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his packet contains a collection of articles designed to give the reader
Tbasic information on the principles of podular, direct supervision and

local detention’s experience with it. The information here is not
comprehensive but should serve as an introduction to the concept. Further
information is available through the Nationa Institute of Corrections
(NIC) Jail Center and Information Center.

The NIC Jails Division provides information, technica assistance, and
training related to planning for and operating a podular, direct super-
vision jail. The Jails Division welcomes questions about its services
and can be reached at:

NIC Jails Division
1960 Industria Circle, Suite A
Longmont, CO 80501

(303) 682-0639
1-800-995-6429

The NIC Information Center maintains a large library of materials on
all aspects of corrections, including direct supervision. Requests for in-
formation or materials should be directed to:

NIC Information Center
1860 Industria Circle, Suite A
Longmont, CO 80501

(303) 682-0213

1-800-877-1461
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DIRECT SUPERVISION OF CORRECTIONAL

Richard Wener, F.W.
Frazier, Jay Farbstein

1987

There IS an overpowering
smell in the air of urine,
swegt, sae food, and Pinesol.
Dirty, graffitied walls and lit-
tered floors Of cold gray con-
crete, with steel bar doors,
remind one of zoo cages,
designed to be washed down
with a hose. Blaring TV,
banging doors, yelling men,
make the noise deafening.
Most of the inmates are young
and have been there before.
This is their turf. A few
wander about, obviously men-
tally ill. The few uniformed
officers remain secure behind
a row of bars. One occasiond-
ly hurries in and out of this
area on some mission, but lit-
tle eye contact or personal
contact is established.

The direct supervision style is a
combination of management and

operational philosophy, design
features, and stafT training.

That sceneis not unlike those
movie buffs would recognize
asthe“sammer " from the late
show. But, how about this
one?

A sunlit room with carpeted
floors, attractive, soft furni-
ture covered with fabrics of
muted greys combined with
bright blues and reds. Men

INSTITUTIONS

joke around ordinary card
tables while playing check-
ers. In a corner, several
watch TV while sitting on an
upholstered couch. The
uniformed officer strolls by
and stops to chat. An inmate
asks her to open the door to
his room so he can use the
toilet. The room has a bed
sink, desk with desk lamp,
and window with a view of the
city street below.

The first scene closely
resembles many of the 3,000
jails and 600 prisons in the
U.S. today. The old Tombs,
the infamous Manhattan
House of Detention--was like
this, only worse: a dangerous
bedlam of bodies jammed into
too-small cages, until it be-
came uncontrollable and was
closed by afederal court order
in 1974.

The second scene
might be viewed in
any of a dozen
recently opened
_jails, including the
now renovated
Tombs, which make
use of a new model
of management and design
known as “Direct Super-
vision” models.

Officers and inmates come
from the same population as
before. Crime statistics
haven’'t improved, and
violence has, if anything, be-
come more common. What

has changed is the design and
management of these par-
ticular new ingtitutions.

The direct supervision styleis
acombination of management
and operational philosophy,
design features, and staff
training. It has spread from ex-
periences of the U. S. Bureau
of Prisons in severa prisons
and three prototypical jails
built in the 1970s to a dozen
county jails within a dozen
more in various stages of con-
struction. Over the past 10
years, we have formally
evaluated several of these
facilities and found that they
work well, to a degree few
corrections veterans or
psychologists would have im-

agined.

This system is not for every
inmate. Careful classification
and screening usually weed
out five to ten percent of in-
coming inmates-such as those
who arc mentally ill, those
who are especially violent-for
more structured settings. But
it seems able to work in amost
any jurisdiction and type of
incarceration--jails (pretrial,
short-term detention) as well
as prisons (sentenced, longer-
term ingtitutions).

When the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, traditionally the most
innovative force in American
corrections, developed the
direct supervision model, it
was trying to follow a basic



directive: “If you can’t
rehabilitate, at least do no
harm."  Three federal
Metropolitan Correctional
Centers (MCCs) were built in
Chicago, New York, and San
Diego to provide humane,
secure detention.

The key concept was direct

trouble starts. Negotiation
and communication become
more important staff skills
than brute strength. (There is,
for example, strong evidence
that female officers do at least
as well as mae officers while
working on male units.
Females make up as much as
40% of the officer corps in
these institu-
tions.)

Officers in constant and direct contact

with inmates get to know them and can

recognize and respond to trouble
before it escalates into violence.

supervision-placing officers
in housing units and not in
control booths, in congtant and
direct contact with inmates.
This philosophy was difficult
to implement in older facilities
designed to keep officers and
inmates separate. The ar-
chitecture of the MCCs al-
lowed direct supervision to
work as intended.

The first reaction to this arran-
gement by traditional war-
dens, jail officias, and most
visitors IS usually
astonishment. They think of
the public and staff safety in
terms of hard barriers between
US and THEM The new
design seemingly places of -
ficers at the mercy of inmates.
But our research with the
MCCs showed just the op-
posite. Officers in constant
and direct contact with in-
mates get to know them and
can recognize and respond to
trouble before it escalates into
violence. They arc no longer
forced to wait to respond after

Compared to
traditional jails
of similar size,
the MCCs and
other direct su-
pervision jails
report much less conflict
among inmates, and between
inmates and staff. Violent in-
cidents ate reduced 30% to
90% and homosexual rape vir-
tually disappears.

There are similar dramatic
drops in vandalism and graf-
fiti. In the new jail at Pima
County, Arizona, for example,
the number of damaged mat-
tresses dropped from 150 per
year to none in two years;
from an average of two TVs
needing repar per week to two
in two years; and from an
average of 99 sets of inmate
clothes destroyed per week to
15 setsin two years.

This is accomplished in jails
that are, in the long run,
cheaper to construct than
traditional jails. Because van-
dalism is so ram, construction
money can be saved by using
standard materials (such as
porcelain plumbing and ordi-
nary lighting fixtures) instead

of more costly vandal-proof
versions.

It is impossible to directly
compare operating costs, be-
cause the level of programs for
inmates provided varies great-
ly among direct and indirect
supervision jails. But in look-
ing at personnel costs (which
can account for as much as
70% of the operating budget),
one can note that sick leaveis
generally lower in direct su-
pervision jails (by as much as
50% in the Tombs), while job
satisfaction among officers is
higher.

A most striking finding was
the high level of agreement
between officers and inmates
on the advantages of direct su-
pervision. While roles remain
distinct, officers generally ac-
knowledged that what was
good for inmates helped staff
aswell, by reducing tension
and improving conditions.

This agreement extended to
their joint criticism of some
features of the MCCs-confin-
ing al activities to the small
housing unit was restrictive,
monotonous, and excessively
boring. (While the excessive
boredom can and has been im-
proved, it is vastly superior as
a predominant experience
than a sense of terror.) They
also complained about the air
quality in scaled, environmen-
tally regulated buildings, a
complaint echoed by workers
in many modem office build-
ings.

Our studies showed that, over-



all, the new approach
produced a string of successes
in afield better known for its
failures. Curiously, despite
the successes, the federad
model didn’t initially “sell”
well among local correctional
officials, who were not con-
vinced this model would work
in their systems, with their in-
mates.

Findly, in the late 1970s. offi-
cialsin one California county,
Contra Costa, were impressed
by the tension-free atmos-
phere at the MCC in Chicago.
They used it as a model for
their own jail, making design
improvements based in part
on the recommendations of
our study, which they later
used as a staff training docu-
ment.

For example, Contra Costa
provided outdoor recreation
yards for each living unit.
Key features were the same,
however. The officer
remained inside the living
area. Inmates had easy access
to television, phones, and
other services. The design
used carpeting, comfortable
furniture, pleasant colors, and
provided for inmate privacy.

When we evauated the Contra
Costa County Jail, we found
the same compelling results
we had in the MCCs. Assaults
were rare, down 90%fromthe
old facility. Homosexual rape
had disappeared. Vandalism
and graffiti were nonexistent.

