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Abstract

Community corrections staff, primarily those employed by parole and probation
departments, are vital to the rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders who are released under
supervision. Previous research concerned with parole and probation has been centered around the
techniques of supervision and offender rehabilitation. Few studies within corrections have
provided insight into how parole and probation staff members perceive the organizational and
occupational stressors of their workplace; a topic heavily focused upon in studies of traditional
correctional settings. Using survey data taken from 199 parole and probation staff members in
Nevada, we explore the differences in perceptions between sworn and unsworn (administrative)
staff members as they relate to job satisfaction, organizational trust and work-family conflict.
These findings provide partial support for the notion that job type influences the way that

employees experience both their organization and their occupation.
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Introduction
The field of corrections has been an area of interest within scholarly research for decades

because of the unique circumstances associated with this imprisonment. Those within this
occupation are tasked with handling a population of violent, high risk and involuntarily confined
individuals (Lambert et al., 2021; Armstrong & Griffin, 2004). In consideration of the hostile
conditions that institutional and federal prison workers must deal with, there has been a growing
body of research detailing how workplace factors as well as organizational policies and systems
affect staff. Several concepts that have been explored within corrections includes relationships
between job satisfaction, job stress, and organizational trust. Moreover, much of the research
done within corrections has focused on those working within prisons or jails, while overlooking
those working within the community corrections field, such as parole and probation.

Parole and probation have evolved into the largest form of supervision within the
criminal justice system (Phelps, 2018) and has been deemed a successful alternative to alleviate
overcrowding in jails and prisons (Martin & Zetter, 2021; Phelps, 2013; Phelps, 2017; Garland et
al., 2014). Prior to punitive legislation that was passed to combat rising crime in the 1980s and
1990s, parole and probation officers were handling offenders that were either low-level or non-
violent cases that were deemed to not be a threat to the public (Martin & Zettler, 2021; Petersilia,
1998). However, to alleviate overcrowded prisons, Taxman et al. (2004) notes that caseloads
began to “increasingly mirror the prison population” (p. 3). Resulting in a diverse and
complicated convergence of ex-offenders for parole and probation officers to manage and assist.

Nevertheless, this inadvertent shift in the supervised population has not resolved the
problem of mass incarceration; instead, it has inadequately dispersed the population and
overwhelmed another sector of corrections (DeMichele & Payne, 2007), resulting in expanded

formal social controls (Phelps, 2017).



Unfortunately, even with this population shift to communal supervision for criminals,
there has been little focus on the staff, who work within community corrections. Unlike other
correctional officers, those that work within parole and probation are responsible for maintaining
their normal office workload in addition to their offender caseload. The tasks that are expected of
them include one-on-one visits with their probationers/parolees, court appearances and reports,
securing resources for the ex-convict while monitoring for violations and recidivism (DeMichele
& Payne, 2007; Gaymen & Bradley, 2013; Rhineberger-Dunn & Mack, 2019). When they are
faced with staff shortages, whether it be a sworn officer or administrative staff member, the
remaining employees are responsible for picking up the extra work to maintain the standards of
operation (Tidmarsh, 2021; Hopkins, 1983).

Much like parole and probation officers, administrative and non-custodial staff are
another severely understudied group within the field of corrections. Although they are not
typically tasked with handling parolees, probationers and prisoners as regularly as sworn
officers, they are still expected to maintain the daily operations of the organization, providing
support to superiors and community officers alike. While most non-custodial staff have different
workloads and goals within their daily job tasks, they are still faced with similar conflicts that
“may make organizational performance expectations appear ambiguous and often culminate in
greater externally imposed procedural constraints on employee action” (Wright & Davis, 2003,
p. 75). While these staff may not be expected to complete tasks within the field as sworn officers
are, they will be expected to take on additional work, without additional compensation, as well as
handle many administrative tasks that are required by state and federal guidelines.

It has been well documented that correctional officers experience several adverse effects

because of their profession. Some of the most prevalent ones that Lambert et al. (2017) points



out are high levels of stress, lower job satisfaction and decreased life satisfaction. Although these
variables have not been extensively studied among non-custodial prison staff, these trends are of
concern for all staff—including the parole and probation officers that supervise the prison
population within the community. Considering that “few other organizations are charged with
the central task of supervising and securing an unwilling and potentially violent population”
(Armstrong & Griffin, 2004, p. 577), parole and probation organizations should be included
within the discussion of corrections research.

Regardless of the scope or role that staff play within community corrections, they are
necessary pieces of the organization and are subjected to the same bureaucratic workplace.
Because of this, our research will be analyzing whether parole and probation officers experience
the organization differently than those that work as either non-custodial or administrative staff.
Specifically, our study examines the differences of work-family conflict, organizational trust
and, job satisfaction among sworn officers and non-sworn staff within the Nevada Department of
Parole and Probation. The present study intends to expand the limited literature surrounding the
profession of community corrections, as well as provide insight on how different employee
groups respond to the realities of the workplace.

Literature Review
History of Parole and Probation

Although parole and probation are often and erroneously used interchangeably to
describe supervised release of offenders, these programs were created independently of one
another to assist offenders in different ways. Phelps (2013) describes the difference between the
two as, “like parole, probation involves the supervision of individuals in their home

communities... [however] probation is a court-imposed sanction given in lieu of imprisonment



rather than as a form of additional post release supervision” (p. 52). Through the years, the
philosophy that originated these programs has shifted from a rehabilitative approach into a
control-oriented system that is focused on revocation and heavy supervision.

The growth of parole and probation first appeared positive since it was intended to lower
the prison and jail populations while simultaneously reintegrating offenders back into society.
However, many states and jurisdictions began using parole and probation as an additional
sanction and not solely as an alternative to imprisonment. Researchers found that proposals to
expand parole and probation increased the “overall punishment by drawing in more low-level
cases...and making these individuals more likely to be incarcerated in the future due to increased
restrictions and monitoring” (Phelps, 2013, p. 52). The rehabilitative model that was used in the
beginning centered on maintaining a smaller group of offenders under one person’s supervision
has been lost in translation with the growing crime control methods and surging imprisonment
rates of the 1980s and 1990s (Martin & Zettler, 2021).

It is important to note that even though many do not understand the separation between
parole and probation, several states and jurisdictions have parole and probation officers defined
separately. Typically, probation officers work with offenders who have been court-ordered to
probation, while parole officers work with those who have been released early from their prison
sentence (Rhineberger-Dunn & Mack, 2019). However, in some states, such as Nevada, there is
no distinction between parole and probation staff members. Instead, they are all hired as
Department of Public Safety officers, and thus their assignments within the agency can vary.

Therefore, parole and probation will be used simultaneously throughout this thesis.

Parole
The first recorded use of parole occurred within 1840, when a British Navy captain,

Alexander Machonochie, created a system he coined the “ticket to leave” system (Bayens &



Smykla, 2013). The goal behind this arrangement was to sufficiently track and move offenders
through the crime control process and allow them to gain freedoms by earning points through
good behavior and a healthy work ethic. The typical stages of this process required the criminal
to start within incarceration and end with conditional release (parole) and once they have proven
that they are not a threat to the public; the goal being that they may eventually be fully released
and regain their freedoms.

