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EXECU-UVE SUI,U"~RY 

GEOGRAPHIQ MOBILITY AND PROMOTlONS:FEW\LE VERSUS ~IALE.tf~FSF 
" ITIONs 

Thomas R. Kane and John M. Vanyur ,.~ 

, 

~ As part of their contribution to the FPS Task Force on Female Offenders. Stbve 
Pontesso and Charlotte Barron constructed the "Staff Mobility Survey" and ad~init­
tered it to 25% of tha employees at six FPS facilities. The central issues of the 
survey were the geographic mobility and career advancement of fc~ale FPS emplcyees, 
respondents' FPS career historie~ and de~ographic characteristic5, attitudes to~tard 
being moved, and beliefs about the ability of female employees to function well and' 
about their chances for promotjon in FPS institutions. 

Barron and Pontesso (1978) provided an item-by-item description of survey re~ 
sponses made by the female subsam~le in a report to the FPS Task Force. In re~ponse 
to a subsequent request by r~r. Pontesso, the Office of Research performed the anal­
yses in this report to provide a co~parative profile of fe~ale and male respondents 
to the survey. 

A. Females Co~pared to Males. 

Background characteristics. The typical age and education'level of males and 
females does not differ statistically, however, the marital status of the groups 
is significantly different with proportionately more males married (89.9%) than 
females (66%). 

Promotions and GS-level. The search for differences between the sexes in the 
number of promotions received and the as-level attained yielded lntcresting find­
ings. Both the promotion rate and as-level were found to be equivalent for males 
and females. , 

Attitudes toward Female Employees. There were significant differences in the 
attitude scale responses of males and females. In comparison to males, females 
were mor~ likely to believe (1) toot women1s chances for promotion are low at var-
10us types of FPS facilities; (2) that women can be effective in a variety of in-

'sti,tution8l positions typically occupied by men (i.e., warden, correctional officer, 
unit manager, and others); (3) and that women can~perform Effectively in various 
types of correctional institutions. On the fourth attitude scale, male and fenale 
respondents revealed equal confidence that women can work effectively in a variety 
of institutional jobs typically performed by women (i.e., nurse, personnel. clerk, 
etc.) • 

Mob1lity~ the expressed willin~ness to nove neo~rarhicJlly in the FPS. A sig­
nificantly greater nUrlber of 1lIi11es (6~.7~) thdn females (SLOt) say they are willing 
to move. 

B. Ovnrall Analys~s of f.1~.L2.nd ~.!:rl;,le.LCol~lin(\d: r~ohil ity «1ncl Promotion~. 

t10bility and background charf~clC'ristics. Resl'l.lI\i'icnts \llho \~(2rc willing to nova 
were also likely to be YOllng, r.1,11r., si"\l)(', .l"ti a qrJdl",tc of 11t least a 4 yeJr col­
lege rro~rar:1. Ar.r. W~~ the st.rrll(1P~,1. prt'dictnl" of 1'll)l'Ii 1 ity \~it.h sex, r.hlrital SLltllS 
and education beir"J rC'l"t.i'lcly lCt!;', potl)lll, tht'"\lh still slq'tificJnt predictors. 
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GEOGM~IIIC 110RILllY ANO ~P.OMOTIONS: feMALE VERSUS ~\ALE fPS STAff 

Thomas R. Kane and John H. vanyur
1 

~s part of their contribution to the FPS Task Force on female Offenders, 
Steve Pontesso and Charlotte Rarron constn~t~d and administered the 'staff 
Mobility Survey" to 25~ of the eJl\ployces at si~ fPS facilities. The central 
Issues of the survey were the qeographlc mobility and career adVancement of 
female FPS employeeS; specifiC COiDPonents Included the respondents' FPS career 
hi s tor I es, derogr a ph icc ha r ac teri'lt i c s, at t I tu tics tow ord be I n 9 'lOved geo gr. ph­
I ca lly I n the FPS, and bell ef s about the abil Ity of fema

l
e eni'

l 
oyees to func­

tion well and about their chances of promotion In fPS institutions. 

Barron and Pontes so (1978) provided an Item-hy-Item description of survey 
responses made by tho f eola 1 e subsamp 1 e, both overa 11 and co",;'a red by Ins t Itu­
tlon, in a report to the fPS Task Force. In response to • subsequent request 
bY Mr. PonteS<o. the Office of Research performed analyses t.o provide a com-
parative profile of female and male respondents to the survey. 

Hence. the focal questions in the present report concern relative differ­
ences between female and male FPS staff in: their willingneSS to be moved for 
career advancement; their rate of promotion through the ranks; their beliefs 
that females In the FPS are rHective. versatile, and promotable employees; 
the extent of their formal education or e~perlence in the system; and the eX­
tent to which their promotion histories and current willingness-to-move can 
be explained by their background characteristics or by their attitudes about 

females as employees of the FPS. 
Methods 

}he Samp~. A 25~ sample of staff at each participating instltutlon2 was 
selected randomly, and selectees were solicited as respondents to the survey. 