Contra Costa's experience
convinced some visiting cor-

rectiona officials. One com-
mented:

"1 must say that | felt your
type of Operation was, to sap
the least, a very liberal ap-
proach to incarceration-that
was prior to (my tour)... it be-
came quite evident that the
approach was not necessarily
liberal but instead practical
The lack of tension could be
felt ... Some (of us) thought
the prisoners were tranquil-
ized We soon realized that
the prisoners were not
drugged. They were instead
reacting to the environ-
ment....”

Others, however, argued that
these inmates were not as
“tough” as those in their sys-
tem. This argument became
harder to make after the suc-
cessful opening of the Tombs
in New York City. It followed
the direct supervision model,
athough rather conservative-
ly, as a concession to internal
concerns that New York
might, indeed, be a specia
tougher case. These conces-
sions included provid-
ing smaller inmate-to-
staff ratios (35:1 vs.
45-65: |-)-and harder
finishes. The exposed
officers’ desks were
designed so that they
could later be enclosed in
glassif needed. The partitions
have never been used

In its first two years of opera-
tion, the Tombs has performed
better than any other New
York City jail. Vandalism and
graffiti cannot be found on

living units. (Some visitors
suggest it may be the only
building in New Y ork without
graffiti!) There were no
homicides, suicides, or sexua
assaults, or escapes, and only
52 incidents of inmate-inmate
or inmate-staff assaults during
the first two years, about as
many as may occur weekly in
some other city facilities. In-
mates rarely made or smug-
gled in weapons, not because
it was difficult to do so, but
because, they told us, they
didn’'t feel the fear which
drives prisoners to obtain
weapons for self protection.

The Tombs is not problem-
free, nor are most other direct
supervision jails. Serious dif-
ficulties often occur in intake
and receiving areas, places
most like traditional jailsin
design and operation. There,
anxiety levels are highest as
people who, hours before,
were free now become in-
mates and at placed in hard,
barren cells with a doxen or
more others. There is also no
privacy-toilets are often open

"The lack of tension could be
felt..Some (of us) thought the

prisoners were tranquilized."

stals in the corner oftheccll.

These areas typically have
problems with vandalism and
graffiti unseen on living units.
Names are etched in walls and stall
partitions are broken. Staff and in-
mates cal these places the most
dangerous in the facility.



By contrast, the Contra Costa
jail designed the intake areato
be like the rest of the facility.
Mogt inmates wait in open car-
peted lounges, much like a
doctor’s waiting room.

Televisions and magazines
are available, as is access to
phones, water, and toilets. The
strategy appears to work.
These areas did not suffer the
mistreatment of their counter-
parts in the Tombs and other
direct supervision jails.

These jails seem to succeed
because of a management
philosophy that commits the
organization to the methods
and training needed for direct

...use of nonsecure furniture and
fixtures all speak of positive, prosocial

behavior.

supervision, and complemen-
tary physical design that sup-
ports its function. Tom Barry,
former warden of the Tombs,
notes. “Jail design is to the
correctional staff what tools
are to the plumber. You can
get the job done with out-of-
date tools, but not as well or
aseasly.”

The Nationd Institute of Cor-
rections has identified a series
of basic management prin-
ciples for operating direct su-
pervision ingtitutions. Our
interviews and observations
suggest how this system
manages to mitigate two
major jail problems-violence
and vandalism.

VIOLENCE AND
VANDALISM

Many feel that jails are in-
evitably violent settings, be-
cause of the aggressive nature
of inmates. The experience of
direct supervision jails. how-
ever, reinforces the notion that
“violent personality” is not a
sufficient explanation. The
physical and socia environ-
ment play a critical role in a
number of ways.

First, the physical and socia
environment plays arolein
setting behavioral expecta-
tions. The cues provided by
the behavior we observe of
others and the messages im-
plicit in the
physical setting
help define for us
the behavioral
norm of a place-
-what is ex-
peed, what will
be reinforced, and what
punished.

The setting of atraditiona jail
suggests that animal-like be-
havior is likely and expected.
Inmates are placed in hard
cages, while staff maintain a
safe distance on the other side
of steel bars.

Direct supervision sends a
very different message. The
open setting, use of colors and
materials atypical of institu-
tions, presence of an officer in
the living area, and use of non-
secure furniture and fixtures
all speak of positive, prosocia
behavior. Although no one
would mistake it for anything
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other than a jall, it is a jail with
a different set of behavior
norms.

Second, the presence of the
officer constantly in and
among the inmates plays a
powerful role in improving
safety. The officer continually
interacts with the inmates and
can learn of and respond to
problems before they explode
into disruptions.

This presence reduces
inmates' fear and the “ macho”
posturing that often leads to
serious fights. Inmates
repeatedly told us that they
knew “the man” would be
there to intervene if they were
attacked. In traditiona jalils,
officers often do not know
about an attack, or wait to
respond until the fight is over.

The close officer-inmate con-
tact, and close management
supervision of officers assures
that officers and inmates will
be held accountable for their
actions.

Third these facilities typically
provide considerably more
privacy for inmates than do
traditional jails. By being able
to go to their own room when-
ever desired, inmates can
“cool or rather than directly
respond to the threatening be-
havior of others. The cycle of
macho posturing is broken.

The expectation of positive
behavior extends to taking
care of the setting.
Psychologist Robert Sommer
of the University of Califor-



nia, Davis, suggests that in-
stitutionally “hard” architec-
ture proclaims its
invulnerability to attack and
may be viewed as a challenge
to be overcome. Site harden-
ing, the most common
response to vandalism, both in
and out of institutions, does
not deter vandalism. Destruc-
tion is rampant in many places
which might appear imper-
vious to human impact

Vandalism is further reduced
by the ability of residents to
adjust and regulate the direct
supervision setting. Much
vandalism in jails, as in other
settings, is less wanton
destruction than accidental or
attempts to adjust the setting.
In these settings, unlike many
traditional jails, chairs can be
moved, TV sets have acces-
sible controls and inmates can
turn lights on and off. A few
design oversights prove the
exceptions which emphasize
this point. In the Chicago
MCC, the only living area
lamp regularly broken was the
one without an accessible
switch which shone on the
television making it hard to
See.

Similarily, inmates often stuff
towels in room air vents to
control air flow (called van-
dalism by maintenance staff).
In the Contra Costa jail, VIPs
from around the country slept
in the jail before its official
opening, and many stuffed
towels in the ventsto keep the
drafts off their necks. A
louvre control could prevent
this “vandalism.”

Making certain resources
available in adequate quan-
tities also works to lessen
violence by reducing competi-
tion. Competition for
televisions, telephones, or
prime seats can lead to con-
flict. The Chicago MCC
provided four TV areas for 44
inmates, while there were
only two TV areas for 48 in-
mates in the New York MCC.
Conflict over TV channels
was common in New Y ork,
rare in Chicago. Our recom-
mendations for the Tombs in-
cluded adding more
telephones to living units for
inmate use. Competition for
-phones was one of the few
regular sources of conflict.

The success of direct super-
vision jails raises a natura
guestion: If they worked so
well, why are jails still being
built according to older
models of operation and
design? Why haven't correc-
tional officials flocked on the
bandwagon?

There are
several
reasons. One
is size. Many
jails are simp-
ly too small
(fewer than
50 beds) to afford the staff
needed for this kind of opera-
tion. Also, many decision
makers either don't know
about direct supervision or
don’t know how well it has
worked. Some architectural
firms these officials depend
upon for expertise are them-
selves unaware or reluctant to

suggest a new direction for
fear of losing a new contract.