This idea of allowing inmates to earn their freedom and reintegrate into society using
conditional release soon reached beyond Great Britain, and was implemented within Irish prisons
and quickly expanded to the United States of America. Within forty years of the creation of the
“ticket to leave” system, the Elmira Reformatory located in New York initiated the first parole
program known to the United States criminal justice system. However, with the application of
this new model being used within prisons, it ushered in an era of new penology that shifted the
paradigm from being treatment focused into an additional axis of inmate control.

For decades, parole was used to manage prison populations to keep them from increasing
beyond design capacity. In the 1970s, however, the American prison system became inundated in
the worst way—Dby mass incarceration including those that were re-arrested while on parole.
Unfortunately, the increase in prison population, paired with significantly more parolees being
released, resulted in standards of supervision not being maintained and inmates being ill-
prepared to reintegrate into society.

These compounding issues of prison populations exceeding capacity and parole officers’
caseloads growing, resulted in the government implementing more restrictions and crime control
policies—in hopes that it would curtail the rising problem. However, while these punitive

approaches increased the supervision of those out on release, it resulted in parole offices sending



many convicts back to prison for revocations and their resources were stretched even thinner
with growing caseloads (Phelps, 2018). Unfortunately, the standards of parole conditions
continued to be stacked and resources for treatment were limited, resulting in parole officers (and
probation officers alike) in the burdensome position of balancing being a social worker with

serving as a rule enforcer (Gayman & Bradley, 2012).

Probation
The philosophy of probation has been around in the United States and England since the

mid-1800s; however, it is the American, John Augustus, that is recognized as the ‘father of
probation’ (Globokar & Toro, 2017). Through his rehabilitative work with drunks and other low-
level offenders, Augustus was able to broker probation for nearly 2,000 adults and children
before his death, thus shifting how low offenders were to be handled within the criminal justice
process (Bayens & Smykla, 2013). Instead of them being institutionally punished, those that
attained probation were able to avoid a jail sentence and seek rehabilitation through their work
and repentance for their actions.

Augustus inspired the first implementation of a systematic probation system in Boston,
which then led to Massachusetts being the first state to pass laws regarding probation in 1837
(Globokar & Toro, 2017; Wiggins et al., 2022). These initial laws empowered the mayors within
the cities to control the terms and conditions of those that were on communal supervision,
however, as more states adopted these programs, the responsibility of compliance was shifted to
the county correctional offices and courts, as well as administrative staff (Bayens & Smykla,
2013). Expansion of probation resulted in different standards and guidelines across jurisdictions
and would continue to change through the years as more states passed legislation authorizing the

use of it (Bayens & Smykla, 2013).



Since 1980, there had been a steady increase of offenders that have been placed under
probation with the recorded highest being 4.2 million people between 2005 and 2009 (Kaeble,
2021). Nevertheless, while there has been a decline in the number of inmates that are being
released on probation (and parole) in recent years (Bayens & Smykla, 2013; Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 2021; Kaeble, 2021), there is still concern about the volume of offenders that one
officer is expected to manage. As the caseload sizes and need of the offenders’ increase, the
probation officer is bound to experience less job satisfaction, more role overload and heightens
the stress that they are placed under. However, the mere size of their caseload was not the only
stressor for officers. An additional concern is the type of cases that they are assigned to handle

and the needs of the individual offender.

Parole and Probation Staff

Many people are familiar with the notion of mass incarceration that has been a topic of
discussion since the 1970’s, however, few have discussed the endemic surge of parole and
probation supervision that has followed. The reliance on parole and probation departments is
illustrated in the fact that “nearly 4.3 million—or one in every 53 U.S. adult residents—were on
probation [or parole], compared to just under 1.6 million incarcerated in state and federal
prisons” in 2016 (Phelps, 2017, p. 54). As a consequence of this, the capacity has been strained
across parole and probation departments within the United States and has ushered in an era of
“mass community supervision” (Wiggins et al., 2022).

Staff within community corrections are pivotal to the success of these communal
supervision programs and are responsible for a myriad of duties to maintain the smooth operation
of the organization. Corrections itself is a unique area considering that staff are responsible for a

carceral population, however, all staff are equally subjected to the federal and state guidelines



that must be followed. As Lambert et al., (2021) states in their research of correctional staff
“[t]hese actors are all part of the same organizational team and are all worthy of our attention,

regardless of the specific role they play” (p. 92).

Administrative Staff
Administrative staff handle a multitude of mundane tasks that need to be completed for

the effective operation of the parole and probation office. This includes, but is not limited to, the
handling of human resource issues, sending letters and notices to parolees, tracking down
documents, obtaining information from prisons, and retrieving records from the court

(Tidmarsh, 2021). However, because the department was unable to support increasing parole and
probation population (Phelps, 2018) administrative staff were tasked to complete report write-
ups regarding offenders and background investigation requests and submissions, to alleviate the
burden from sworn officers.

Subsequently, administrators that work within the Department of Parole and Probation
may also be responsible for an administrative caseload of offenders who don’t necessarily
require contact with a sworn community correction officer. Those who are placed on an
administrator’s case load may have absconded, need to submit progress reports, or have an active
warrant that needs to be filed (Bayens & Smykla, 2013). Nevertheless, while administrative staff
are not working directly with high-risk populations, they still experience high turnover and are
subject to the same systemic exposure that affects their levels of job satisfaction and
organizational trust within their occupation.

Unlike sworn officers, public sector employees are found to have lower job satisfaction
because of the nature of their work along with lacking autonomy, fulfillment and self-
actualization in their careers (Wright & Davis, 2003; Paine, et al. 1966; Porter & Mitchell, 1967).

Researchers have noted that routine and repetition adversely affect administrative staff's job



satisfaction (Wright & Davis, 2001). With little room for change or decision-making regarding
the procedures of tasks, it results in stagnant feelings and little autonomy within the work
(Sanchez-Sanchez & Fernandez Puente, 2020; Wright & Davis, 2003). While there are adequate
resources and benefits that are provided within their employment, some administrative staff
within the public sector struggle with their overall working conditions, remarking that “mobility
[is] somewhat of a problem, mixed feelings about promotions, and a variety of responses on
income and size of the workplace” (Hopkins, 1983, p. 116).

Consequently, public sector employees are not just the victims of governmental
standards of operation within their departments. Wright & Davis (2003) found that since
administrative staff working within the public sector are consistently attempting to balance
external forces and conflicting goals since they are not only public funded but they also suffer
from constantly changing political motivations. In addition to these external influences, the work
environment is subjected to rigid checks-and-balances as well as scrutiny from taxpayers and the
media (Sanchez-Sanchez & Fernandez Puente, 2020). While many of these factors affecting
these administrators and non-custodial staff are extrinsic, they may affect employee perception
of job satisfaction and organizational trust (Lambert et al., 2021; Wright & Davis, 2001; Hansen
& Host, 2012).

Although administrative staff are not often the focal point of academic inquiry, especially
when research is being conducted regarding community corrections, it is important to note that
they are also facing crippling turnover rates. Researchers have found that length of employment
within government organizations vary greatly, with many leaving within five years (Lambert &
Paoline, 2008; Hopkins, 1983), thus illustrating the persistent issue that plagues other public

sector jobs—they are not able to keep employees and are thus not meeting their described
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expectations. This leads to the secondary issue of expending scarce resources to train staff, and
then losing these employees who possess “institutional knowledge and experience, which cannot

be obtained in a short period of time” (Cho & Song, 2017, p. 45).

