile facilities to reflect the rehabilitation ideal found in most directors. 

Juvenile delinquents are salvageable and directors agree with this, thus staff members 

have to work a little harder to ensure juveniles are receiving superior treatment. A 

director’s job satisfaction is directly correlated with how they feel about their staff.  
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Measurement of attitudes towards staff needs to be refined in order to better observe 

juvenile facility directors job satisfaction levels.   

There is one premier and fascinating observation from this longitudinal study. 

That observation is despite increasingly punitive legislation directed at juveniles, job 

satisfaction levels have increased. This was not the observation that was anticipated, 

quite the opposite. Previous studies have shown that increased punitiveness results in 

less job satisfaction. In this longitudinal study it has been shown that the director’s still 

rank rehabilitation as the highest goal and punitive measures at the bottom.  Rising job 

satisfaction levels, despite punitive legislation, indicates that legislation has not had an 

impact on the directors’ attitudes and beliefs. These punitive policies have increased 

with juvenile waivers to adult court and also determinate sentencing.  Perhaps the worst 

offenders are going to the adult correctional system, leaving the juvenile facilities with 

primarily non-violent, docile delinquents. More research is needed as to the impact of 

waivers and determinate sentencing on juvenile institutions, primarily directors’ job 

satisfaction levels and correctional orientation.     

This longitudinal study will go a long way in asserting the importance of 

differences in the adult and juvenile systems of corrections. Understanding the 

management and the director of the institution is at the zenith of grasping how the 

juvenile justice system works. Attitudes and beliefs of a person at the head of an 

organization affect that organization as a whole. This is no more apparent than in the 

field of juvenile corrections. When directors are not satisfied with their job then the 

whole institution is brought down as a whole. Even though this study is longitudinal in 

nature, much more detailed research is needed in the realm of long-term effects of job 
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satisfaction. More research is needed in the influence of staff on the director’s job 

satisfaction level and how that leads to changes within the institution as a whole.     
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APPENDIX 
 

QUESTIONNAIRE AND FACET SPECIFIC TABLE WITH MEANS 
 

(Reproduced with permission.) 
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National Juvenile Facility Director 
Survey 
2006 

 
 
 
 
 

Dr. Tory J. Caeti, Ph.D. 
Project Director 

 
 
 
 
 

University of North Texas 
Department of Criminal Justice 

(940) 565-4591 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Instructions: Please fill out the entire survey (questions are 
printed on both sides of the pages) and return the survey in 
the enclosed pre-addressed, postage paid envelope. Thank 
you for your time and your input. 
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Note:  THE TERM STAFF THROUGHOUT THE QUESTIONNAIRE REFERS TO THE WORKERS WHO 
ARE DIRECTLY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SUPERVISION AND TREATMENT OF THE JUVENILES, NOT 
SOMEONE SUCH AS A KITCHEN STAFF OR OUTSIDE SUPPORT. 
 

Check three (3) things about being a facility director that you most like? Please √ or X 
your response. 
 Ability to affect and change lives—helping others, impacting juveniles, implementing change. 
 Accepted as expert, putting expertise to work. 
 Accomplishments. 
 Atmosphere. 
 Challenge. 
 Control, being in charge. 
 Creativity and innovation—being visionary. 
 Diversity and variety of job. 
 Exciting. 
 Flexibility and freedom. 
 Independence. 
 Job-itself—job security, benefits, autonomy, hours, salary. 

 Leadership and administrative responsibilities—decision-making, problem solving, authority, 
supervising, planning/directing, organizing. 

 Location of facility. 

 Policy and program development—improving program, ability to develop plans, setting goals and the 
agenda. 

 Public relations. 
 Respect, credibility, prestige. 
 Results and success, effective facility. 
 Sense of satisfaction—value and worth, sense of appreciation. 
 Working with juveniles—caring for, counseling, teaching, being a role model, inspiring. 

 Working with staff—training, supervising, coordinating, teamwork, motivating, evaluation and 
feedback. 

 Working with the community—public relations, coordinating volunteers, community projects. 

Check three (3) things about being a facility director that you most dislike? Please √ or 

X your response. 
 Administrative and managerial duties. 

 Accountability and decision-making (being held responsible, being the bad guy, justifying decisions, 
deadlines). 