Since jails are an extraordi-
nary expense for most local
jurisdictions, politics and in-
volved. It may be politically
safer to build traditionally.
Who wants to be accused of
“coddling” criminals, espe-
cidly if there should later be a
killing, riot, or escape? (This
may change as litigation
makes jurisdictions financial-
ly liable for injuries in unsafe
jails)

Direct supervision may be
viewed as a threat by some. Its
philosophy implies that if a
jail doesn’t operate well, the
responsibility rests with the
guality of administration
rather than the failings of staff
or inmates. Correctional of-
ficers are often initially skep-
tical about direct supervision,
especialy after years of con-
tract bargaining based on
(reasonable) assumptions of
high job danger. For example,
the officers union initially

...many decision makers either don’t
know about direct supervision or don’t

know how well it has worked.

vigorously opposed direct su-
pervision for the Tombs: of-
ficers who are there now
strongly support the concept.

Philosophical differences can
also play arolein rejecting
direct supervision. While
direct supervision supporters
run the gamut of correctional
philosophies-separation from



society vs. rehabilitation vs.
punishment-some who sup
port a punishment model firm-
ly believe in harsher
environments and greater
staff-inmate separation.
Others agree with University
of Chicago criminologist Nor-
val Morris who commented
that, in this society, people arc
sent to prison as punishment,
not for punishment.

... it can help provide a setting in which
rehabilitive programs have a chance to

work.

Direct supervision supporters
have no distinguishing politi-
cal leanings. They include
hardline old correctiona of-
ficers and new criminology
Ph.D.‘s, liberals as well as
conservatives. Direct super-
vision is winning favor not
smply because it isseen asa
way of treating inmates more
humanely, athough that is
critical for some. Supporters
see it as away of making cor-
rectional institutions work
better and safer than ever
before, for inmates as well as
staff.

The hardest and cruelest of
jails have not deterred crime,
as best we can tell, anymore
than public hangings deterred
London pickpockets in Char-
les Dickens' time. However
“nice’ the direct supervision
jail environment may be, there
isno doubt it is still viewed as
ajall by the inmates. Loss of
freedom is the essential
punishment, and there is no

evidence anyone finds them
preferable to being “outside.”

Direct supervision will not
directly affect our notoriously
high recidivism rates. At the
very least, however, it can
reduce the harm traditional
jails have done through
degrading, terrifying, and as-
saultive conditions. At best, it
can help provide a setting in
which rehabilitative programs
have a chance to
work. Aaron
Brown of the
National In-
stitute of Cor-
rections says
that direct su-
pervision” . ..is smply a better
way of treating people...and
that’s who institutions are
built for- people, inmates,
and gaff...it al comes down to
this.” Brown adds, “correc-
tional institutions can be
designed to be people
management institutions or
hardware institutions.” Direct
supervision represents an at-
tempt at people management.

Billions. of tax dollars arc
being wasted on jails and
prisons short-sightedly being
planned and built using tradi-
tional management anddesign
concepts, which arc destined
to produce more dangerous,
stressful, and traumatic set-
tings for inmates and the staff
who operate them. We will
have to live with these mis-
takes well into the next cen-
tury. They are mistakes we
don’t have to make and cannot
afford, economically or so-
cidly. As Chief Justice War-

ren Burger said, “to put people
behind walls and bars and do
little or nothing to change
them isto win a battle but lose
awar. It iswrong. It is expen-
sive. It is stupid.”

DIRECT SUPERVISION

he direct supervision

philosophy is best ex-
plained by contrasting it to
earlier design/management
styles. The oldest style is
referred to as providing
“Linear Remote Surveil-
lance.”’” Cells line up in rows
and officers look into them by
patrolling along separate
corridors or along catwalks.
Officers and inmates are
physically separated, usualy
by bars. The officers have
only intermittent views of in-
mate activity, with few oppor-
tunities for contact and com-
munication with them

The second-generation, “In-
direct Surveillance” model,
was developed in the 1960's.
Cells became rooms, and bars
are replaced by solid doors.
These rooms usually surround
an open dayroom space for TV
viewing, and other activities.
Officers sit in secure glass
enclosed control booths from
which they observe, but rarely
enter the living area and have
only sporadic personal com-
munication with inmates.

In the third generation’” “Direct
Supervision” living areas may
look much like second genera-
tion facilities, athough they
are often larger and arc more
likely to use “softer” materials



and fixtures. The critical dif-
ference is that there is no
enclosed officer booth. of-
ficers spend their time in the
housing module interacting
with the inmates. The focusis
on active supervision in place
of more passive surveillance.
The officer's job is to know
about and be in control of ac-
tivity. not just observe it. Says
Aaron Brown of the NIC
Washington office, “the dif-

ference between observation
(indirect surveillance) and su-
pervision (direct supervision)
is a wall..whether it's glass or
concrete, it'sawall,” and one
can't effectively supervise
from the other side of awall.

In fact, the officer’s entire role
has been redefined as a profes-
siona rather than a turnkey.
Officers need skills in inter-
personal communication.
crisis intervention, and coun-
seling. They may begin to see
their role as a service provider
and manager, rather than just
a strong-arm security agent.
We found, within a year after
the Contra Costa Detention
Facility opened, a striking
change for the better in the
sense of professionalism ex-
hibited by officers there, and
in how challenging and
desirable they considered
their new job assignment.

The physical setting supports
this management philosophy
by providing an atmospherein
which interaction with in-
mates can occur more natural-
ly. Inmate can move freely
within the living area.
Television areas are acces

sible. Telephones hang on the
wall for inmates to use. They
can go to their rooms when
they want, athough they
usually need an officer to un-
lock the door. In most cases,
they can let themselves out of
their rooms, except during
specia lock-in periods and
overnight.

COMMANDMENTS OF
DIRECT SUPERVISION
MANAGEMENT

Political scientiss Linda
Zupan, of washington state
University, has suggested that
the mere existence of a
cohesive  management
philosophy helps set direct su-
pervision jails apart from
traditional ones. Their basic
management principles, as
identified by the National In-
stitute of Corrections' are:

1. Effective Control. The
managers must be in total
control of the facility at all
times. There cannot be
areas under de facto control
of inmates.

2. Effective Supervision.
Staff must be in direct con-
tact with inmates and rely
heavily on persona inter-
action with inmates for su-
pervision. Manageable
daff-inmate ratios arc criti-
cal for effective super-
vision.

3. Competent Staff. Recruit-
ment, training, and leader-
ship by management are
necessary for direct super-

vision to operate as in-
tended.

. Safety of Staff and In-

mates. The basic mission
of ajail isto keep inmates
safe and secure and not ex-
pose staff to undue risk.

. Manageable and Cost-

Effective Operations.
Running a less dangerous
institution allows for more
architectural options, at
reduced cost, providing an
incentive for inmates to
maintain acceptable stand-
ards of behavior.

. Effective Communica-

tion. Frequent com-
munication between staff
and inmates and among
staff is critical.

. Classification and Orien-

tation. Inmates should be
closdy observed in the firgt
48 hours of confinement
(when suicide risk is
greatest) and oriented to
the operation of the setting.
A key to-being able to pro-
vide expectations of posi-
tive behavior is identifying
and selecting out in-
dividuals who will not con-
form to behavior norms of
the living unit.

. Justice and Fairness.

Conditions of incarcera-
tion must respect inmates
constitutional rights. In-
mates must believe that
they will be treated fairly
and that there are ad-
minstrative remedies for
disputes.












SPECIAL FOCUS ON: COMPARISON OF DIRECT
AND INDIRECT SUPERVISION FACILITIES

Part |: Research Findings

DETENTION REPORTER

October 1989

his “Specid Focus’ article

is the first of atwo-part
series that summarizes the
newly-released findings of a
National Institute of Correc-
tions (NIC) research effort.

NIC grant GG-1 sponsored an
extensive comparison of
direct and indirect supervision
facilities, producing the Final
Report: A Comparison of
Direct and Indirect Super-
vison Facilities in June, 1989.
The project Co-Directors, Jay
Farbstein, Ph.D. and Richard
E. Wener, Ph.D., have ap-
proved the application of the
following excerpts from their

report.

|. INTRODUCTION

Purpose. This report describes
a study that attempts to quan-
tify the differences between
direct and indirect supervision
and to specify the design im-
plications of each mode so that
jurisdictions faced with
changing or expanding their
correctional programs will
have a more sound basis for
choosing between them.

