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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of classification in prisons is to provide 
administrators and program personnel with information about the. 

", ~~ected behavior of inmates that can be used in their efficient 
management.. Classification has often h.een ~sed to make initial 
placements to prisons and housing units and in evaluating' ~ransfers. 
This study was mati vated by a belief that this information coulp. be 
made more useful to administrators than it presently is. If we knew 
something about how different types of inmates react to different 
prison settings, then 'lie would be one' step further along' in 
anticipating and hopefully preventing behavioral problems 0 Inmates 
could then be placed in those settings where their adjustment would be 
the· most positive. 

To achieve th,is goal, this proje'ct'set out to do three things. It 
began by identifying the mos~ popular forms of classification and 
comparing their ability to distinguish among inmates who will 
experience behavioral problems. Three systems were identified as 
representing the range qf classification techniques. Risk assessment 
which ranks inmates according to their probabilities of posing security 
problems is possibly the mast popular form of classification today. 
Megargee r s MMPI typology categorizes inmates irito one of ten 
personality types, each with its own traits and likelihood of causing 
problems. Fi~1ally, Tochts Prison Preference Inventory represents one 
of the better instruments to determine inmates' needs and concerns. In 
evaluating these classification systems as well as in conducting the 
remaining analyses, the assumption was made that prisons operate under 
the goals of maintaining security and minimizing the harm and 
deterioration an individual undergoes: 

None of the three systems was found to be clearly supex:ior over 
the others. One reason for this was that different systems more 
effecti vely distinguished "iillllStes who experianced certain adjustment 
problems than others. Risk assessment discriminated among inmates who 
were cited for aggressive or assaultive disciplinary infractions or 
reported for sick call, while the Megargee and Tach systems predicted 
who would report they suffered adjustment problems. All three systems 
failed to meet perfectly the empirical requirements of a classification 
scheme, but each was found to possess its own strengths and 
weaknesses. 

A second project activity was to explain who experiences 
adjustment problems in prisons, as well as possible 0 Past research 
suggests that individual background characteristics, personality, 
preferences, and phase of sentence determine outcomes. Organizational 
factors including population size, crowdL~g, security level, and 
environmental climate have also been found to be important. It has 
been hypothesized that fit between person' and environmental situation 
plays an important role in whether an inmate will experience problems, 
yet this last factor had never been ~pirically tested. All of these 
factors were included in a model of adjustment and studied to see if 
they were ,related' to who adjusts poorly to incarceration. Individual, 
organizational, and interaction effects were found to be important 
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determinants. Because person and environment fit was found to playa 
role~ the ultimate goal of suggesting appropriate settings for the 
assignment of particular inmate types appeared .to be potentially' 
useful. 

The final activity was to test this possibility: can adjustment 
problems be reduced by placing inmates in appropriate settings?' After 
considering numerous possibilities, thirteen potentially useful two-way 
classification schemes were identified. Based upon assessments of 
these systems f it was projected that the incidence of aggressive and 
as saul ti ve activity and personal distress' and victimization could be 
reduced by more than 20 percente These findings ~re extremely 
encouraging. They suggest that two-way c~assification strategies are 
potentially useful in achieving both the -maximization of institutional 
security and control and .th"e minimization of individual functional 
disability. By using information already collected by many prison 
systems to place indi vi duals in specific settings, substantial 
reductions in the incidence of adjustment problems appears to be 
possible. 
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CHAPTER' ONE 
Transactional Prison Classification 

Classification in the criminal justice setting invol ves the 

assignment of individuals to groups which are differentiated in 

supposedly meani.r.gful ways and which. typicall-y differ in their expected 

behavior. As such, classification is used to generate .information that 

can guide policy and treatment decision making and serves criminal 

justice administrators as· a management and predicti va tool. It has 

been employed in various contexts. Classification techniques have been 

used to evaluate the probability of 'criminality among adolescents, to 

make decisions about who should be placed on probation and who should 

be incarcerated, to diagnose beha'\l:ioral problems among incarcerated 

offenders so that appropriate treatments can be prescribed, and to 

determine parole eligibility. Classification. is undertaken in order to 

make more informed decisions, to ~ke decisions in a more efficient and 

consequently less expensive manner, and to make more equitable 

decisions regarding the assignment of individuals to settings with 

varying amounts of freedom. 

Prison classificatj.on, upon which this research focuses, has been 

a management technique of particular interest to penologist and prison 

administrators for many years. During the heyday of rehabili.tation, 

most of the attention was directed toward the development of effective 

diagnostic tools which would correctly assign prisoners to groups 

requiring particular treatments. It .was assumed that criminality was a 

tremendously varied phenomenon precipitat~g from multiple causes. It 

was hypothesized that because of the complex etiology of crime, some 



offenders would respond to·' c~rtain treatments better than others .• 

Various techniques were developed' for' differentiating offenders 

according to treatment needs. Most notable and widely used of these 

were Grant and Grant's I-Level classification (see Sullivan, Grant and 

Grant, 1957) and Quay's. behav:i.or categories (see Quay and Parson, 

1970). Both systems used highly trained professionals to assign 

individuals to behavioral groups distinguished by their unique 

personality disorders. 

Classification during this period, according to James Austin 

(1983: 562), often took place in reception and diagnostic centers where 

social scientists administered a battery of social, psychological and 

medical tssts to determine program needs and appropriate security 

problems of newly arrived inmates. However, as rehabilitation fell in 

disfavor with the public, politicians, inmates and correctional 

experts, and prison· populations began to soar as new sentencing 

policies were implemented, traditional classification techniques were 

no longer appropriate or practical. New, more efficient ways of 

assigning inmates to prison settings to ensure the safety of both staff 

and inmates were needed. Consequently, we have seen a shift in both 

the function and the structure of classification. 

Although it would be naive to assert that security was not a 

central issue in traditional classification activities, today it, 

rather than treatment, is the predominant purpose of. classification. 

Enhanced control of the prison population through the appropriate 

assignment of inmates to prison settings is essential if the burgeoning 

numbers of prisoners are to be handled efficiently and effectively. 

Because prison systems operate with limited fiscal resources, not all 

- 2 -

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

inmates can,· nor fOl' that matter need to be, housed in settings with 

intense supervision and strict security. The·se settings are the most 

expensi ve to operate and must be reserved for· inmates who must be so 

confined for their own safety or for that of others. Prison 
~,,,,,!L. 

administrators need a method that will allow them to identify those 

inmates who are likely ta become victims and those inmates who are 

likely to .be~ predatory or violent, so they can take action to 

prevent the management problems that are likely to ensue. This is the 

present challenge for penologists interested in developing and 

improving prisoner classification. 
~~ '~ 
r- As Austin (1983: 562-563) also points out, th# need for accurate , 

and precise classification models, in addition to being pragmatic, has 

become a legal issue for correctional administrators. In numerous 

" .. 
recent cases (l!!?!£.!.:.. Sarver, 1971; Morris .!.:,. Tra vi.sono, 1970; Pugh 

!::.. Lockes, 1976; Laman·J..:.. Helgemoe, 19T7'; Palmigano.!:.. Garrahy, 

1977; and Ramos .!..:. ~, 1979), judicial decisions have held that 

classification methods cannot be "capricious, irrational, or 

discriminatory. " Austin notes that, "the courts repeatedly foWl~ that 

t};'aditional classification procedures and criteria were based o·n 

unfounded assumptions regarding inmate behavior and that criteria were· 

not applied uniformly to all inmates. It For a classification model to 

be "coherent" and thus acceptable, the court in Ramos v. Lamm outlined . --
the following criteria: "placement and assignment must be clearly 

understandable, consistently applied and conceptually complete." The 

decision also mandated that procedures for validation of the model be 

implemented. 
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Criteria for "Good" Classification 

To meet the four-fold criteria spelled out .in Ramos, a 

classificat~on system should be designed and tested according to sound 

psychometric methodse If proper procedures are followed the system 

should then conform to the seven standards of a "good" classification 

scheme outlined by Me gar gee (1977): 

1. It should be sufficiently complete to allow for the 
classification of the vast majority of criminal 
offenders. 

2. There should be clear definitions of categories .so that 
offenders can be classified unambiguously. 

3.. The system· must be reliable. That is, it must be 
precise enough to allow two or more classifiers to 
place an offender in the same category. 

4. It must be valid. There should be a demonstration that 
individuals falling within certain categor.ies by virtue 
of characteristics they possess actually have those 
characteristics. 

5. The classification system should be dynamiC, that is, 
it should allow for change. As the individual moves 
through the correctional program, the system should 
allow for changes in classification as his or her 
behavior warrants. 

6. The classifications ~hould carry with them-implications 
for treatment. Differential treatment and 
classification are intimately related.. 

7. The classification system should be economical. 

Attention to these seven requirements is essenti~l if any 

classification system is to be "clearly understandable" to the 

scientist developing it, the official applying it, the inmate being 

classified by it, and the . appellate judge evaluating its efficacy. 

These seven requirements are also indispensable in producing an 

instrument which is conceptually complete. 
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What is omi,tted from this list is the most important criterion of 

all for the contemporary' prison administrator, that the system be 

related to an appropriate and desirable outcome. For example, the 

prisoners falling into different categories should have different 

probabilities of victimizat:j.on, predatory behavior, or violent acts. 

It is the predictive utility of a classificat~on system th~t makes it a 
~ , C£., I"'" :+ .' "-"- -. ,~__ l -f~, .f.-

useful management information tool. This knowledge is the basis on 

which the administrator assigns inmates to appropriate settings to 

minimize problems as cqst effectively as possible and to make policy 

decisions regarding the proper care and supervision of prisoners. t This 

criterion is implied in Me gar gee 's requirement #6; however, recent 

disenchantment with the desirability and success of offender change 

requires that we view "treatment" in a broader context by considering 

it to mean whatever is done to and with inmates rather than 

rehabilitation alone. 

Types of Classification Systems 

The search for classification systems that are significantly 

related to inmate behavioral outcomes and that meet the requirements of 

efficiency, understandability, conceptual completeness,· reliability, 

and validity have led scientists in ~ number of different directions. 

As a result, several different and uni,que classification systems have 

been d~veloped depending on the researchers' assumptions about prison 

adjustment and the particular theoretical and disciplinary focuses used 

in the.design of the instruments. 

Despite this variety, it appears that the different schemes can be 

grouped into three types. One group consists of those systems that 

""' ... 5 -
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utilize' psychological inventories to classify inmates into groups with 

particular pathological characteristics that are hypothesized to be the 

cause of their criminality and troubles within prisona These systems 

have a strong rehabilitation orientation and many were developed as 

diagnostic devices when offender chaJ.?ge was a predominant correctional 

goal. Yet evidence that these groupipgs are somewhat stable, have 

meaningful characteristics to the peopie who work with inmates, and 

have been found to relate to in-prison behavior, led some .prison 

officials to rely on these systems to make managerial assignments 

according to contemporary demands for security 0 Possibly the most 

widely used system falling into this category is that designed by 

Megargee which uses the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

(MeMoP .Io) to classify inmates into ten groups; 

The second type of classification currently used' in assigning 

inmates focuses on inmates' needs and concerns,. rather than 

personality, as do the first group. The theory underlying these 

instruments is that different people require different environments. 

Wh~n there is congruence between their needs and what the environment 

provides, adjustment problems are less likely; yet, when there is 

incongruence functional deterioration, distress, - frustration and 

violence are more likely to be evidenced. Toch' s Prison Preference 

Inventory (P.P.I.), which classifies inmates according to their needs 

for activity, emotional feedback, freedom, privacy, safety, social 

stimulation, structure and suppoz:t, is a good example of systems of 

this type. 
. 

The third type of classification system, and possibly the II10st 

popular at this time, is risk assessment. These predictive models, 
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using .a variety of demographic, preincarceration, criminal, and past 

behavioral characteri~tics, distinguish inmates according to their risk 

of institutional misbehavior. An ev'aluation of individual 

characteristics are used to produce a score with known probability of 

institutional misconduct. Some of the better known risk models are 

those currently used in the federal and California prison systems and 

the one developed by the National Institute of Corrections. Yet the 

particularly stringent demands for validation of instruments of this 

type suggest that models are not generalizabl~ without further testing 

(see W~ight, Clear, and Dickson~ 1984). 

Because they are indicativ~ of the classification systems of their 

type, their relative 'Wide use, and their known utility, the three 

instruments just noted-Me gar gee ' s system, the Prison Preference 

Inventory, and risk assessment--'liere of -particu.iar interest in this 

.. study: Before preceding further, let us examine the particular 

characteristics of each. 

The Megargee MMPI Typology for Prisoners 

The Megargee typology cons'ists of ten offender pr~file types which 

are considered to occur naturally within the prison population.' Unlike 

earlier inmate typologies, which could only be constructed by extensive 

case histories or time-consuming interviews, the Megargee system uses 

the MMPI to identify offender groups. The instrument is a le;tgthy 

per~onality inventor'y which requires the respondent to answer true or 

false to questions such as "I' am frequently angry." It can be 

a'dministered in a group setting and scored by computer 9 thus making it 

an economical alternative to the one-an-one interview. This particular 

- 7 -
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inventory was selected because it has been extensively tested and norms 

.' are well established. Furthermore, the MMPI has been successfully used 

in various criIirinal justice settings and cliln boe readministered. (A 

short description of ·the system is given by Lillyquist, 1980: 320-324. 

Megargee and Bohn (1979) outline how the system was developed and 

explain the different groups in their book, Classifying Criminal 

Offenders. ) 

In constructing the typology, Me gar gee (with the assistance of 

various colleagues) used an empirical approach developed by Veldman 

(1967) known as hierarchical 'profile analysis. This technique 

identifies naturally' .occurring groups ',1{ithin a data set· whereby 

intragroup dissimilarity is minimized and intergroup disparity is 

maxirrlized. Once these gro.ups were identified the researchers wrot~ an 

extensive set of rules which could b~ used to assign inq~viduals to the 

correct group. . The rules can be applied clinically. or 0 by computer 

routine. The assignment procedure appears to be fairly reliable. 

Assessments conducted by Megargee and Bohn (1979) and Edinger (1979) 

report that the typology is valid and generalizable; however f a study 

conducted by Moss, Johnson ariq Hosford (1984) failed to establish the 

pred.ictj. ve validity of the typologYe Me gar gee , in a study funded by 

the National Institute of Justice, is currently conducting an extensive 

evaluation of the validity of the system. 

As noted above, each inmate is assigned to one of ten groups. In 

a limited number of cases, the inmate is so unique that an assignment 

is not possible or. the individual possesses characteristics which 

suggest that she/he .may fall into two or more groups. Rather than 

giving the grQups descriptive names, Megargee labeled them Able, Baker, 
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Charlie, Delta, Easy, Foxtrot, George, How, Item, and Jupiter. This was 

done to avoid the tendency to allow the label to prematurely guide 

subsequent analyses and to allow descriptive data to accumulate about 

the groups Megargee believes to occur -naturally wj,thin the prison 

population. 

In the order from the most normal to the most deviant, the ten 

groups have been described as falla_ws (see Megargee and Bahn 1979: 

177-233; Lillyquist, 1980: 320-324; Edinger, 1979: 235): 

1. Type ~ inmates are the most well-adjusted of any of the groups 

and evidence few interpersonal or i~trapsychic problems. They 

• generally come from warm and stable middle-class families but 

appear to lack sociaL responsibility. Identification with a 

deviant value system is not strong, rather as Megargee and Bohn 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

(1979:174) indicate these individuals are "not deprived, not 

depraved, out simply people who steal other's property." 

2. Type Easy also seems to be a well-adjusted group but is 

3. 

distinguished by higher than average intelligence. Like Item 

inmates, this group comes fr9m a healthy home environment. They 

score high on measures of social maturity but are often 

underachievers. Their MMPI profiles are described as benign, and 

they are least violent of any of the ten groups. Although 

Megargee indicates the name was not selected intentionally, it 

appears to be Ciescriptive of these individuals. They take the 

"easy" way through life which may incline them to criininality. 

Type Baker possess essentially normal personality profiles but 

suffer from excessive anxiety. Consequently J these individuals 

seem depressed, withdrawn, and experience difficulty in relating 

- 9 -



interpersonally. They are' passive and submissive and adju.st 

poorly to prison. It is speculated that some of these 

iridividuals commit crimes to satisfy their need to be punished. 

,4. Type 'Able are extrovert individuals who are outgoing, 

self-assured, and impulsive. They can be charming, dominating, 

and manipulative, but also may be characterized by high levels Qf 

hostility and alienation. This configuration of personality 

characteristics led Megargee and Bohn (1967:197) to describe Able 

as the "Artful Dodger, a clever ,. opportunistic, daring, and 

amoral person who will risk taking illegal shortcuts to gratif~ 

his wants." 
, 

50 Type Georg~ is comprised of some of the brightest and best 

educated inmates who are also highly adaptable and generally 

effective in their inte;-personal relations. They function well 

in the authoritarian environment of the prison ,since they have 
• 

few conflicts with authorities and are low in dominance. They 

tend not to be heavily' invol veo' in drug use but have high rates 

of drug offenses, indicating that they are involved in the 

"entr:epreneurial" side of the crime. 

6. Type Delta inmates possess clearly deviant personalities and are 

described as impuls:Lve individual,,; who are unable to control 

their impulses and postpone gratification. They are charming and 

intelligent and able to manipulate others. They express J.ittle 

guilt about their crimes. 

7. Type ~Jupiter inmates are extremely passive inmates who avoid 

conflict. The group is comprised of mo~tly black property 

offenders who appear to be doing their best to overcome social 
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and fan:iilial" handic'aps. Their adjustment to prison is generally 

better than might be eXRected. 

8. Type Foxtrot: inmates have been described as "obnoxious, 

'streetwise,' abrasive individuals who engender much 

interpersonal conflict" (Edinger, 19?9: 235). As one ·of the most 

deviant and antisocial groups, they possess a broad array of 

problems and qifficulties including extremely low levels of 

• commitment to conventional values and high levels of drug and 

alcohol abuse. They are one of the most violent groups. 

9. Type Charlie inmates are cold. and bitter individuals who will 

• become hostile and violent when they perceive themselves to have 

been insulted. They hav~ long histories of maladjustment related 

to their antagonistic attitude, poor sociability, distrust of 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 0 

others, and conflict with authority. 

10. Type !!2:: is the· mOst Wlstable and psychologically pathological 

group. Criminality is but one aspect of their inability to 

function on a social level. They are unable to· get along with 

others. At times they are introverted and withdrawn, but at 

others they can be extremely aggressive. This group needs mental 

health services if they are to adjust to prison. 

Along with each description, Megargee also prescribes appropriate 

treatments and control techniques to assist the inmates' adjustment to 

prison and subsequent reentry into the community. One report indicates 

that when the typology was used in making housing assignments in ont? 

facility, assaultive behavior was reduced by 46 percent (L1llyquist, 

1980: 324). 
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The Prison Preference Inventory 

, This 56-item forced choice instrument was developed by Hans Tach 

(1977) to measure inmate concerns about eight env£ro~ental attributes: 

acti vit.Y, emotional feedback, freedom, privacy, safety, social 

stimulation, structure, and support. These concerns were identified in 

a content analysis of over nine hundred interviews with inmates about 

the fears, pains, and distresses suffered upon their incarceration. 