Parole and Probation Officers
Parole and probation officers, referred to simply as officers here, are responsible for a

variety of tasks regarding the workload and caseload that they are assigned. As mentioned
previously, one of their main tasks is to monitor those that have been sentenced to community
supervision. However, several studies have found that officers are being overwhelmed by the
demands of the job, the bureaucracy and crime control regulations (Tidmarsh, 2021; Phelps,
2013; Lewis et al., 2012).

Before the era of mass incarceration and crime control, officers were tasked with
reintegrating offenders back into society, providing resources and ensuring that they don’t
recidivate. However, as the number of offenders being placed on parole or probation continued
to rise, policies, guidelines, training, and resources did not keep pace. The role of a probation
officer has undergone a significant shift from merely supervising offenders' adherence to court
orders to becoming an active participant in facilitating behavioral change. (Lewis et al., 2012;
Taxman, 1999). This resulted in officers now being involved in every step of an offenders’
journey toward reform. Lewis et al., (2012) summarized the immersion that officers are
experiencing:

From their initial involvement with a case during the pre-sentence investigate

stage, probation officers are exposed to varying aspects of trauma as they read

police reports, interview victims, and assess offender’ criminal and social

histories. After sentencing, field officers regularly meet with offenders and

conduct home visits where they often bear witness to dysfunctional lives. In order
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to be most effective, probation officers also establish and develop relationships

with the spouse, children, friends and collateral individuals involved in the

offender’s life (68).

In addition to this to these personal entanglements, officers are required to complete a
complex collection of tasks related to the offender’s conditions of release as ordered by
the courts.

Although advances in technology over the years have made it more efficient for
monitoring to take place, it does not save officers time due to increases in caseloads
(Martin & Zettler, 2021). Instead, these innovations—such as GPS monitoring, curfews,
breathalyzers in vehicles equipped with cameras, and social media—create additional
complexity and result in more systems for the officer to learn how to operate, apply,
check and interpret. If an officer is able to determines that there was a violation of these
often complex conditions of release, and if so, what actions should be taken.

The implementation of these different devices has been revolutionary for
compliance; however, officers still find themselves not being able to handle their high
caseload and workload. Tidmarsh (2021) surveyed probation officers in England and
Wales regarding the challenge of balancing the bureaucratic pressures and their work in
the field with offenders. Throughout the statements made by probation officers, there was
a theme of feeling overwhelmed by the paperwork and reports that they must complete
and not being able to spend enough time building rapport and helping those on their

caseload.
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Organizational Trust

Schoorman et al. (2007) acknowledged that “trust is not necessarily mutual and is not
reciprocal” (p. 347) thus illustrating that trust is a temperamental characteristic and is not
guaranteed within any relationship—whether it be romantic, social, or bureaucratic. Trust, like
job satisfaction, is multidimensional and dependent on the situation in which it is being applied
(Pirson & Malhotra, 2011). To better understand how trust can affect an employee’s perception
of their career, researchers have been interested in organizational trust specifically, which is
described as “trust in the employing organization” (Schoorman et al., 2007).

Recurrently, organizational trust has been tied closely with the ability and willingness to
be vulnerable, which was proffered by Mayer et al. (1995) who stated: “trust is not taking risk
per se, but rather it is a willingness to take risk” (p. 712). Using this framework, Cho and Song
(2017) defined organizational trust as “a psychological state comprising the intention to accept
vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (p. 51;
Rousseau, 1998). Zand (1972) stated that organizational trust is “the conscious regulation of
one’s dependence on another that will vary with the task, the situation, and the other person” (p.
230). Keena et al., (2022) explained organizational trust as “the employee’s confidence that the
organization will perform an action that is beneficial or at least not detrimental to him or her” (p.
150).

Trust is a guiding principle and foundation of organizations and the work environment
(Lambert et al., 2021). However, scholars have noted that trust is not absolute and operates on a
continuum instead of this notion that a person or organization is trustworthy or not (Mayer et al.,
1995). Despite organizational trust’s importance within the workforce, it must be earned and

cannot be demanded or expected by management (Lambert et al., 2017). It must be cultivated
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over time with the consistency of an organization’s actions. As with personal relationships,
employees will expect that they will be mutually respected within the organization and that they
will not be taken advantage of for advancement of the company or superiors.

Increased levels of organizational trust have been shown to reduce turnover intent,
promote communication, increase job satisfaction (Lambert et al., 2021), and amplify autonomy
(Hasche et al., 2020; Paliszkiewicz, 2011). Promoting organizational trust throughout a
corporation is critical for an employer because it influences and determines one’s behavior,
interpretations, attitudes, and perceptions of their interactions with their colleagues and superiors
(Zand, 1972). Typically, organizational trust refers to not only the trust that is held between a
subordinate and their supervisor or a subordinate and the organization in which they are
employed; but also, what is represented within ““its procedures, norms and decisions” (Archimi et
al., 2018, p. 911).

Conversely, a breach of trust creates not only a negative work environment, but also
consequentially makes the employee feel distrustful of the organization, and not open to their
proposed goals, suggestions, or criteria and methods for measuring progress (Zand, 1972).
Several reasons have been found to diminish trust in management and the overarching
institution, such as role ambiguity, role overload, micromanaging, moral conflicts, and lack of
resources (Lewis et al., 2012; Lambert et al., 2017).

Regardless of its fluidity, it is pivotal that trust is maintained within correctional
environments since employees are dealing with potentially dangerous and unstable populations.
Making them particularly more vulnerable than those that don’t work in corrections. Some
scholars have found that if distrust is anticipated, then others will act in ways that are not in

one’s best interests, and may even engage in harmful behavior (Lewicki et al., 1998). Without



14

organizational trust between the employee and the organization, animosity amongst the workers
may arise if there is belief that they are being treated unfairly, which can result in
counterproductive behavior being exhibited. Moreover, decreased organizational trust has been
found to create a wary work environment, affecting not only how the employee perceives the
organization and co-workers, but also how they interpret situations that they may be placed in

(Zand, 1972).

Work-Family Conflict

When considering the well-being of correctional officers, there has been noteworthy
research regarding how work-family conflict manifests, and its effects on those working with
carceral populations. Work-family conflict (WFC) was defined by Greenhaus and Beutell (1985)
as “a form of inter-role conflict in which the role pressures from the work and family domains
are mutually incompatible in some respect. That is, participation in the work (family) role is
made more difficult by participation in the family (work) role” (p.77). However, regardless of its
reciprocity, researchers have found that work is more detrimental to personal life for those
working within corrections (Lambert & Hogan, 2010; Kinman et al., 2017). To better understand
this incompatibility between the two domains researchers determined there to be three main
types of work-family conflict: time-based, strain-based and behavior-based (Lambert et al., 2020;
Triplett et al., 1999).

Time-based. Time-based conflicts happen when an officers’ commitments to work or
their caseload interferes with obligations within their personal life. This strain can be found most
within professions that require mandatory overtime or within careers that require the staff to be

on-call (Lambert et al., 2006).
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Strain-based. Strain-based conflict occurs when officers take the job home with them,
whether it be stress, problems or emotions, and let it affect how they interact with those around
them (Lambert et al., 2006). An example of this is when an officer has a confrontation at work,
whether it be with an offender or superior, and the feelings of irritability, apathy and
disconnectedness continue at home thus creating conflict.