In Tables 1 _ 3 demographic ande employment I nformat Ion Is su"..,.,rI zed for 
the sa~le of participants and for the entire FPS staff at approximatelY the 
time the survey was administered.3 As call be se~n in Table 1, the background 

c chara~terlstics of the sample of staff Jurveyed are remarkably sl~lar to those 
of fPS employees as a whole. This data suggests that the sanple of respondents 
IS representa t i ve of all FPS employees I n terms of I nd i vi dua I characted st I cs 
which presunably are related to the personnel and career Issues tapped in the 

survey.' 

1 The authors .ish to thank Janltta Burge and Rachael Cavenaugh for data 

codi n9 and ~.eyp\lnch i n9 efforts. 
2 Both male and fenale respondents were sampled from the following FCts: 

A I rlcrso
n
; S "" nr. r; E n~ 1 e,mo:1; Ft. ~Jort h; I.e, i n1t.On and 51,'0,0v I lie • The 

I ntervi "".rs' ,'oCO lIcc t I nn is t ha l all {I,,',a ". s t" If "ho '"' re so
l
i cited 

did COrlP 1 et e the i nU,rv i ov. T he part i c il'. t i on r. te for ,,,.,1 es ,I. s ton-
siderubly lm'/t:r. upproxil·lllt.l,\ly SO-:: .. 

3 The Oer
a 
rt I''''nt of Just. i cu J'I': \1'11\ da ta s ys l «'" .,\S u5,,,1 to 'h' t.her I nfor-

mation on the cllt.\rc r:PS ~llifr. 

; . - 2 .. 

_ D The Survel' Th ., .,)'espondents to' e, survey instrument co . :QI,O!i:!';i~~""' ~o b~ ttlocat d .pr?V1de background Info ns~ructed ~y ~ontcsso and B ' 
,. ~ttefntf.l' eff:ct;~e~~~/~~:}/(I.'ress thel~':m~~d!~dichate their Wi1li~~~~~saSked 

tV on. roles' d .,arlOUS tvpas of i a out FPS fC?mal 
" " !. ,a,n estlmlte the llk-lIh nslitutions and i ~ emp!oyees' 
:', .ackground. Su e Dod of prol'lOt ion for f~m~~~' ~~!f 

1 

nst i-

I.YlI. Gt-serles r~ey respondents provided th f • t~,:~:V!~"e~ni .. ~l~~~~~O~~sl~~~!c~f.~d~~annl :!~!~:~"s~~r~!~n:~~y). sex. as-
years In each ej~~~ they were promoted IS ~he/ th!hCl r !ast fi vo posi ~~~~~ntedd _ nged JobSt and th an 

Mobillt e number of, 

to y. Respondents' d' move to another FPS locat~n 1cated whether or not )on. they were currently willing 

Attitudes towa d F . ported their belie/ bemale Employees Female and 1 s a out: • rna e survey respondents re-

• whether or not females ' as males in the FPS. have the same opportunities for advancement 

• whether or not . males and femalePsro.mot10n criteria in th FP e S should be, different for 

womens' charites for ., , promotl0n 1" various ty es 

• womens' probabl f ' P facilities. e e fectlveness whon working in various types of FPS 

of FPS facilities. 

• womens' probabl ff roles (e e e ectiveness when erf " 
ager. Te;~h;r~aN~~~; A~f~c!ate warde~, cg~!~~i~~~:oOsff~nstitut~onal 

G 

' er", etc.). lcer, Unlt Man-

iven that the b identify any res on ackground information su :~~~~~te,!y. wht1 ~ s~:~~~e~~;a o~n ~m~ld hi sto~~' ~ ~d 1 !~!r~ ~~ ~!~ho~t name) woul d u es may have been som~whate eedn repor~ed 
\ . " guar ed or ; n-

Scaling Survey Items· ' , 
\ survey. A statistical . flnd,ng the basic th . ,,1\ In this case ~ttit ' factor,analysis tell th reads 1n staff res pons 

., d~fi ne t,he centra 1 u1d~:! ~~~~ogses about fe~a ,: e~~l~;rchers whl ch sur~!/~ t~~~ 
1 ' a out female staff in the FPS y respondents when answee~. cluster together to ' \ F'. erlOg the survey quos t ; ons 

I rom the viewpoint f \ ,fPSemp I Dyment • as refl e~ st~ff , respondents, certa i ' 
. I .!~a~ ~m~~i~~no~ ~0:~\~~c~Cf'~f~1'~~1~~1~~\~~~~y ~~~Il,~~e~~fl~~g~~h:~t~e~:u~:"!!~h 

1\ .. , a case mana ect, ve as· o<aml' o. the it" 
each of these gor.... a, d~IM rU'o" t head'" a ,.corree tiona I or f I cer • :ms, T ~ 

\\ 

. other hand. th~O: ~~,,; po~~ t 1 o~,;) h.1 s tYr i c ~ i i;' b~~~ ro 1. tt:d 1"'ob<1b 1 y b~C:U ~~r _en 
••• a nurse 1'n t 0 \'/rhlt eX'.cnt can ~ . OCCU01Cd !'V rlales' ((on tt 
prob b 1 .. • I'~ rs ol1Oe l' " wo,""" be 'f f' , '0 to t~ Y because these role' i" 'n tho bus; ness off i e~ ec t.; W· .s ... a c ",", . 