Among the myriad of responses and descriptions, Toch sought to id~ntify 

those environmental concerns which "cut across" individuals' and appear 

to be commonalties assoeiated with prison environments a Acc;:ording to 

Toch (1977: 16), his research allowed him to construct "portraits of 

what is valuable and noxi~us to inmates 'in prison settings. u He 

described the dimensions as follows: 

" PRIVACY 

SAFETY 

STRUCTURE 

SUPPORT 

A concern about social and physical 
overstimulation; a preference for isolation" 
peace and quiet, absence' of environmental 
irritants such as noise and crowding. 

A concern about one's' physical safety; a 
preference for social and physical set.tings 
that provide protection and that minimize the 
chances of being attacked. 

A concern about environmental stability and 
predictability; a preference for consistency, 
clear-cut rules, orderly and scheduled events 
and impingements. 

A concern about reliable, tangible assistance 
from persons and settings, and about services 
that facilitate self-advancement and 
self-improvement. 

EMOTIONAL FEEDBACK 
A concern about being loved, appreciated and 
cared for; a desire for intimate relationships 
that provide emotional sustenance and empathy. 
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SOCIAL STIMULATION 

AcrIVITY 

FREEDOM 

A concern with congeniality, and a preference 
for settings that provide an opportWlity for 
social interaction, companionship, and 
gregariousness. 

A concern about understimulation; a· need for 
maximizing the opportunity to be occupied and 
to' fill time; a. need for distraction. 

A concern abo\J.t circumscription of one's 
autonomy; a need for minimal restriction and 
for maximum opportunity to gov'ern 'one' s own 
conduct. 

Toch (1977:284-288) suggests that the PPI classification system 

can be used as a decision making tool. Transactional assessments can 

be made in order that the assignment of inmates to prison settings and 

programs are made according to the "match" between individual needs and 

available resources 0 According to Toch, to do otherwise we risk 

.allowing avoidable distress and adjustment proble.ms to develop. '1?0 

op~rationalize this system, classifiers must know about ~d understand 

the institutional settings to which inmates can be assigned. This will 

require a more interactive system between classifiers and custodial and 

program staff than presently exists in most facilities. 

Toch (1977:293-297) advocates two classification functions of 

the PPI. At one level, it can be used as an "ancillary classification 

tool to help '~~tch' inmates with institutional programs, with staffing 

patterns, and client groupings". With the information provided by the 

PPI, both environments and people can be manipulated. Since Support 

refers to opportunities and Activity indicates having something to do, 

they are variables that can be addressed in programm:i.ng. Through the 

proper and varied exercise of authority, different needs for Structure 

and Freedom can be fulfilled. Social Stimulation concerns· can be 
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considered by attention to peer group . relations, while Emotional 

Feedback can be addressed by the warmth expressed within the prison 

setting. According to Toch, for classification to· be effecti ve, not 

only must attentio;Il be given to proper assignment of inmates but to 

creating needed environmental conditions. 

The second use of the PPI as a classification tool is to 

identify inmates with special needs. Some .of these individuals are 

people already in "trouble: who arrive at prison heavily distressed. 

They require" swift and special attention to avoid the exacerbation of 

their problems by the added, stress which accompanies incarceration. 

Other' "special" prisoners are not necessarily experiencing acute 

distress but will not fit in socially. They, too, require special 

interventions so they will not become targets for exploitation and 

physical victimization. 

Risk Analysis 

Although its popularity and use is increasing, risk assessment 

as a form of correctional classification has a lengthy and varied 

past. The techn~que was p~oneered by Hart (1923) and Burgess (1928) in 

an attempt to predict the· likelihood of recidivism among groups of 

offenders being ccnsidered for parole. Since then, the use of 

computers and the ability to efficiently analyze large data sets has 

lead to further refinements and greater sophistication in the 

prediction classification models. Pressured by growing populations, 

fiscal constraints, and judicial demands for objectivity, risk 

assessment for many ~orrectional administrators is an efficient and 

equitable method of assigning inmates to prison settings ~~d programs. 
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Still, risk assessment is not without it critics and problems (Austin', 

1983:561-563) • 

\~ormith and Goldstone (1984:5-11) identify many of the issues 

surrounding the efficacy of risk assessment. There are technical 

ques~ions concerning the appropriate outcome variables to use~all 

disciplinary reports or only those that are exploitive or viole~t, for 

example-and how these variables should be operationalized. Like 

reported crime, prison disciplinary reports are biased indicators of 

misbehavior, and thus their reliability and validity is of some 

question. _ Theoretical. questions concerning the statistical models for 

predicting future prison problems also arise. The complexity of the 

approach increases with the sophistication of the statistical 

techniques, often obscuring what the model is doing from all but the 

most informed methodologists. Finally, t!here are philosophical 

questions asked about the utility of. statistical versus experientia~ 

prediction and the ethics of basing assignments and programs on the 

expectation of future behavior. 

The development of currently used risk assessment systems 

follows a fairly straightforward procedure. This process begins with 

the selection of a sing~.e or a series of outcome variables e These may 

include escape or attempted escape, predatory or violent behavior, or 

summary tteasure institutional misconduct. These variables may be 

measured in continuofls forti' thus indicating the severity of the 

problem, or they may be dichotomized to indicate the presence or 

absence of a problem. The next step is to obtain a ~eries of criterion 

variables thought to be related to the outcome variable(s). In some 

cases, there is a theoretical model of inmate adju~tment that guides 
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this selection, but more often the determining factor in inclusion is 

whether information concerning the variable' is available in the 

automated or manual files maintained about inmates. Initial bivariate 

te~t.s are then conducted to identify the criterion variables that are 

related to outcome. A regression of the significant variables is then 

\ 

run to test the postdictive power of the model. If it is satisfactory 

and the model meets subjective levels of parsimony, then standardized 

coefficients are computed and used to set the weights of the categories 

of the criterion variables. The model is then validated on a different 

sample (~ee ,Gottfredson, Wilkins, and Eoffman, 1978: 15-67) '" 

The' variables, used in risk models fall into a number of 

different categories. Some address the inmates' past criminal record, 

others their current offense and sentence. There is usually at least 

one variable that taps past institutional experiences. Often social 

factors such as age, educatio~, employment hi~tory, drug and cllcohol 

use, and marital status are included. A risk score is usually obtained 

by summing scores that correspond to the categories the individual 

falls into on each variable contained in the model., If the model is 

useful, this score 'will predict the ,inmates I probability of an adverse 

adjustment to prison. 

The Problem with Current Classification Systems 

Each of the three systems just described has been or is ~eing 

used to classify inmates in American prisons. All three have been 

de1feloped in a manner that meets the minimum standards for "aood" 
Q. 

classification described above. They use objective methods and 

criteria for making aSSignments, and in my opinion are clearly 
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cnderstandable and appear to be conceptually complet~. However on this 

last point, none of the three have been adequately validated so we 

• really know how well they explain adjustment~ In using the PPI or risk 

assessment, all offenders are classified. We are also able to classify 

•• most inmates using the Y-egargee typology which indicates that the 

definitions given by Megargee for his ten types are probably 

unambiguous. The fact that Negargee and his colleagues have been able 

• to computerize the ~ystem further substantiates this conclusion. The 

categories in risk assessment are somewhat less clear since two 

indivicuals cen ohtain the same .score with ... ery differ"ent profiles, but 

• the ;i dea of Co dimension of risk is reasonable. Eecause of the high 

degree of variety created by the use of eight subscales, the PPI 

profiles may appear somewhat more ambiguous, but as we learn more about 

• person and environment in'teraction through research. the uncertainties 

should disapp(:'ar. lUI tr.ree instruments haye teen derronstrated to be . 
somewhat reliable, can account and acccmitlodate changes fJ"er tirr'e f and 

• are cost-effective to use. 

This leaves two related requirements of a good classification in 

question: that of validity and of implications for correctional 

• outcome. Validity is conceptualized in several ways, but a valid 

cJ as~ification system t:1 timately must predict institutional behavior. 

For this reason, these t1 .. C issues ere actually the same: d()e~ 

• classification t.elJ lIS ~;oIT:t'thjJlg about how the indivi~llal ,.:..11 <.I0jUSt 

to prison? All three systems we have examil1ed: purport to be valid. 

Some empirical validation has been conducted, but in all three cases 

• the results are mixed. 

Even if we assume that· each is somewhat useful in predicting 
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adjustment problems, there remain several unanswered questions. To 

date no systematic evaluation 'arid comparison of the three systems has 

been conducted. Consequently, we do not know if risk assessment 

predicts assaultive behavior better than Megargee types; nor do we know 

if one system predicts certain adjustment most effectively, while 

another may predict some other problem best. Therefore, the first goal 

of thiSi research is to evaluate the usefulness. of all three schemes in 

predi.cting certain prison outcomes. 

The second aspect of this research project grew out of a concern 

about the ability of cl:)rrectional administrators to use classification 

information in making management decisions. The informati'on gene~at.ed 

in classifying prisoners ,is used to make assignme',nts to housing units, 

programs, and jobs, however little more is done with that information. 

If a superintendent and a block officer is told that Inmate X is a high 

risk for ass~u1tive behavior .Dr has a Type Charlie" pers~:mality, they 

will be unable to use that information to any great extent. Thf'! reason 

is that we do not know how different treatments, interventions, or 

actions taken against Ol~. on behalf of high risks or Type Charlies will 

affect their behavior. If a superintendent and block officer are told 

that when high risk inmcltes are placed in highly unstructured settings, 

these inmates are substantially mOl:e likely to engage in assaultive 

behavior, then the administrators will have been provided with valuable 

information. 

Research on prison adjustment has already shown that different 

types of inmates respond to prison settings diffe.rently. Some inmates 

thri ve in institutional environments where others respond negatively, 

acting aggressively or emotionally or physically deteriorating to the 
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point where fUnctional· ability is impaired (see Bukstel and Kilman, 

1980). In· other settings, the response patterns of those same inmates 

may be quite different :and more positive. Whether or not there is 

harmony between individual needs and enviro~ntal demands and 

opp~rtunities depends on a complex iriteraction of factors. When 

harmony does not exist, inmates are more difficult to manage and are 

more likely to deteriorate socially, ·emotionally, and functionally. 

Hans Toch was clearly aware of the importance of 

person-environment fit when he developed the PPI and proposed its use 

as a class~fication system. Yet to· date, no research has evaluated the 

effect of person-environment interaction on the success of 

classification. Probabilities of adjustment problems are generated 

generally and are not s~tting or context specific. The prob.lem with 

this approach is eaSily illustrated by example. Let us say that we 

have a system that allows us to classify inmates as low·, medium. f and 

high risks based upon their background and personal characteristics. 

Two inmates, processed into the prison system, are properly classified 

as low risks. The fir~t inmate is assigned to an institutional unit in 

which there is a congruent fit. This individual would not be likely to 

be involved in disruptive activities and the classification would be 

accurate. The second ·inmate might be assigned to a s·etting which. is 
/ 

not appropriate for his personality or n.seds. Consequently, he might 

be involved in several disruptive events. In this case, the 

classification would be in error. Had the context been. considered, 

both patterns of adjustment may ~ve been properly anticipated. 

Therefore, the second goal of this research is to move beyond the 

aggregate level of analysis and to evaluate the ability of each of the 
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three classification systems to distinguish· the patterns of adjustment 

among inmates placed in different settings. 
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CHAPTER . TWO 

The Theoretical and Operational Design 

The possibility· of placing inmates in appropriate prison 

environments through classification is consistent with what is known 

about. the psychological effects of confinement. Bukstel and Ki1ma1lll 

(1980: 469), in a review of 90 experimental studies, consider .that: 

"Results suggested that imprisonment is not harmful to all individuals: 

some persons deteriorated in response to confinement, other persons 

improved their functioning, and still oth.ers showed no appreciable-

change. A complex interaction . of factors including indi vidual 

difference variables, institutional orientations, degree of crowding, 

phase of sentence, and peer group affiliation seems to influence an 

indi vidual's· response to confinement." By incorporating our knowledge 
. 

of this interaction into the classification process, correctional 

administrators should be able to exert greater control over the process 

wh~reby inmates respond to confinement and the resulting effects of 

that experience. 

This research. is an attempt to expand existing knowledge about 

classification and prison adjustment by exploring the interactive 

effects of the institutional context on this process. To do this, 

classification methods that have been shown to be somewhat useful in 

differentiating inmates, that is, the three systems described in 

Chapter 1, were used. This research problem could have been approached 

by simply selecting or devel,oping a method to cypologize correctional 

environments and then cross-validating the three classification systems 

in those settings. Howe.ver, we have attempted to enhance the value of 
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the. research by selec.ting both individual and environmental variables 

in accordance with some ordered and coherent image of prison adjustment 

rather than simply selecting variable~' because they have been used in 

the past. Drawing upon research that examined the determinants of 

prison adjustment, a theoretical model which includes an individual, a 

contextual, and a_ transactional dimension is specified. The advantage 
. 

of this theoretical specification is that it ascribes greater breadth 

and completeness in the description of individuals and prison settings 

for our testing of classification strategies and provides a theoretical 

specification of the interrelationships that exist among the variables 

of interest. As an end product from this research, we will be able to 

say something about prison adaptation as well as something about 

classi£icatione 

It sh~uld be noted that this approach is explor~tory. To achieve 

breadth, we sacrificed specificity~ The advantage of studying the 

problem in this way is that we will be able to identify the important 

person-environment relations that can then be used to begin to develop 

new ways of assigning inmates to prison settings. The next task will 

be to refine these methods and further establish their v~.lidity by 

using them and testing their effects. 

Prison Outcome: The Effects of Imprisonment 

This study is interested in maximizing positi ve prison 

adjustment. It is held that the emotional stres.s and physical harm 

that inmates may .suffer upon incarceration should be maintained. at the 

lowest possible level. There are three primary reasons that underlie 

this goal.' First, such a strategy will enhance administrative ability 
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to maintain effec~ve control of inmates, and thereby reduce violence, 

escapes and other breaches of security. Secondly, it will minimize 

individual deterioration of life-functioning ability. Third, this goal 

embodies the humanitarian belief that criminal punishment involves 

nothing more than the loss of freedom. 

each of the three explanations , 

We realize that this goal and 

particularly the third, are 

value-laden. Not everyone will endorse 1;hem: But since they guide 

this research, it is important that they be explicitly identified •. 

In considering what is meant by positive adjustment to 

incarceration, several types of undesirable behavj.or, which we would 

like to avoid and reduce as much as possible, can be identified. They 

include misconduct, victimization by other inmates, self-injury, and 

other forms of social 'or psychological deterioration which lead to a 

reduction _ in the ability to cope and- survive in prison and . the 

freeworld. Each of these variables has been used in various for-ms as 

an indicator of adjustment and institutional control in past research. 

A well-managed prison is considered to be one in which these behaviors 

are kept at a minimum. 

Prison misconduct is a catch-all term referring to a variety of 

different undesirable and prohibited behaviors.. It. can involve such 

extreme acts as rioting and murder, but in general misconduct implies 

some form of rule breaking which can lead to disciplinary action. 

Assault of the staff or another inmate is a commonly found example of 

prison misconduct;' Other examples of misconduct include 

insubordination, refusal to obey orders, theft or destruction of prison 

property, and possession of contraband. 

The most widely used measure of misconduct is the official 
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infract;i:on report. The number of reports as well as the se~erity of 

the offenses are· generally considered to provide an indication of 

adjustment problems. Unfortunately, institutional records often do not 

meet rigorous standards of reliability and validity desired in 

research. O'Leary and Gla~er (1972: 159-160) argue that inmates who 

find prison particularly distasteful and are committed· to never 

returning, may have more problems adjusting to prison than individuals 

who have become integrated into the prison culture. This first type of 

individual may be the best risk for safe release into the community but 

completely unable to conform to staff expectationsG· Is this person 

well-adjusted or maladjusted? Prison records would indicate that the 

person is experiencing problems. Consequently, there is a problem of 

interpretation. A record of fighting in prison may show 

aggressiveness, emotional instabi.lity, social ineptness, or- defensive 

. efforts of a prisoner to avoid subordination to mor~ aggressive 

inmates. (For further discussion, see Flanagan, 1980.) 

Earlier studies conducted by Zink (1958) reported that infraction 

rates of life-term inmates were lower than those of prisoners serving 

shorter sentences. Whether there is an· inverse relationship between 

length of sentence or age and rule-breaking,' there seems to be a 

general .agreement that definitions of rule-breaking and the imposition 

of disciplinary sanctions vary greatly from facility to facility. 

Discretion is a common practice. Poole and Regoli (1980: 932) observe 

that guards must search for proper cues to guide their decision-making, 

and that they not only interpret the rules but also make them. 

Unfortunately, there is evidence that the social background and 

ethnicity of inmates affects decisions about who will be punished. The 
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New York Commission on Attica (1972) cites' racial distinctions as a 

explicit factor in disciplinary decisions.' 'Johnson (J. 966) has 

described regulations which are highly subjective as "waste-basket 

categories" in which guards can define a wide variety of beruiviors and 

attitudes as rule violations. Furthermore, ,.:.factors such as custody 

level and administrative style may also contribute to differential 

infraction rates (Bro~ and Spevacek, 1971 and Malbi, eta al., 1979)~ 

Victimization by other inmates is typically one of two types: 

sexual or economic exploitation. It is an area in which there is 

considerable confusion. Some estimates of the f~equency and 

extensiveness of victimization are extremely high, approximately one in 

four for sexual assault; while other estimates are relatively low, one 

to 'three percent (Gibbs, 1981). The primary reason for this difficulty 

is the reluctance of inmates to report such incidents because of the 

stigma associated with being victimized. The problem is pax:ticularly 

true of sexual exploit:ation. However, the level of victimization and 

the perceived threat of ~iolence will directly determine the extent to 

which inmates must live in fear with precipitant psychological problems 

(Johnson, 1976). Research has documented that "fear is a major 

component of prison breakdowns" (Gibbs, 1981: 117). 

What is meant by self-injury is self-explanatory, and refers to 

acts that range from self-mutilation to suicide. Research indicates 

that self-injury is extensive in the inmate population and often 

accompanies some type of inmate crisis. Fear for safety has been found 

to be the most significant factor in producing self-inflicted injuries 

(Johnson, 1976). 

The fourth negative prison outcome of interest in this study, 
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psychological and social deterioration, is more abstract than the three 

.previously discussed. It refers to any loss of life-functioning 

ability which occurs as· a result of the prison experience. The 

consequences of this effect are increased pr9babilities of 

psychological and emotional distress during incarceration and of 

recidivism and unsuccessful adaptation to productive community life 

upon release. The American Friends (1971 ~) outlined the potential 

deteriorative aspects of incarceration and prison life in Struggle for 

Justice: "It denies autonomy, degrades dignity, imp.airs or destroys 

self-reliance, inc ulca·tes authoritarian values, minimizes the 

likelihood of beneficial interaction with one. r speers, fractures family 

ties, destroys the family's economic stability, and prejudices the 

prisoner's future prospects for any improvement in his economic and 

social status." 