 Budget, funding, cost issues, lack of equipment or resources. 
 Constraints (barriers to progress, barriers to change, limitations on the job). 
 Crisis intervention and management. 
 External attitudes—influences and pressures (community, parents, other agencies). 
 Facility design and conditions. 
 Job itself (salary, hours, workload). 
 Juvenile issues (dealing with repeat offenders, violence, disturbances). 
 Lack of contact or communication with staff/youth. 
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 Lack of support—lack of empowerment, lack of control, lack of respect. 
 Legal constraints (policies and procedures, lawsuits, federal regulations). 
 Overcrowding. 
 Paperwork and reports, meetings, audits, red tape, accreditation, bureaucracy. 

 Political and upper-administrative problems (public relations, court involvement, dealing with the 
media, dealing with central office, lack of coordination or disorganization, etc). 

 Programmatic issues (program failure, client failure, disciplinary process, etc). 
 Staff issues (disputes, evaluation, disciplining, motivating, training, turnover, unions, etc). 
 Stress, frustration, anxiety. 
 
If you were going to hire a director to run your institution, check the three (3) most 
important qualities you would look for in a potential candidate. 

Please √ or X your response. 

 Ability to work with juveniles  Fair, consistent, credible, sincere 
 Ability to work with, develop, and train 

staff 
 Financial and budgeting skills 

 Administration, leadership, and 
management skills 

 Hard working, perseverance, positive 
outlook 

 Care, concern, empathy, commitment 
to juveniles 

 Interpersonal skills, team builder, 
motivator, role model 

 Communication skills (verbal and written), 
ability to listen 

 Knowledge or experience in the 
juvenile system 

 Counseling and clinical treatment skills  Organization and planning skills 
 Creativity  Patience and tolerance 
 Dependable, reliable, trustworthy  Problem-solving, crisis and stress 

management skills 
 Discipline, firmness  Public relations skills 
 Education  Sense of humor 
 Ethics and values, integrity and 

honesty 
 Vision, intelligence, intuition, common 

sense 
 
What are the three (3) most important factors that limit your ability to be an effective 
facility director? 

Please √ or X your response. 

 Admission restrictions and 
guidelines 

 Effectiveness not always 
defined 

 Maintaining experienced / 
professional staff 

 Aftercare options  Inadequate funding  Personal characteristics 
 Budget process and 

constraints 
 Inadequate training  Policies and procedures 

 Bureaucracy  Inexperience  Political environment 
 Civil service system  Lack of interagency 

cooperation 
 Size of facility and youth population 
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 Community attitude and 
support 

 Lack of partnership with 
union 

 Time constraints 

 Continual change  Lack of resources  Treatment and placement issues 
 Court system and regulations  Limited decision making 

authority 
 Workload 

 
 
Identify two juvenile correctional institutions, either in your state or nationally, that you 
consider to be high quality institutions. 

Institution Name    Location 

 
1.              
 
2.              
 
Check the three (3) characteristics of these high quality institutions you value most. 

Please √ or X your response. 
√ Qualities √ Qualities 
 Accredited.  Outstanding leadership and administration. 
 Clean and well maintained.  Outstanding staff. 
 Clear standards and goals—the focus / primary 

emphasis. 
 Positive atmosphere. 

 Community based services, community 
involvement. 

 Professionalism. 

 Communication between administration, staff, and 
juveniles. 

 Proper aftercare. 

 Consistency.  Safe and secure environment.. 
 Facility itself—size, location, number of juveniles, 

etc. 
 Variety of services. 

 Highly structured.  Well funded and supported. 
 Institutional programming—the goals, design, 

implementation, etc. of the treatment program. 
 Other________________________________

_______ 
 
On a scale of one to ten, with ten being the rating for the high quality institutions named 
above, what grade would you give your institution?  

 MY INSTITUTION’S SCORE      
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On a scale of one to ten (1 = no influence; 10 = very great influence), indicate what 
degree of influence each of the following exerts on the day-to-day operations of your 
institution.  

Please √ or X your response over the number. 

Courts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
State or Local Central Office 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Director (Yourself) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Top Institution Administrators (Excluding Director) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Correctional Staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Juvenile Clients 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Parents of Juvenile Clients 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
General Public 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
 
On a scale of one to ten (1 = no emphasis; 10 = very great emphasis), indicate the 
degree of emphasis you give to each of the following activities in the day-to-day 
operation of your institution.  