I 
~ ~h' ~~Qv~~~~~ ~[~ 'l~':t~ 1 tt'lIl~'l'l r~~~~~~ t':~~~~~ 1 ~ ~/~:~~(\CPC't~t'vf ol'mcd[~ ()Y • h ) \~!~:pr~~ ;~?t~: t;~~': • Ion" v f Nt 1 " ' 1'11('';5 ut \' . ' " I.,;r, • _.. ,1 C! .10bs, th~ i'teL ' If!!"} 1n trlv!lt it'" 

.\" • " I or ilt111y .. ·· f' -, .. ) con. 1 rille 0 tv,.I-
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~~:~,~:t:other ,cl usters of ';urvey items represent; rig respondents i bel i efs about the pro­
=::':;i~~~:~!bablceffct'tiveness of ,WOrrlen i.n various types of' FPS instit'utions and about \'10-
;·····:'~~:: .. <"'ehsi.p"OOlotahi1ity in various tYros ofFPS facl1iti~s .• '(See Table 4 for' a 
'dhplay of the survey items which contribute to ~ach .factor, Clnd the relative 

1f1llortance of each item in defining the factor- to wh'ich it applies.) After the 
flctor analysis provided the clust~rs. the items in each cluster were combined 
(sllntncd) producing four factor scales which were labeled by the researchers in 
accordance with the items comprising each scale: (1) "female effectiveness in 
male jobs;" (2) "female effectiVeness in fc;male jobs;" (3) "institutional ef­
fectiveness;t: and (4) "institutional promotab·i1ity." Respondents' scores on 
these four factor scales of attitudes were then analyzed along with their back­
ground characteristics and career histories to yield profiles of the male and 
female groups of staff sampled. 

Results 

Statistical analyses were perfonned to compare female versus male respon­
dents, and to determine employee characteristics related to geographic mobility 
and promotion rate for males and females combined. .. 

A. Femal'e - r~ale Profil~s. 

~ Background characteristics, promotion rate, grade level, attitudes and mo-
bility were analyzed to test differences between female and male staff. 

Background characteristics: age, education. and marital status. The typ­
feal age (see Table 5) and education level (see Tables 6 and 7) of males and 
f.mtles does not differ statistically, however, the marital status of the groups 
fl Significantly different with proportionally more males married (89.9%) than 
females (66.0%), (see Table B). 

Promotions, GS-level and number of jobs. Examination of the differences 
between sexes in the number of promotions received, the GS-level attained and 
the number of jobs held ~ielded interesting findings. Initial comparisons of 
the total number of promotions received, of the current GS-level, and of the 
number of jobs held indicated that on the average, males have h~d significantly 

. more promotions and jobs during their FPS career, and are presently working at 
. significantly higher GS-levels than females (sec Table 9). However, ma~es have 

also spent a significantly greater avera~e number of y~ars (7.2 years) 1n the 
FPS than femal es (3.1 years). that is, the .Q£P.0rtunity for pronot i on has been 
more extensive for males. Therefore, any analysis used in conparing males and 
females in the number of promotions, numher of jobs, and current GS-leve1 should 
take into account the amount of ti me er:1ployed by the FPS. 1 n 1i ght of the oppor­
tunity issue, further conparisons of males and fenal,es were marie controlling for 
length of employment in the Frs. In this case both the promotion rate (nunber of 
promotions/number of years employed) and GS-level controlled for years jn the FPS 
were found to be equivalent for males and females. Hence, it appears that the 
career developmcnt (promotions and GS-level) of 1:1111e and fcmale staff is equiva­
lent whp.n approrriate considcratio'1 is ~fiven to the length of er1ployment. 

Tho comparison of nltl1£! v('rSlI!; fem.1le Pi'olliotion rllte Wil!; al~-.o performed for 
suhnroups of the total Sonp1e to tC"s( for SPllCific diffcrcnc(~s l1t various GS­
levels (job responsibilit.y) or {"hIC.lti'Jll lrl/c.~l~o l\~l.lil1. 1H~.clU.t('r(H1~~.wll~ ~ollllrl 
in tlH' prOI'lotiol1 raf()~, of malI'S ,111,1 fC"J'hllQ!i 1'1I1PI1 th., SllI'I,tTI' I'U:, ~;j'j'fid'Vldl!d 111 
any of the follm·lino \'/oJY!i: G~Ml1 ,Hl0 t1bov('~ G'i-lO MlC1 Inll'l\'I; q~;-9 and ilbovC"; 
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, i' .;..~::...'::; 'OS-B and below; having at least a 4 year college degree; or having less than a 4 