Behavior-based. Lastly, behavior-based conflict is described by Greenhaus and Beutell
(1985), as “specific patterns of in-role behavior [that are] incompatible with expectations
regarding behavior in another role” (p. 81). Behavior-based conflict can be illustrated in how the
role of a parent is to be nurturing and kind, whereas the role of an officer requires toughness and
detachment (Lambert et al., 2010).

Lambert et al. (2010) explains that a reason work impacts an officers’ personal life
negatively is in part because distinct demands of working in corrections may cause some staff
members to adopt work roles that do not align with their roles at home, where emotional
interaction is paramount and vulnerability are commonplace. Previous research has also found
that, in addition to WFC causing strains within their personal life, it has been linked to burnout
(Lambert et al., 2010), lowered job satisfaction (Lambert et al., 2006) and increased job stress
(Vickovic & Morrow, 2020). Interestingly though, research has noted that while organizational
stressors increase WFC for the employee, there has been evidence that the occupation itself
exacerbates conflict, particularly through one’s working personality.

The first introduction of the working personality was presented by Jerome Skolnick
(1966), who believed that police officers developed a working personality of suspicion,
authority, seclusion and mistrust to cope with organizational pressure and restraints. While these

are similar circumstances that plague correctional organizations, both police officers and
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correctional officers base their personality around danger and authority. Regrettably, the
behaviors required within their occupation bleeds into other domains.

Higgins et al., (2021) theorized that WFC amongst correctional officers could be the
product of their occupational subculture and their working personality; considering that
“occupational culture provides a body of knowledge and values that are interconnected with the
shared experiences of staff and provides information to individuals on how to think, feel and act”
(p. 89). This working personality, whether crafted within corrections or policing, aided staff in
handling trauma and hardships within their occupations and constructed a subculture.

Within corrections, research has noted that working personalities are often created to
emanate authority and callousness to offenders—which is also relevant to officers within
community corrections. Nevertheless, the internalization of these personalities is not welcomed
in setting with friends and family, thus causing strain and conflict within personal relationships;
mostly manifesting as behavior- or strain-based conflict. Higgins et al., (2021) noted several
examples of conflict that affects officers such as: officers tended to become emotionally absent
and reclusive because of witnessed trauma or violence; justifying authoritative and controlling
techniques with their children; misunderstanding and disconnecting from family members to
protect them from potentially traumatizing stories or experiences. While these are just some
examples that seem to be commonplace, it is important to note that strain-based and “behavior-
based conflict is more common in male-dominated, interdependent jobs where employees are
required to manage people who may be uncooperative, hostile, or aggressive” (Kinman et al.,

2017, p. 229).
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Job Satisfaction

Researchers and employers alike have had significant interest in the concept of job
satisfaction because studies have demonstrated a correlation between job satisfaction and
productivity, work attendance, employee turnover, retirement, and psychological detachment
from work. (Camp, 1994, p. 280; Hopkins, 1983). The consensus throughout several studies has
been that low job satisfaction can critically impact an organization’s performance and operation
regardless of the occupation (Lee et al., 2020). The literature surrounding job satisfaction is
diverse and produced by several disciplines, such as criminal justice, psychology, and public
administration. Thus, there is not a single definition used for job satisfaction.

Job satisfaction has been described in various ways; however, many scholars agree that
the main concept of it is one’s affect towards their job (Masal & Vogel, 2016; Hogan et al.,
2013; Lambert et al., 2021). Locke (1976) describes it as, “a pleasurable or positive emotional
state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences” (p. 1304). Some scholars have
argued that this definition fails to capture the complexity of the topic and shallowly summarizes
workers, their needs, and the other factors that affect one’s levels of satisfaction (Hodson, 1991;
Camp, 1994). Camp (1994) also notes that the definition above does not consider the variability
and irregularity of the individual or their job.

Considering that job satisfaction is multidimensional and defined by its measurement
(Hopkins, 1983; Camp, 1994) it is best to view job satisfaction as “any combination of
physiological, psychological, and environmental circumstances that causes a person truthfully to
say, ‘I am satisfied with my job’” (Hoppock, 1935, p. 47). Although there is concern that these
measures are limited to an individual and occupational level, they provide insight into what

factors promote and hinder employee satisfaction. Hackman and Oldham’s (1975) survey
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regarding job diagnostics found that there were five key components to promote job
satisfaction—skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback from the job
itself. Whereas, Smith et al. (1969) opted to create a job descriptive index to obtain an overall
measure of one’s satisfaction with their job. They found that job satisfaction was influenced by
several factors, including satisfaction with supervision, co-workers, work itself, pay and
promotional opportunities (Camp, 1994, p. 286), which researchers have found more accurate
because it highlights the components of job satisfaction to a structural core.

While the use of measures and weight of the variables is debatable, surveys have found
that job satisfaction is positively linked to favorable work results, adherence to organizational
regulations and objectives, as well as life satisfaction (Lambert & Hogan, 2010), making the
stakes high for organizations. Moreover, organizations should promote job satisfaction to protect
their staff and optimize efficiency and resources to limit some of the most common issues that
plague workers such as burnout, absenteeism, turnover intent, and turnover. (Lambert & Hogan,
2010; Hopkins, 1983). This exemplifies why job satisfaction research has spanned several

disciplines and how job satisfaction is essential to an organization’s success.

Gaps in the Literature

In the United States, community supervision has been heavily relied upon to reduce
prison and jail overcrowding. However, research has shown that correctional officers and staff
can be negatively impacted by their work environment and job demands. While there have been
studies conducted on correctional employees, there is limited understanding of how community
correctional staff are affected by their occupation and organization. Parole and probation officers
work with caseloads similar to those of correctional officers, yet there is little research exploring

their impact. Furthermore, administrative and non-custodial staff members are often excluded
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from corrections literature, despite research in other fields demonstrating how their roles can be
affected by bureaucratic strain and role significance. Although there are more studies being
conducted in Europe and Canada on how parole and probation officers are affected, there is still
a gap in knowledge on how different job types within the organization are impacted by the
demands of the job and bureaucratic structure.
Research Methods
Research Focus

This study will investigate whether sworn officers and non-sworn staff/ administrators
are significantly different when determining their levels of work-family conflict, job satisfaction
and organizational trust. These variables have been selected because of their influence on staff’s
view of their job and their employing organization. While high levels of job satisfaction and
organizational trust are positive indications of a healthy work environment, it is important to
determine whether these variables are affected by one’s job title and expected job experience.
While work-family conflict has been found to be heavily associated with officers working within
corrections, it has also been predicted to be a stressor for those staff in the same facilities,
regardless of their interactions with offenders.

Previous research within corrections has focused primarily on officers working within
prisons or jails, however, there has been scarce literature regarding those working within
community corrections and even less on the non-custodial staff working for these organizations.
Therefore, this study expands the limited research to beyond those working within incarcerated
settings and considers their self-reported job satisfaction, organizational trust and work-family
conflict.

Hypothesis 1: Job satisfaction will be significantly higher for administrative staff.
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Although low job satisfaction has been found to affect both administrative staff and
officers alike, this hypothesis is rooted in the fact that officers will be affected more heavily by
other factors—such as burnout and the sometimes poor alignment between personal and
organizational values and goals. Previous literature has also noted that job satisfaction is
increased when employees have autonomy, decision-making abilities and that their role is
defined, which are easier to obtain for administrative staff, since their job is typically rooted in
standards and manuals. Whereas officers face consistent change with their caseload and pressure
from organizational and legislative policy change. Considering these factors, it is believed that
because of this, officers will rate their job satisfaction lower than their administrative
counterparts.