Please √ or X your response over the number. 

Providing programs to help juveniles learn new skills. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Creating conditions which protect juveniles from one 
another. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Providing activities to keep juveniles busy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Creating conditions that prevent juvenile escapes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Providing adequate space and needed services to 
juveniles. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ensuring that institutional rules are followed by 
juveniles. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ensuring rules and procedures are followed by facility 
staff. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ensuring that juveniles follow their treatment plan. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Ensuring that juveniles follow behavioral 
expectations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ensuring security and maintaining order. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Preventing the flow of contraband into the facility. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Preventing the flow of contraband within the facility. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Involving juveniles in rehabilitative treatment 
programs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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On a scale of one to ten (1= not successful at all; 10 = totally or completely successful), 
rank the success of your institution in achieving the following goals. 

Please √ or X your response over the number. 
Preventing escapes. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Preventing flow of contraband into the facility. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Preventing flow of contraband within the facility. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Help juveniles to learn new skills. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Protecting younger juveniles from older juveniles. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Following legally mandated procedures. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Punishing juveniles for crimes that caused their 
incarceration. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Providing juveniles with activities that occupy their 
time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Helping juveniles cope with the conditions of 
confinement. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Teaching juveniles how to behave appropriately. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Rehabilitating juveniles through their treatment plan. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Deterring juveniles from committing crimes in the 
future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 
Distribute 100 points among the following options in a way that reflects the relative 
importance you believe each goal or activity should receive in the day-to-day operation 
of the ideal juvenile institution: 
 

Points you 
would assign 
(totaling 100) 

Goal or Activity 

 
 

Preventing escapes. 

 
 Maintaining order within the juvenile facility. 

 
 

Involving juveniles in rehabilitation programs (counseling, educational 
programs). 

 
 Keeping juveniles busy by having them work. 

 
 Punishing juveniles for the crimes they committed. 

 
 

Other (please specify) 

_____________________________________________ 

100  Your total must add up to 100. 
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On a scale one to seven (1=Very Strongly Disagree; 7=Very Strongly Agree), respond 
to each of the following items. 

Please √ or X your response over the number. 

 Very 
Strongly 
Disagre

e 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongl

y Agree

Very 
Strongl
y Agree

I often feel that the control of my  
institution is slipping out of my hands. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The problems of my institutions are  
accurately portrayed in the local media. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Conditions at my institution should be  
harsher to deter juveniles from future  
crime. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Volunteers from the community play an  
important part in programming at my  
institution. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

There are few people outside of the  
institution with whom I can talk about  
my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Rehabilitation programs have an  
important place in my institution. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Juveniles are treated too leniently by our
court system. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Juveniles need a clear message  
concerning what is and what is not  
appropriate behavior. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The location of my facility makes  
it easy for family members to visit  
juveniles. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Generally speaking, juveniles do  
not have enough say in determining  
institutional policy. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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 Very 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree DisagreeNeutralAgree Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
Strongly 
Agree 

Local newspaper coverage of the 
activities at institutions such as mine 
should be encouraged. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Control of correctional institutions 
should be left to institutional 
administrators and not the courts. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

We need to provide more activities to 
occupy the juveniles’ time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Juveniles do not have enough 
opportunities to give me their ideas 
about institutional problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Carefully providing for the rights of 
juveniles in disciplinary matters has a 
negative impact on discipline at my 
institution. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The conditions at my institution are 
accurately portrayed in the local 
media. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I am often invited to speak at local 
civic groups about activities at the 
institution. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Conditions at my institutions are such 
that when juveniles leave, they have a 
positive outlook on their lives. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The best way to stop juveniles from 
engaging in crime is to rehabilitate 
them, not punish them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

It would be irresponsible for us to stop 
trying to rehabilitate juveniles and thus 
save them from a life of crime. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

While I believe that adult criminals 
know what they are doing and deserve 
to be punished, I still support the 
emphasis on rehabilitation of juveniles. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Most juveniles who commit crimes 
know full well what they are doing and 
thus deserve to be punished for their 
offenses. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

All juveniles who commit violent  
crimes should be tried as adults and  
given adult penalties. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Juveniles are treated too leniently by  
our criminal justice court system. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The rehabilitation of juveniles just 
does  
not work in the present system. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The rehabilitation of adult criminals just  
does not work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The rehabilitation of juveniles has 
proven  
to be a failure. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Please indicate your opinion regarding how true each of the following statements are 
concerning your job and level of satisfaction with your job. 