of males . '~~, . year degree. Thus, the evidence is consistent t.hat: the prol'lotfon rates 
'\ . and females do not differ. . . . . 
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Females, however, had a significantly higher job rate (number of jobs/nu"~er 
of years employed) even when controlling for the length of er.lployment. This indi­
cates that females have had morc varied joh experience (number of jobs) than nales 
who have been employed a similar length of time. To gain insight into this accel­
erated job rate.of females, their attitudin~l data was explored (A preliminary 
finding indicated a negative correlation between respondents' age and job rate, 
with younger employees - males and females - having higher job rates.) Female 
respondents wer~ ~eparated (based on a median split) into two age groups, thosri 
women 39 years or younger versus those 40 years or older. Conpnrisons between the 
two groups indicated that th~ younger women did have a higher job rate, and further, 
among younger women, a higher job rate was associated with beliefs that fe~ales are 
effective in "traditionally male jobs" and in "traditionally female jobs," and that 
females' chances of promotion are good in a variety of FPS institution types. These 
correlations beh/een job rate and role (male or female) effectiveness, and betv/een 
job rate and promotion probability were not found for the group of females aged 40 
and over. Hence, at least in the 39 and under group, a higher job rate appears to 
enhance confidence in one's productive potential in multiple FPS jobs and settings. 

Attitudes toward Female Employees: the attitudinal vari,ables culled from the 
survey for analyses include two single survey items and the four factor scales dis­
cussed earlier (and specified in Table 4). 

Overall, in comparison to males, female respondents revealed greater optimism 
about the potential effectiveness of women in a variety of FrS roles and set~ings, 
but greater pessimism about their opportunities for career advancement. Table 10 
presents the number of female and male respondents who answered "yes" versus "no" 
to the question, "Do you think different criteria are needed in the selection of 
females for promotion?" ApprOXimately 85% of both groups responded "no" indicat-
ing that a majority of staff overall believe different selection criteria are not 
needed. Table 11 reveals that males and females also responded similarly to another 
question, "Do you think women have the same opportunity for advancement as are avail­
able to men?" Each group was e'.l(!nly spl it with about 1/2 respondi ng that WO'1en have 
the same opportunites for advancement as men, and 1/2 responding that wonen do not 
h~ye the same opportunities for advancement as men. 

ihere were significant d~fferences in the factor scale (Table 4) responses of 
males and females. In comparison to males, females were more like'ly to believe 
(1) that women's chances for promoUon are low at various types of FPS faci1i~ies; 
(2) that women can be effective in a variety of institutional positions typically 
occupied by men (i.e., warden, correctiona'i officer, unit rlil'h1lJer, etc.);,~and (3) 
that women 'can perform effectively in variolls types of corrcctlOna1 instffutio'lS. 
"~n the fourth factor scal~ male and femJle resrondents rcvcilled equal confidc,ce 
th.t women can work effectively in a variety of institutional .lobs typically t'er­
formed by women (i.e., nurse, personn~t. clerk. ~tc.). In Slrnilry, women are J~lbi­
valent. They are confident in thC'ir ~otr.ntidl l'ffC",ctivcnc')s ill various jobs .Hld 
corrcc~onal sattings, hut they sec themsrlvc5 .~~ h3ving a lrss than an averJ~C 
chance of being prol:lOte.d in f'P~ institutiol1Jl 'S(lttin~}s.' 

~lobi1ity: the e>:prc!jsrtf \'/iltirJ!l'H'!is t.t) hl' !"'lw'd ~hin.j"d;'ldc(ll1y in the F~S. 
In Tahle 12 ddta is dir.pLlyud to 5110\'/ tilt' 1',"'·Ct!Il' . .Jtlc!', of r,:\,'! \'1'10 ar'c \'I;l1in9 ver­
SIIS not willing to he' ,"Iwed hy t.lw rrs. fi. fli~llific"'ltly qr0"·.I'1' nlln~Qr"of ,:,.~10S 
(65.7%) thcHl f(!lIlilles (!.>I.OX,) !l\1Y tllt',Y "r(' \·Ii 11 ~!'I\l La t:I0Vf'. 
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;}~~;~~. '. Mobility and Attitudes. Additional analysQs, performed separately for males 
:~t~:.'!:Oand_ females, examined the relationshipbetwccn respondents' attitudes toward fe-

male ,employees and respondents' willingness to move in the System.4 

, .. - For female respondents, only one attitudinal variable, the factor scale re­
flecting the probability of promotjon for females. was a significant predictor bf 
the wi1~ingness to move. Women were more likely to say they would move if they 
believed that their chances for promotion were good in a variety of institutions. 
The remaining factor scales and attitudes about differential selection criteria 
were not significantly related to female staff mobility. 

On the other hand, attitudes toward female employees were hetter predictors 
of male respondents' willingness to move. The strongest pr('dictor of male mobil­
ity was the factor scale reflecting beliefs about the probable effectiveness of 
female staff in various "traditionally male jobs." Males who w~re more willing 
to move perceived females as more effective' in "traditiona11y r.lJle jobs." Addi­
tionally, males who were willing to move were morc likely to expect women to be 
effective in Cltraditionally female jobs" and more likely to believe that womens' 
chances for promotion are good in the FPS. It seems logical that a transferring 
£mployee would anticipate an easier adaptation to the unfamiliar work environmeht 
if he also expects the qU31ity of coworkers, male or female, to be high and be­
lieves that staff who contribute are likely to be rewarded (pror.lOted) for their 
efforts. 