Hypothesis 2: Work-family conflict is predicted to have a larger negative impact on
parole/probation officers rather than administrative staff.

This hypothesis was derived from existing literature that found that officers—whether they
are police or correctional—experience high levels of work-family conflict. Although there has
not been much research concerning work-family conflict and community correctional officers,
the similarities in their profession and population they supervise suggests that the findings will
be similar to previous studies involving correctional officers. Moreover, administrative staff
typically only interact with their colleagues and handle the bureaucratic portion of the
organization. Therefore, the absence of contact with offenders and lack of need to apply
aggressive tactics leads us to believe that they will not have lower levels of work-family conflict
when compared to sworn officers.

Hypothesis 3: Administrative and non-custodial staff will report higher levels of

organizational trust in comparison to those that are sworn officers.
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This hypothesis was based on the copious amounts of research concerning how employees
view their organization and how that determines the amount of trust that they will have in it.
Verburg et al. (2018), captures this notion by stating that while organizational trust is built on a
variety of attributes, one of the most important ones are that the organization is competent and
reliable while not jeopardizing the employee’s well-being.

It is believed that because of the type of work that administrative staff conduct, that they will
have more trust within the organization, since they are not placed at risk and communication
with the organization is entrenched in their operation. Whereas, parole and probation officer may
have a difficult time believing that the organization is competent or has their well-being in mind
when they are not only facing staffing shortages and high workloads, but are also dealing with
inconsistent and possibly volatile individuals. Additionally, officers may have a difficult time
understanding or knowing why certain standards and processes must be completed when they
have other areas of their job, they find more important. Therefore, because of the stark
differences with how these two job groups interact with the agency, it is believed that

administrative staff will have higher trust in the organization.

Procedures and Participants

For the present study, employees have been split into two separate groups. First are those
that will be referred to as administrative staff. This will include all staff members who did not
identify as sworn officers, which can include (but not limited to) administrators, supervisors, or
treatment staff. While those who did identify as sworn officers were determined to be parole and
probation officers.

The data for this thesis was collected from a survey that was sent to 400 staff members

employed within the Parole and Probation department in the state of Nevada. The survey
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consisted of a multitude of questions used to measure attitudes, demographic information,
subjective norms and relative information regarding occupational and organizational variables.
The total number of respondents completing the survey was 199, capturing 49.5% of the total
sample. About 52.8% of the participants were women, 42.2% were men and 5.0% preferred not
to answer the question. The mean age was 41.97, with the youngest being 24 years old and the
oldest being 78 years old. About 49.2% of the respondents indicated that they were sworn
officers (parole and probation officer), while an additional 4.1% indicated that they planned on
becoming a sworn/academy trained officer. The average length of tenure in the current position
was 3.94 years, and ranged from 0 to 24 years. Regarding highest educational level achieved,
9.5% of the participants indicated that they had earned a high school diploma or general
education degree (GED), 24.1% indicated that they completed some college coursework but did
not earn a degree, 13.1% indicated that they had earned an associate or vocational degree, 45.2%
indicated that they had earned a bachelor’s degree, and 8% indicated that they had earned a
master’s level degree. About 28.1% indicated that they supervised other staff members.

The survey was reviewed and approved by the University of Nevada, Reno Institutional
Review Board (IRB) on September 29%, 2022. This survey link was then distributed via email
using contact information provided by a contact from the Department of Parole and Probation,
which included employees holding different ranks and job titles. Qualtrics was used to build,
send and gather the submissions—this also included the acknowledgement of their informed
consent placed at the beginning of the survey. This preamble to the survey notified all staff
members that their participation in the survey was voluntary, anonymous, explained the purpose
of this questionnaire, and informed them that they could exit the survey at any time if they so

desired. The survey was open for participation from November 10", 2022 until December 9",
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2022 (to account for time off for the holidays). Those that did not start or finish the survey

received follow up emails every two weeks during the duration of the study.

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables utilized in this thesis were job satisfaction, organizational trust
and work-family conflict. All the dependent variables were measured by Likert scales, where the
respondents indicated their degree of agreement (or disagreement) on a 6-point scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Scale scores for each variable were calculated by
taking the sum of the items for the individual variable, with higher numbers indicating increased
levels of the variable being measured.

Job satisfaction was measured by four job-positive items. Responses to these items were
summed together to form an additive index and had an internal reliability of .94, as measured by
Cronbach’s alpha. Organizational trust was measured using seven items and had a Cronbach’s
alpha of .909, while work-family conflict was measured using fourteen items, resulting in a
Cronbach’s alpha of .902.

Additionally, since work-family conflict has three dimensions, time-based conflict,
strain-based conflict, and behavior-based conflict, all three types were first combined within the
analysis, then each individual scale was calculated. Time-based conflict was measured by three
items, yielding a Cronbach’s alpha of .749. Strain-based conflict was measured using eight items
and produced a Cronbach’s alpha of .874. Behavior-based conflict was measured using three

items, resulting in a Cronbach’s alpha of .868.
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Variable Description N Min. Max. Med. Mean 5t Dev.
Sworn Officer 49% sworn officer (= 1) 199 1 2 2 2.0 0.50
51% non-sworn officer (= 2)
Gender 42% male (= 1) 199 1 4 2 1.68 723
53% female (= 2)
5% no answer (= 4)
Age Age in years 192 24 78 41 41.88 10.18
Tenure Tenure in years in current position 195 0 24 2 3.94 4.22
Education 10% High School Diploma/ GED (= 2) 195 2 & 5 4.18 1.17
24% Some College-no degree (= 3)
13% Associates/Vocational Degree (= 4)
45% 4-year Bachelors Degree (= 5)
8% Master's Level (= 6)
lob Sat. 4-item additive index, a = .94 199 4 24 18 16.65 4.88
Org. Trust 8-item additive index, a = .91 199 B8 48 35 3420 859
WFC 14-item additive index, @ = .90 199 14 84 38 3793 12.05
Time-Based WFC 3-item additive index, a = .75 199 3 18 5] 7.11 3.01
Strain-Based WFC B-item additive index, a = .87 199 B8 48 21 2137 752
Behavior-Based WFC 3-item additive index, a = .87 199 3 18 9 9.45 3.71

St. Dev. Stands for standard deviation, WFC stands for work-family conflict, and a represents Cronbach's alpha coefficient for
internal reliability.

Independent Variable

The way that sworn and administrative staff in the Nevada Department of Parole and
Probation differ in their perception of the workplace is the primary focus of the current study. As
previously discussed, research has rarely compared these job groups when studying corrections.
There is reason to believe that, because of the different occupational and organizational stressors
affecting these two groups, that their responses regarding the perceptions of their organization
will differ. The independent variable of interest was whether or not the respondent was a sworn
officer. This was measured by a single question asking: Are you a sworn/academy trained
officer? If they answered “yes” then they were coded as 1 and determined to be a sworn officer.
Those that answered “no” were coded as 2 and determined to be a non-sworn staff member.

Personal variables of gender, age, tenure and highest educational degree were included
more as control variables rather than explanatory. To review how descriptive variables were

coded, see Table 1.



25

Results
The descriptive statistics for the study variables are presented in Table 2. The median and

the mean were similar to one another for the variables, indicating that the variables are normally
distributed. Additionally, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, a measure determining internal
reliability, were 0.60 or higher, which is deemed acceptable (Carmines and Zeller, 1979).