Please √ or X your response over the number. 

 Not at all 
true 

A little 
true 

Somewhat 
true 

Very 
true  

I have enough time to get the job done. 1 2 3 4 
The hours of work are good. 1 2 3 4 
Travel to and from work is convenient. 1 2 3 4 
The physical surroundings are pleasant. 1 2 3 4 
I can forget about my personal problems at work. 1 2 3 4 
I am free from the conflicting demands that other people make 
of me. 1 2 3 4 

I am asked to do excessive amounts of work. 1 2 3 4 
The work is interesting. 1 2 3 4 
I have an opportunity to develop my own special abilities. 1 2 3 4 
I can see the results of my own work. 1 2 3 4 
I am given the chance to do the things I do best. 1 2 3 4 
I am given a lot of freedom to decide how I do my own work. 1 2 3 4 
The problems I am expected to solve are hard enough. 1 2 3 4 
The pay is good. 1 2 3 4 
The job security is good. 1 2 3 4 
My fringe benefits are good. 1 2 3 4 
The people I work with are friendly. 1 2 3 4 
I am given a lot of chances to make friends at work. 1 2 3 4 
The people I work with take a personal interest in me. 1 2 3 4 
I have enough information to get the job done. 1 2 3 4 
I receive enough help and equipment to get the job done. 1 2 3 4 
I have enough authority to do my job. 1 2 3 4 
My direct superior is competent in doing his or her job. 1 2 3 4 
My responsibilities are clearly defined. 1 2 3 4 
The people I work with are competent in doing their jobs. 1 2 3 4 
My direct superior is very concerned about the welfare of 
those under him or her. 1 2 3 4 

My direct superior is successful in getting people to work 
together. 1 2 3 4 

My direct superior is helpful to me in getting my job done. 1 2 3 4 
The people I work with are helpful to me in getting my job 
done. 1 2 3 4 

My direct superior is friendly. 1 2 3 4 
Promotions are handled fairly. 1 2 3 4 
The chances for promotion are good. 1 2 3 4 
Management is concerned about giving everyone a chance to 
get ahead. 1 2 3 4 

The people who get promotions around here usually deserve 
them. 1 2 3 4 
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We would like to know what you think the goals of the juvenile correctional system 
should be.  Please rank each of the following statements in order of importance.  Rank 
the most important goal as 1, the next most important goal as 2, and so on.  Use each 
rank only once!  
 
Rank You Would 

Assign, 1 – 4 
Juvenile Correctional Goals 

 
 

Retribution—to pay juvenile offenders back or punish them for the harm they caused 
society. 

 Deterrence—to teach juveniles, as well as other people contemplating the 
commission of a crime, that in America crime does not pay. 

 Rehabilitation—to reform juvenile offenders so that they will return to society in a 
constructive rather than a destructive way. 

 
 

Incapacitation—to protect society by locking up juveniles so they cannot victimize 
again. 

 
Please indicate your degree of support for the following juvenile justice policies. 

Please √ or X your response over the number. 

 
Oppose 
a great 

deal 

Oppose 
a little 

Favor a 
little 

Favor a 
great 
deal 

I support the transfer of juveniles accused of serious crimes 
to adult court. 1 2 3 4 

I favor incarceration past age 21 for juveniles convicted of 
serious crimes. 1 2 3 4 

I favor fingerprinting and photographing of juveniles for 
tracking purposes. 1 2 3 4 

Juvenile records should be kept and allowed into evidence in 
adult court. 1 2 3 4 

I support an increase in the use of determinate (fixed length) 
sentences. 1 2 3 4 

I support an increase in the use of indeterminate sentences 
for juveniles. 1 2 3 4 
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In a number of states, juvenile facility crowding is a severe problem.  Which of the 
following solutions to facility crowding would you favor or oppose?  

Please √ or X your response over the number. 

 
Oppose 
a great 

deal 

Oppose 
a little 

Favor a 
little 

Favor a 
great 
deal 

Diversion of more offenders into community corrections 
programs. 1 2 3 4 

Shortening sentence lengths. 1 2 3 4 
Increasing the ability of a parole authority to release low risk 
offenders. 1 2 3 4 

Raising taxes to build more institutions. 1 2 3 4 
Using private companies to build and run institutions. 1 2 3 4 
 
The issue of privatization has received a great deal of attention in recent times.  We 
would like to know which of the following you would favor or oppose.   