B. Overall Analyses of Mobility and of Promotions. 

Respondents' willingness to move and promotion history were examined to 
ob~ain overall profiles (males and females together) of individuals who report 
belng mobile or who have a high promotion rate. . 

Mobility and background characteristics: multiple regression analyses re­
vealed that respondents who were willing to move were also likely to be young 
male, single',and a graduate of at least a 4 year college program. Among the' 
age, sex, marl tal status, and education predictors of mobility, age was the 
strongest with sex, mQrital status and education being relatively less potent 
though still significant predictors. ' 

Promotion history and background characteristics: multiple regression anal­
yses sryowed ~hat promotion rate'is significantly dependent upon one's FPS experi­
ence (l.e., Job r~te: number of jobs/number of years in the System) and upon 
one:s education leve1. S Achieving a high promotion rate is dt!pcndent upon 
havlng greater FPS experience (higher job rate) or having obtained at least 

4 ~ince the attitudinal iten.s concern female staff effectiveness and prol:lOtabil­
lty, the survey items probably have different meaning and levels of importance 
for male versus female resflondents. Thus, the attitude-mobility relationships 
were analyzed separately for the two grours. 

5 fin emp~oyc~S' clJdrJ~O of jobs is s?r;JeUmes coincident with c1 prolllotion. To get 
an indlcatlon of , the extent to \'/tllch the number of johs held over.1LlrS with the 
nl/l~ber.of prOl'lotlollS received, tl coefficil'nt of determination (r2) "I.~s conlplJtcd. 
ThIS f~gl1l'e (r! = .24) illdicdt('d t111 appro,<ir~h1te 2!lX ov(\rlup betvl(!en jobs und 
~1·OI:1otlons. Thr.ref~rc, 50"10 portion of tl\r rtl/1I\1ining 7'J'N of the nW'loer of 
Job:; held could b~ lnLerpretpc1 as due strictly to g.linillfl I"flS experience. 

'<"'-'e;:: '~:.'tL.:-T:Y""'~~·" ,·,n "-,,,,-,, .1<"" 

I, 

" ;' 
; 

\ , 

. __ .,' • bachc10r ' s degree. Other background v~ri(lblcs. ;includir!,r.1 sex, ,age, and mari4. 
,f~;~,}~~l ;&tatuS. w~re not prediethc of rcspotltients ' promoti'on ratc.o 
f·::?;,,·fr-::"'" . 0 i scuSS 1 on 

bata for male and female staff were tombinnd to ohtain profiles of individ­
Uals who arc mobile and of those who havc beCll ~ro'moted. Th(' analyses revealed 
thbt promotions arc associated with FPS cxperi~nc~ -- the nu~her of jobS one haS 
held, and to a lesser extent with higher academic athievcl:1cnt -- at least a bach­
elor's degree. Staff wllo are geographically mobile, those who arc \'lilling to 
move in the FrS, were likely to be! younger, single, mille, and a graduate of a 
4 year college program. 

Differ~nces bet\'1een the sexes in willingness to move could be due to the 
fact that married women, generally, are not \'lilling to move unless their husband 
is also transferred, but married men do not feel restricted to the location of 
their wife's job and thus \'/il1 move more-readily when requested by the Sy-stem. 
This state of affairs is reflected in the relationship belween marital status, 
sex, and willingness to move. For males there is no significant rel~tionsh;~ 
between marital status and willingness to move, while for females thlS relatlOn­
ship is highly significant. Married women are much less likely to move than 
.ingle women. The relationship between marital status and willingness to move 
for females was also reflected in the earlier report by Barron and Pontes so (1978). 

'."'when female respondents were asked to state a reason \'1hy they would not be wi 11-
;n9 to move, the reason most frequently given was husband's job. For male re­
spondents, wife's job was not a commonly stated reason. 

Data were also analyzed comparing males' and females' background character­
istics, career history, and attitudes. The typical age and education ~evel of 
male and female FPS employees do not differ, however, males are more l,kely to h 
be married. For comparisons of GS-levels, promotions, and jobs held, the 1en9t 
of FPS employment was taken into account (statistically controlled for) to equate 
the opportunity for career advancement. The promotion r~tes ano GS-levels of 
males and females did not differ, a finding highly compllmentary to the FPS 
since the indication is that there is not a general trend of sex discrimination 
in promotional decisions. Females, however, typically have held a greater num­
ber of FPS jobs. Interestingly, the confidence of younger fenale respondents 
about womens' competence and promotabi 1 i.ty in the FPS has been enhanced by the 
number of jobs they have had in the System; this career confidence was not 
shared by older female respondents. As indicated!1lready the promotion rate 
of staff overall was associated with having advanced education, and younger 
WOIili.:n were much more likely than their elder complement to have obtained a 
bachelor's degree. Hence, the career optimism churilctcri!:ltic of tile younger 
group may be accounted for by their rnore advanced formal education. 