The correlation matrix is present within Table 2. Only job satisfaction was found to have
a statistically significant correlation with job position. Non-sworn officers were more likely to
report higher levels of job satisfaction than sworn officer staff. All four measures of work-family
conflict had negative correlations with job position. Organizational trust, work-family conflict,
time-based WFC, strain-based WFC and behavior-based WFC all had non-significant

correlations with job position.

Table 2 Correlation Matrix

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11.
1. Gender 1

2. Age 006 1

3. Education -0.44 -.023 1

4. Swarn A11%* 107 075 1

5. Tenure -.077 334%* .016 -.084 1

6. Job sat 097 .009 -.021 153% -.189*%* 1

7.0rgT -.107 -.013 044 .019 -.176* .609** 1

8. WFC -.077 .009 .040 -.109 .152%* -.553%* - A79** 1

9. Time .051 =117 114 -.004 -.007 -362%* S277FF 728%* 1

10. Strain -.080 011 032 =117 163* - 463%* - 444% 943%* 588%* 1

11. Behavior -128 101 -.028 -111 A71%* -.563%* -432%* T4T** 361** 560%* 1

Eduation stands for eduational level, Sworn stands for whether the staff are sworn officers, Job Sat stands for job satisfaction, OrgT stands for organizational
trust, WFC stands for work-family conflict, Time stands for time-based work-family conflict, Strain stands for strain-based work-family conflict, Behavior stands

for behavior-based work-family conflict. See Table 1 for a description of variables.

*ps.05, **p<0.1

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOV A) was performed to compare how job satisfaction,
organizational trust and work-family conflict separately effected community correctional staff
based on their job type. Compared to probation/parole officers, those working within the

administrative group reported lower levels of job satisfaction and organizational trust, but



26

reported higher levels of work-family conflict. The results of the ANOVA analyses are reported
in Table 3a.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that staff members who were not sworn/academy officers would
have higher ratings of job satisfaction when compared to their sworn/academy trained
counterparts. Table 4 presents the means and standards deviations for job satisfaction between
the two job type groups. Being a sworn officer produced a significant effect upon job
satisfaction, F' (1, 197) =4.71. p = 0.31, eta® = 0.23. After the significant main effect,
comparisons were conducted to show the differences between those that were sworn and
unsworn staff. Results of these comparisons showed that when comparing by job type,
sworn/academy officers were significantly different from (M = 15.81, SD= 4.96) non-sworn staff
members (M = 17.30, SD = 4.73).

The second hypothesis states that work-family conflict is predicted to have a larger
negative impact on parole/probation officers rather than administrative staff. Table 4 presents the
means and standard deviations for work-family conflict in relation to job type. The questions and
responses coded for the work-family conflict variable had a mean of 39.53 (SD= 11.57) for those
that indicated they were sworn/academy trained officers, while the group that indicated they
were not sworn/academy trained officers had work-family conflict mean of 36.89 (SD = 12.67).
Signifying that those employed as officers within the Department of Parole and Probation report
higher levels of work-family conflict than those that are non-custodial or administrative. There
were no statistically significant differences between the group means as determined by one-way
ANOVA (F (1, 197) = 2.35, p = .127), indicating that job type did not interact with the level of

work-family conflict experienced by the staff member.
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Table 3a. ANOVA Analyses of Variables
Independent Variable: Areyou a sworn/academy trained officer?

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Job Satisfaction Total |Between Groups (Combined) 11056 1 110,559 4,712 W031
Within Groups 4622405 197 23464
Total 4732.97 198
Organizational Trust  |Between Groups (Combined) 5.022 1 5.022 070 .792
Within Groups 14207.581 137 72120
Total 14212.603 198
Work-Family Conflict |Between Groups {Combined) 346.534 1 346.534 2.351 127
Within Groups 29038.210 157 147.402
Total 29384.744 198

A secondary analysis of work-family conflict was conducted to account for the three
different types of conflict measured, which is presented in Table 3b. Time-based strain had a
reported mean of 7.17 (SD = 2.85) for staff that were sworn officers, while those that were not
sworn officers had a mean of 7.14 (SD = 3.22). There were no statistically significant differences
between the group means as determined by one-way ANOVA (F (1, 197) =.003, p =.954),
indicating that job type did not influence the level of time-based strain experienced by staff
members.

Similarly, stress-based strain had a reported mean of 22.43 (SD = 7.34) for sworn staff
members, whereas unsworn staff members had a mean of 20.64 (SD = 7.83). Again, there were
no statistically significant differences between the group means as determined by one-way
ANOVA (F (1, 197) = 2.75, p = .099), indicating that job type did not affect the level of stress-
based conflict experienced by staff members. It is important to note that the means for strain-
based conflict are higher than the other types of conflict because it had more questions that
contributed to the index. For context, strain-based was an additive index of eight questions, while
time-based and behavior-based WFC both had additive indexes of three questions. Lastly,
behavior-based strain had a reported mean of 9.93 (SD = 3.48) for staff members who indicated
they were sworn officers, while those that indicated they were non-sworn staff had a mean of

9.10 (SD = 3.93). There were no statistically significant differences between the group means as
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determined by one-way ANOVA (F (1, 197) = 2.48, p = .117), indicating that job type did not
affect the level of behavior-based conflict that staff members endured.

Table 3b. ANOVA Analyses of WFC Types
Independent Variable: Areyou a sworn/academy trained officer?

Sum of Squares df Mean Sguare F Sig.
Time-based WFC Between Groups (Combined) 031 1 031 003 954
Within Groups 1828.823 137 9.283
Total 1828.854 198
Strain-based WFC Between Groups (Combined) 15848 1 158.48 2.748 .09%
Within Groups 11361.168 157 57.671
Total 11519.648 198
Behavior-based WFC  |Between Groups (Combined) 34.229 1 34.229 2.478 117
Within Groups 2721.51 157 13.815
Total 2755.739 198

The third hypothesis posited that administrative and non-custodial staff will report higher
levels of organizational trust in comparison to those that are sworn officers by calculating the
mean of their scores on the 9 items in the organizational trust scale. Overall scores for this scale
ranged from 8 to 48 (M = 34.13, SD = 8.47), with higher scores representing higher levels of
trust within the organization. As can be seen in Table 4, there was a slight overall difference in
levels of organizational trust between those that worked as sworn/academy trained officers (M =
33.97, SD = 8.56) and those that were not sworn/academy trained officers (M = 34.29, SD =
8.42). While illustrating a slight difference regarding organizational trust between the two job
types, there were no statistically significant differences between sworn and unsworn officers, (¥
(1, 197) = 0.070. p = .792), indicating that job type did not interact with organizational trust as
predicted.