Because of the .diversity of the deteriorative concept, n~erous 
• 

indicators have been used in past studies. Clinical assessment of 

distress, self-reporting of severe anxiety and related emotional 

psychological problems, attitude change, and recidivism have all been 

used as measures of the effects of deterioration. Among the 

significant research in this. area is that which addressed the effect of 

prisonization. Clemmer (1958), in describing the acculturation 

process, noted "Prisons work immeasurable harm on the men held in 

them ••• n However, recent research, as reviewed by Hawkins . (1976) , 

fails to support the universality and consistency of tnis effect upon 

the prison population. Rather, the degree of prisonization and the 

extent to which the stress of incarceration causes the individual to 

reject conventional values varies with the proportion of the sentence 
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served, the organizational context, and the broader cultural trends 

within and outside the prison. 

Since these four variables directly relate to the quality of life 

within prison, each has implications for institutional control and 

subsequent post-prison out~ome. They identify particularly noxious and 

traumatic aspects of prison life. which, if minimized, would contribute. 

greatly' to institutional control and would reduce individual distress. 

An Operational Model of, the Criterion Variables 

Based on a review of the correctional literature aa:it-relates to 

the effects of imprisonment on the individual, three primary dimensions 

have been identified as contributing to prison adjustment. An· 

individual's social and cultural background, experiences, and 

personality are related to the level and nature of the prisoner's 

adaptation. This propos~tion is based upon our knowledge that some 

people cope in almost any situation, while others adjust poorly to many 

settings. We know that certain types of people respond to specific 

situations and problems in a desirable and healthy manner, while others 

are unable to cope and react in aggressive~ hostile or pathological 

ways. 

In reviewing the Characteristics of the individual which are 

related to adjustinc::nt as suggested by previous research (see Bukstel 

and Kilmann, 1980), four important factors emerge: preincarceration 

background characteristics~ personality~ environmental concerns and 

preferences,. and phase of sentence. It seems logical. and is supported 

by past research, to posit that the latter three variables directly 

determine outcome; while preincarceration background characteristics 
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affect personality, prison preference, and outcome directlYe 

Three of these four factors can be operationalized by the three 

classification systems discussed in Chapter 1. Risk assessment schemes 

are comprised of categorized backgro.und varia~les that are known to be 

related to outcome. Megargee' s systems uses the MMPI,. a well-known and 

normed personality inventory, to assign inmates into 'the ten groups 

discussed previously. Tach's PPI is an inventory which taps 

environmental concerns and needs of inmates. 

The second important dimension that determines an inmate's 

response to incarceration is the physical and social milieu of the 

prison 0 These factors define the setting to which inmates must 

aajust. The significance of the prison setting on individual behavior 

is clearly articulated in the Handbook on Correctional Classification 

(1978: 7): 

During the past two decades there has be~n increased recognition 
of the importance of the environment to the outcomes of 
treatment. Such matters as the physical arrangement of the 
prison, its conditions for maintaining custody, the attitudes of 
the staff, and policies and procedures used in the institution 
have come under close scrutiny in order to determine their impact 
on therapeutic goal~. 

Despite the recognized importance of contextual factors, as Bukstel and 

Kilmann (1980: 487) note in their review, llLittle attention was paid to 

the description of the institutional milieu, especially with regard to 

orientation and security level. This made it difficult to evaluate the 

type of person-environment interactions that may exist." Bohn I s (1979) 

research, which indicates that classifications based on the MMPI reduce 

assaUlts, points to the effects of the person/environment fit but fail 

to take the additional step of speCifying the nature of' the 

environmental effect. 
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Giv~n the importance of environmental factors, a primary objective 

of this study ~s the identification of contextual characteristics which 

might affect: incii vidual. adjustment.· There is some evidence that two 

factors which play a role in this process are the degree of crowding 

and the security level of the facility. A recent study conducted by .-
researchers for the University of Texas at Arlington (McCain, Cox, and 

. -
Paulus, 1980) and funded by the National Institute of Justice indicates 

that overcrowding increases physical, emotional, and behavioral 

problems j.n prison. Tension and stress, which are accentuated by s.pace 

and privacy limitations, were fo.und-to. produce higher rates of 

s~lf-injury and assault and increased illness complaints. Since 

security level designates the routinization of prison practices, the 
\ 

degree of control of activities, and type of housing, it too affects 

the type and quality of life - in prison. Beyond these two factors, 

exactly what else about the environment of· the prison that influences 

behavior is less clear. 

One possible guide is found in the work of Rudolf Moos. Moos 

became interested in organizational environments in his early work with· 

psychiatric treatment programs and educational settings (Moos, 1974) 

and subsequently examined prison settings (Moos, 1975). He argues that 

the social environment "within which an individual functions may have 

an important impact on his attitudes and moods, his behavior, his 

health and overall sense of well-being t and his social, personal, and 

intellectual development" (Moos, 1975: 8). For a prisoner, Moos (1968: 

177) views the organizational setting as defining "what ~e must cope 

with and clarifies for him the direction his behavior must take if he 

is to find satisfaction and reward within the dominant culture of the 
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(ins~tution)." 

Drawing upon this theoretical perspective, Moos suggests that 

every organization including prisons have unique "social climates" that 

influence the behavior of 1:heir members and are analogous to indi.vidual 

personali~ies in that they . have particular and measurable 
. 

characteristics. Such environmental attributes are hypothesized to 

"press" the individual towai'a cer.tain behaviors. Nine categories of 

environmental press-invol vement, expressiveness, autonomy , practica~ 

ori~ntationf perspnal problem orientation, order and organization, 

clarity, and staff control-were· identifie~ by Moos as important in 

depicting institutional pressures which are exerted on inmates. The 

Correctional Institutions· Environment Scale (CIES) , a 90-item 

questionnaire, was developed to measure the press categories. 

As 'an instrument that distinguishes among correctional 

environments, ~he C~ES would seem to be a useful conceptual scheme f~r 

this research. However, I have noted in an earlier study (Wright and 

Boudoris, 1982) there is no evidence that the nine dimensions 

identified by Moos have any significance or relation to what goes on in 

prisons. Furthermore, the questionnaire fails to meet many fundamental 

psychometric requirements of a good measurement device. 

The research of Hans Toch appears to offer the best guide for 

conceptualizing prison settings. He argues that because perception of 

environment is not objective, people define social and physical 

qualities in terms of thei.-.: own needs and valuesc A given setting can, 

therefore, be evaluated in very different ways by two individuals with 

significantly different concerns. According. to Toch, transactions 

between a person and his environment may be either congruent, (the 
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milieu attribut,ss correspond to b;~e individual's needs) or incongruent 

• (where attributes are in conflict with individual concerns). 

As discussed above, Tach conducted a content analysis of 

interviews ·with inmates" to identify those aspects of the prison 

• .- environment which are most significant for them. Eight primary 

concerns~freedom, emotional feedback, support, safety, priv~y, 

activity, - soc~1,al stimulation, and structu~e-emerged from these 

• analyses. An instrument to measure the extent to which these factors 

are pr!=!sent within the correc;tional environment will serve the 

conceptual and research needs of this project. So far we have 

• hypothesized that two factors determine prison adjustment. Past 

research suggests that individuals differ in their ability to adjus~ to 

prison. So~e people are more resilient than others. . Their past 

• experiences and personality have prepared them for the' emot"ional and 

physical stress' that accompanies confinement. Also some prison 

settings are more desirable than ,others. Some situations are less 

• stressful and provide greater opportunities for emotional comfort. 

Some. ~prison settings may be more supportive; they may be safer or less' 

autocratic. Some situations contribute to individual deter~or'ation, 

• while others may encourage groW1".h and self-fulfillment. Some prison 

settings may cause individuals to be angry and to strike back at the 

institution, while others may promote complacency. 

• A third dimension arises out. of the possibility that there is an 

interaction between individual and environmental factors. That is, 

some indi vid~a1s adjust better to certain environments, than do 

• others. This is the· issue of fit or congruence between person and 

environment. Individual and environmental congruence is often 

- 31 -•• 



• , , 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

discussed in the literature as playing an 'important role in ·dete:rminiag 

prison adjustment, but to date has not been studied empirically. In 

this study, we examine the various interactions among individual' 

measures and environmental measures to determine which ones play a role 

in. determining a~justment. Specifically, the interaction between risk 

and environment, between needs and environment, and between personal~ty 

and environment are examined. Since there are multiple measurfi:':\ of 

several of these factors, the numbel~ of combinations is quite large. 

However, not all·will be useful. 

These three pritruiry dimensions and ten factors can be organized 

into the model shown in Figure 2.1. All ten factors are considered to 

directly affect prison adjustment. Three of the seven factors 

comprising the individual and organizational dimensions-personality, 
• 

prison preference, and institutional environment--are endogenous in 

that they are dependent on at least one other variable. The remaining 

four factors, of course, are considered to be exogenous in the model. 

The three factors in the transactional dimension are rather unique.' 

They are not directly measured but are generated by comparing an 

individual variable with an organizational one to obtain a measure of 

congrU911ce. They are disparity' measures that can be used to evaluate 

the interaction effect between person and environment. 

By operationalizing the model and studying the interrelationships 

among the variables, we obtain a much better understanding of the 

interaction among the factors that contribute to prison adjustment. 

Based on these analyses we can specify the types of inmates that adjust 

best to particular environments. It is from these specifications that 

new schemes for classifying inmates are dev:loped. The'ability of each 
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of the three existing ciassification strategies'-:"risk assessment, the 

Megargee MMPI typology, and the PPI typology--to d~stin~uish adaptation 

patterns' in different settings is then tested. 

Research Design 

There were several deSigns, each with certain .advantages and 

disadvantages, that could have been employed' to study the research 

problem outlined above. The ex post facto design selected meets the 

demands of the research task and is more economical to' operatio~lize 

than designs requiring measurements at multiple time periods •. 

A sample with sufficient variety for both organizational and 

individual levels of analysis was generated. To ensure that the 

effects of envi~onmental contexts on adjustment could be evaluated ten 

prisons were selected as study sites. Since ~ur goal is to study how 

different types of inmates react to' different institutional settings, 

within organization samples had to be' sufficiently large to assure most 

if not all types of inmates would be included. Onca. the samples were 

selected', information about the four adjustment indicators and the 

seven independent variables was collected for each subject. Some 

information was' obtained from official recqrds; others directly from 

the inmates during site visits. 

Once the data were obtained and organized in a machine-readable 

form, we initially examined the relationship between 'person and 

environment fit and prison adjustment in order to provide the necessary 

basis for formulating a new classify:f.,ng procedure. The first step in 

this process ~dS to evaluate the model presented in the previous 

s'act.ion using (01.5) multiple regression. We examined the extent to 
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which . the overall model could explain outcome and then preceded to 

evaluate the utility of individual variables. Particularly important 

to this analysis was the role of transactional variables, independent 

of the individual or organizational effects, in explaining adj~stment. 

This indicates whe;her the central hypothesis of this study--that 

different types of people-react to different prison settings in 

different ways--is correct. 

Along with the analysis of the model, a comparative evaluation of 

the three systems of classification-risk, Megargee r S typology, and 

Toch 's PPI-was undertaken to de~ermine their usefulness in predicting 

inmates who would ultimately experience problems in adjusting to 

prison. We employed both objective and subjective criteria in this 

assessment. Using the various outcome measures selected by this study, 

we evaluated the postdic~i ve power of' each scheme. We then examined 

whether the different categories or levels differed as predicted. 

A third and final aspect of the research project was the 

development of· a new classification system through a careful empirical 

study of interaction effects. These efforts were guided by what we 

learned about the transactional variables in the overall explanation oi 

adjustment. 

Since classification methods identify groups or categories that 

are meaningfully tied to some outcome variable, continuous 'lrariables 

were categorized and subjected to two-way analysis of variance. In 

this way t we evaluated the main effects to See if groups of inmates 

classified by individual or organizational attributes differed, and to 
. 

assess the interaction effect of the two dimensions. For those pairs 

of variables for which significant interactions were found, two-way 
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tables were produced so the nature of the interactive effects CQuld be 

examined. What was ~pecifically sought were monotonically increasing 

or decreasing interactions. For in: these situations, it would then be 

possible to develop classification schemes that place type 1 .inmates in 

settins A, type 2 inmates in setting B, and so forthe 

Various two-way classification schemes may be evaluated by 

comparing the expected failure rate for the sample had all type 1 

inmates bee.n placed ~ setting A, all type 2 inmates been placed in-

setting B, and so forth with the actual failure ratee By subtracting 

the expected failure rate from the actual rate and dividing that number 

by the actual rate, we obtain PRE (proportional reduction in error) 

statistical indicators that can be compared. 

This approach is noteworthy for several reasons. It takes an 

exploratory approach to studying adjustment. As noted previously, we 

know something of the individual and organizational factors that are . 
related to prison beha vior , but our knowledge is incomplete. We know 

viI:tually nothing. of the interactive effects. So this study took a 
\ 

very broad approach to studying adjustment and included numerous 

variables which were thought to be related to outcome. But with such 

breadth, specificity is lost. For example, the measure of privacy used 

was generated from the inmates' answers to eight quest.ions. For those 

variables in which we find significant relat.ionships there will be a 

need for more indepth study, which will lead to even more precise 

classifications. 

The ex post facto design of this study examines the postdicti ve 

rather than predictive power of the model and its. variables. This 

allows us to examine the relationships among variables for this 
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particular sample, but restricts us in making a strong argument for the 

predictive validity of the model. We ~q not know how stable the 

observed relationships will be a~ross samples. The way this is 

generally dealt with is by splitting the initial sample in half, 

developing and testing the classification scheme from that half-sample, 

then replicating the classificat,ion scheme on the second half. The 

problem with that approach here is the need for extremely large 

samples 0 When conducting research with two dimensions the number of 

cells becomes quite large with just a few categories on each 

dimension. A large sample is need just to assure proper representation 

in each cell. For this reason, it was not possible to split the 

sample. 

Another aspect of this study that limits its generalizability is 

its use of prisons within one state system. To the extent that New 

York facilities and inmates are different from those found in other 
. . 

states, the findings of this. study will not be applicable. Certainly, 

this is a question that should be tested before the schemes developed 

here are used elsewhere. 

For an initial study, the .... approach taken in this study is 

appropriate and adequate. But it should be realized that it is a pilot 

study. Additional study will be required and particular attention must 

be paid to the generalizability and validity of the model. 
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CHAPTER THREE' 

Data Collection and the Sample 

In order to test the model described in the previous chapter and 

to examine new ways of classifying and assigning inmates to prison 

settings, this research was undertaken as a joint effort between 

researchers from the Center for Social Analy~is at the State University 

of New York State at Binghamton and the New York Department of 

Correctional Services. The researchers from the University took pr~y 

responsibility for collecting the data and conducting the analyses, 

while the Department of Correctional Services provided support, , 

coordination, and the setting for conducting the research. 

As the design for this research' was developed, it became clear 

that a large sample rlrawn from several facilities would be needed. It 

was decided earlier that minimum security facilities would be 

excluded. ' This decision was made because the population in these' 

prisons is so transitory, and it is expected that environmental 

characteristics are so unstable that classification to pa~ticular 

settings withi!i the~~ facilities would be ,extremely problematic. The 

elimination of this strata of the prison population made the research 

task more manageable. It was also decided that the study would be 

conducted at ten facilities, five maximum security and five medium 

security prisons. This number was chosen arbitrarily but was expected 

to provide sufficient between facility and within facility variation to 

make the study possible. 

In order to operationalize the theoretical model of prison 

adjustment, a single or multiple measures of each of the seven 
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independent variables-pre-.incarceration characteristics, prison 

preferences, personality, sentence phase, crowding, prison environment,' 

and secur1.ty policy--and the dependent variable, adjustment, were 

needed for each subjecte The transactional variables, as noted above, 

were created from these variables. When possible, existing data 

already collected by the Department of Correctional Services were 

used. This information was· used not only because i~ could be readily 

obtained but more importantly so that the classification systems that 

were developed would not greatly increase the data production demands 

for the correctional practitioners. Also when possible,. existing 

methods of data collection with proven records of. reliability and' 

validity were used. When this was not possible, new instruments were 

developed in ways that would assure that they met the demands of good 

measurement. 

The data for this project were collected during the summer and 

early fall of 1983. Site visits were made to each of the ten facilities 

to obtain information directly from the inmate research· subjects during 

July, August~ and September of that year. Most visits required three 

weekdays at each prison to complete the data collection. To coincide 

with this collection period, information from the computerized records 

of the Department was taken for August 15,,1983. 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss how the data were 

obtained. The methods used to measure each variable are described. We 

will examine the reliability and validity of the attributes of 

interest. We will, also discuss how the ten prisons and sample of 

inmates sFudied in this research were selected. The representativeness 

of the sample to the population from which it was drawn is analyzed. 
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Measurement 

Indicators of five variables were obtained from Department of 

Correctional Services' records" Pre-incarceration characteristi'cs are 

demegraphic and social attributes of individuals. They allow us to 

differentiate and describe different types of inmates and were used in 

constructing the risk assessment classification scheme. These data 

were obtained from the computerized files of the Central Office of the 

Department and provided to the research team on a computer. tape 0 This 

information is' collected, coded, and recorded for all inmates at the 

time of their reception into the New York prison system. Some of the 

variables included are date of' birth, ethnic group, !'eligion, 

educational background, . occupational history, offense history, use of 

drugs and alcohol, and current offense and sentence. 

Since most of these variables charact.erize individual attributes, 

their validity rest upon face validation. For example, measured to the 

nearest year, age or age upon rece~tion are rather straightforward and 

as such their validity does not come into question. Although flot 

empirically verified, the reliability of this data.set also appears to 

be very high. These are the working records. of the Department, they 

are constantly used, and when mistakes are found, they are corrected. 

These are the data the Department uses when analyzing the 

characteristics of their population. 

Our measure of sentence phase was also produced from the 

information contained in these computerized files. It was derived as a 

proportion ,of the sentenced served by subtracting the date of receptj:on 

from the date of the study, August 15, 1983, and then dividing by the 

individual's minimum sentence. As dUch, our measure indicates the 
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proportion' of the minimum that has been served. The minimum sentence 

(as opposed' to the maximum, for instance) was selected because in New 

York, all inmates mus.t .serve their minimum, at which .time they are then 

eligible for parole. The value for this measure could vary from a 

fraction approcl.ching 0.00 for inmates just beginning. their sentence to 

a number grea1:er than 1.00 for inmates who have already served their 

minimum but, s;o far, have been deni-ed parole. 