Definitions. Modem indirect
supervision facilities have
been shaped by corrections

tradition, changing views of
prisoners rights, and technol-
ogy. The most highly regarded
layout consists of a central,
enclosed control booth With
one or more officers overlook-
ing a dayroom surrounded by
single cells (often referred to
as amodular or podular plan,
with an individual unit
referred to as a “pod”’). A
variation is to surround the
dayroom with multiple oc-
cupancy cells or dorms. Pods
-usually contain 48 to 60 beds
which are further subdivided
into 12- to 15-bed units,
though, in some cases, a single
control booth may observe
closer to 100 cells. Durable,
vandal-resistant building sys-
tems, fixtures, and finishes are
commonly used. It is typica to
find elaborate
electronic
detection, lock-
ing, and com-
munication
systems, al
operated from
the control sta-
tion.

The primary

functions of the correctional
officer in indirect supervision
facilitiesisto operate the con-
trol systems, observe inmate
behavior, provide limited in-
tervention in response to
minor infractions, and call for
backup staff response in the
event of amajor incident. In

many such facilities, officers
communicate with inmates
using a public address or inter-
com system. Staff safety is
provided by a physical barrier
placed between them and the
Inmates. Inmate security is
provided by the use of in-
dividua cells and the ability of
daff to muster a response team
in the event of an incident.

The operational and physical
environments of direct super-
vision facilities take a dif-
ferent approach to.
management. They are
designed to express the expec-
tation of acceptable behavior
by the inmates. The physica
design might be similar in
overall configuration to in-
direct supervision facilities

The operational and physical
environments of direct supervision

facilities take a different approach to
management.

(with single cells arrayed
around a dayroom), but often
would also include added
amenities such as carpeting,
upholstered furnishings,
several television spaces,
game tables, and exercise
equipment. Most important,
correctiona officers are sta-
tioned inside the living unit



with the inmates, not
separated from them by a bar-
rier.

Personal interaction with the
inmates is one of the primary
duties of the officers in the
direct supervision model.
Security is heavily dependent
upon the ability of highly
trained staff to detect and
defuse potential problems. Of-
ficers walk through and con-
trol the entire living unit,
eliminating de facto inmate
controlled territories.

Direct supervision pods of 48
to 60 beds are not further sub-
divided, so that the officer can
circulate among al the in-
mates without having to un-
loch doors. This also alows
specia use areas to be created
within a much larger con-
tinuous dayroom space. The
larger living area contributes
to normalization of the en-
vironment and increases the
tendency of inmates to
gravitate into smaller, com-
patible groups.

Physical amenities have one
of two purposes in these
facilities. First, they allow the
inmates to fulfill basic needs
independently. These are

...the officer can circulate among
all the inmates without having to

unlock doors.

needs that the officers would
have to fill if the amenity were
not there, taking the officer
away from the primary task of
inmate supervision. For ex-

ample, inmates are given ac-
ass to controls for lights in
their cells. The other possible
function of an amenity is its
use in setting up expectations
of rational and cooperative in-
mate behavior.

The combination of physical
amenities and continual inter-
action between inmates and
staff facilitates the use of be-
havior management techni-
gues. If an inmate exhibits
inappropriate behavior, the
correctiond officer's job is to
recognize it and respond im-
mediately. Consequences can
range from restricting
privileges to removing the in-
mate to a less desirable, more
secure section of the facility.
Inmates who are cooperative
and well-behaved enjoy the
privileges of a nicer environ-
ment. The ability to regain lost
privileges gives inmates the
motivation to improve their
behavior. The power to
manage the institution is taken
away from dominant inmates
and given to the correctional
officers.

Some ingtitutions arc hybrids
of the two idealized types of
settings described above. For
example, afacility which has
control booths
can, in addition,

post officers
directly in housing
units. Finishes
and furnishingsin
either type of
facility can range from those
that arc soft and commercial

to those that are hard and in-
stitutional. The interactions
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between staff and inmates can
be anywhere from formal and
limited to informal and ongo-
ing. But the single feature
distinguishing direct super-
vision is the constant presence
of the officer in the living unit.

This points to the issue the
present study is intended to
address. To date most of the
information on the effects of
direct supervision is based
upon anecdotes from those
using and happy with the
method or from case studies of
individua institutions. These
studies report reductions in
violence, homosexual rape,
and vandalism, together with
improved staff morale, greater
job satisfaction, and reduction
of staff stress. There is little
evidence substantiated by
recognized methods of in-
quiry to support or refute the
claims being made for direct
supervision. There has been
no systematic, large scale
comparison of direct and in-
direct supervision institutions.

Evaluation Issues. It was the
intention of this project to ex-
plore the following types of
issues for the two types of
facilities. (Note that for some
issues sufficiently reliable
data were not able to be col-
lected).

cost. The cost of construc-
tion, operating costs for staff-
ing, maintenance, and repairs.

Staff Impacts. Objective and
subjective measures of staff
injuries and use of sick time.



Objective information on
staffing ratios.

Safety and Security. Objec-
tive and subjective measures
of physical assaults, suicide
attempts, and escapes.

Environmental-Behavior
Issues. The relationships be-
tween the built environment
and behavior, such as the im-
pact of soft furnishings,
finishes, and inmate control of
surroundings on such out-
comes as incidents and van-
dalism. These features may or
may not contribute to the over-
al management approach

Design Issues. An overview
of the range of design options
associated with each super-
vision type including single
versus multiple occupancy,
types of finishes and furnish-
ings, €tc.

| mpact of Overcrowding. The
extent of overcrowding and
subjective impressions of the
physical and operational
ability to cope with it.

Research Hypothesis. Our
operating hypothesis, based
on previous research, was that
the direct supervision institu-
tions would demonstrate a
number of benefits compared
to indirect supervision in-
stitutions. We expect them to
report a greater level of safety
for inmates and staff without
reducing security, They would
show increased levels of dtaff-
inmate contact and more
quality contact (longer dura-
tion; more persona). We

would also expect less use of
staff sick leave, less inmate
utilization of hedth care ser-
vices, and less vandalism.

Direct supervision settings
are expected to be able to cope
better with overcrowding.

Within this model, it will be
important to control for other
variables such as staffing
ratios, "Hardness or softness’
of the environment, the
availability of resources, and
the type of inmate (long versus
short time, type of offense.
etc.).

Overview of Methods. This
project adopted a two-phased
approach: Phase 1 involved
the mailing of a detailed sur-
vey to a broad sample of direct
and indirect supervision
prisons and jails. Phase Il
consisted of in-depth onsite
cae dudies a seven facilities.

Phase I: Survey. A 19-page
questionnaire was distributed
to a sample of direct and in-
direct supervision jails and
prisons.

Phase Il: Case Study
Methods. the second phase
of the study, we sought to col-
lect more detailed data at a
smallernumber of institutions
concerning the physical en-
vironment as well as the be-
haviors and attitudes of users.
Several modes were used for
data gathering, including sur-
vey instruments, interview
formats, and searches of ad-
ministrative or archival data.
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II. FINDINGS FROM

CASE STUDIES

A. Behavioral Tracking.

Tracking data provide a pic-
ture of the interactions that
take place in the jails and
prisons -where, how and with
whom officers and inmates
communicate. While the pic-
ture is complicated by specia
local conditions and design
variations, patterns emerge
which highlight the com-
parison between direct and in-
direct supervision facilities.

There are severa consistent
differences between the four




direct supervision facilities as
compared with the three in-
direct supervision facilities.
The indirect facilities show a
lower level of interaction
overall and the interactions
which do occur tend to be of a

briefer duration (that is, most

...rated their facility as having

less risk of sexual assault, ...

are quick exchanges, with
fewer long conversations).