6 The relcltion5hip of promotion rate to nllnhr.r of rrs jobs and,to n~\JcC!tioll 
level appears quite stroncJ and C)(!neric: tltn ,H'01'10t iUlls cx.~I:llncd ,1n thesE:' 
analyses involvrd IlIdny Frs positions; also, the indivldlJuls r.tudlCd Wi.'rc of 
bolh sC!xr.!s, and of a I'lidc riJllI)fI of bnth ,11]P ,11111 ('lIlIc"t iflll 11'\'f!1~ •• 1I01'/C' J('r , 

conclusions Jbotlt tl1l' rC'1,1llollr.h;p bnL\'lfI('rl h.ld./)I'lWlld tllr1r"cl.(~rlstlcs tllld , 

any specific type' of pro.:}o\ ion (0..']., fron cnr'!'I:CLiOlhll 1 ieuLenMlt to CJptJln) 
should not be 1:\,)(le froll! thr:~,r. findinql:.. 
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T,;;,. ,Comparisons of fenale and male rcsflbnclonts' attitudes tOl'/llrci women as FPS 
~~.",{,:-;. employees revt:alad thc~t f~males a~c.morc likely thiln males to helieve: that fc­
:;g~§~';"·',~lc·staff are cffect1vc 1n Ittradlt10nally mille jobs," dnd in 'lny type of Frs 
~'!""~:'~ , correct1onal setting, but that faMales' chancas for prOl:lotiOI1 arc poor in the 
~~f:. fPS. This attitudi~al anbivalenc~ of fCitlal? rcsp~micnts, pC'rceiving \'IOJ!lCn a!> 
".,.. . potentially productlve yet as unllkely candld(ltes for promotion, may under-mine 
~> their respect for management, their lIlorala t.o\'tarrl the System, and thus indllce 
.:: their consideration of resignation. Another rps study (Kane, Saylor. and rlacci~ 
:: 1979) did yield -evidence that employees' trust in management Stll'VCS to enhance 

morale and, in turn, reduce turnover. \ole SlJ!1gest then that datu on staff pro:,o­
tion rates, such as presented here from the f'onlcsso and Bdl-ron survey, be p!:!>-
11shed regularly by FPS personnel or staff training) The m'lal'cness of felilale 

~ staff that their J!.ctual promotion rate is equivalent to that of males would pre­
sumably inflate their currently depressed expectations for promotion. 

In terms of the perceived effectiveness of females in "traditionally fe:'1dle 
jobs" there \'/as no difference beb-leen male and fl'mille staff. Thus overall, nales 

c wi11 concede that females can effectively handle tasks generally assigned to wo­
men in the past, but are not as likely to believe that females can handle tasks 
outside their usual roles. 

the willingness to move was related to respondents' attitudes about wonen 1n 
the FPS. though this relationship differed for ~ach sex. Tho5C females who arc 
wilting to move not ~urpris1ngly are more likely to believe that wonens' cha~ces 
of I)romotion are good: of course, the inconveniehce of a move· is made r.1ore ::-ala-

. table by .n 'increase in one's salary. The males \'Iho expressed beliefs that \~~nen 
Ire likely to be effective and promotable in var~ous types of FrS jobs and facil­
ities a1so were likely to be willing to move in the Systen. [fficient staff per~ 
formanc'e is the foundation of a strong organization, and employees who antici;>ate 
working with a productive staff probably expect an easier adaptation when movi~g 
to a new institution. Thus, it appears that the perceived quality of FPS fe~ale 
staff contributes to males' willingness to move geographically. 

Sumnetry 

The Pontesso and Barron dat~ shed positive light on FPS personnel issues. Evi­
dence is provided that neither the sex nor the age of employees have been cc%e­
quential to their promotion rate. Findings suggest that promotion decisions haye 
been based instead on experience and education. FPS female cnployees are confpl*nt 
of their potential effectivcnC!ss in a wide variety of FPS ihstitutional roles a!jef 
settings. However, they also believe that their ch,lnces for prorlOtion ;n FrS fnsti­
tutions are poor. This pessimism about career ddvdnCell1Crlt could possibly be r'e­
lieved by publicizing the actual FPS male Byo fCl'lall' pl'omotion rates, which ~Il t.he 
present dat.a do not differ fror:\ (,!lch other. Further' infori!\"l ion «bout rlohn ity 
is hei ng gdthered i" the ClIrrent reseal'ell project on stJt f llll',,~)ver; of spec i fi c 
interest is the influence of FPS transfers on morale and turllover. 
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TABLE 1 - AGE OF ALL FPS EMPLOYEES ANO RESPOND[NTS 

FPS Employees 

39 
Under 22 0.4%1 

682 
22 thru 25 7.3% 

3882 
26 thiu 35 42.0% 

1919 
36 thru 45 20.7% 

2133 
46 thru 55 23.0r. 