-
The mea:sure of crowding used in this study is neither as 

sop~sticated nor as precise as desired. We obtained an exact 

population CClunt and a number which was considered to be the "designed" 

capacity fOlC' each facility from the Department of Correctional 

Services. The capacity estimate is based upon the nUlD.ber of inmates the 

facility wa::1 intended to house as it was deSigned. If modifications 

were made siince the facility was originally built, this number was 

adjusted ac:cordingly. Our measure of crowding was generated. by 

dividing th.e population by the designed capacity. If the resulting 

proportion was greater than 1.0 then the facility exceeds its intended 

capacity by that proportion. If the proportion was less than 1.0, the 

facility was operating below capacity. 

There are two problems with this measure. Crowding has been 

linked to adjustment 'problems when it has been conceptualized as 

density of the population and as the amount of actual living space. 

While proportion of designed capacity is probably correlated with these 

other measures, we are not sure how similar the measures are. 

Secondly, our measure is at the institutional level. We can say 

nothing about individual variations nor even about differences among 

living units. Thus, the single value for each facility is assigned to 
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all inmates residing within that px:ison ; 

statistically becomes a proxy for 

the 

a 

measure 

variety 

wr..en analyzed 

of facility 

characteristics. For this reason, if a relationship is detected 

between crowding and adjustment we cannot be sure what it is about the 

facilities that is related to outcome. 

Two sets of data which were used to produce' measures of the 

dependent variable, adjustment, were also taken from official records. 

. Disciplinary reports are maintained for every inmate at each facility 

on a form referred to in New York as the Warden's Card. Every rule 

infraction reported by the staff, both major and 1Ilinor, the action 

taken (e. g. dismissal, formal hearing, etc. ) , and the· sanction 

administered (e.g. loss of privileges, keep-lock, special housing, 

etc.) are recorded on these cards. The card of every subject who 

participated in the study was photocopied during the sit~ visits., Upon 

returning to Binghamton, the research team coded t~e,information abdut 

offenses, actions taken, and p~ishments that were recorded on each 

subject's card for the three years prior to the research, from August 

15, .1980 to August 15, 1983. This data set then consisted of a variable 

record, of infractions for each subject. Some inmates in the sample had 

no history of disciplinary problems, while the records' of others were 

lengthy. 

In all, sixteen fairly distinct rule infractions were identified: 

inmate altercations, assaults on staff, assaults on inmates, possession 

of contraband, destruction of property, disruptive behavior, escap~, 

attempted escape, . arson, self-inflicted' injury, sex acts, refusal to 

follow rules, illegal enterprise, attempted suicide, theft, and 

incitement of mass demonstrations. To reduce the variety of this array 
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of infractions and to construct meaningful and useful groupings of 

infractions, we turned to the literature for guidance 0 Edinger (1979: 

p. 236) classified offenses into' five categorie~: (1) verbally 

·aggressive incidents (including threatening or insolent behavior, 

refusal to. obey an order, disruptive behavior, and use of abusive 
,'" 

language), (2) group defiant infractions (including p~ticipation in 

mass demonstrations, inciting to riot, and assisting in rule 

. infractions), (3) evasive incidents (including lying and being in an 

unauthorized area), (4) pilfering (including both stealing and the 

possession of contraband), and (5) total infractions. To this listr we 

added a sixth category, assaulti;ve acts (including attacks on staff and 

other inmates) • When the offense records of the inmates were 

classified into the six groups, some categories proved to be more 

useful than others. The perc1lmtage of the sample having at ldast one 

group defiant or evasive infraction was extremely small, less than five 

percent. Also the percent of the sample who had been charged with 

pilfering was fairly low. For this reason, these three categories were 

eliminated. Also the correlation between verbally aggressive incidents 

and the total number of infractions were extremely high, (r=.98), so 

there was little need for including both distinctions and the latter 

was eliminated. This left us with two indicators of disciplinary 

problems, verbally aggressive incidents and assau1tive~. There was 

considerable variation in the frequency of problems among subjects for 

these two variables, and surprisingly they were not correlated (r=.Ol). 

The second source of adjustment information found in the official 

records of the Department was the computerized sick-call information. 

Since illness complaints are kno~TI to indicate stress and anxiety., this 
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data set appeared to be a useful secondary source of information about 

inmates experiencing coping difficulties. The data were provided by 

the Department to the research team on a computer tape that contained a 
. 

variable record of the sick call history for each inmate for the same 

period used for disciplinary history, August ~5, 1980 to August 15, 

1983. Each time an inmate reported for sick call, the date and 

diagnosis--as categorized by the International.Classification of Health 

Care Problems in Primary Care ( 1983) -were recorded. However, the. 

Department indicated that the re~iability of these data was not as high 

as would be desired. Some facilities were very good in providing 

current and complete information, but others were not. The information 

that was supplied to the Central Offic;! was not carefully scrutinized 

for accuracy. 

In exploring ways to categorize this information, we examined the 

five different groupings, but moderately high to ,high coefficients were 

obt~ned when the frequency counts in the five categorie$ were 

correlated, from r:a.60· to .97, so it was decided that any of the 

indicators would do just about as well as any other, and the total 

number of sick calls was selected as our indicator. 

There is also a question concerning the validity of this 

indicator. It does not directly measure emotional and psychological 

distress. Some illness complaints occur because of physical 

pathologies. Others result from injuries. We do not know the 

correlation of this secondary indicator, and the primary one of 

distress. Indicators of the four remaining variables for which data 

collection was required--personality,. preference, environment, and --' 
self-perceptions of ad justment--were obtained directly from research 
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subjects through the administration of questionnaires during site 

visits to each of the ten prisons selected for study. For the first 

two variables, personality and preference, existing questionnaires were 

available and used t·o collect the needed information. For the other 

two variables, environment and adjustment, existing methods were 

inadequate and part of the data collection effort involved ~he 

development of new questionnaires~ 

During the site visits, inmates were brought together in groups of 

30 to 40, the project was explained to them, and the four instruments 

wet:e administered by the research team. Typ;i.calJ.y, the entire survey 

session required two, two-hour periods for the subjects to complete all 

four questionnaires. In some facilities, the inmates were brought 

together for a morning session which was then followed by an afternoon 

one. In other prisons, the two sessions took place either in the 

mornings, afternoons, or evenings of consecuti~e days. The preference, 

environment and adjustment questionnaires were completed in the first 

session, and' the lengthy personality inventory in the second. The 

inmates were not finanCially comp«~nsat~d for their participation but 

were told a letter of appreciation would be sent.to the institution to 

be placed in their files. .Questionnair~s were adm:i.nistered in three 

ways. Inmates' could read the questions in English and mark their 

answers on a form. If they preferred, taped versions of . the 

questionnaires were available in English and Spanish. The choice of 

method was left up to the inmates. 

. Personality was measured by the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory (MMPI). As discu'ssed in Chapter 1', 'this is a lengthy 

questionnaire consisting of 566 true and false items. It was developed 
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in the early 19.40s as a quantitative tool to assist" in psychiatric 

evaluations of personality and emotional sta.bili~y. Since then the 

instrument has been used extensively and norms for it have been 

standardized. There are fourteen scales that are commonly scored from 

the responses to it, but over 100 other scales are available. Of 

particular interest to this research was Megargee's typology of inmate 

persona1i~y types that was described earlier. The classifications 

appear to provide us with a measure of personality that is appropriate 

for the population with w}'!.ich we are studring and one which is 

generally recogr~zed within this field of study. 

To obtain the Me gar gee classification of each inmate in the 

sample, the MMPI was administered using Bohn machine-readable answer 

sheets that 'were designed for this purpose. The completed answer 

sheets were mailed to ~gargee at Criminal Justice Assessmen~ Services 

in Tallal-.r.assee, Florida, where" they were" scored by. computer. A tape 

conta;i.ning the Megargee classification and K-corrected scores on 100 

additional scales was mailed back to the project staff. 

A problem was encountered in, this particular aspect of the data 

collection effort. Many inmates , after completing the first session ~ 

tired of the research, had other commitments, or had their curiosity 

satiated, and failed to return for the second session in which the MMPI 

was administerede Other inmates even though they began the 

questionnaire were unwilling to complete it. For these reasons, only 

55 percent of the total sample completed the inventory. 

Some differences in the proportional distribution of types for 

this sample and those observed in past studies are noted in Table 3.1. 

The percentages of this sample most closely parallel those of 
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Table 3.1 

Percentage of Each of the.l0 Profile 
Types"for Three Previous and Current Samples 

-
Typ~ 

Sample 
A B C 0 E F'"G "H I 

Peterburg Fed. 
Correctional lnst. 
(Edinger, 1979:23) 6 3 6 1 15 8 7 17 37 

Alabama Score 
(Edinger, 1979:23) 8 3 -6 2 16 8 8 13 35 

Megargee 
(Meg~rgee & Bohn 1979:101) 17 4 9 10 7 8 7 13 19 

This Stu~y 19 2 12 6 2 15 7 13 18 

J Total 

1· 2063 

2 1291 

3 1164* 

7 339 

-It Sum af Megargee percentages do not total 100% since 4 percent were listed 
as not classified. Not cla~sifieds were deleted from all order samples •. 
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Megargee's original sample (Megargee- and Bohn,. 1979:101) and differ 

form those found by Edinger (1979:23) in his validation study. 

Inmate preferences, or environmental concerns, were measured using 

Toch r s Prison Preference Inventory (PPI). As described in Cf,'apter 1, 

this 58-item, forced-choice questionnaire determines inuiate concerns 

about eight environmental dimensions--activity, emotional feedback, 

freedom, privacy, safety, social stimulation, structure and support. 

Each dimension is compared to the other seven in questions, such 'as "I'd 

prefer guards who are consistent, or housing that keeps out noise." 

From the responses, a score for each dimension is obtained that 

reflects the relative importance of that dimension to the individual. 

The responses of the subjects to the questionnaire we.re coded in 

machine readable form and scored by a computer routine written by the 

project staff. 

As seen in Table 3.2, the concerns of the inmates in our sample 

are similar to those found by Toch (1977:243) in earlier research. In 

all three samples, the greatest concern is support and the least 

concern is freedom. Emotional feedback and ,activity are also strong 

needs of the in.mates in all three samples. The major difference 

between our sample and Toch' s appears to be that structure is of much 

greater concern to our sample and social stimulation is less 

important. 

The idea that organizations have contextual properties that 

significantly affect individuals within them is a central theoretical 

proposition of this research. As discussed in Chapter 2, there is some 

evidence to support this position, but a broad conceptualization that 

guides the measurement of significant contextual variables has not been 
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. Ta.ble 3.2 

Average Score and Ranking of Prison 
Preference Inventory Scales . 

For This Tochls Original Samples (1977:243) -

• 

• 

• 
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developed. A scheme that was considered but rejected for both 

theoretical and methodological reasons was Moos' Correctional 

Institution Environment Scale. Despite the inadequacy of his 

questionnaire, Moos (1975) was correct in' seeking to describe those 

attributes of the social milieu which "press" upon the individuals and 

influence their behavior. In failing to identify the CIES attributes 

empirically qr in some way validating them, Moos was unsuccessful ili 

his attempt to develop a useful indicator. However, Hans Toch has 
, , 

identified those contextual factors that are of greatest concern to 

inmates and as a consequence has probably identified those attributes 

that are most likely to influence their behavior. 

Toch (197?: p. ,10) sought to identify those "shared environmental 
., 

concerns • • • that ' cut across' persons and that are differentially 

satisfied in differ~nt environments." To do this, he and his researd~ 

team conducted nine hundred 'interviews in which inmates were asked 

about their crises and problems, how these events occurred, and how 

they perceived them and coped with them. According to Toch (1977: p. 

16,), these interviews provided "par-traits of what is valuable and 

noxious to inmates in prison settings." A content analysis of this 

information identified the eight central environmental concerns listed 

earlier. Toch used the eight dimensions' to measure individual needs" 

but they seem entirely appropriate for our task. The eight dimensions 

represent what it is in ,the prison environment that is commonly 

recognized as important by inmat~s. They, are the most significant 

attributes in a description of what it is like to live in prison. 

Also, by'using the same dimensio~ for classifying individual concerns 

and organizational attributes, we will have comparable dimensions fot' 
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considering the transactional effect of person and environmental fit. 

Construction of an instrument to measure these. dimensions of the 

prison environment began with the writing of an initial battery of 

questions. An effort was .made to phrase each item. so th.at it was .very 

specific, tapped only one dimension, and had a pragmatic focus. .The 

initial questionnaire consisted of 121 items, each associated with one 

of the eight contextual dimensions. This instrument was pretested 'by 

administering it to randomly selected samples of inmates at two New 

York state~ medium security correctional facilities. Inmates were 
.. 

asked to complete the instrument and then comment on it. These 

comments along with information gained from item analyses were used to 

revise the instrument (an ea:;lier project report, "Developj.ng the 

Prison Environment Inventor.y, " describes this process in greater 

detail) • The result was the 80-item instrument, the· Prison Environment 

Inventory, (shown. in Appendix A) used in the primary data collection. 

The responses of all subjects in the overall sample of this study 

were then rigorously tested to assure internal validity of the 

instrument. Item-to-scale correlations were used as an initial test of 

dimensionality. The results indicated that most items were 

interrelated as theoretically posited. Exploratory factor analyses 

were then undertaken to determine if the items form eight independent 

dimensions. The results generally supported the concep.tualized 

structure. Seven of the eight dimensions (Activity was not represanted 

in the resulting factor pattern) were indicated empirically by the 

items associated with given factors and the size of the factor 

loadings~ The success of an orthogonal ro'tation in identifying the 

underlying structure suggested that the dimensions were independent. 
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When the ·sample was split in half and the ana.lyses were rerun, the 

structure was also found to be relatively stable. 
. 

Based on the results of the factor analyses, a final, shorter, 

48-item version of the Prison Environment Inventory was. formed. By 

using factor loadings to identify the best items" six were selected 

for each dimension. These final dimensions should be close to the 
. 

lowest. common denominator of the organizational experJ.enceand should 

not possess their own Bubdimel1Sions. " The item-to-scale cor:eelations 

were· in an. acceptable range, as were the estimates of internal 

consistency indicated by coefficient alpha. Scale intercorrelations 

were found to be moderate to low. These results led us to conclude 

that the final version of the PEl was a valid and reliable measure of 

eight significant contextual attributes that were clearly articulated 

in the questionnaire. I t was this form of the instrument that was used 

in exploring the effect of prison environments on adjustment. 

The scores on the PEl are used in two ways. The individu~ scores 

on each dimension are considered to be indicators of individual 

perceptions of environmental conditions. As such~ they are used to see 

how individuals' attitudes about their contextual settings affect their 

behavior. Scores are also averaged for all individuals in each 

facility or each living unit of each fac.ility, and the averages are 

u~ed as indicators of the actual conditions found there. This meth04 

of aggregation is appropriate if particularly negative raters or 

particularly positive raters are present in some settings and not 

others. The measure is used to study the organizational effect on 

behavior. 

The second instrument developed by this project was the Prison 
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Adjustment Questionnaire (PAQ) , which was· designed to measure 

self-perceptions .2f adjustment among the inmates sa~pled.· Other 

instruments were available, but none met the specific needs of this 

study. For example, the questionnaire developed by Poole and Regoli 

(1980) to study discretionary decision making in prison measures 

institutional rule breaking does not include other types of adjustment 

problems needed in this research. The interview schedule used by 

Johnson (1976) l.n his research concerning psychological, breakd~wris and 

prison survival would be helpful in obtaining information about the 

circumstances in which inmates deteriorate and experience extreme 

emotional distress, but it also lacks the needed breadth for this 

research ana could not be administered in a group setting, a logistical 

requirement of this study: A relatively short questionnaire that could 

be used in a group setting and that .measures a variety of adjustment 

problems was neede~. 

The Prison Adjustment Questionnaire consists of 20 questions that 

deal with ni~e problems that inmates could experience during their 

incarceration. These include the uncomfortableness they feel around 

others in prison; the ange~, fear, illness and injury they experience; 

the trouble sleeping they hav~, the physical fights ·and arguments they 

get into, and the times they are taken advantage of by ot~er inmates. 

In designing the instrument, it soon became apparent that two 

problems had to be resolved if meaningful indicators of adjustment were 

to be obtained. Obviously, many of the people who end up in prison 

have problems coping. They have long histories of adjustment problems 

in school, in their families, and with the law. Since this study is, 

in particular, interested in the· adverse effects of the prison on 
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adjustment, ,we wanted to control for this type of person. We want to 

identify thpse problems that had been exacerbated or created by 

incarceration. To do this, the first question about a part~cular 

problem asked the respondent, was whether the problem was worse in 

prison than in the freeworld. Secondly, we saw a need to anchor 

responses to some common sense of frequency. For example, what does 

that mean if an inmate reports that he is often. angry? That he is 

angry all the time or once a day? To salve this problem, five very 

specific respons~ categories were used: (a). most of the time (you are 

angry several times a day), (b). at least once a day; (c). occasionally 

(every few days), (d). ,s~ldom, and (e). never. The PAQ was sCored by 

first looking at the prison/freeworld comparison. If; an inmate 

indicated that his problems were no worse in prison, he received a', O. 

However, if he indicated that things were worSe, we looked to the' 

second question which indicated the frequency with which' the problem, 

occurred. A "never" response was also assigned a score of o. The other 

four responses were given a 1, 2, 3, or 4 in ascending order according 

to frequency. In this way, we obtained a score for 0 to 4 for each of 

the 11 problems (two of. the nine basic problems had two categories: 

discomfort with staif and inmates and arguments with guards und 

inmates) • 
, 

To determine the psychometric properties of, the scale and the 

subs cales found within it, several tests similar to those performed on 

the PEl were conducted. Exploratory factor analysis of the items was 

undertaken to determine the underlyLlg structure of the instrument. 

Squared multiple correlation coefficients were used as estimates of 

commonalties and an orthogonal (Varimax) rotation of three factors was 
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performed. The resulting factor pattern is shown in Table 3.3. Three 

interpretable dimensions were found •. The first includes items which 

indicate that the person is experiencing problems relating to other 

people about. h:Ln. This dimension was labeled "External." The second· 

dimension includes problems that the individual personally experiences 

in coping with incarceratioI,l. We labeled this factor "Internal" 

because the distress occurs within the indivJ.dual. The third dimension 

includes very real and tangible phrsical problems that the individual 

may experience. 

The factor loadings shown in Table 3.3 indicate that the 

dimensionality of the questionnaire' is fairly good. Many of the 

loadings are quite high t and few items load highly on two dimensions. 