In summary, results showed that job type—whether the staff was sworn or unsworn—
was not significant when considering organizational trust and work-family conflict. Whereas, job
satisfaction varied significantly between parole and probation staff members that were sworn or

non-sworn.
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Table 4. Means and standard deviation on variables in relation to job type

Are you a sworn/academy trained officer? Job Satisfaction Organizational Trust Work-Family Conflict Time-Based WFC Strain-based WFC Behavior-based WFC

Yes Mean 15.81 33.57 35.53 7.17 22,43 9.93
Standard Deviation 4.96 2.56 11.57 2.85 7.34 3.42

No Mean 17.23 34.23 36.89 7.15 20.64 9.10
Standard Deviation 4.73 12.67 8.42 3.22 7.83 3.93

Total Mean 16.56 34.13 38.19 7.16 21.52 9.51
Standard Deviation 4.85 a2.47 12.18 3.04 7.63 3.73

Discussion and Conclusion
Discussion

Parole and probation staff are tasked with helping offenders with their rehabilitation and
assist in their reintegration back into society, while protecting the community from further
victimization (Taxman et al., 2004). While the number of offenders on parole and probation has
been steadily increasing since the 1980s, there has been limited research conducted on the staff
involved in the process. Instead, much research regarding parole and probation focuses on the
officer's caseload and the effects of them working closely with offenders.

The goal of this study was to examine the potential differences in job satisfaction,
organizational trust and work-family conflict among sworn and unsworn employees within
Nevada’s Department of Parole and Probation. Based on a thorough review of the literature
concerning federal and community corrections, as well as our variables, we formulated three
broad hypotheses. The basis of this study was to determine the difference between those that are
officers and those that are administrators within this organization, we also wanted to highlight
the need for research regarding those in community corrections. While the data supported our
hypotheses, only one was strongly supported and significant after running our analyses—
administrative staff had higher job satisfaction than those that were sworn officers.

Although there was not further analyzes to determine what factors increased the
administrative staff’s job satisfaction in relation to officers, it could be tied to several causes.

One is that organizational trust positively affects job satisfaction. Therefore, since administrative
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staff can place trust in the organization, they will view it more pleasantly than the officers that do
not feel that it is acting in their best interest. In addition to this, administrative staff seldomly
must interact with offenders in person. This could be another influencer to why they have higher
job satisfaction, given that they are not being placed in potentially dangerous and unpredictable
positions. Instead, they can have routine and build relationships within the office, since their
work is primarily desk work.

Although our other two hypotheses did not produce significant results, it's worth noting
that the data still supported our inquiry. In regards to work-family conflict, past research has
shown, that officers tend to experience more work-family conflict compared to employees in
other positions within the organization. Given this consistency with other findings, it can be
assumed that officers struggle with separating their work life from their home life, often leading
to an inability to find balance (Vickovic & Morrow, 2020). Officers often feel that they are not
able to share their experiences with their loved ones and therefore build a subculture amongst
their colleagues to understand the unique qualities of their occupation—thus further immersing
them into their career and crafting their working personality (Skolnick, 1966). The concern
regarding this coping mechanism is that officers are at higher risk to internalize aggressive and
compliance-based tactics, thus creating conflict between within their home life (Lambert et al.,
2021). On the other hand, these strategies are not commonly employed by other personnel in
corrections or community corrections, which explains why parole and probation officers are
more prone to work-family conflict.

Organizational trust can be bolstered by ensuring that workers perceive the organization
as competent and consistent in its policies and objectives. Surprisingly, our data indicates that

administrative staff have higher levels of organizational trust compared to their sworn officer
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counterparts. This could be attributed to the fact that administrative staff have more predictable
roles and are able to maintain routines in their work. Conversely, parole and probation officers
often experience overwhelming job demands and may become disillusioned with policies and
legislation that increase their stress levels. Furthermore, officers may feel distrust towards the
organization due to the unpredictable nature of their caseloads and limited resources (Lewis et
al., 2012). Despite this, the job security and specificity for administrative staff is likely an
important factor contributing to their heightened trust in the organization. However, further
research is required to investigate the impact of other variables on these employees and
determine any distinct differences.

Limitations

The present study expands the existing literature but does have several limitations. This
was a single study of staff conducted within the state of Nevada. Although the findings can be
supported by previous research, these results are only generalizable to the staff that were studied.
Additionally, these findings may be circumstantial and therefore the scope needs to be expanded
to other parole and probation departments—even internationally—to determine whether
replication is possible.

While the survey itself contains a plethora of information, the analyses completed were
shallow in nature. Future research should explore the depths of and possible relationships that
affect each variable. For example, we ran simple analyses to compare how the two groups rated
their job satisfaction, which while this was found to be significant, it did not fully examine why
there were differences between the two. There was no further analysis using demographic data or
determining if job stress inhibited the results. This current study only measured organizational

trust, job satisfaction and work-family conflict generally, it did not measure the causes or
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influences. Additionally, while there was approximately a 50% response rate, this survey may
not have been available to all employees within the Nevada Department of Parole and Probation.
This could have been due to staff members not having active email addresses at the time or
errors within the email address itself. Which could have improved the response rate and
expanded the results to determine generalizability. It is evident that there is a need for more

research.

Implications

The findings from this research have several policy implications that should be
recognized by not only administrators within the department of parole and probation but also the
policy makers. First, there needs to be increased funding and additional staff to assist with the
expanding ex-offender populations which require supervision. Several studies have found that
officers are inundated by their job demands resulting in the inability to maintain their workload
while building the necessary rapport with their offenders. This would not only prove to increase
productivity and efficiency; it would be beneficial and promote job satisfaction and
organizational trust amongst workers. In addition to this, the standard of supervision would
improve, since tasks could be distributed and delegated more appropriately.

Secondly, to improve the experiences of both offenders and staff members, it is important
to invest in community initiatives and offender programming. This not only benefits those who
are required to participate in these programs as part of their release, but also equips parole and
probation staff with additional tools to assist those on their caseload. By doing so, staff members
can feel more fulfilled in their roles and see themselves as agents of positive change, rather than

simply enforcers.
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Third, to ensure that officers and staff members are well-equipped and confident in their
positions, it is important to provide them with appropriate training and resources. Studies have
shown that when staff members feel prepared and knowledgeable about their role, their job
satisfaction increases and their stress levels decrease (Lambert & Hogan, 2009). Additionally,
investing in staff members through training promotes trust in the organization (Lambert et al.,
2022) and strengthens their competence, which reduces turnover intent. This approach saves both
time and money that would otherwise be spent on hiring and training new employees.

Although this study was exploratory in nature to determine whether a difference exists
between sworn and unsworn employees of a single department of parole and probation, it does
serve to bridge the gap in literature regarding community corrections. Overall, the research
findings provide valuable insights that can inform decision-making and improve the quality of
the parole and probation system. It is important for both administrators and policy makers to
consider these implications and work towards creating a system that is fair and effective for all
involved.

In relation to administrative staff, parole and probation officers are affected more heavily
by their occupational and organizational stressors. While more analyses would need to be run on
the dataset to determine where exactly these differences arise, it is evident that a relationship
exists between sworn officer status and employee job satisfaction. As more research is conducted
and published regarding administrative staff and officers in other locations and departments,
researchers will need to note which findings and similarities are prevalent across these different

agencies and sites.
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Conclusion

Although research has rarely completed a direct comparison of staff types within the
same community based correctional organization, our findings are consistent with those in
previous studies conducted in traditional correctional settings (Lambert et al., 2010; Armstrong
et al., 2015; Lambert et al., 2006; Vickovic & Morrow, 2020; Higgins et al., 2021). The results
of this study also illustrate that community correctional officers are prone to the same
occupational stressors that traditional correctional officers experience, and the corresponding
interpersonal problems that they have been found to exhibit.