Please √ or X your response over the number. 

 
Oppose 
a great 

deal 

Oppose 
a little 

Favor a 
little 

Favor a 
great 
deal 

Having private vendors supply specific support services like 
food service or medical care. 1 2 3 4 

Having private vendors supply rehabilitation services, like 
educational programs or psychological counseling. 1 2 3 4 

Having private businesses set up facility industries that pay 
juveniles a normal wage for their work. 1 2 3 4 

Having private companies help finance facility construction. 1 2 3 4 
Having private companies build and operate facilities. 1 2 3 4 
 
Now we would like to know your views on several correctional issues.  Please state to 
what extent you favor or oppose each of the following policies.  

Please √ or X your response over the number. 

 
Oppose 
a great 

deal 

Oppose 
a little 

Favor a 
little 

Favor a 
great 
deal 

Eliminating parole and the indeterminate sentence. 1 2 3 4 
Expanding educational and vocational training programs for 
juvenile offenders. 1 2 3 4 

Expanding psychological counseling programs. 1 2 3 4 
Mandatory life sentences for habitual juvenile offenders. 1 2 3 4 
Reintroduction of the death penalty for juveniles. 1 2 3 4 
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The juvenile population is comprised of a variety of offenders.  We would like to know 
your assessment of the juvenile population in your institution.  Please indicate the 
percentage for each question. 
 

 Percentage  

(can range from 0% – 
100% for each 

question) 
What percentage of juveniles in your institution do you believe are dangerously 
violent and should not be released into society? 

 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution do you believe will be 
rehabilitated (will not return to crime) because of the participation in institutional 
treatment programs (e.g., counseling, work training, education)? 

 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution do you believe will be deterred 
or scared straight by their institutional experience? 

 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution do you believe will recidivate 
and be back in the criminal justice system? 

 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution are predators and victimize the 
other juveniles in the facility? 

 

What percentage of juveniles in your institution need to be protected from other 
juveniles in the institution? 

 

What percentage of the juveniles in your institution might be called chronic 
troublemakers? 

 

 
Recently, much attention has been paid to racially integrating inmates in double-cells in 
adult prisons.  Please inform us of your institution’s practice and your opinion on racially 
integrating juvenile residents.  
 

1. Does your institution racially integrate juvenile residents in the same cell? 
□ Yes  □ No 

 
2. Does your department have an official policy that deals with racially integrating 

juvenile residents? 
□ Yes  □ No 

 
3. If your institution racially integrates juvenile residents in cells, what percent of 

residents in your institution are racially integrated in the same cell:    
            ________% 
 
4. Does your institution racially integrate juvenile residents within dormitories? 

      □ Yes  □ No 
 

5. If your institution racially integrates juvenile residents in dormitories, what percent 
of residents in your institution are racially integrated in dormitories: 
       ________% 
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Please √ or X your response over the number. 
 Very 

Strongly 
Disagre

e 

Strongl
y 

Disagr
ee 

Disag
ree 

Neutr
al 

Agre
e 

Strongly 
Agree 

Very 
Strongly 
Agree 

Racially integrating juvenile 
residents in cells would 
increase the level of  
violence and general disorder 
in my institution. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Racially integrating juvenile 
residents in cells in my 
institution would decrease the 
level of violence and general 
disorder in my institution. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Racially integrating juvenile 
residents in my institution in 
cells would have no effect 
either way on the level of 
violence or general disorder in 
my institution. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Juvenile residents should be 
housed in cells with their own 
racial/ethnic group. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Juvenile residents should be 
housed in the first available 
room or cell,  
without any regard to race. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Juvenile residents should be  
allowed to choose who they 
cell with, including those from 
another race/ethnicity. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Juvenile residents of different 
races/ethnicities should be 
housed in completely different 
areas of the institution. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

We would like to ask you a few questions about your staff and organization. 