In parallel, the amount of time
which correctional officers in
indirect facilities spend in any
living unit is lower than for
direct supervision facilities.
(Note: The data for RSP and
NSP represent a composite of
the pair of living units super-
vised by correctional of-
ficers).

Partly as a result, the amount
of interaction between staff
and inmates is considerably
lower in indirect supervision
facilities than in direct super-
vision ones. Officers in in-
direct facilities (except NSP)
experience a far higher
proportion of staff-to-staff
(versus staff-to-inmate) inter-
actions than do officers in
direct facilities. In other
words, direct supervision of-
ficers spend a higher percent-
age of their time interacting
with inmates than do indirect
supervision officers.

" RCJisthe extreme example of
this phenomenon, where of-
ficers spend most of their time

in control stations away from

living units, interacting with
other officers. The greatest
staff-to-inmate interaction is
seen at CHIL, where officers
spend most of their time inter-
acting with inmates in
dayrooms.

Direct supervision and in-
direct supervision
facilities were similar
in the way officer be-
havior was affected by
having a second of-
ficer present. We noted (both
in the formal dataaswell asin
informal observations) that
with a second officer present,
both officers tend to spend
more time in or near the of-
ficer station, and more time
interacting with each other
than with inmates.

This information has implica-
tions for responses to over-
crowding. In some settings,
policy states that when inmate
populations exceed certain
levels (65 at CCC) a second
correctional officer isadded to
the unit. While the second of -
ficer may be needed, our data
suggest that he/she may also
detract from the desired
operation of direct super-
vision. Under the stress of the
job, correctional officers ap-
pear to be drawn together and
away from inmate contact.

B. Questionnaires

Perceptions of Inmates and
Staff at Jails. Inmate respon-
dents in the direct supervision
jails rated their contacts with
officers as more friendly and
less hostile. They saw the of-
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ficers as doing a better job
protecting inmate safety and
responding more quickly in
case of an emergency. They
indicated then was less van-
dalism, more privacy (espe-
cialy for toilet use), and that
the facilities were cleaner.
They rated time in these
facilities as less stressful.

On the negative side, these
direct supervision facilities
were clearly rated as more
crowded than the indirect su-
pervision jail. This validates
objective data that those par-
ticular direct supervision
facilities were indeed much
more crowded. A number of
issues which were closely re-
lated to crowding were seen as
problems by inmates in the
direct supervision facilities
(i.e., harder accessto TV's,
phones, etc.).

There were aso some incon-
sistencies among items. For
example, inmates in the in-
direct supervision jail rated
officers as involved more in
counseling -and casual chat-
ting (in spite of clear tracking
data showing much less inter-
action at this facility).

The view from the correction-
al officers was generally
similar to those of inmates.
Officers in the direct super-
vision jails rated interaction
with inmates as mom frequent
and mote positive than did of-
ficers in the indirect super-
vision jail. They rated their
facility as having less risk of

sexua assault, as safer for of-
ficers, and as affording a better



response timein case of emer-
gencies than did indirect su-
pervision officers.

The direct supervision
facilities were seen by officers
as better designed to facilitate
surveillance, cleaner, and
easier for inmate movement.
Consistent with inmate
ratings, the officers also saw
crowding, with its related
space and facilities problems,
as a much more severe prob-
lem in the direct supervision
facilities.

Perceptions of Inmates and
Staff at Prisons. Inmatesin
the direct supervision prisons
rated their settings as having
more officer contact, and said
that the contact was less for-
mal, more friendly, and less
hostile than did inmates in the
indirect supervision facilities.
They saw less chance of a cor-
rectional officer-inmate at-
tack, fewer fights, and faster
correctiona officer response
to emergencies. They felt less
stressed than inmatesin the
indirect supervision prisons,
as indicated by lower scores
on the somatic complaint
scale. They also felt the living
units were cleaner, less van-
dalized, and better in ap-
pearance.

As in the jails, however, in-
mates in direct supervision
prisons rated their settings as
significantly more crowded
than did indirect supervision
inmates. Possibly as a conse-
quence, they also saw risk of
inmate-on-inmate attacks and

sexual assaults as greater (lar-
gely because of shared rooms)

The staff data for prisons is not
as clear. Officersin direct su-
pervision prisons indicated
that they had more interaction
with inmates than did those in
direct supervision facilities.
They aso felt the facilities of-
fered better surveillance, bet-
ter designed staff control
areas, and were cleaner. In-
direct supervision officers,
however, rated their prisons
somewhat better in terms of
ease of contacting another of-
ficer and lower risk of sexual
assault. They saw their setting
as less crowded and having
more adequate resources in
terms of TV’s, phones, and
al privacy.

C. Interviews

Overall Impressions from the
Interviews. Some of the
direct supervision institutions
received highly positive com-
ments, along the lines of “this
is the best facility I've ever
been in.” The facilities were
characterized as low siress sat-
tings. Overcrowding, where it
existed, clearly made inmates
more negative about settings.

At the indirect supervision in-
stitutions, com-
ments were neutral
to negative, with
some inmates find-
ing the settings
rather stressful.
Staff in the indirect
facilities bemoaned the lack of
visihility of inmate areas. In-
mates seemed to find these
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facilities more stressful than
did direct supervision in-
mates, and particularly noted
difficulties in staff contact.

Safety and Security. Inmates
in direct supervision facilities
generally express feeling
Quite safe.

In indirect supervision
facilities, there is clearly less
of afeding of safety among
both inmates and staff. In-
mates do not feel protected by
staff and have to fend for
themselves.

Privacy. Staff and inmates
were asked the following
questions.

Inmates: Does the housing
unit give you the privacy you
need?

Staff: Does your work setting
give you the privacy you need
to do your job?

Privacy is not related so much
to a supervision mode as to
other factors (single versus
double occupancy cells,
crowding, noise, placement of
telephones, provision of of-
ficers). Inmates in double cells
complained of a lack of
privacy as did those in a

che living units were cleaner, less
indalized,

and better in

ypearance.

facility with toilets visible
from the dayroom. Ease of
access to rooms is an important
factor in inmates perceived



privacy. Privacy for phone
conversations and places for
staff and/or inmates to gather
for a private conversation
were felt to be important. Staff
needed a place for paperwork,
though this did not need to be
an enclosed control booth. In
one of the indirect supervision
facilities, staff complained
that inmates had privacy from
staff but not from each other.

Staff Inmate Interaction. A
key difference between super-
vision modes becomes clear
with these questions. In direct
supervision facilities, staff-in-
mate interaction is described
as frequent, professional to
pleasant in nature, and in-
mates feel that they have easy
access to staff when they need
or want it. officers fedl that
they get to know the inmates
well (which helpsin evaluat-
ing them). Officers state the
need to keep contacts from
getting too personal or friend-

ly.

In indirect supervision
facilities, the quantity and
guality of interactions is
described as being much
lower. At an indirect jail, in-
mates described feeling iso-
lated from staff and unable to
get anofficer’s attention when
needed They admitted going
out of their way to hassle the
officers, who in their turn, per-
celved much verbal abuse
from inmates. Betweenthe in-
direct and hybrid prisons,
there was a considerable dif-
ference in interactions due to
the character of the staff sta-
tion. Where it was enclosed,

inmates reported unpleasant
interactions and officers
reported less frequent con-
tacts. Inmates in both the in-
direct supervision prisons
reported contacts to be only
occasional, while officers saw
them as more frequent. Both
groups reported typical inter-
actions to be perfunctory--
brief discussions over unit
business.

Care Of Facilities. There was
little difference in the level of
care (or degree of vandalism)
reported at the various sites.
All reported a rather good to
good level of care. At some of
the direct supervision
facilities, this was attributed to
the clear expectations, reward
system, and continual obser-
vation by staff.