We drew on surveys from parole and probation staff—including sworn officers and
unsworn employees (i.e., administrative staff)}—to analyze the difference in their perceptions and
ratings of job satisfaction, organizational trust and work-family conflict. The findings reveal that
although sworn officers and administrative staff had similar mean scores for these selected
variables, that they were significantly different in regards to job satisfaction. Additionally,
overall, sworn parole and probation officers reported higher work-family conflict and lower
organizational trust than their unsworn administrative counterparts. This research illustrates the
differences between officers and administrative staffs’ feelings and perception toward their
career and organization. Those that work within community corrections are tasked not only with
supervising offenders attempting to socially reintegrate, but these officers must also manage
public safety concerns and persistent policy change. Although these results correspond with
previous studies conducted within federal and state corrections, more research is required to
better understand the occupational and organizational strain employees within parole and

probation departments experience—whether they are officers or support staff.
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Appendix A: Job Satisfaction Survey Questions

The following items ask about your job satisfaction (i.e., the degree you like or

dislike your overall job).

Most days | am happy about my job.

Strongly : Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree

| find real satisfaction in my job.

Strongly : Somewhat
Disagree Disagree Disagree

| feel satisfied with my job.

Strongly . Somewhat
Disagree =2 IlEE Disagree

Most days | am enthusiastic about my job.

Strongly : Somewhat
Disagree MESE Disagree

Somewhat
agree

Somewhat
agree

Somewhat
agree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Agree
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Appendix B: Organizational Trust Survey Questions

The following items ask about the trust you have with your coworkers, your
supervisor, and the management at your organization.

My supervisor is an honest person.

S Deagee  Sgmevial  Somewl  pgg,  Sfonay
| have a trusting relationship with my supervisor.

S Desgee  Sgevial  Somewl  pgg,  Sfondy
My supervisor is trustworthy.

SIS eagee  Sgmewal  Somewal  pge, S
Cverall, my coworkers are trustworthy.

SIS eagee  Sgewal  Somewal  pge, St
There is no reason not to trust my coworkers.

SIS eagee  Sgmewal  Somewal  pge, St



In general, | have no reason to doubt the integrity of management/administration at this
organization.

Strongly : Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree agree Agree Agree

When management/administration says something, you can belisve it is true.

Strongly : Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree agree Agree Agree

| trust the management and administration of the Nevada Department of Parole and
Frobation.

Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree agree

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Disagree Agree
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Appendix C: Work-Family Conflict Survey Questions

The following items ask about work-family conflict (i.e., where work issues cause
problems and strain at home, and home issues cause problems and strain at work).

My job keeps me away from my home too much.

Somewhat Somewhat
Dizagres agree

Sirongly
Dizagree

Strongly

Disagres Agres

Agree

| often have to miss important family or social activities/events because of my job.

Sirongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Dizagree ~TEIEE Disagree agree SIIEE Agree

Due to all the work demands, sometimes when | come home, | am too stressed to do the
things | enjoy.

Sirongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagres agree hgree Agres

Work makes me too tired or irritable to fully enjoy my family social life.

Sirongly . Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Dizagree ~TEIEE Disagree agree SIIEE Agree

When | get home from work, | am often too stressed to participate with family or friends.

Sirongly : Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

Dizagree e Disagres agree zE Agres
| find that | frequently bring home problems from work;.

Sirongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

Disagres Agres

Dizagree Disagree agree Agree
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The behaviors | use at work do not help me to be a better person at home.

Sirongly
Dizagree

Somewhat Somewhat
Disagres agree

Strongly

Disagree Agres

Agres

The behaviors | learned at work have not helped me to be a better parent, spouse, friend,
and so forth.

Sirongly : Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

Dizagree Disagree Disagres agree Agree Agree
The behaviors that are effective at home do not seem to be effective at work.

Sirongly : Somewhat Somewhat Strongly

Dizagree SEEE Disagres agree aims Agres

Because of family/social concerns, | sometimes have a hard time concentrating at work.

SR e I S e S
Due to stress at home, | am often preoccupied with family matters at work.

I omwe WIS e
Tension from home often follows me to work.

SR e I S e S
Due to pressures at home, it is sometimes hard for me to do my job well.

S omwe I S e S



The uncertainty of my work schedule interferes with my family and/or social life.

Somewhat Somewhat
Disagree agree

Sirongly

Disagree Dizagree

Strongly
Agres
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Appendix D: Informed Consent

Department of Criminal Justice (775) 784-6164
(allege of Liberal Arts | Schoo of Socal Aesaarch and st Sudies cidept@unredu
unr.eduwcriminal-justice

Dear Department of Parole and Probation Employee,

This letter serves as your invitation to participate in our survey of Parole and Probation employees.

Some important things to note before taking the survey:

*The goal of the survey is to evaluate the overall health and well-being of the employees of the Department of
Parole and Probation and to determine what the agency might do to improve working conditions and other factors

related to employee well-being.

*The survey contains questions from many areas of interest to the researchers and the department. It will take you

some time to get through, so plan your time accordingly.

*¥ou do not need to take the survey on your time. The Parole and Probation department supports your use of office

time to answer the survey.

*The survey is anonymaous. ldentifying information will not be asked on the survey, and there is no place on the

survey for you to add your identity or any identifiable information.

*¥ou can exit the survey at any time.

‘We have utilized surveys such as this one to evaluate correctional officers in other states and to guide decisions and policy
in the state where the research was conducted. Because of its anonymous nature, the survey instrument is considered

“exempt” research by the Institutional Review Board at the University of Nevada, Reno.

Thank you for your participation in this important and timely research. We expect it will help to guide policy and decision-
making for the department and make the Department of Parcle and Probation a more effective and enjoyable work
experience.

Sincerely,

Matthew Leone
Chelsea Hines

Department of Criminal Justice



Appendix E: Communications Sent to Participants

Original Invitation E-mail

Subject:

Parole and Probation Survey

Flease complete the following survey and thank you for not enly your participation but your continued
patignce.

Follow this link to the Survey:
L SureeyLink7d=Take the Survey}

Or copy and paste the URL below into your intemet browser:
L SurveyURLY

Fiodicaw hi ink B opd out of fulune amails:

${1:00pe0u inkTE=Chek hane to unsubsenibe)

Reminder E-mail

Subject:

Message: | Lo=d e

Parole and Probation Survey

If you are receiving this email, you have either not completed or have not staned the sureey.
Flzase take 3 moment to complete the following suresy because your feedback is valuable to us.
THIS SURVEY WILL BE CLOSING ON FRIDAY, DECEMEER 5TH AT 5P

e want everyons's expeniencas and opinions fo be counted.

Thank you!

Follow this link to the Survey:
{1/ SureeyLink7d=Take the Survey}

Or copy and paste the URL below into your intemet browser:
SN Sureey URL}

Fodicey iha ink i opd out of fuiune amaidls:

$[1:YDppDullink 7a=Click hare to unsubscriba)
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Survey Closing E-mail

Subject:

Message:

Parole and Probation Survey
F

If you are receiving this email, you have either not completed or have not staned the sureey.

Flzase take 3 moment to complete the following suresy because your feedback is valuable to us.

THIS SURVEY WILL BE CLOSING TODAY (DECEMEBER 9TH) AT 5P
Ve want everyone's expenences and apinions o be courted.

Thank you!

Follow this link to the Survey:
SN SureeyLinkTd=Take the Survey}

Or copy and paste the URL below into your intemet browser:
{1 Sureey URL}

Fiollow ha link b opt oul of fulune amaiis:

${1:0Ope0utLink7e=Cick hare to unsubscribal
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