58 
Over 55 6.2% 

• 

9235 

RCSPOIICh'1l L s 

12 
5.7% 

83 
39.2% 

47 
22.2% 

56 
26.4~, 

12 
5.7% 

212 

1 Percentages refl ect col unn rQrcenta!Jt~s, that ; s, the 
percent of rps rr'\ployccs or rcspondC'nts at lhat age. 
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TABLE 2 - ~DUCATIONAL ~EVEL OF ALL FPS EMPLOYEES 
' .,," A\~D\ RESPONOENTS, 

• () 

FPS E\~ployecs .' Respondpnts 
0 

\ 

----:\ ......... 
Less Than 
Hi gh School 401 1 

4 .~~%l 0.5% Diploma 
'0-

High School 3738 73 
Diploma 38.8~: 34.4% 

-
Some College 2822 73 

30.0% 34.4% 

Bachelor 1658 33 
Degree 17.6% 15.6% 

J) ----
Some Graduate 
School and 778 32 
Above 8.3% 15.1% 
--'" .,\., 

I; 

.1 
1 Percentaaes reflect column percentages, that is, the 

percent of FPS Cr:1fJ1oyccs or respondents at that edu-
cational level. ' 

10, 

.. t,. t. ". ~. . . . . 
'. " 

. '\ t.· 
" 

" 

': .. 

~) 

. . ~ . . 
" 

J 
\ ' 

• '. , 

t ' 

TABLE '~ - GRADE LEVEL OF ALL FPS EMPLOYEES 
BY SEX or EMPLOYEES 

/, 

Male Female 

Lev&ls One 292 480 772 
":'3.7%1 30.8% 8.2% to Five 

,/ 
Levels Six 3168 714 3882 
to Eight 40.4% 45.6% 41.3% 

L" 

Levels Nine 1856 " 296 2152 
to Eleven 23.7% 18.9% 22.9% 

, (> 

Levels Twelve 1046 58 1104 
and P.bc>ve 13.4% 3.7% I " ' 11.8% 

1472 15 1487 
Other 18.8% 7.0% 15.8% 

Cl' 

• 7834 1563 
1/ 

1 Percentages ere column percentages, that is, percent of 
members of that sex at that grade level. 
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FACTOR SCALE 
NAME 

Effect1venass 
of 

Females in 
Male Jobs 

TABLE 4* 

FACTOR SCALES: f1EMBER SURVry lTEf.1S AND Till:) R 
~IEI GilT OF IMPORTANCE 

ITEM 
WEIGWiS 

1. .88 

2. .87 

3. .77 

4. .75 

5. .66 

6. .58 

7. .52 

8. .50 

9. .40 • 

SURVEY ITEMS HHICII FORM 
EACH FACTOR SCALE 

To what extent can women be effective as 
Hilrden? 

To what extent can woman b0 effective as 
Associate Warden? 8 

, To what extent can women be effect i ve as 
Department Heads? 

To what ext~ht can women bn effective as 
Corroctional Supervisors? 

To what extent can women bt'l effective as 
Case Manugers? 

To what extent can women be effective in 
any pos it ion? 

To what extent can Women be effective in 
Food Service! 

To what extent can women be effective as 
Correctional Officers? 

To what extent can women be effective as 
Teachers? 

* For each cluster of items, the factor analysis reveals how strongly 
each item contribute~ to its cluster and to the principle it helps 
define. For each ciuster, the analysis assirlns I'1crabcr itel:lswith 
scaled nUJl1arical \'/cights (from 0 to 1.0); \'/hcn the resenl'chars cora­
bine the items to form a factor sCCl1c the 1:1C'I',bcr items Ilrc \'wightad 
accordi ng1y. ! i 

.' ... f. ••• 
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. . . . . . }.: . . 
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,TABLE 4. Continuad. - 2 -

FACTOR.·!.)CALE 
'tlAME 

Effectiveness 
of 

FeMales in 
'Female Jobs 

• 
Institutional 
Effectiveness 

of 
~Jomen 

Institutional 
Promotabi1ity 

of 
Women 

ITEM 
~IEIGHT 

10. .89 

11. .84 

12. .53 

13. .47 

14. .43 

15. .88 

16. .58 

17. .50 

18. .72 

19. .63 

20. .53 

21. .51 

SURVEY ITEMS HlllCI! rOHN 
EACH FACTOR SCALE 

'To what extent c~n women be effective in 
Personnel? 

To "/hilt cxwnt can \'Iomen he ("ffacti ve in 
the ~usiness Office? 

To what extent can \'Iomen be effective as 
Nurses? 

To what rxtent can \'/OI'len be effective in 
Cleric~l Hork? 

To what extent can women be £'ffective as 
Teachers?l 

To what extent can women be ("ffactive in 
any institution? 

, 
To what extent can women be effective in 
an all male institution? 

To what extent can women be effective in 
a co-correctional institution? 

To what extent do women h~ve a c~anc~ of, ? 
promotion \-/hen they work 1n any lnst1tutlon. 

To what extent do women have a chance of 
promot i on when they work in an all rna 1 c 
institution? 

To what extent do women have a chance of 
promotion when they work in a co-correc­
tional institution? 

Do YOIl th; nk woman have the Sa!'le. opportun­
ities for advancamunt as drc ava11able to 
men? 