Crowding. By and large, the
indirect supervision facilities
in our sample were not over-
crowded, so our results are not
enlightening regarding any
differences in coping that
might be due to supervision.
By contrast, al the direct su-
pervision facilities in our
sample were experiencing
some degree of over-crowd-
ing. This varied from crowd-
ing in one or two units, to
distributed double bunking of
about 40% of the rooms
throughout the facility, to one
facility that was greatly over-
crowded throughout (a second
facility under these conditions
did not supply interview data).
All comments agreed that
overcrowding leads to nega-
tive outcomes for those who
experience it.
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Among the strategies for coping
with overcrowding, adding
equipment (phones and TVs)
and staff, as well as using the
single occupancy rooms as
rewards and the overcrowding
areas for new arrivals and short-
termers, were mentioned.

Control Over the Environ-
ment. The direct supervision
facilities generdly seem to pro-
vide inmates more control over
lights and deeping room doors,
with two of the prisons even
supplying inmates with their
own keys. Thisisin keeping
with a philosophy of encourag-
ing responsible behavior.

Synthesis: Features to Keep or
Change. Inmates and staff
were asked which aspects of the
housing unit's design and
operation worked well and what
changes they would make.

There were no clear contrasts
between the supervison modes.
In general, respondents ap-
preciated dayrooms or open-
nessyvighility, and provision of
equipment (when adequate) and
complained when vighility was
impaired or equipment inade-
quate. Single rooms were great-
ly praised for the their provision of
privacy.Staffing a less than the
full complement and over-
crowding were uniformly
rejected. Inmates in the in-
direct supervision prisons clear-
ly wanted more access to fresh
air, reduced noise, and greater
facilities. They aso criticized
the lack of a continua officer
presence. Staff in these
facilities also criticized the in-
termittent officer presence.
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SPECIAL FOCUS ON: COMPARISON OF DIRECT
AND INDIRECT SUPERVISION FACILITIES

PART Il: Conclusons

DETENTION REPORTER
November 1989

This Specid Focus aticle is
the second of a two-part
series that summarizes the
newly-released findings of a
National Institute of Correc-
tions (NIC) research effort.

NIC grant GG- | sponsored an
extensive comparison of
direct and indirect supervision
facilities, producing the Final
Report: A Comparison of
Direct and Indirect Super-
vision Facilities in June, 1989.
The project Co-Directors, Jay
Farbstein, Ph.D. and Richard

E. Wener, Ph.D., have ap-.

proved the publication of the
following excerpts from their

report.
. INTRODUCTION

The last issue of the Detention
Reporter summarized several
key findings from the re-
search effort. The study at-
tempted to quantify the
differences between direct and
indirect supervision and to
specify the design implica-
tions of each mode so that
jurisdictions faced with
changing or expanding their
correctional programs will
have a more sound basis for
choosing between them.

This issue will summarize the
conclusions of the authors of
the report.

Il. CONCLUSIONS

The study has revealed some
of the multiple facets of direct
supervision, as summarized in
the following responses to the
research questions.

What is direct Supervision?
(Or, "indirect Supervision,
By Any Other Name")

Many prisons describe them-
selves as direct supervision,
even though they have
enclosed control booths at the
housing units with at least
some of their staff stationed in
them. This makes it difficult to
classfy prisons and to identify
ones that are truly limited to
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indirect supervision. The in-
direct supervision prisons in
our study actually best repre-
sented the hybrid direct/in-
direct supervison modd, with
some aspects of each mode.
Jails, by contrast, appear to
more closely follow the
direct/indirect dichotomy,
though some direct super-
vision jails are provided with
enclosed control booths,
either because the system
committed to direct super-
vision after plans were final-
ized, or as a fall back or
failsafe measure.

How Is Each Supervision
Mode Perceived By Manage-
ment?

There is a trend toward direct
supervision facilities being
rated somewhat better than in-
direct ones. Managers of
direct supervision facilities
were significantly more likely
than managers of indirect
facilitiesto feel that direct su-
pervision was an appropriate
design and management form.

In What Ways Do Direct and
Indirect Facilities Differ
Physically?

The presence of an enclosed
control booth in the housing
unit characterizes indirect su-
pervision facilities (though
this is not a decisive differen-
tiation). We also found that
direct supervision facilities
acc more likely to be softer and



more normalized and their
cells arc likely to have more
amenities. Sanitation levels.
cleanliness, and overall condi-
tion were not found to differ.

How Critical is the Built
Environment?

An improved quality of en-
vironment contributes to
inmate management and other
beneficial outcomes, setting
up positive behavioral expec-
tations and norms. Direct su-
pervision administrators rate
a quality environment as ap-
propriate and inmates were
more favorable toward condi-
tions in the direct supervision
facilities. But, it is not clear
how soft an environment
needs to be: at what point the
desired expectations are com-
municated to inmates and
staff.

A great deal of effort in cor-
rectional facility design has
gone into achieving un-
obstructed visual observation.
Good vishility was uniformly
praised and poor visibility
decried where they were per-

There is considerable evidence that direct
facilities are seen as safer than indirect

supervision ones.

ceived to exist. Of course, if
staff are not limited to a fixed
vantage point from a control
booth, the geometry of the
unit becomes less important.
With staff moving about, the
openness of a direct super-
vision dayroom (if there are
not significant blind spots or

hidden areas) appears to suf-
fice. Vishility from a fixed
control station is all impor-
tant in indirect supervision
facilities.

The provision-or not-of an
enclosed control booth
(which is assumed to be
provided at indirect super-
vision facilities) seems to be
quite critical in direct super-
vision facilities. While many
indirect supervision systems
appear to believe that the
booth is needed for security or
as refuge, it is clear from ob-
servations and interviews that
it is possible to do without it
very successfully.

|s One Mode Safer Than The
Other For Inmates or Staff?

There is considerable
evidence that direct facilities
arc seen as safer than indirect
supervision ones. From our
mailout survey, we found that
direct supervision ad-
ministrators rated their
facilities as better on variables
of safety and reported fewer
incidents of violence (at bor-
derline sig-
nificance
levels) than
did indirect
administrat

ors. Our
other data
appears to have been distorted
by extreme overcrowding at
two of the direct facilities.
However, when crowding (in
the form of double bunking) at
the prisons is taken into ac-
count, inmates appear to feel
consderably safer in direct su-
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pervision facilities. The direct
supervision facilities were
seen by inmates as providing
an acceptably quick response
(under a minute), while the in-
direct supervision facilities
were felt to have unacceptably
long response tunes (in the 3
to 5 minute range).

How Do Staff and I nmates
Interact in the Two Modes?

Observations of staff-inmate
interaction showed that of-
ficers in direct supervision
facilities do indeed spend their
time within the living units,
largely in interaction with in-
mates. In contrast with in-
direct facilities, direct
supervision officers regularly
spoke of stopping problems
before they start. Staff, rather
than inmates, appear to bein
control of direct supervision
facilities. Indirect supervision
staff spend more time with
other staff and corresponding-
ly less time interacting with
inmates.

Does Supervision Mode Have
an Impact on Coping With
Overcrowding?

Crowding (occupancy above
design or rate capacity) has a
negative or distorting effect
on the results at direct super-
vision fecilities. The direct su-
pervision housing units we
studied were much larger than
the indirect supervision and
far more over capacity. How-
ever, the supervision sites
seem to hold up fairly well

under what in some casesis
extreme overcrowding. For



some factors, the over-
crowded direct super-
vision facilities are
operating as well as, and

Table Il 3-21: Correctional Facility Costs

in some cases better than,
the indirect supervision
facilities. But in some
ways, the crowding seems
to strike at the foundation
of the principles of direct
supervision. For example,
one sees officers spending
more time with other of-
ficers and at their desks
than the direct supervison
model would support. Of-
ficers aso indicate that

they are increasingly un-
familiar and out of touch

Average  Average
_DSPrison [SPrison DS.Jall ISJall |
Construction
Cost ,
Per Bed $41,600 $73,000 $32,400 $50,400
Staffing Cost
Perinmate* $10,900 $17,300 - $28,300 $42,300
Maintenance
Cost
Perinmate* $ 4,200 $ 6,700 $10,900 $16,300
* Apmal

with inmates. Adding
extra officers on the living unit
as population increases does
not fully compensate for deal-
ing with additional inmates.
Planned and actual living unit
sizeisakey factor in compar-
Ing supervision outcomes,
staffing effectiveness, and ef-
ficiency.