Please √ or X your response over the number. 
 Very 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree DisagreeNeutralAgree Strongly 

Agree 

Very 
Strongly 
Agree 

In general, management could do a 
better job of communicating with 
staff. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Communication between 
management and staff is excellent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

There are many people on my staff 
with whom I can openly discuss the 
problems of my job. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Generally speaking, staff should 
have a say in determining 
procedures designed to implement 
institutional policy. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Staff should have more opportunities to  
give me input into the design of 
institutional procedures. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

No matter how explicit I make my 
directives, the staff always finds a way to 
get around them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I can generally trust my staff to handle 
matters when I am away from the 
institution. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Staff members are encouraged to be 
creative in performing their jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Many staff would rather cover up a 
mistake than attempt to correct it. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Many staff try to look good rather than  
communicate freely with management. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Staff are encouraged to problem solve on 
their own and implement solutions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Staff are rewarded for being creative and 
problem solving in this organization. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Most staff have a positive outlook on 
doing their jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Staff do a good job of communicating 
with the juveniles. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

It is difficult to get the staff to change the 
way they do things in my institution. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I find it difficult to hire qualified staff. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
My institution has a problem in retaining 
qualified staff. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The staff are the most valuable resource 
in my institution. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I find I spend more time handling staff  
problems than I do juvenile problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I want staff at my institution to be more  
sensitive to providing for juveniles’ daily  
needs than they are now. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Please tell us about yourself 

 
1. Age    2. Place of Birth      

3. Race   □ WHITE  □ BLACK   □ HISPANIC □ ASIAN  □ OTHER   

4. Gender  □ MALE  □ FEMALE 

5. Total Years of Education   6. State graduated from high school ____ 

7.Did you attend college?  □ YES  □ NO (if no, skip to question 12)  

8. State attended college     

9. College Graduate?          □ YES  □ NO  10. If yes, what year did you graduate?   
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11. College major: Please √ or X your response. 
 Juvenile Justice or  

Juvenile Corrections  Corrections  Criminal Justice, Criminology, 
Administration of Justice 

 Social Work  Education / Special Ed  Rehab, Counseling, Nursing, 
 Vocational Rehab 

 
Business, Human 
Resources, 
Communications 

 Psychology / Psychiatry  Sociology 

 
Natural Sciences—
Science, Biology, 
Chemistry 

 
Arts and Humanities—
English, Liberal Arts, 
Music, Journalism 

 
Social Sciences—Political 
Science, Public Admin, 
Anthropology, Economics, History 

 
12.  Did you serve in the Armed Forces?  □ YES  □ NO (if no, skip to question 15)   
 
13. Branch  □ Army  □ Navy  □ Air Force  □ Marines  □ Coast Guard   14. Years 
served_______ to ______ 
 
15. Total years working in juvenile corrections    16. Total years as a Director  
  
 
17.  Do you have meetings with representatives of a formally recognized staff 
organization?  □ YES □ NO  
If yes, how frequently  □As Needed  □Daily  □Bi-Weekly   □Weekly  □Bi-Monthly  □Monthly  □Quarterly  □Bi-

Annually  □Annually 
 
18.  Do you have meetings with a formally recognized group of juveniles? □ YES  □ NO 
If yes, how frequently  □As Needed  □Daily  □Bi-Weekly   □Weekly  □Bi-Monthly  □Monthly  □Quarterly  □Bi-

Annually  □Annually 
 
19.  How many hours in your average workday?    
 
Check three activities that take up most of your day and specify the hours you spend on 
that activity. 

Please √ or X your response and indicate the hours next to your mark (mark only 3). 
√ hours Activity √ hours Activity √ hours Activity 

  General office work / 
paperwork   Education   Physical facility  

problems 

  Budgeting and finance   Grievances   Problem solving /  
crisis manage 

  Case management / 
Counseling   Intake, assessment,  

screening   Public relations /  
tours and inspections

  Dealing with families   Management & 
leadership tasks   Staff issues and staff 

training 

  Dealing with state 
office   Meetings   

Supervision and 
monitoring / dealing 
with juveniles 
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We would like to ask you a few questions about your feelings toward your job of facility 
director and about your background.   

Please √ or X your response. 
 Response 

All in all, how satisfied would you  
say you are with your job? Very satisfied Somewhat 

satisfied 
Not too 
satisfied 

Not 
satisfied 

at all 
With regard to the kind of job you’d  
most like to have:  If you were free to  
go into any kind of job you wanted,  
what would your choice be? 