The item-to-subscale correlations shown in Table 3.4 support this 

conclusion. The correlations between t11e items and their associated 
. 

dimensions range from moderate to high while their correlations with 

other dimensions tend to be relatively low. As. would be expected, the 

subscales are slightly correlated (for the external and internal 

dimensions r=.28, for external and physical r=.38, and for internal and 

physical r=.39). The internal consistency of the instrument varies 

from adequate to good. Coeffici~nt alpha for the physical dimension 

equals .50, for the internal dimension it is .67, and for external it 

is .74. Since there are few items comprising each dimension these 

levels are more than acceptable. The remaining three variables fo:r 

which indicators were needed are those that form the transactional 

factor. in our model of prison adjustment. As discussed in Chapter 2, 

both individual and organizational factors may influence adjustment, 

but the interaction between the two factors is a third element that may 
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Dimension 

External 

Table 3.3 

Rotated Factor Pattern 
Prison Adjustment Questionnaire 

Item Factor 1 

9. Argues with Guards .76 
8. Argues with Inmates .75 
7. Fight .45 

Factor 2 Factor .3 

.08 .20 

.. 13 .17 

.02 .,32 

--~---------------~---~---------------------------------------~-~----------1. Uncomfortable with Guards .01 .72 .15 
2. Uncomfortable with Inmates .08 .71 .06-

Internal s. Trouble Sleeping .10 .35 .35 
3. Angry .2B .35 .26 

~-----------------.--------.----.-----~-~-----~----------._---------_._-----
10. Injured .25 .01 .44 
4. III .13 ~05 .42 

Physical 6. Afraid .16 .26 .41 
11. Taken Advantage .08 .18 .35 

--------------------------------.----.----------~---.----------------------Eigen Value 2.56 1.04 .39 

Proportion of Total .78 .32 .12 

Proportion of Rotated .38 .35 .27 

- 57 -



Dimension 

External 

Table 3.4 

Item-to-Subscaie Correlations 
Prison Adjustment Questionnaire 

Item External Internal 

9.Argues with Guards 
8 .. Argues with Inmates 
7 .. Ffght 

.90 

.89 

.63 

.24 

.26 
,,1-7 

Physical 

.. 32 

.31 

.33 
.-----.----~-------.-----------.------------------------------------------~ 

Internal 

1.Uncomfortable w/Guards .11 
2.Uncomfortable w/lnmates .16 
5.Trouble Sleeping .19 
3 .. Angry .• 34 

.. 75 

.77 

.68 

.66 

.27 

.. 19 

.34 

.,30 

--------~-----------------~-------~-.------------------~.~-----------------

Physical 

10. Injured 
4 .. 111 
6.Afrai'd 

ll .. Taken Advantage 
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.. 21 

.27 

.18 

,,17 
.21 
.35 
.23 

.58 

.. 64 

.74 

.57 
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be important in determining how prisoners cope. In this, we are posing 

the question ~f whether fit or congruence between person and 

envir.onment are empirically ·tied to adjustment.. Do different types of 

inmates adjust Qetter to different environments? 

As our model. was specified, it was possible to study three types 

of congruence. We examined the interaction between individuals from 

different backgrounds in different environments to see if some settings 

were more appropriate for certain types of inmates than for others. We 

also analyzed whether inmates with different sets of concerns adapted 

better to environments which met those concerns. Finally, we 

determined whether inmates with different personalities ~oped better in 

specific settings. 

To study these transactional effects, we developed an indicator of 
'. 

fit or congruence. As noted above, it was possible to construct these 

measures from the information already described. ~e began b)' 

converting all indicators to a common unit of measuI'ement. Background 

(defined by a composite score indicating risk that will,be discussed in 

Chapter 5) ~ preference, and environment scores were standardized by 

subtracting the sample mean from ea.ch score and . di vi ding by the 

standard deviation. Since personality is indica~ed by categories, its 

conversion. vas somewhat more complex. Recall from Chapter 1, that the 

ten personality types can be ranked from most normal to most deviant. 

We assigned a number' from 1 to 10 to represent this ranking and then 

standardized the array of scores. Once all scores were standardized, 

measures of congruence were obtained by subtracting the standardized 

scores for a particula~ environment variable from the standardized 

scores for a par;icular individual variable. To rid the scale of its 
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bipolarity J all scores were squa';;ed. A resulting congruence score 

approaching zero represents high congruence, whereas a high score 

represents incongruence. Since there was a background risk score for 

each type of adjustment problem~ eight preference variables f eight 

environmental perception and eight aggregated environmental indicators, 

and a personality ranking the number of possible pairing~ was fairly 

large. However, it was not necessary to consider all pairs and many of 

those examined .did not prove that useful, so the final number was 

reasonable. 

Sampling Procedures 

Sampling was conducted on two levels: organizational and 

individual. The ten facilities used were selected by randomly 

selecting five from all medium-security facilities and five. from all 
" . ' 

maxmum-security facilities (special function units were excluded) 01 

Once the facilities were identified, individual level sampling was 

,. 
• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

conducted proportionally by facility. 4t 

The total sample that was thought 1;0 be needed to conduct this 

re~earch was estimated to be between 800 and 1200 subjects. As a rough 
. 

target, we sought a maximum sample size of 10 percent of the population' 

at the l~rge facilities and ,20 percent at the smaller facilities. 

Over-sampling at the smaller prisons was necessary to ensure the 

samples were large enough for within-unit analyses. 

Approximately two weeks before the scheduled site visits, the 

Departli"~nt of Correctional Services r research analyst who worked with 

the research staff on the projec4 randomly generated and mailed to the 

facility a list of potential subjects wr.ich was approximately two 
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one half times larger than the desired sample size. Prison officials 

were instructed to begin with the first name on the list and form 

groups to be called out to participate in the project. They were to 

skip inmates who were confined for disciplinary reasons, were 

hospitalized or furloughed, or had Visits scheduled, or some other 

admiaistrative probl~ that precluded their participation. The project 

staff gave each facility a number which was approximately 50 percent 

greater than the upper limit' sample size for the facility and asked 

them to form initial call-outs equal to that number. 

Inmatfls were notified that they had been randomly selected and 

given 'a brief description of the project and data collection effort by 

'the facility staff. In some prisons J. the call-out to the ,study was 

mandatory' but participation was voluntary. In other prisons, both the 

call-out and participation were voluntary. In one facility,' the staff 

. first determined if the inmates were' willing to participate and then" 

placed them on t.he call-out. When the inmates. were brought to the 

research team, the project was described, the consent forms were 

distributed, and s~gned agreements to participate were obtained before 

the questionnaires were administered. ThosE! who participated formed 

1 the fi~l sample 0 

There are three important groups of inmates which this sampling 

technique may have missed. To the extent that chronic troublemakers 

are over-represented in the group that was confined for disciplinary 

reasons, they will be under-represented in the sample. - Also absent 

from the sample are those inmates who are confined in protective 

custody. Finally, since participation in the study was voluntary our 

sample excludes those individuals who were unwilling to participate. 
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If non-participants are evenly distributed across different inmate 

groups then the sample would not be biased. More likely, however, 

non-participants have distinct characteristics. They may: be the 

particularly recalcitrant or the illiterate. , We really do not know. 

To an extent, the representativeness of the sample can be eyaluated by, 

comparing the characteristics Qf the sample with those of the 

population. However, it is unlikely that this will detect some of the 

minor biases which are present. Such is the nature of conducting 

applied research in the unique setting Qf a prison. 

'Information about the sampling frame is shown in Table 3.5. The 

number of subjects desired, which we gave each facility for their 

call-out, was never met. Ft'om the time the lists were formed to the 

actual time for the survey sessions to begin, inmates would be confined 

for disciplinary reasons, received visits, or became ill and- re'ported 

for sick-call. Fallout also occurred because of scheduling confusion 

and misinformation about the research. Some inmates simply avoided 

reporting for the survey. Of those that showed up, alIDost all 

participated. The act~l sample for each facility was about 50 percent 

of the call-out requested~ At the large maximum-security facilities, 

participation fell slightly below 50 percent; at the smaller, 

medium-security prisons it tended. to be sligqtly higher. . . 
The fillal sample of 942 subjects selected for this study 

represents almost eight percent of the total population of the ten 

facilities. The populations of the smaller medium-security prisons are 

over-represented, about 11 percent of their population was sampled; 

whereas the larger maximum-security prisons are under-represented ,dth 

6 percent of their totals. 
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Table 3.5 

Sampling Frame 

Initi al Call-Out Actual Percentage Percentage 
Facility Population List Requested Sample Of Call-Out Population 

Fi shkill 1616 360 240 97 40.4~ 600~ 

Mt. McGregor 442 200 120 56 46.7 12 .. 7 

Ogdensburg 234 125 75 42 .56.0 17.9 

Auburn. 1637 360 240 144 60 .. 0 8 .. 8 

Mid-Orange 736 330 220 124 56.4 16.8 

Green Haven 2044 360 240 90 37.4. 4.4 

E1 mi ra 1198 375 225 88 39.1 7.3 

Attica 2051 a a 109 5.3 

Great Meadow 1468 360 240 97 40.4 6.6 

Albion 337 150 110· 65 59.1 19.3 

TOTAL" 11,763 1,710 913b 
53"9~' 7.8~ 

a Attica first determined if the subjects were willing to participate 
be~ore placing them on the call-out. Because of this procedure, two data 
collection periods were required. 

b Information about facility of current residence was obtained from the 
computerized files of the Department and was not part of the information 

-recorded during the surveys. The final smple consisted of 942 subjects 
but the facility was not provided 1n the Departmental records for 29 of 
these individuals. 
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In Table 3.6, the results of an analysis of the representativeness 

of the sample are presented. Comparisons of the total sample and 

facility subsamples and their respective populations !ll'e made on eight 

individual attributes: ethnic background, histories of alcohol or drug 

abuse, region of commitment, prior adult criminal record, crime, age 

and minimum seIJ,tence. As can be noted in the first 12 rows of 

findings, the samples appear to be representative of their immediate 

parent population. Only four of the 120 tests are significant at a 

significance level of .05 which is fewer than the number expected by 

chance alone, so we can be fairly confident of the representativeness 

of the sample. When the sample is compared to populations of all 

medl.ums and maximums, not just the ten facilities of this study , some 

bias is noted. However, the sample appears to be adequate for the 

research task specified. 
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Table 3.6 ., Sample 'Analyses 

Comearisons Chi Square Value T-Value 
Ethnic Alcohol Drug COl1111it .. Prior Mini-

Sample Pop. back- Use U'~\e ment Record Crime Age'mum 

• ground Region Sentence 

Ogdensburg 
(rl=42) (n=195) 1.57 .95 .03 .24 .08 .61 -.63 -'.47 

Attica 

• (ns 82) (n-172S) 7.51 .86 .07 2.34 .01 .04 -.63 -.03 

Auburn 
(n=Ug) (n=1309) 6.06 2.83 .. 03 .. 57 .91 .002 -.20 .39 

Great Meadow . 

• (n=90) (n=1259) 3.96 u98 .13 2.03 1 .. 56 7003* .70 -.96 

Green Haven 
(n=69 ) (n=1640) 3.10 2.50 .73 1.90 .56 .51 .43 -.78 

Elmi ra --

• (n=85) (n=942) 4.68 2.45 2.44 1.81 .02 • 06 .84 . -.16 

Fi shki 11 
(n=92) (n:a1389 ) .67 .11 .94 1.49 .96 .04 .49 .. 2.21* 

Mid-Orange 

• (n=119) (n=654) 1.53 3.32 .13. 3.32 .. 01 .58 -2.12'* -1.16 

Albion 
(n=64) (n=293) .16 .56 .09 .06 .. 15 .04 .75 -.50 

Mt. McGregor 

• (n=53) (n=287) 3.24 4.23 .76 3.00 .23 1.56 .94 -.89 

Sampled Mediums 
(n=370) (n=2818) 1.50 5.54 .36 20.77* .03 .72 -1.30 -1.48 

Sampled Maximums 

• (i1=445 ) (n-6875) 1.52 2057 2.63 2.64 .90 3.04 1.87 -.02 

Sampled Med.Sampled Max 
(n=370) (n=i949) 3.30 S.7? .08 51..15* . 1.22 2.92 1.34 1.03 

Sampled Max All Max 

• (n=445) {n=10,460 1.04 3.32 2.10 11.53* .36 4.69* .94 -1.89 

All Sampled 
(n=815 ) (n=9693) 1.12 8.12~ 1.64 12.66* 1.55 1.66 1.20 2.90* 

All Sampl ed All Med-Max 
(n=815) (n=22,322) lo1Y 9.17* 1.11 43.52* .19 3.67 1.24 -2.53* 

* significance ate<-'.05 
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Notes 

1. The protection of the research subjects' anonymity was- of special 

concern throughout the data collection process.. Two problems were 

faced. We wanted to. ensure that the r.esponses were kept in complete 

confidence and that no one from the Department of Cc,rrectional Services 

would have access to them. Secondly, we wanted to avoid recording any 

identifying information that could later tie responses to in~ividuals 

or that would in any way infringe on the subjects' right to privacy. 

The consent form (contained in Appendix A) was designed to 

maintain anonymity as well as assure that all research subjects had 

given their informed consent to participate. The£orm contains a 

written description of the project and ~he questionnatres, a release 

statement, a signature. line, and a space for the respondent to print 

his name, Department' of Correctional Services Identification number, 

facility and living unit. This form and' the answer sheets for the 

questionnaires were attached and a unique research subject identifier 

number was stamped on each page. Once the sub ject signed the consent 

form", he tore it off the answer sheets and handed it to the Depa~tment 

liaison person who was employed to work with the project staff. The 

research team retained the questionnaire answer sheets but had no 

identifying information. All additional information was supplied by 

the Department (background· inf orma tion, warden's cards, sickcall 

information, etc.) with only the research subject identifier number by 

which information could be matched for each subject. 
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, CHAPTER FOUR 

Prison Outcome and the Existing Classification Systems 

As a.first step' toward developing new ways of classifying inmates 

in prison settings, we sought to explore the three systems of 

classification described in the introductory chapters--risk assessme~t, 

Toch's Prison Preference Inventory, and Megargee's MMPI typology. As a 

part of the research, we wished to evaluate the ability of the schemes 

to do what th~y were designed to do: distinguish individuals according 

to their patterns of adjustment. In doillg this, we analyzed how 

effective th~ systems ,are' in identifying distinctive groups with 

different probabilities of undesirable prison behavior. We wanted to 

know how well each scheme.predicts adjustment. 

These assessments provide us with the necessary information to 

compare the three systems. As painted out in Chapter 1, no comparative -, 
evaluation has been conducted. In constructing the systems, their 

designers have, to varying degrees, attempted to assess the validity 

and particularly the predictive validity of their schemes, but, to 

date, no one has determined which m~thod can best identify those 

inmates who will experience problems.. It is not known if Me gar gee 's 

typology or risk assessment will best identify those inmates who have 

high probabilities of attacking correctional'officers some day. Nor do 

we know if Toch' s inventory or Megargee' s typology will tell us which 

. inmates are most likely to suffer severe forms of emotional distress 

during their incarceration. It was for this reason that the first goal 

of this project was to 'evaluate the usefulness of these three schemes 

in predicting certain prison outcomes. 
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Pris'on Adju~tment 

Before beginning comparative evaluation, attention should be given 

to the dependent variables. As can be recalled from earlier chapters, 

adjustment was operationalized. in seV'·eral ways. On one hand, we we:;e 

concerned. about sacurity and prison control. In this context~ 

well-adjusted inmates are riot a threat to the safety of other inmates 

nor correctional personnel, they do not attempt to escape, and do obey 

prison rules. A second way adjustment was. conceptualized was in terms 

of significant emotional and psychological distress that inmates might 

undergo which would limit their functional ability. It was recognized 

that incarceration is painful for most people, but past research has 

shown that it is not harmful to all inmates. Some. prisoners change 

very little while confined. while others suffer significant 

deterioration. Using this defini~ion, a well-adjusted inmate does not 

suffer psychological trauma, is not ill., and is not taken advantage of 

by others. 

As discussed in the preceding chapter, several ways of measuring 

adjustment were explored. In the end, six definitions were found to be 

particularly useful, three, of which are associated wi ... !l the first 

conceptualization and three with the latter 0 From the disciplinary 

records of each prison, we obtained indicators of aggressiveness and 

assaultive behavior. Since these records have been found to be 

somewhat biased, we also sought an additional indicator of 

aggressi veness directly from the inmates using the External dimension 

of the PAQ. Also from the records of the Department, we obtained 

sickcall information that we used as a secondary indicator of emotional 

distress. We also asked inmates if they were experiencing any 
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'distress--trouble sleeping, discomfort with the people about them, 

. fear, or anger--using the Internal dimension of the PAQ. Finally, the 

Physical dimension of the PAQ was' used to identify those indi viduals 

who experience physical traumas in the forms of injury, sickness, or 

being taken advantage of as a result of their incarceration. 

As can be seen in Table 4.1, the six measures are not highly 

inter correlated and appear to ber independent indicators of different 

. aspects of (adjustment. Surprisingly, aggre~sive and assaultive 

infractions are not correlated. Evidently, ella inmates who resist 

authority, confront correctional personnel directly, and. disobey orders 

. are not necessarily more likely to go beyond that point and use 

violence to solve their problems. It can also be noted that the three 

measures obtained from official records are not correlated with the 

three questionn~ire measured variable~. The only correlated variables 

from the two sourc,es is the External dimension of the' PAQ and the rate 

..,f assaultive infractions. This was expected, since the External 

d~ension asks inmates if they. often fight or argue with guards or 

other inmates. Along the same lines, one might also expect that the 

rate of aggressive infractions might also be related to External 

problems, b~t this was not found. 

If the num~er of sickcalls is a valid indicator of emotional 

'distress, one would expect it to be related to the subjects' 

self-reports of Internal problems. Since this relation is not found in 

the data, either sickcalls are not a good measure of distress or the 

two dimensions are tapping unrelated aspects of adjustment. For 

instance, those who score high on the Internal dimension of the PAQ may 

withdraw and hold their feelings in, while those who experience 
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Table 4.1 

Corre}~tion Matrix 
For Adjustment Variabl es (N=~13 ) • 

Variable 1. 2 .. 3. 40 50 

1 .. Aggressive .. Disciplinary 
Infractions 

2. Assaultive 
Disciplinary 
Infractions .01 • 

3. Sick-Calls .25* ... 04 

4. Internal PAQ .0001 .05 .01 

5 .. External PAQ -.004 .11* ~0001 .29* • 6 .. Physical PAQ 006 .03 .. 008 .39* .38* 

* Significant at Alpha~ .05 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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distress an~ develop psychosomatic symptoms may be expressing their 

problems outwardly even though they are not consciously aware of them. 

A slight but statistically significant relationship can· -noted for 

sickcalls and reports of aggressive behavior. One might speculate that 

aggressive inmates are more likely to be injured and therefore require 

medical attention with greater frequency than non-aggressi ve ~nmates. 

While· this explanation may play some role in this finding, the 

likelihood that defiant inmates would also attempt to avoid work or 

other assignments by .reporting for sickcall appears to be a more 

plausible e~planation for .this relationship. 

~A final observation that should be made concerns the 
,-.r •.••• 

interrelatedness of the three PAQ ffiaasured variables. Low to moderate 

correlations are found among the three factors. This means that some 

of the irzmates who experience one problem also experience at least one 

other problem. Alternatively, these relationships may be spurious and 

occur because they are ·measured using the same instrument. 

In Tables 4.2 and 4.3, various characteristics of the variables 

are reported. The frequencies of infraction and sick call rates are 

presented in the first table. Most inmates are c.harged with ~t least 

one aggressive disciplinary infraction ea.ch year. Only about twenty 

percent have no citations. The majority of all inmates in the sample 

recei ve between one and three repo1:ts, but one out of every 12 have 

more than ten. Assaultive behavior is cited much less frequently. 