Are There Differences

The average direct super-
vision prison cost per bed was
40% lower than for the
average indirect supervision
prison. The direct supervision
jail we visited cost 45% less
to build per inmate than the
indirect supervision jall.

Operational costs were

similarly lower for the direct
supervision cases. Staffing
costs were 37% lower for the
average direct supervision
prison and 33% lower for the
direct supervision jail. Main-
tenance costs were 37% lower
for the direct supervision
prisons and 33% lower for the
direct supervision jail.

in Cost Between The Table lll 3-16: Staffing and Supervision of Facllities
Two Modes? .

There is evidence from Degreelr ' évg. Nor ::al ?;zll;‘::; Slhﬁ e
gtjgeerr\ﬁ‘g('ﬁ t?gtci?i[f’g Facilty _ Supervision StafffUnit (1 PerUnit(1)  (Perbed)
may cost less to build

and operatethandoin- | FIMA = VeryDirect 1 1 1:36
direct ones. our studies |RGI = Verylndirect 2(2) 2 1:40
are not conclusive, but CHIL = VeryDirect 0.65 29 130
suggest that thismay be | CCC = Very Direct 2 2 149
the case. Three LCI = Direct 4 15 117
measures of cost were NSP = Indirect 2 3 1.40
considered: construc- RSP = HybridlIndirect 2(3) 33 123
tion cost, staffing cost,

and maintenance. The (1) during daytime hours

results are shown in the (2) two COs cover eight pods

following table. (3) two COs and one supervisor per two units
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Staffing and Supervision.
staffing ratios are difficult to
compare due to program dif-
ferences between the
facilities. Regardless of the
difficulties for program dif-
ferences, there is no clear cor-
relation between staffing and
supervision styles. It appears
that program choices affect
staffing ratios more than su-
pervision type.

How Do Managers Choose a
Supervision Model?

Given the currency of the
debate within the corrections
field concerning direct super-
vision (and endorsements
from some professiona as-
sociations), it may be difficult
for a correctional system to
avoid facing a conscious
choice of supervision modes
when planning a new facility.
With considerable (even if in-
conclusive) evidence pointing
to benefits of direct super-
vision (and little or no
evidence that alternative
models are superior), why do
some systems select direct su-
pervision while others con-

... direct supervision facilities may cost
less to build and operate than do

indirect ones.

sidcr and reject it?

Reasons may include the no-
tion that direct supervision
facilities are not consonant
with some corrections
professional’ s deepest feel-
Ings about what acorrectional
setting should be like. These

facilities may be seen as being
too nice for inmates, who after
all are supposed to be
punished. Again, the super-
vision mode may not repre-
sent what some see as being
expected of an officer (inter-
action, communications, and
inmate management). If the
impression of the supervision
model runs counter to deeply
help feelings or beliefs, it may
be rejected no matter how
much objective evidence is
marshaded on its behdf. Direct
supervision requires very con-
siderable change for a system
which is operating by indirect
supervision and this change
may be perceived as unneces-
sary risk-taking by decision
makers.

Conclusion: Direct Super-
vision Requires a Commit-
ment to Make It Work.

There must be a commitment
from top management that
direct supervision works and
contributes to the
organization’s mission.
Management must believe
that it is viable and effective
and must make a
commitment of
resources, man-
power, training,
public relations,
and so forth. An
effective clas-
sification system to screen in-
mates and alternative settings
for those inmates who cannot
succeed in adirect supervision
unit arc also essential.

There has also been a concern
expressed that, with many sys-
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tems planning new ‘direct su-
pervision facilities, one or
more will put the officer in the
housing unit without the train-
ing and the classification of
inmates required to make the
direct supervision system
work. This could lead to a
major disaster, such as an of-
ficer being killed, which has
an unfair negative reflection
on direct supervision in
generdl.

We observed some situations
in which officers were in
direct contact with inmates
without the benefits of an ex-
plicit management commit-
ment to direct supervision or
the kind of training and sup-
port which accompanies that
philosophy. Under those cir-
cumstances, officers were
more likely to feel exposed
and endangered, and were
generaly uncomfortable with
that level of inmate contact.
By contrast, in explicit direct
supervision systems, inmate
contact was seen as
reasonable, natural, and safe.

1. SUMMARY

0 summarize, direct su-

pervision facilities appear
to cost less or the same asin-
direct supervision ones to
build and operate, require
less or the same level of staff-
ing, and achieve desirable out-
comes in terms of meeting
their missions, reducing
stress, improving safety and
security, and so forth. If there
is a drawback to direct super-
vision facilities it is that they
may take more effort and com-



mitment to plan, train for, and
manage.

On the other hand, and even
with the apparent advantages
of direct supervision, it must
be stated that some of thein-
direct supervision facilities in
our surveys performed quite
well in many ways. Well
managed, well designed in-
direct supervision correction-
d facilities must not be looked
down upon, particularly since
so many of them are hybrids
with partia direct supervision
characteristics. Such facilities
would appear to fall within an
acceptable range in terms of
critical outcomes. Thus, while
our research shows clearly
that direct supervision does
work and can work very well
(especialy when crowding is
limited), it does not
demonstrate that indirect su-
pervision does not work.

Two factors could account for
the lack of stronger differen-
ces in our study. First, the

selected direct supervision
facilities were uniformly over-
crowded and experiencing
double bunking a moderate to
severe levels. The indirect su-
pervision facilities, by con-
trast, were largely at capacity,
using single bed rooms. The
direct supervision facilities
were operating at a clear dis-
advantage. It is very possible
that the questionnaire ratings
would have been more posi-
tive for direct supervision at
lower population levels.

Second, an overview of each

of the indirect supervision
facility case studies suggests
that they may be operating
well in spite of rather than
because of their design and
management philosophy.
The indirect supervision
design and operation seems
to clearly make the officer's
job more difficult, and at
times seems to require in-
creased staffing.

V. LIMITATIONS OF
THE STUDY

t has become obvious that,

in spite of our careful atten-
tion to selection of case study
sites, the results are not (and
cannot be) a ssimple com-
parison of direct versus in-
direct supervision. Differen-
ces in supervision syle clearly
existed and appeared to have
an impact, but facilities also
differed in significant ways
such as unit size, degree
population was over capacity
and staff-inmate ratios.

There are other limitations on
the generalizability of our.
findings. We only looked at
relatively new, medium
security, adult male institu-
tions. Because of the
problems of “hybridization,”
we were only able to have a
limited sample of indirect su-
pervision prisons. We have
been careful, however, not to
compare prisons with jails.
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NEW GENERATION JAILS
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INTRODUCTION

The term new generation
jail refers to new or
remodeled jails that are
designed around a podular ar-
chitectural design in conjunc-
tion with a direct supervision
inmate management orienta-
tion. While jails of this style
were first introduced in the
Federa system nearly 10
years ago, it has only been in
the past few years that the
operationa principles and
dynamics have been docu-
mented and the concept has
begun to gain acceptance in
local jurisdictions. A national
trend appears to be emerging
that favors this architectural
design and management ap-
proach in both detention and
sentenced facilities.