1 As can be secn, the l'Iarccption of wOlllen's effecrivcn~ss ~n the r?le a~ a 
teacher clusters into both the factors of WO':lcn s cftect1ven~5s 1n r.\~ e 
jobs and female jobs. This is not unCOI~II"on 1n ftlctor anJlysls, ~nd 1n 
this case scal'lS inluitiv('ly correct sincl~ t.he rol(! of a Uh1char 1S gC'll­
orally not perceived as exclusivoly "I1IJle" or "female." 1 ' 
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TABLE 5 - AGC or RESPONDCNTS BY SEX OF RCSPONDCNTS 

Male Female t',' 

-
0 2 2 

Under 22 0.0%1 1.9% 0.9% ----------.... _-
----~ 5 7 12 

22 thru 25 4.5% 6.8% 5.7% 

26 thru 35 48 35 83 44.0% 34.0% 39.2% 

~::: 21 26 47 19.3% 25.2% 22.2% 
36 thr'u 45 

27 29 56 24.8% 28.2% 26.4% 
46 thru 55 

8 4 12 7.3% 3.9% 5.7% 

Over 55 

109 103 

1 Percentages reflect column percentages, that Is, the 
percent of momhers of that sex in that age ca1rgory, 
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Y SEX OF RESPONDENtS TABLE 6 - EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF RESPONDENTS G , 

less Than 
High School 
Diploma 

High School 
Diploma 

Some College 

Bachelor 
Degree 

Some Graduate 
School and 
Above 
•• 

Male 

il , 
i 

0.9%1 

40 
36.7% 

30 
27.5% 

16 
14.7% 

22 
20.2% 

109 

Female 

0 1 
0.0% 0.5% 

33 73 
32.0% 34.4% 

43 73 
41.8% 34.4% 

17 33 
16.5% 15.6% 

10 32 
9.7% 15.1% 

103 

. the percent erccntages, that 15, 1 Percentages reflect COlU:~ ~ach education31 level. of members of thet sex, 
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TABLE 7 - NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WITH A COLLEGE 
DEGREE BY SEX I OF RESPONOENTS 

Male female 

Less Than A 
Bachelor 71 76 147 
Degree 65.U~2 73.8% 69.3% 

Bachelor 
Degree 38 27 65 
or Above 34.9% 26.2% 30.7% 

109 103 

1 The difference between male and female respondents 
here is not significant; x' = 1.48, P .2. 

2 Percentages reflect column percentages, that is, 
the percent of members of that sex at that educa­
tiona 1 1 eve 1. 
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TABLE 6 - MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS BY SEX OF RESPONDENTI 

• Male Female 

98 68 166
n 

Married 89.9%2 66.0% 78.3% 

11 35 46 Not Married 10.1% 34.0% 21.7% 

109 103 

1 The difference between male and female respondents here is 
significant with x! = 16.41, p .001. 0. 

\~ 

2 Percentages reflect colunn percentages, that is, the percent 
of members of that sex married or not. 
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TABLE 9 - GRADE LEVEL OF RESPONDENT-S BY SEX OF RESPONDENTS 

Male Female 

Levels One 4 21 25 
to Five 3.7%1 20.6,., 11.8% 

Levels Six 50 48 98 
to Eight 45.9% 47.1% 46.4% 

Levels Nine 41 26 67 
to Eleven 37.6% 25.5% 31.8% 

levels Twelve 14 7 21 
and Above 12.8% 6.9% 9.9% 

109 102 

1 Percentages reflect column percentages, that is, the 
percent of members of that sex at that grade 1evel. 
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TABLE 10 - RESPONSES TO THr. QUESTION: DO YOU nfINI~ 
DIFFERENT CRITERIA ARE NEEDED IN TilE 
SELECTION OF fEMALES FOR PROMOTION? OY 

No 

Yes 

SEX OF RESPONDENT} , . 

Male Female 

17 
15.7% 

107 

77 
82.8% 

16 
17.2% 

93 

167 
83.5% 

. 33 
16.5% 

1 The difference hetween mal~ and female resrondents 
here is not significarit; x = 1.73, p> .18. 

(/) 

2 Percentages reflect column percentages, that is, 
the percent of r'lembers of that sex that gave that 
response. G 
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TABLE 11 - RESPONSES TO THE QUESTION: DO YOU TIIINK 
WOMEN HAVE THE SAf.1E oPPOrnUN IT I ES FOR AD­
VANCEMENT AS ARE AVAILABLE TO MEN? BY 
SEX OF RESPONDENTl 

No 

Yes 

Male Female 

47 
43.9%2 

60 
56.1% 

107 

52 
54.2% 

44 
45.8% 

96 

99 
48.8% 

104 
51.2% 

1 The difference between ma1 2 and female respondents 
here is not significant; x = .01, p .9. 

2 Percentages re'lect column percentages, that is, 
the percent of members of that sex that gave that 
response. 
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lMaNESS TO MOVE 
TABLE 12 - RESPONDENTS' \.Jl ~L SEX OF RESPONDENT 

GEOGRAPHICALLY B 

Males Femal as 

Wi 11; n9 

52 87 
71 41.4% 

65.7%1 51.0% 

SO 123 
37 49.0~ 

58.6';(,. 
34.3~ 

Not ~li 11 i ng 

108 102 

that is, lumn percentages, rare 
1 Percentages reflect ~~ of that sex \,Iho are 0 

he ercent of mcmbe 
~ot ~il11ng to move. 
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