Eight y percent of the sample had not been charged with aggressive 

acts. Of those who had, most committed only one act. Four infractions 

per year are the most with which an inmate was charged. Sick calls 

occur with similar frequency as aggressive infractions. Most inmates 
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Variable 0 

Aggressive 160/ 
Disciplinary 
Infractions 18% 

Assaultive 733/ 
Oi sci pl i nary 

Infractions 80% 

Sick Call s 232/ 
25% 

... ' .... ,-

Table 4.2 

Frequency Distribution of the-
. Rate of Aggressive and Assaultive 

Disciplinary Infractions and Sick Calls 
(N=913 ) 

Rate 

1 2 3 4 -5 6 7 

211/ 133/ 112/ 68/ 61/ 32/ 27/ 

23% 15% 12% 7% 7'1. 4% 3% 

148/ 26/ 3/ 3/ 

16% 3'1. 03% .3% 

146/ 99/ 78/ 60/ 43/ 34/ 30/ 
10% 11% 9% 7% 5% 4% 3% 
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-Vari ab 1 e 0 

• Internal 152/ 
16~ 

External 520/ 
67% 

• Phys; cal 464/ 
50"/. 

• 

• 

• 
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Table 4.3 

Frequency Distribution of the 
Internal, External, and Physical Problem 

Scores for the Prison Adjustment Questionnaire 
(N=923) 

Score 
1 .. 2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10 11-12 

76/ 158/ 152/ 111/ 111/ 94/ . 
8% 17% 16" 12~ 12" 10~ 

. 
103/ 105/ 65/ 21/ 6/ 3/ 

11% 11% 7"/. 2" .6"/. .3% 

255/ 114/ 55/ 20/ 11/ 3/ 
28"/. lZ"/. 6"/. Z"/. I"/. .3% 
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have at least one per year; every sixth inmate has ten or more'. 

The distribution of scores for. the Internal, External, and 

. Physical dimensions of the Prison Adju.stI!Ient 'Questionnaire ar~ shown i~ 

Table 4.30 Most inmates, 84 percent of the sample, suffer some Internal 

problems during their incarceration. They have more problems sleeping, 

are angry more oft5!n, and feel less comfortable with the people in 

prison 'than in the freeworld. External and Physical problems occur 

much less frequently. Only one out of every three inmates fights and 

gets into arguments, while one out of every two suffers some physical 

problem in prison. 

The Predictive Validity of the Three Classification Systems 

Several factors can be considered in evaluating the predictive 

validity of .classification schemes. Ori one hand, a relatively high 

correlation between the scores on t{le classification scale and the 

outcome variables is desirable. This ll1~ans that the classification 

scores are h:i.gher for those subjects with higher problem rates and 

provides objective and empirical justification of the predictive 

validity of the instrument. However, a high correlation alon~ is not 

sufficiently adequate for evaluating a classification system valid and 

useful. One must examine 

(frequencies or rates) as 

the distributj.on of 

they spread alcng 

problem occurrences 

a scale or among 

categories. For example, if we have a risk scale that varies from zero 

to ten, we should look at the failure or problem rate of the 

indi vi duals recei vi.ng each score. What is desired is a monotonically 

increasing rate. Also desirable are distinctive jumps in the rates 

along the scale. This allows for further categorization of groups, 

- 74 '-

o 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



e, 

• 

• 

e 

.' 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

such as high risks and low risks. Under these circumstances the 

correla!:ion between the classification and outcome variables may not be 

as high as in a more continuous form. 

Risk Analysis 

To obtain risk indica:t:ors of inmate adjustment difficulties in 

prison, this study could have selected an existing scheme (such as the 

one used in New York or by the Federal Bureau of Pr:i:sons)and applied 

it to our sample. There are several reasons this was not done. ' First, 

the New York rj.sk scores. were not readily available to this project 

because they are not contained in the computerized information system 

of the Department.. We could not reproduce the scores, nor the Bureau of 

Prisons scores, because they contain a subjective evaluation that must 

be made by a person trained in the c1ass.ification s,ystem and who has 

direct contact with the inmate. Secondly, r~sk assessment schemes ha.ve 

been found t.o be somewhat Ul1stable from population to population cmd 

must be cross-validated (see Wright, Clear, and Dickson, 1984). 

Thirdly, all existing schemes indicate the probability an inmate will 

engage in a severe rul~ infraction. They do not predict whether the 

inma,te will suffer some' !:lignificant emotional trauma.. So e~isting 

schemes would be appropriate for only one-half of the dependent 

variables. For these reasons, new risk assessment systems were 

developed for each of the adjustment variables. 

The technique used to produce the new systems was similar to that 

outlined by Gottfredson, Wilkins and Hoffman (1978). Each of the 

nineteen background variables contained in the computerized files of 

the Department was cross-tabulated (in its categorical form) with the 
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outcome ~ariables and the strength of the relationship was asse~sed by 

chi-square. A listing of the variables and the results of these 

analyses are presented in Table 4.4. The cross-tabulations of those 

variables whose categories were significantly different at or near the 

.05 level were examined to see if problem rates increased or decreased 

monotonically. Those variables for which this type of relationship was 

found were then selected for inclusion in the risk assessment model~;~ 

Unit weights were assigned to the categ~ries and risk scores were 

produced by summing the points associated with the particular 

categories representing each subject. Since the number of variables 

included in the models differed for each outcome variable, from two 

variables for sick-calls to. eleven for aggressive infractions, the 

range of risk scores also varied. 

To evaluate the models, three assessments were made.' First, 

. correlations and regressions of the risk scores and the outcomes were 

run to see how well the models predicted who would experience 

adjustment problems. Chi-square tests were 'used to determine if the 

different problem rates observed for groups receiving different risk 

scores were significantly different. Finally, the distribution of 

cases experiencing pro blems by risk score were examned to see if the 

desired monotonically increasing or decreasing rates ~~re evidenced and 

whether significant jumps in rates are found within the array. The 

results of these analyses for the six outcome variables are shown in 

Table 4.5. 

Note that the correlations and R2s are 'low, but several of the 

risk systems still make reasonable assignments. Q Look first at the 

scheme for aggressive infractions. The differences in problem rates 
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Table 4.4 
Chi Square Values for Background • And Adjustment Variables 

Outcome A 
Background Agg.Ois Ass.Dis Sick lnt 'Ext PHY 
Variable lnf lnf Calls PAQ PAQ' PAQ 

• ' 1. Age 66.24*f 22.1*! 9.3! 26.9*1 49.3*! 8.5 
2. Ethnicity 31.1*! 1.5 3.3 10.8 4.8 12.3*! 
3. Religion 9.1 7.1 ' 11.1 7.8 3.2 3.8 
4."Occupation 29.6*! 18.4*! 4.0 6.0 27.8*! 7.1*! 
5. Military Svco 25.9*! 2. ]- 7.4*! 0.6 0.4 '1.4 

• 6. Drug Use -1O.9*! 0.3 2.1 9.3*1 5.4 2.8 
7. Alcohol Use 6.0 1.2 3.5 0.8 5.0 607 
8. Marital Status 24.8*! 18.8*! 5.2 18.4*1 31.1 5.4 
9. Prior Record 2.5 0.2 206 4.6 2.6 5.8! 
10.Adult Contacts 6.3 1.3 5.1 7.9 8.2 5.3 
lL.Convi cti on County 26;7 3.3! 2 .. 8 9.2*! 3.9 9.0 

• 12.Crime 41.7* 14.4 23 .. 1 27.4 35.6* 21.2 
13.Crime Class 30.7*! 4.0 12.1 14.8 15.6 10.5 
14.Counts 14.6 4.7 14.3 8.1 13.4 21.7* 
IS.Minimum Sentenc~ 33.2*! 4.5 20.7 25.5* 10.3 4.1 
16.2nd Time Felony 20.4*! 8.S*! 4.2 9'.8 19 .. 5*! 4.0 
17.Age In 58.0*! 19.1*! 2.S*! 29.5*! 66.8*! Hi.7*! 

• la.Education 16.8*! 9.7* 5 .. 1 1.7 6.6 15.5*1 
190Violence 8.8*! 4.9*1 2 .. 9 3.5 8.4*! 3.5 

R2 003 .05 .02 005 .08 .03 

• * Significant at alpha :: 005 
! Selected for inclusion in risk scale 
a Outcome variables were categorized as follows: 

• Aggressive Infractions- A = 0 B :: 1-9 C. = 10. or more' 
Assaultive Infractions A ::: 0 B ='1 or more 
Sick C.111s A :: 0 B = 1-9 C :: 10 or more 
Internal .. PAQ A :: 0 B :II 1-4 C ::; 12 or more 
Externa 1 .. PAQ A = 0 B :: 1-4 C = 5 or more 
Physical - PAQ A = O· B = 1-3 C = 4 or more 

• 

• 
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R1sk Salient Factor Scor~s 
Outcome Uistrlbut10n 

Salient factor Score Statistics 
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among the groups along the scale are statistically significant .as 

indicated by chi square and increase in a faicl.y strict monotonic 

fashion. We also see significant jumps in rates along the scale. This 

model, therefore, appears to be useful. Even though their ranges are 

more· restricted, similar patterns and statistical results are also 

noted for the schemes for sick calls and the External dimension of the 

PAQ. Now turning to the scheme for assaultive infractions, the 

differences in pro.blem rates are significant but they do not increase 

as we might desire but rather -vary in a curvilinear fashion. For this 

reason, this system does not effectively predict who will experience 

problems. The differences in problem rates for the Internal and 

Physical dimensions of the PAQ are not statistically significant thus 

limiting their utility. We can conclude that three of"· the risk 

assessment models provide useful information and t~ree are not. 

. 
Toch's Prison Preference Inventory 

In using the PPI as a classification tool, it was not necessary to 

perform any special. manipulations of the results or to create new 

scales from them. Each dimension was considered ,as a separate 

cl.a:.~~,3ifica tion sc.heme whieh could range' from zero to fourteen. In this 

way, we may determine if particular individual needs are related to 

adjustment. This is exactly the same question. that we asked about 

risk, oo1.y now we are interested in whether needs predict outcome~ 

Chi-square, correlation, and an evaluation of the distribution of 

scores were used to evaluate the dimensions. 

The results of these evaluations of the eight dimensions are shown 

in Tables 4.6 through 4.13. Turning to the negative· findings, we note 
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Outcome 
Variable 0 1 . 2 3 . 4 
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Table 4.6 

Prison Preference Inventory 
Act!vity Dimension Scores 

Outcome Oistribution 

PPI Score 

5 6 7 6 9 10 

Statistics 

11 12 13 14 r x2 sign 
--~.----.-~----~-.-.--.---.-. ------ .. ------ --- ---_ .. ---- - -

N 

Aggressive a 
Infractions - 64% 12% 61% B1% 83% 85% BO% 91% 84% 77% 82% 74% 100% 100% .002 56.2 .0005 905 

Assaultive a 
13% 11% 15% 26% 25% 19% 17% 23% 20% 22% 15% 17% 0% 0% -.02 B.O .84 905 Infractions -

Sick Calla - 75% 72"10 76" 76% 1l:l% 19% 6l:l"lo 19% 75"10 73"10 77'1. 70% 40% 100% .005 33.9 .14 905 

Interna 1 PAQ~ - 81" 79" 85"10 95"10 81"10 88%" 86"10 82"10 82% 84% 85"10 14% 80% 100% -.09 20.5 .17 905 

External PAQb - 38% 58" 30"10 38% 41"10 35% 29% 34"10 28"10 36% 24% 35% 20% 0% -.0005 31..0 .23 905 

Physical PAQb - 50% 53% 39% 69% 52% 57"10 . 48'1. 50"10 46"10 41"10 51% 48% 80% 0% -.09 34.0 .14 905 

n 0 8 18 33 42 64 122 168 169 139 73 40 23 5 1 

a Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had at least one infraction. 

b Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems. 

• • • • • • • • • -• 

I 
~ 
~ 
~ 

~I~··:·· l. 

A 

,) 

.:..: 

~ 

il 
j 

I I . ~ 

. i

l 



• • • • • • • • • • • 

Table 4.7 

Prison Preference Inventory 
Emotional Feedback Dimension Scores .. Outcome Distribution 

PPI Score Statistics 

Outcome " 
' .~ 

X2 
, 

Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 r Sign N 

Aggressive a 
O~ 79% 83% 92% 81% 90% 84% 87% 75% 75% 91% 76% 83% 67% -.05 41.9 .03 905 Infractions -

Assaultive 
0) lnfractionsa - 0% 36% 22% 30% 12% 22% 18% 21% 13% 18% 19% 20% 22% 100% -.03 17.6 .18 905 ..... 

Sick Calla - 100~ 64% 74% 74% 78% 13% 74% 81%' 68% 77% .78% 66% 18% 100% ~.04 24.4 039 905 

Internal PAQb - 100% 79% 87% 80% 82% 851. 82% 88% 87% 79% 86% 92%. 74)'. 100% .04 23.8 .59 905 

b Externa 1 PAQ - I 100f, 43% 261. 46% 31% 351- 33% 34% 29% 27,. 36% 34% 35% 33% -.001 32.6 .18 905 

PhYSical PAQb - 100% 29% 61% 44% 46% 55% 49% 52% 50," 47,. 51% 52% 57% 66% .05 28.5 .34 905 

n 0 1 14 23 53 61 86 . 144 121 126 114 74 50 23' 3 

a Percentage reflects proportion of .the group receiving that score that had at least one infraction 
b Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems 
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Table 4.9 1 
Prison Preference Inventory :~ 

~ Privacy Dimension Scores ,~ 
Outcome Distribution ;j 

~ 
.1 
'j} 

j;: 

l 

PPI Score Statistics 
~ 
J Outcome 

x2 
~J 

Varhble a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 r s1gn N 

Aggr'ess i ve a 
" 

Infractions 100% 67'1. 82% 84% 81% 83% 82% 91% 83% 81% 73% 84% 67% 100% 100% • 04 35.1 .17 905 
:1 

Assaultive a ';1 

Infractions 0% 21% 11~ 16% 19% 20% 24% 201. 17% 26% 19% 11% 11% 0% 0% .01 7.1 .93 905 J 
00 'I w 

Sick Calha 100% 15% 73% 16% 77% 14% 15% 7S% 73% 68% 81% 63% 891. 0% 100% .02 26.5 .54 , 9~5 ~I 
'I 

Internal PAQb 100% 79% 84% 75% 85% 89% 81% 87% 84% 88% 90% 89% 61~ 100% 100% .09 29.9 .37 915 

Externai PAQb 0% 29% 32% 23~ 34~ 35% 37% 35% 30% 31% '34% 32% 33% 0% 0% .007 28.8 .52 915 

Physical PAQb 100% 46% 37% 45% 49% 53% 45% 56% 58% 66% 41% 74% 33% 100% 100% • 09 40.9 .05' 91!;i 

n 1 24 66 100 115 133 143 122 88 57 26 19 9 1 1 

a Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had at least one infraction. 
b Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems. 
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Outcome 
Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Aggressive 
Infractions 86% 94% 78" 88% 81% 84% 

Assaultive 
Infractloflsa 14% 35% 11% 24~ 18~ 201, 

Sick Calla 86% 76"/., 64% 82,% 59% 75% 

Internal PAQ~ 100% 83% 86% 7,6% 891 86% 

External PAQb 29% 671:- 28% 21% 37% 32% 

Table 4.10 

Prison Preference Inventory 
Safety Dimenslon Scores 
Outcome Distribution 

PPI Score 

6 7 8 9 10 11 

82% 87% 81% 73% 85% 86% 

21% 21% 17" 20% 19% 24" 

79% 74"/., 84% 70% 81% , 78% 

86% 78" 84" 88% 19% 84% 

25% 27% 35"/., 43% 30"/., 41% 

• 

Stat1stics 

12 13 14 r' X2 Sign N 

87% 15% 100% &03 24.0 .68 9U5 

17% 0% 50% .01 9.8 .78 905 

83% 50"/., 0% .03 46.5 .02 905 

81% 87% 100)', -.01 25.3 .61 915 

48"/., O"j., 0% -.03 46.6 .02 915 

Physical PAQb 29% 44% 33% 27~ 47% 45% 50"/., 49% 56% 57% 49% 63% 78"/., 75% 100% 015 66.4 .0001 915 

n 7 17 36 51 19 112 100 136 103 113 67 51 23 8 2 • 

a Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had at least one infraction. 

b Percentage reflects pr'oportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems • 
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Table 4.11 

Prison Preference Inventory 
Social Stimulation Dimension Scor~s 

Outcome D1stplbutlons 

• • • 

PPI Score Statistics 
Outcome , 

Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 r X2 sign N 

Aggressive 
Infractions - 79% 86% 81S 82% 82% 88% 79% 72% 73% 75% 83% 100% - .04 24.6 .32 905 

Assaultive 
Infractif?nsa - 14% 18% 14% 23% 23% 18% 16% 11% 31S 20% 33% 0% .005 10.5 .48 905 

a 57% 73% 73% 78% 12% 72% 80% 72"J. 83% 85% 83% 0% -.02 25.8 .26 905 Sick Calls -

Internal PAQb - 93% 89% 87% 83% 87% .78% 86% 82% 85% 85% 86% 100% - .. -.OB 18.8 .66 915' 

External PAQb - 36% 40% 39% 30% 31% 34% 28%,36% 35% 30r.. 45% Or.. - .. 02 13.1 .93 915 

Physical PAQb - 79% 69% 52% 52%· 45% ·47"J. 53% 39% 48% 55% 43% 100% - -.08 30.8 .10 915 

n 0 14 51 78 159 153 160 116 99 48 20 6 1 

a Percentage reflects proportion of the group recaiving that score that had at least one infraction. 
b Percentage reflects proportion of the group recelv1ng that score that had some problems. 
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Outcome 
Variable· 

Aggressive a 
Infractions 

Assault ive 
Infractfonsa 

Sick Calla 

o 1 2 3 4 5 

Table 4.12 

Prison Preference Inventory 
Structure Dimension Scores 

Outcome Distribution 

PPI Score 

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 r 

, Stathtics 

X2 sign N 

100% 88% 85% 91% 85% 84% 82% 80% 84% 74% 80% 82% 100% - -.07 20.3 .68 905 

0% 25% 30% 21%. 25% 21% 14% 20% 21% 12% 27% 24% 0% -.10 13.8 ~32 905 

50% 62% 73% 70% 13% 79% 16% 82% 10% 68% 11% 76% 40% - -.01 28.7 .23 905 

Internal PAQb - 100% 100% 94% 93% 87X 84% 82% 85% 18% 79% 81% 71% 80% - ·-.11 29.1 .21 915 
I 

External PAQb - - 61% -~50i- 48% 22% - 42%---37-; 2-5% 42% 211.--27%- ii~O%~20% '"' -.lO~49.9-- .001 915 

Physical PAQb 61% 12% 76% 53% 58% 52% 52% 54% 46% 34% 31% 35% 40% -.11 38.6 .03 915 

n o 6 8 33 56 107 i66 147 141 116 13 30 17 5 

a Percentage rerlects proportion of " the group recelvlng that score that had at least one infraction. 

b P~rcentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score,that. had some problenls • 
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Outcome 
Variable 0 1 2 3 

Aggressive a 
100% Infractions -

Assaultive a 
0% Infractions - - -

Sick Calla, - - - 0% 

Internal PAQb - 0% 

External PAQb - ~ - 0% 

Physical PAQb - - - 0% 

n 0 0 0 1 

• • • 

Table 40 13 
Prison Preference Inventory 
,Support Dimension Scores 

Outcome Uistrlbution 

• 

PPJ Score 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 ' 13 

83% 100% 84% 85% 78% 81% 84~ 85~ 81% 82% 

33% 42% 16% 26% 20% 18% 25% 17% 17% 23% 

83% 75% 90% 75% 79% 73% 76% 71%' 73% 77% 

83% 92% 77% 85% .90% 81% 84% 86% 84% 82% 

17f, 25% 22% 33% 37% 33% 31% 36%.38% 27% 

50% 50% 44% 70% 48% 56% 47% 51% 49% 40% 

6 12 31 53 90 129 171 178 125 90 

• • 

Statistics 

14 r x2 sign 

79% - .. 004 14.4 g89 

26% .01 9.5 .. 57 

74% .06 28.;2 .17 

84%. -.02 25.8 .26 

32% -.01 21.2 .51 

47% -.08 20.7 .54 

19 

a Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had at least one 'infraction. 
b Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems. 