In an effort to document dif-
ferences between traditional
linear jails and podular/direct
supervision (new generation)
jails, Mike O'Toole of the
NIC Jail Center collected
comparative data from the two
types of facilities. Anecdotal
information and general ob-
servations had seemed to indi-
cate the new generation jails
were a least as secure as tradi-
tiona linear jails and provided
a higher level of safety for
both staff and inmates. Col-
lecting and presenting data to
demonstrate this, however,

posed some difficult
problems. A uniform report-
ing system used by the four
federd jails (MCC's) alows
for good comparison between
those facilities and other
federal institutions, but there
arc no uniform reporting pro-.
cedures among local jails. In
addition, general terms like
“assault,” “escape,” and “van-
dalism” take on highly
specific definitions that vary
to some degree from locality
to locality, making any one-
to-one comparisons meaning-
|ess.On the other hand, if the
gross data collected from new
generation jails are compared
to the gross, or aggregate, data
from traditional jails, it be-
comes apparent that sig-
nificant differences do exist
between the two, particularly
in relation to staff and inmate

Safety.

The tradi-
tional jails
selected for
comparison
are from
jurisdictions
that are con-
templating |
new genera-

tion concepts in planning for
their new facilities. They also
represent the range of capacity
typical of jailsthat might con-
sider the new concept. Data
were collected from 10 juris-
dictions; those excluded from
the final report were facilities
that did not provide the neces-
say data and those whose data
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elements were inconsistent
with others in the sample.

The concept of a podular
design with direct supervision
has now been endorsed by
several national professional
correctional authorities. The
American Correctional As-
sociation endorsed this ap-
proach in their publication
entitled “Design Guides for
Secure Adult Correctional
Facilities,” published in
November of 1983. The
American Institute of
Architecture’s Committee on
Architecture for Justice ap-
pointed a subcommittee in
1983 to draft a position in
favor of new generation jalil
concepts for adoption by the
AlA. The Nationa Institute
of Correction’s Advisory
Board took aformal position

The term new generation jail refers to new
or remodeled jails that are designed around

a podular architectural design in
conjunction with a direct supervision
inmate management orientation.

on the podular design and
direct supervision manage-
ment concept at their Novem-
ber 21, 1983 meeting. Their
position is worded as follows:

The Advisory Board of the Na-
tional Ingtitute of Corrections
advocates that jurisdictions
that are contemplating the



construction or renovation of
jails and prisons should ex-
plore the appropriateness of
the podular direct supervision
(new generation) concept of
jail and prison design and
management for their new
facilities. The NIC Advisory
Board believes that the
economic, social, and profes-
sional values explicit in the
concept of jail and prison
design and management ex-
emplify an appropriate direc-
tion for detention of persons
who require incarceration.
Evidence indicates such
facilities are most cost effec-
tive in terms of both construc-
tion and operation. The Board
instructs the Director of the
National Institute of Correc-
tions to give emphasis to the
dissemination of information;
the training of jail and prison
practitioners; the provision of
technical assistance; the for-
mulation of standards and
policy; and a continuous
evaluation of the effectiveness
of the “ Podular/Direct Super-
vision” concept of jail and
prison design and manage-
ment, in addition to existing
NIC programs.

The appendices to this ar-
ticle contain information
from a collection of docu-
ments prepared by W.R.
Nelson and Mike O'Toole
of the Nationa Institute of
Corrections Jails Division
in Longmont, Colorado. It
also contains information
about some of the facilities
where the concept has been
introduced.  Since docu-

mentation of this concept is
very recent and still evolving,
information on the
podular/direct supervision
concept will be continuously
updated as appropriate new
material is received.

NEW GENERATION
JAILS: THE
PODULAR/DIRECT
SUPERVISION CONCEPT

D espite lofty claims of
advanced practices and
standards compliance, thereis
serious doubt as to whether
most of our nearly 500 new
jails will resolve fundamental
custody problems that have
traditionally plagued
American jails. In the United
States, it is estimated that 478
local jails of al shapes, sizes,
and varieties arc currently
proposed or under construc-
tion, at a cost exceeding $3
billion.” While there is a great
variation in the design of these
facilities, most have one thing
in common: their proponents
claim the jails will be “state-
of-the-art,” on the “leading
edge,” or “new generation.”
Few are inclined to clam
credit for building a "past
generation” jail.

But this admittedly trite term-
"new generation" - can be
legitimately applied to certain
new jails that have ma& asig-
nificant departure from tradi-
tional management practices.

Moreover, the physica struc-
tures of the these new jails are
designed to facilitate these
practices.This non-traditional
management and design con-
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cept has been called “non-bar-
rier architecture” or, more
esoterically, “podular/direct
supervision.” But the more
popular term is the “new
generation jail.”

To develop a more precise
definition of the term for the
purposes of this discussion,
the approximately 1,000 jails
that have been constructed
during the past decade have
been classfied into three basic
architectural/management
categories.

B Linear/Intermittent
Surveillance;

B Podular/Remote
Surveillance, and

B Podular/Direct
Supervision.

While all new jails have their
own unique characteristics,
and were not designed accord-
ing to this simple classifica-
tion system, this identification
of three basic modelsis, none-
theless, a useful means of or-
ganizing observations and
conveying a general concept.

Linear/Intermittent
Surveillance

The most common category is
what will be referred to as the
Linear/Intermittent Surveil-
lance model, a design pat-
terned after the jails of our
not-so-glorious past. The
design is generally rectan-
gular, with corridorsleading
to either single or multiple oc-
cupancy cells arranged at right
angles to the corridor. With



several exceptions, most of
our eighteenth and nineteenth
century institutions were of
this Linear/Intermittent Sur-

veillancc type.

The management of a linear
jal is, of necessity, oriented
toward intermittent surveil-
lance and supervision. Since
jail officers cannot see around
comers, they must patrol to
see into cells or housing aress.
When in a position to observe
one cell, they am seldom able
to observe others; thus, while
the inmates are not being
directly observed, they are es-
sentially unsupervised.
Prisoners who require close
supervision have been known
to create horrendous manage-
ment problems. Examples of
the resulting barbarity and
security breaches need not be
enumerated to correctional
practitioners.

The critical variables that
determine the severity of
problems associated with the
Linear/Intermittent Surveil-
lance category are the fre-
quency and thoroughness of
patrols and the aggressiveness
of inmates in multiple-oc-
cupancy cells. Once a problem
is detected, help usually must
be summoned to resolve it.
The interval between patrols is
a management variable not
easily controlled, given the
exigencies of the jail setting
and the influence of inmates
on patrol frequency. In a
linear/intermittent jail, in-
mates have the intervals be-
tween patrols to make escape
preparations, fashion

weapons, assault others, etc.
Because destruction of fix-
tures and
furnishings
also occurs
w ith
regularity i
during un-
supervised
intervals, it
is necessary
to install
expensive vandal-proof hous-
ing materials.

of prisons.

The surveillance deficiencies
of the linear design were
recognized early in the history
of prisons. one of the earliest
prison reformers, Jeremy
Bentham, introduced the
“panoptican” model, a cir-
cular, multi-floored structure
with cells arranged around the
circumference or outer wall of
the building. From a position
in the center of the circle, an
officer could observe all cells
in the cell house. Despite his
strong advocacy for his
panoptican concept, it was
never fully adopted in his
lifetime.

The most prominent example
of the panoptican design,

and the fulfillment of
Bentham's dream, is the cir-
cular cdl houses at the lllinois
State Prison at Statesyille,
constructed in 1924.° At
statesville, the large scale of
the panoptican design
defeated the concept’s utility,
for it was difficult to deter-
mine who was being observed
more effectively -the officer
or the inmates. The panop-
tican design did not prove to
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be an effective architectural
solution.

The surveillance deficiencies of the linear

U Add y o | ULty

Podular/Remote Surveillance

The panoptican design, how-
ever, may be considered the
forerunner of our second
category, the Podular/Remote
Surveillance model.* Under
this approach, inmate housing
areas are divided into
“manageable-sized” units or
pods. In typica units, single
occupancy cells arc clustered
around a common area and 