I would keep the 
job I have now 

I would want to 
retire and not work 

at all 

I would prefer some 
other job to the job 

I have now 

Knowing what you know now, if you  
Had to decide all over again whether 
to take the job you now have, what  
would you decide? 

I would decide 
without hesitation 
to take the same 

job 

I would have 
second thoughts 
about taking the 

same job 

I would decide 
definitely not to 

take the same job 

In general, how well would you say  
that your job measures up to the sort  
of job you wanted when you took it? 

My job is very 
much like the job I 

wanted 

My job is 
somewhat like the 

job I wanted 

My job is not very 
much like the job I 

wanted 
If a good friend of yours told you  
that he or she was interested in  
working in a job like yours for your 
employer, what would you tell him  
or her? 

I would strongly 
recommend the 

job 

I would have my 
doubts about 

recommending 
this job 

I would advise my 
friend against 
taking this job 

 
How long have you been at your present facility? from (mo/yr):     to (mo/yr):  
   
 
Name of your Institution:        State where institution is 
located:    
 
Maximum capacity of your institution?    Average daily population of your institution? 
   
 
What is your current salary?      
 
Type of Facility: □ JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY  □ JUVENILE DETENTION FACILITY  
 □ JUVENILE GROUP HOME □ JUVENILE DAY TREATMENT FACILITY  □ JUVENILE RANCH OR CAMP  
 □ ADULT FACILITY 
 
Have you ever been employed: 
As security staff in a juvenile facility  □ YES □ NO As a counselor / psychologist in a juvenile 
facility  □ YES □ NO 
As a director at another facility  □ YES □ NO  In adult corrections in any capacity  □ YES □ 
NO 
 
I would like a copy of the 2006 Juvenile Facility Director’s Survey Results sent to me. □ YES □ 
NO 
 

Thank you for participating in the survey. 
Please feel free to add any additional comments you might have. 
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Don’t forget to mail 
this survey back in 

the enclosed 
postage-paid 

envelope provided! 
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Table 23 

Facet Specific Job Satisfaction Scale with Means  

 

 Not at all 
true 

A little 
true 

Somewhat 
true Very true

Comfort 
I have enough time to get the job done. 17% 30% 36% 18% 
The hours of work are good. 7 13 37 42 
Travel to and from work is convenient. 9 4 23 64 
The physical surroundings are pleasant. 1 12 26 61 
I can forget about my personal problems at work. 10 20 39 32 
I am free from the conflicting demands that other people make of 
me. 44 28 23 6 

I am asked to do excessive amounts of work. 26 43 34 8 
Challenge 
The work is interesting. 1 2 15 82 
I have an opportunity to develop my own special abilities. 3 13 38 47 
I can see the results of my own work. 1 12 43 46 
I am given the chance to do the things I do best. 1 2 3 4 
I am given a lot of freedom to decide how I do my own work. 4 15 37 43 
The problems I am expected to solve are hard enough. 4 21 49 26 
Financial Rewards 
The pay is good. 19 22 40 20 
The job security is good. 12 22 38 28 
My fringe benefits are good. 3 21 42 34 
Relations with Co-workers 
The people I work with are friendly. 0 9 44 47 
I am given a lot of chances to make friends at work. 7 34 36 23 
The people I work with take a personal interest in me. 4 26 54 16 
Resource Adequacy     
I have enough information to get the job done. 3 17 51 30 
I receive enough help and equipment to get the job done. 11 26 49 13 
I have enough authority to do my job. 8 9 44 40 
My direct superior is competent in doing his or her job. 8 9 27 57 
My responsibilities are clearly defined. 3 13 46 39 
The people I work with are competent in doing their jobs. 2 16 55 27 
My direct superior is very concerned about the welfare of those 
under him or her. 7 18 25 50 

My direct superior is successful in getting people to work 
together. 10 18 40 33 

My direct superior is helpful to me in getting my job done. 10 16 36 39 
The people I work with are helpful to me in getting my job done. 0 11 47 43 
My direct superior is friendly. 4 7 25 63 
Promotions 
Promotions are handled fairly. 11 18 44 27 
The chances for promotion are good. 14 28 39 19 
Management is concerned about giving everyone a chance to 
get ahead. 14 30 33 23 

The people who get promotions around here usually deserve 
them. 5 14 40 41 
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