N 

905 

905 

905 

915 

915 

915 

• ~ 

~ 
~I 
~~ 

1 
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~ 
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that neither Social Stimulation (Table 4.11) nor Support (Table 4.13) 

are particularly useful in distinguishing among inmates who will 

experience different levels of any of the adjustment problems. The 

correlations between the critfglrion and outcome variables in all cases 

are extremely low. Futhermore, the groups that are distin uished by 

their preference scores are not signi£~cantly different 0 In Taole 4.6, 

we see that th~ groups along the Activity dimension are significantly 

different in the number 0.£ aggressive infractions they commit, yet 

the problem rates do not increase monotonically as desired 0 This same 

problem is noted tor"_EmotionaIFeedback in predicting aggressive 

infractions in Table 4.7, Freedom in predicting assaultive infractions 

in Table 4.8, and Safety in predicting both the number of sick calls 

and External problems in 4.10. With these qualifications, we see that 

the PPI dimensions are not. helpful in distinguishing inmates .according 

to their rate of aggressive infractions, as~ultive infractions, and 

sick-calls. 

Positive results are found for six PPI dimensions and the three 

PAQ measured indicators of adjustment problems. The Freedom dimension 

is useful in distinguishing inmates who experience Internal problems 

~Table 4.8), both Freedom and Structure (Table 4.12) distinguish 

inmates with External problems, and Privacy (Table 4.9), Safety (Table . 
4.10), and Structure distinguish inmates suffering Physical problems. 

In all six instances, the correlation coefficients are low but are 

substantially larger than those seen for other relationships. Also in 

all cases, the groups are statistically different 0- The final criterion 

used in evaluating the utility of the scales, whether risk varies 

monotonically with the scale score, these six relationships did not 

- 88 -

I. 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



., , . 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

fair as well. In all cases, there is a definite trend seen in the 

array but the problem rates dip and rise as they gradually drift upward 

or downward. This feature is undesirable for a classification scheme 

because it increases the number of false positive and negatives that 

would be made. 

One special feature of these six relationships should be noted. 

The frequency of problems increases for subjects with higher scores on 

the Freedom, .Privacy, and Safety scales. For example, inmates who 

indicate that safety is a high concern are' the ones that also state 

that they have more physiclil pro blems. The direc.tion. of the 

relationship is reversed for St~ucture. The inmates who state that they 

have a high concern about structure are less likely to experience 

external or physical pro blems than those who· are less concerned about 

this aspect of ti1eir environment. 

Megargee's MMPI Typology 

The Me gar gee typology, like Toch's inventory, was used as it was 

designed. No further manipulations or refinements were performed. The 

results of the evaluations of its ability to distinguish inmates with 

different frequencies of problems are presented in Table 4.14. The 

typology was not useful as a classl.fication tool for aggressive or 

assaultive infractions nor sick-calls, however, the ten types of 

inmates do ha.ve different levels of Internal, External and Physical 

problems. When group memberships were entered into a regression -model 

as dummy variables, the resultin~ R2s. were higher for the PAQ variables 

than the other three. The percentage of the variance in physical 

problems explained by Megargee group membership was 15 percent. 
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Outcome 
Variables 

A 

8U', 
64 

B C 0 

Table 4.14 
Megargee. Typology 

Outcome Distribution 

Megargee Groups 

E . F G "H I J 

66~ "8-5% 801, 71" 861, 72"!o 80% 831. 90~ 
6 40 20 7 50 25 45 60 22 

Stat"j st i cs 

Z X2 Sign N R -
.03 14.7 G68 339 

28% 17% 25% 2S% 14% 18% 12~ 16% 12% 18~ .02 7.7 .57 339 
Assault.ive 
Lnfractionsa 

--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~--~~ 

70% 50~ 81% 80% 86% 80~ 68% 71% 75% 77% Sick Cal1sa 
_......;....;..:.;;...,....;;.;a;. .03 23.1 .19 339 

I nterlTa l-pMjb 81% 85% 90% 80% 10% 94% 88% 91% 83% 86% .04 28.5 .05 339 

30% 17% 57% 35~ 29% 44% 32% 44% 24% 32% G06 27.9 .06 339 Externa~b 

Phys ; c~;ll PAQb 33% 50% 60~ 30% 71% 44~ 66% 71% 46% 36% .15 48.0 .0002 339 

n 65 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 60 22 

apercentage reflects pro.portio~ of the group"that had at least one 
infraction. 

bpercentage reflects proportion of the group that had some problemso 
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One special aspect of. these results should be noted. According to 

Me gar gee , the least de~iant inmate is Type I, followed by E, B, A, G, 

D~ J, F, and C to Type H which is the most deviant. Looking at 

External problems, the three most deviant groups have the three highest 

rates of problems and the four least deviant groups have the four 

lowest levels of problems. This co variation between deviancy and 

occurrence levels is also seen for Internal problems, except there two 

outliers: Type E has a higher problem frequency than would be expected 

and Type D has a lower rate. The correlation does not exist for 

P~ysical problems. 

Conclusions 

Having now evaluated each of the three types of classification 

systems indi vi dually , we can consider their relative worth in 

distinguishing inmates who will, differentially experience ·adjustment 

problems. A first observation is that no system emerges as clearly 

superior to any of the others. One reason for this is that ~one of the 

three adequately predict all adjustment problems. Risk assessment 

appears to be useful in predicting the p~obability that inmates will be 

charged with aggressive or assaultive diSCiplinary infractions or Will 

report for sick-call. Neither Toch's inventory nor Megargee's typology 

was useful in this regard. However, in predicting the probabilities of 

Internal, E.xternal, and Physical p.'roblems as indicated by self-reports 

of the inmates, risk was not successful, but the other two systems 

were. Thus each system works for some outcomes but not for others. 

A second reason for concluding that no system was clearly superior 

is that for any single outc,ome, none of the acceptable schemes were 
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found to be particularly powerful. The models were stat:istically 
.;' 

significant ,in predicting outcome but in every case the percentage of 

the variance explained by the classification scheme was small. 

Typically about 15 percent of the variance was explained and in no case 

did it exceed 20 percent. Of the three systems, Toch r s inventory' was 

the. worst·· predictor 6f Ou'Ecome. The best variable, Safety in' 

predicting Physical problems, accounted for just over two percent of 

the variance. 

A related weakness of the schemes was also noted in evaluating the 

problem distribution along the scalese For risk and concern, there is 

an explicit ranking. The larger the score is, the greater the risk or 

concern. The ordinality of the Megargee typology is less explicit. 

Monotonically increasing or decreasing rates of problem occurrex:ce are 

desired, along these s~ales if they are to be useful in cl.assification. 

For thqse schemes that were noted to be adequate, in the discussions 

above, this requirement ~as nominally met. However, .in almost every 

case aberrations were noted where the problem rates rose above or fell 

below where they should have, had the scale perfectly met this 

requirement. The result of this fault is an increase in false positive ,. 

and false negative decisions. thus increasing the total number of errors 

that will be made in using the scale to classify. 

Of the three scales, Tach I s inventory, once again, is plagued by 

this problem more than the other two systems. While the monotonicity 

is evident, the problem rates vary considerably along the scales. This 

in combination with the low predictive validity of the dimensions leads 

one to conclude that inmate concerns' and needs may not be as viable 

classification tools as perhaps are risk and personalit y. However, 
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there is a very' important difference in the systems·. Toch 's dimensions 

include only one. variable, privacy or social stimulation for example, 

but risk and personality classifications are produced from information 

derived from numerous variables. One should expect a composite system 

reflecting a larger amount of information about the' individual to 

predict bet'tter. While this,. pro ject did not undertake the task, we 

anticipate that a composite indicator of concern or need generated from 

the eight dimensions would be useful and would predict outcome bet'ter 

than the single dimensions. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Explaining Prison Adjustment 

. . 
The goal of this research is to d~velop new classification 

procedures that will assist administrators in placing. inmates into 

specific prison ;lettings. As. discussed in the introductory chapters, 

this task could have been undertaken i:n several ways. One expedient 

approach would be to cross-validate several existing classification 

systems in different prison settings 0 This approach was rejected 

because it fails to use the research opportunity to its fullest 

extent. We argued that the project should be grounded in a theory of 

prison adjustment an.:!. that this perspecti va should gUide the research 

and development of the new classification schemes. Then, not only 

would the knowledge gained from the researc~ be ~cher, but the schemes 

that were developed \iould be solidly tied to that knowledge • ... 
Based upon a review of the literature, the model of prison 

adjustment was developed containing three dimensions--an individual, an 

organizational, and a transactional level-with a total of ten factors 

t~ought to determine patterns of .prison adjustment. The purpose of 

this chapter is to test that model to see which dimensions and which 

factors determine outcome. Past research which was Ilsed to identify 

the components of the model examined specific factors independently. 

This research allows us to explore a more encompassing perspective of 

adjustment. For the first time, we can test the interaction effect of 

the individual and organizational dimensions. 
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Individual Level Factors 

To begin, we examined the explanatory power of individual 

variables and factors within each of the three levels. These results 

give us some idea of the importance of each variable J factor and level, 

as they stand alone in explaining adjustment. The findings for the 

individual level variables and composite factors are shown in Table 

5.1. An overview of the results indicates that while many of the 

yariables and factors are significantly related to the six adjustment 

measures, none explain large percentages of their variance. The 

regression models consisting of all background variables are 

statistically significant predictors of all six adjustm~nt indicators 

and explain from 2 to 8 percent of the variance in the outcomes. The 

risk scores that are produced from some of background information, as 

"expected, do not predict as well as the models that contain full 
o 

information but, in most cases, do about as well. The risk scores 

associated with the Internal and Physical PAQ dimensions are an 

exception in that they are not significant pre.dictors of those 

outcomes. The eight PPI dimensions account for proportions of the 

variation in the PAQ mea~ured dimensions~ while sentence phase 

significantly explains the institutional generated measures of 

adjustment." When membership in the Megargee typology groups was 

entered into regression models as a series of dummy variables, they 

accounted for significant proportions of the variation in'the External 

and Physical dimensions of the PAQ. 

As seen in the last two rows of Table 5.1, two individual level 

models were evaluated. The first consisted of the risk scores, the 
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Predictors 

A 11 Background 
Vari abl es 
n=912 

Risk 
Scores 
n=912 

A 11 PPI 
Dimensions 
n=904 

Megarg~e 
Typology 
n=339 

Sentence 
Phase 
n=894 

Model a #1 
n=888 

Model b #2 
n=328 

Table 5.1 

Regressions of Individual Level Variables 
anq Composite Factors on Outcome 

R2 and Significance of Model 
Aggressive Assaultive Sick- Internal External 
Infracti ons Infractions Calls PAQ PAQ 

R2 .03 .05 .02 .. 05 .08 
a( .04 eOO01 .0.006 .0001 .0001 

R2 .. 02 .03 .01 .• 003 .. 06 
0.( .0001 .0001 .002 .07 .0001 

R2 .. 01 .02 .008 .05 .03 .« .19 .03 .37 .001 .0009 

R2 .03 .02 .. 03 .04 .06 
~ .39 . .61 .38 .15 .02 

R2 .01 .01 .. 03 .0009 .0000 
otP(. .01 .02 .0001 .38 .83 

R2 .04 .. 05 .05 .. 05 .. 07 
e< .0002 eOO01 .0001 .0001 .0001 

R2 .10 .05 Q 10 .09 .13 
t:( .009 .62 .01 .03 .0005 

Physical 
PAQ 

.03 

.0007 

.. 003 

.12 

.06 

.0001 

". 

.15 

.0001 

.Q04 

~O5 

.06 

.0001 

.19 

.0001 

a Model composed of ri sk score, eight PPI dimensions, and sentence phase 
b Model composed of ri sk score, eight PPI dimensions, sentence phase, and 

Megargee typology 
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eight PPI dimensions, and sentence phase. All models were signi£ican~, 

and they explained from 4 to 7 percent of t.he variance in the 'outcome 

variables. The second model consisted of the same variables plus the 

Megargee typology. The reason for considering two models is that when 

the Me gar gee typology is included, there is a substantial loss of cases 

from 888 to 328 sub jects due to missing datao Due to the loss of cases 

and the fact that the typology co~ists of categories, the missing data 

cannot be estimated. The R2s in the second model are considerably 

'higher than in the first. The significant models explain from 9 . to 19 

percent of the variance. These findings suggest that the Megargee 

typology plays an' important . role in explaining which inmates will 

experience adjustment problems in prison. 

These results are consistent with past research. The same 

individual variables and factors that in the past have been found to be 

related to adjustment were supperted by the results caf this study. 

However, their overall ability to explain who will experience problems 

is limited. In accounting for differences in Internal adjustment 

problems, individual variables could explain only 9 percent of the 

variance. They explained 10 percent of the variance in aggressive 

infractions and 19 percent of the Physical problems. So while 

individual level factors are important, they leave much variation to be 

explained. 

Organizational Level Factors 

The results of the regressions of organizational level factors on 

outcome are shown in Table 5.2. Once again, there are several 

significant variables and factors, but the amount of variance explained 
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Table 5 .. 2 

Regressions of Organizational Level Variables', 
And Composite Factors on Outcome 

R2 and Significance of Model 
Aggressive Assaultive Sick- Internal External Physical 

Predictors Infraction Infraction CelJs PAQ PAQ PAQ 

All PEl dimen- R2 .01 
,sions Indiv. 
n= ' .26 

All PEl dimen-
sion Aggregate R2 .03 
n= .0002 

Crowding 
n= 

Population 
n= 

Facility 
n= 

Model #la 
n=903 

Model 1F2b 
n~903 

R2 .0005 
.51 

R2 .01 
.00003 

R2 .08 
.0001 

R2 .. 03 
.003 

.01 

.35 

.02 

.03 

.0007 

.. 42 

.01 

.008 

.04 

.0001 

.02 

.09 

.03 

.07 

.02 

.01 

004 
.• 0001 

.0003 

.63 

002 
.0001 

.07 

.0001 

-.08 

.0001 

001 
.37 

.001 

.35 ' 

• oar­
.35 

.02 

.02 

.04 .08 

.0001 . .. 0001 

006 ' .08 
.0001 .0001 

.09 

~Oool 

.06 

.0001 

.0001 

.81 

-
.0000 
.85 

.03 

.0001 

.. 09 

.0001 

'.11 
.0001 

.13 

.0001 

.04 

.0001 

.006 

.02 

.003 

.09 

.04 

.0001 

.13 

.0001 

e14 
.0001 

a Model comprised of eight aggregated PEl dimensions, population, and 
crowding. 

b Model comprised at eight aggregated and eight individual PEL dimensions, 
population and crowding. 
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remains fairly low. 'The first row reports that individual scores on 

the eight PEl dimensions significantly predict the PAQ measured 

adjustment variables and account for 8 to 13 percent of thair 

variance. These results indicate that. individuals I perceptions of 

their organizational setting influence how they experience that 

set~ing • When scores. on the PEI dimensions are aV,eraged for each 

living unit--a common way of estimating the overall environment of the 

units--and regressed.on the outcome variables, we see in the secon~ row 

of 5.2 that the aggregate variables account for low but significant 

portions of the variance in the adjustment variables produced from 

institutional records. This may mean that environment is a determinant 

of outcome, or, alternatively, that since all subjects from the same 

unit receive the same organizational score, it may serve as proxies for 

other attributes of living units. 

Somewhat surpI"isingly, crowding and population were not found to. 

be strong predictors of outcome. 

variance explained was low, 

In all cases the percentage of the 

and most of the models' were not 

significant. This finding is not what would be expected from past. 

research since both varlables have been found to be important 

indicators of outcome. However, recall from the discuss;i.ons, of -the 

measurement techniques in Chap~er 4 that the indicators of crowding and 

population are not particularly valid. Statistics were available at 

the facility level only and had to be entered, into the regression 

models as aggregate variables with only ten levels & These findings, 

, there£ore t are likely to .be the result of inadE7quate measures rather 

than indicating the absence of a relationship. 

When facility was entered into a regression as a dummy variable, a 
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signifi~ant relationship between ~t and all six outcomes were noted as 
, 

seen in tha fifth 'row of Table 5.2. This means that 

facility-to-facility differences in outcome are accounted for by the 

activities and process ,that go on in the facilities. For instance, the 

8 percent of the variation in aggressive infractions that is accounted 

for. by facility probably means that the prisons in our sample exercise 

differen~ amounts of.discretion in charging inmates with violations. 

The last two rows of the table indicate th~t the organizational 

level of analysis accounts for similar amounts of variations in outcome 

as does the individual level. The models are significant for all 

outcomes except assaultive infractions and explain from 3 to 14 percent 

of the variance. From these results, we can conclude that the answer 

to the question of which level, individual or organizational, is most 

:!.mportant in explaining adjustment. is that they are of fairly equal_ 

value. 

Transactional Level Factors 

The third and final level of analysis is the one which has not 

been explo~ed in past research. It examines the effects of congruence 

and incongruence of individual and organizational factors on outcome.-

As described in' ,the methodology section, congruence variables were 

produced by standardizing the individual and organizational level 

variables, subtracting the latter from the former, and squaring the 

result to rid the score of its directionality. A high score indicates 

-a large -disparity between individual needs and organizational 

proviSions and a low score approaching or reaching a value of zero 

indicates congruence. \ve analyzed three type of congruence: that 

- 101 -



between risk and environment, preference and environment,. and 

personality and environment. We also conc.eptualized environments in 

terms of individual perceptions and aggregated ratings. Consequently, 

we eval~ted the six congruence models listed in Table' 5.3. 

I. 
• 

These results suggest that congruence is significant in explaining < • 

all outcomes with the exceptions ~f sick calls and Internal problems. 

Congruence between.risk and environment and preference and enviroment, 

. as indicated by their R2s, is not strong. How~ver, relative to the 

strength of individual and organizational levels in explaining outcome, 

personality and environmental congruence is quite important. 

These findings lead to several conclusions. First and perhaps 

most importantly, our results S1JPport the claim often found in prison 

literature, that person/envil~onment fit is significant in determining 

adjustment patterns. There is also evidence that at least one type of 

congruehce is as important in determining outcome as either individual 

or organizational factors are. An interaction effect between risk and 

environmental settings generally has not been .discussed in the 

literature, although it would seem appropriate to do so. Our results 
. 

indicate that the relationship .between this form of congruence and 

outcome is not strong. However, it has been hypothesized that concern 

and environment would strongly interact to determine outcome. . For 

example, people who need and obtain privacy are expected to adapt 

better than people for whom the privacy need is unfulfilled. The 

hypothesis is su.pported by this resear:ch ~ but the relationship is not 

as important in accounting for outcome as one might expect. Instead, 

the interaction of personality and environment appears to be more 

important. Certain types of people adjust better to certain 
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Table 5.3 . 

Regressions of Transactional Model s 

• on Outcome 

.8.2 and 5i gni fi cance of Mode-l 

Model a 
Aggressive Assaultive 5ick- Internal External .Physical • Infractions Infractions Calls PAQ PAQ PAQ 

Congruence of R2 .02 .02 .01 .02 .02 .02 
Risk & PEI(ind) 

0(, 8 Variables .008 .07 .19 '.04 ,,006 .02 • n=903 

Congruence of R2 • 02 .01 .01 .01 .03 .02 . 
Risk & PEI(agg) 

a( 8 Variables .06 .15 .40 .29 .0001 .01 

• n=912 

Congru.ence of R2 002 .005 .009 .02 .02 .03 
PPI & PEI(ind} 

cK 8 Variables .• 02 .81 .39 .04 .008 .0001 
n=902 • R2 Congruence of .02 .005 .02 .01 .05 .04 
PPI &. PEI{agg} 

0(. 8 Variables .05 .81 .09 .16 .0001 .0001 
n=904 

• Congruegce of R2 002 .03 .03 .02 .14 .17 
Profile & PEI(ind) 
8 Variables ~ .52 .65 .31 .61 .0001 .0001 
n=334 

..-
Congruence of R2 .0'6 005· .02 .03 .09 .14 • Profile & PEI(agg) 
8 Variables K .003 .02 .71 .38 .0001 .0001 
n=338 

a Congruence variables were produced by standardizing the individual level 

• variable and the organizational level variable, subtracting the latter 
from the former, and squaring the result. . 

b Profile was created by assigning a ranking from 1 to 10 to the Megargee 
.groups according to their level of abnormalcy. 

• 
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environments. 

Overall Models 

The resul ts of regressions including varia bles from all three 

levels-individual, organizational, and transactional-are shown in 

Tables 5.4 ~hr)ugh 5.9. For each outcome variable, three models vere 

tested.· The first included risk scores, the PPI dimensions, ~entence 

. 
phase, individual scores on the eight PEI dimensions, crowding, 

population, and the cnngruence between preference and environmental 

settings. In addition to these variables, the second model entered 

aggregated PEI (i.e. or gan! zational) scores into the . regression. The 

third model included the Megargee typology and replaced the 

preference/environment congruence indicator with the 

personality/environment congruence indicator. After examining the 

results of. a regression of all variables on the outcome, we. then 

examined whether.the size of the model could be reduced wi~hout losing 

substantial explanatory power by entering variables into the model in a 

stepwise' fashion. Variables which would significantly contribute to 

the model (F-value~.15) were entered into the model. At each stage, 

variables were deleted' if their contribution did not remain 

significant. Variables were entered until none remained that could be 

entered into the model and contribute significantiy. 

The regressions of the overall models on the number of aggressive 

infractions is shown in Table 5.4. The simplest model is statistically 

significant and explains 8 percent of the· variance. By reducing the 

number of variables to six, the model still explains just about as much 

of the variation as before. The inclusion of the aggregate environment 
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Table 5.4 

Regressions of Overall Models 
, On, Aggressive Infractions 

Overall Model Stepwise Model 

Model R2 Si~nificance R2 Significance Variables 

#1 includes Risk,?PI, 
PEl ind, Sentence 
Phase, Population, 
C'rowdi ng, Congruence 
(PPI & PEl agg) .Oij .0001 
nz 886 

#2 includes Risk 
PPI, Sentence Phase 
PEl (ind), Population, 
Crowding,PEI(agg), 
Congruence (PPI and 
PEl agg) 
n=886 .10 .0001 

#3 Includes RisK,PPI, 
Sentence Phase,PEI(ind) 
Population Crowding,PEl 
PEl (agg)Congruence(PPI& 
PEl (agg)Congruence 
Profile and PEl agg) 
Megargee type _25 .0018 
n=328 

,,07 .0001 

.08 .0001 

.18 .0001 
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PEI(lnd):activity, 
Population, Crowding, 
PPl(PEI Congruence: 
Social Stimulation 

RiSK, Sentence phase, 
PEl ind: activity, 
Papulation, PEl agg: 
structure, support, 
PPI/PEI Congruence: 
emotional feedback, 
freedom, structure, 
support 

Risk, PPI, Freedom, 
Sen'tence Phase, PEl . 
(ind}:emotional feed­
back, Population 
Megargee:#,I,PEI(agg) 
social, support, PPI/ 
PEl Congruence, 
Pri vacy, s,upport 
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measures in the second model adds slightly to explanatory power of the 

model. A substantial increase comes in including personality types. 

With the Megargee typology included, the overall model accounts for 25 

percent of the variance and "the abbreviated model for 18 percent • 

In Table 5.5, the results of the regressions on assaultive 

infractions are shown. The results for the first two models closely 

parCl.llel those for agg;ressi ve infractions. They are significant and 

explain just under 10 percent of the variance. The stepwise procedure 

suggests that the ~d~ls can be reduced without greatly affecting the 

predic.tive power. The-inability of the third model, which includes the 

Megargee typology, to expla.:.n a substantially greater proportion of thE3, 

variance in assaults reflects the reduced significance of personality 

in determining. who will be violent. 

In neither case, for aggressive or assaultive behavior~ is a large 

proportion of the' variance explaiJ;led. This is not unusual. These 

percentages are comparable to past research and are actually higher 

than most other models. An exception is Poole and R~goli' s study of 

discretion (1980), where they explained over 40 percent of the variance 

in disciplinary infractions. :aut they included an indicator o~ past 

infraction history, which accounted for most of the explained 

variation. It was not possible to produce such a variable in this 

study. 

The results of the ~egressions of the o':erall models on sick calls 

and Internal PAQ problems are shown in Tables 5.6 and 5.7. The findings 

are fairl~ consiste~t with those concerning infractions. Without the 

Megargee typology, approximately 10 percent ·of the variance is 

explained. With it, that proportion jumps to about 2.0 percent. The 
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Table 5.5 

Regressions of Overall Models 
On Assau 1 ti ve Infract i.ons 

Model 
O~erall Model SZepwise Model 
~ Significance R Significance Variables 

#1 Includes Risk,PPI, Risk, PPI:Structure, 
PEl ind, Sentence Phase Sentence Phase, PEI(ind 
Population,Crowding agg):Freedom,Popuiation 
Congruence{PPI &PEI agg) (PPI-PE~) Congruence: 
n=886 .07 .0001 .06 .0001 Structure 

#2 Includes Risk, PPI Risk, PPI:structure, 
Sentence Phase,PEI{ind) Sentence Phase,PE! ind: 
Population,Crowding,PEI Freedom,support,PEI agg 
(agg)Congruence PPI & Social Structur~, PPI/ 
PEI agg) PEl Congruence: Privacy 
n=886 .08 .0001 .07 .0001 

~3 Includes Risk, PPI, Ri sk, PEl (i nd) : 
Sentence Phase,PEl(agg) Structure,Megargee:C, 
Population Crowding, PEl (agg) :pri vacy ,PPI/ 
PEJ(agg)Congruence{PPI 
& PEL agg)Congruence 

'PEl Co~gruence: Objec~ 
tivity, privacy,Support 

(Profile & PEL agg), 
Megargee type .15 .54 .. 09 .0001 
n=886 
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Model 

Table 5.6 _ 
Regressions of Overall Models 

On Si ck-Ca 11 s 

Variables Q~erall Model 
R Significance 

Szepwise Model 
R Significance 

#1 Includes RisK,PPI, Risk, Sent~nce phase, 
PElind, Sentence Phase PEl (indjagg):structure 
Population, Crowding; Population, Crowding, 
Congruence{PPI & PEL (PPI & PEI):Congruence 
agg) .. 09 .0001 .07 .0001 Acti.vity 
n=886 

#2 Includes Risk,PPI, RiSK, Sentence Phase, 
Sentence Phase, PEl PEl (ind):Safety,Popu-
(ind)Population, lation,PEI(agg):Struc-
Crowding PEI(agg) . ture, Support,PPI/PEI 
Congruence PPI & PEL Congruence: Emoti anal 
agg) .11 .0001 .09 .OOPl Feedback ,Safety, 
n= Support 

#3 Includes RiSK, PPI, PPI, Freedom, Sentence 
Sentence Phase (PErind) Phase,PEI(ind):Freedom 
Population Crowding, Population, Megargee: 
PEl (agg),Congruence A,G, PEl (agg):Support 
(PPI & PElagg)Congru- Profile PEl Congruence 
ence (Profile &PEI agg) Social 
Megargee Type .18 .15 e13 .0001 
n= 
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Model 

#1 Includes Risk,PPI' 
PElind,Sentence Phase 
Population, Coding, 
Congruence(PPI & PEL 

Table 5.7. 

Regressions of Overall Models' 
On Internal PAQ Problems 

O~erall Model S~epwise Model 
R Significance R Significance 

agg) .12 .0001 .11 .0001 
n=886 

#2 includes RisK,PPI, 
Sentence Phase, PEL 
(ind),Population,Crowd-
ing,PEI(agg),Congruence 
PPI and PEL ayg) .12 .0001 .11 .0001 
support,n= 

• 
13 includes RisK,PPI-
sentence phase, PEL 
(ind)Population Crowd-
ing, PEI(agg)Congru-
ence{?Pl & PElagg) 
Congruence Profile & 
PEL agg)Megargee 
type .22 .02 .15 .0001 
n= 
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Variables 

PPI:emotional feed­
back, freedom,privacy 
safety, soci~l sup-
port PPI/PEI congru­
ence:activitY,emotional 
1eedback,privacy,support 

PPI:emotional feedback, 
freedom, privacY,safetYj 
structure, sentence 
phase, PEI(ind)privacy, 
safety, soci a 1, 
PEI(agg):privacy,PPl/PEl 
congruence: ac~ivity 

PPI :activity, structure 
PEI(ind):privacY,support 
Megargee:A,PEI(agg) 
activity, PPI/PEI 
Congruence: emotional 
feedback 



inclusion of the aggregate environmental variables adds little to the 

explanatory power of the models. In all cases, the models can be 

reduced to ten or less variables without substantial decreases in 'the 

amoun t of variance explained. 

As indicated by the findings shown in Tables 5e8 and '509., we were 

able to account for greater proportions of the variation in External 

and Physical problems. The overall models including the Megargee 

typology explained 42 and 41 percent; of the variance, respectively. 

Without the typology, approximately 20 percent of the variance is 

explained. Recall that these measures indicate inmates r self-reports 

of aggressiveness and physical distress and. victimization. If we 

assume, and it is reasonable to do so, that discretion is exercised in 

charging inmates with disciplinary infractions and that not all 

.. undesirable behavior' is observed, then certain amounts of random. and . . 
nonrandom variation would be expected in those indicators for which it 

would be difficult to account. Perhaps this is the reason we were able 

to explain better the self-repo~ted adjustment problems. 

An important result to note is that for all six outcome variables, 

when the stepwise regressions .were performed, variables from all three 

levels of analysis--individual~ organizational, and 

transactional-entered into the final model. This suggests that all 

three dimensions are necessary to explain. adjustment patterns 

adequately. Furthermore, the fact that .transactional variables were 

significant demonstrates that the development of a classification 

scheme that takes into. account the interaction of individuals in 

different organizational settings is a viable and useful idea. 
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Table 5.8 

Regressions of Overall Models 
on External PAQ Problems 

.. 

Model Overall Model Stepwise Model 

R2 Significance R2 Significance · 

Variahles 

#1 Includes Risk,PEI(ind), 
Sentence phase,Popula­
tion, Crowding,Congru ... 
ence{PPI & PEL agg)o .14 .0001 

n=886 

,2·rncludes Risk,PPl, 
SentOence Phase, PE 1 (i nd) , 
Population, Crowding, PEL 
(agg},Congruence PPI and 
PEL agg) .18 .0001 
n=886 0 

#3 Includes Risk,PPI, 
Sentence pnase, PEI(ind) 
Population, Crowding, PEL 
(agg)Congruence (profile 
and PEL agg},Megargee . 
type 042 .0001 
n=328 

.13 .0001 

.15 .0001 
'0 

.36 .0001 
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Risk,PPI:freedom,privacy 
PEol(ind):emotional feed­
back ,safety ,s'upport, 
Crcwding,PPI/PEI Congru­
ence:emotional feedback, 

o freedom, pri vacy 

Risk,PEl(ind):safety, 
support,PEl(agg): 
emotional feedback,??I/ 
PEl Congruence:activity, 
freedom, social, struc­
ture 

Risk,PPl:freedom,safety, 
PEI(ind);activity, 
Megargee:C,F,I,PEI(agg): 
safety, PPI/PEI Congru­
ence:social structure, 
Profile/PEl congruence: 
emotional feedback, 
pri vacy 



. , 

Model 

i1 Includes RisK,PPI, 
PEI(ind), Sentence 
phase, Population, 
Crowding, Congruence 
(PPI & PEl agg) 
n=886 

#2 Includes Risk,PPI, 
Sentence Phase, PEl 
(ind)Population, 
Crowding, PEI(agg}, 
Con·gruE!nce (PP I & PEl 
agg) 
n=886 

#3 lnciudes Risk,PPI, 
Sentence Phase, PEl 
{; nd), Popul at; on 
Crowding~ PEI(agg) 
Congruence (PPI and 
PElagg) ,Congruence 
(Profile & PElagg), 
Megargee type 
n=328 

Table. 5.9 

Regressions 'of Overall Models 
On Physical PAQ Problems 

" 

Overall Model SteEwise Model Var.iables 

R2 Significance R2 Sig.nificance 

Risk, PPI:freedom, -
privacy, safety,SENTENCE 
phase; PEI(ind}:activity 
safety, social, support, 

022 .0001 022 .0001 PPI/PEI Congruence: 
emotional feedback, free-
dom, privacy, safety, 
social stimulation 

PPI:emotional feedback, 
privacy, safety, sentence 
phase, PEl (i nd) : act; vity, 
safety,social:rsupport PPI 
/PEI Congruence:freedom, 

.23 .0001 .• 21 .0001 privacy, social 

II 

Ri sl< ,PPI-: emoti anal feed-
back, privacy,safety, 
Sentence phase,PEI(ind}: 
activity,safety,social, 
support, Megargee:C,H 
PPI/PEI Congruence: 
privacy, Profile/PEl 

.41 .OOOl .,37 .0001 Congruence: activity, 
emotional feedback,social 
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.Table·5.10 

Significance of Single Congrue~ce Variables 
Regressed on Outcome Variables 

• 
Adjustment Outcome 

Type of Aggr:essive Assaultive Inte,Anal External Physical 
Congruence Infractions Infractions Si.ck-Ca 11 s PAQ 'PAQ PAQ 

• Safety Social . Emot. Activity Activity 
Risk/ (.007) (·93 ) Fe.ed. (.0001 ) (.0003 ) 

PEl Support (.04 ) EmotFeed. Freedom 
(.0009 ) ( .007) 
Freedom Privacy 

• (,,02) (.0003 ) 
Privacy Safety 
(. 0001) (.03 ) 
Social Structure 
(.0002) (.001 ) 

• Structure Activity Activity Activity Safety 
(.03 ) ( .. OO6) (803 ) (.04 ) (.03) 

PPI/ Privacy EmotFeed. Freedom 
PEl (.04 ) (.001) (.0001) 

Freedom Pri vacy 

• ( .0006) (. 0005) 
Pri.vacy Social 
(. 001) (.00.9 ) 
Safety Structure 
(.OOOS) (.003 ) 
Social 

• (.0001 ). 
Structure 
(.0004) 

Safety Pri vacy Activity Activity 

• Profile/ (.02) (004 ) (.0001) (.0001) 
PEL Support EmotFeed.EmotFeed 

.(.002) (.0007) (. 002) 
Freedom Freedom 
( .0001) (.0001 ) 
Privacy Privacy 

• (.0001) (.0001) 
Safety Safety 
( .OS) (.007) 
Social Social 
(.01 ) (.0002) 
Struct. Struct. 

• (.0001 ) (.OOOl) 
Support Support 
(.04 ) (.0001) 
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CHAPTER SIX 

Developing Classification Schemes 

The first goal of this .project has been to determine if there is 

an interaction between indi vidual characteristics and contextual 

settings that is related to prison.. outcome. If. this hypothesis was 

supported, then the next step is to use what was learned about 

adaptation patterns to suggest new methods for placing inmates in 

prison settings. In the previous chapter, we found that congruence of 

certain individual characteristics and organizational factors was 

statistically related to outcome. We, therefore, have accomplished the 

first -goal and are ready to consider the second. The purpose of this 

chapter is to present findings about the usefulness of person and 

environmental information in classification. 

Person and Environment Interaction 

With- the information discussed in the previous chapter, we can see 

how transactional relationships might be used as a basis for 

classification. Before we begin to evalt1.ate individual schemes, one 

addi tional set of analyses should be considered. In the regressions, 

individuals were classified into groups or categories.--they were 

assigned to Megargee groups or given a score on a risk or need 

scale--however, environments have not been classified. Individual and 

environmental congruence variables were constructed from aggregate 

scores on environmental variables for each living unit which were left 

in continuous form. To see if different types of' individuals 

distinguished by one of the three forms of classification adjust 
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differently in different types of environments, the diversity of the 

environment needed to be reduced to a few categories. Unfortunately 

there is no "appropriate" way to form such categories. One of several 

multivariate techniques could have been used to form groups with 

similar patterns of variation, but since we are dealing with aggregate 

variables, this may not be an appropriate method.. To simplify matters., 

a decision was made to form five groups for each environmental measure 

with frequencies as similar as. possible. We recognize that this 

-
decision does not optimize the formation of groups, but if useful 

patterns are found, it should be adequate~ 

Once the environmental categories were" formed, matrices of groups 

with different individual characteristics 1ivL~g in different 

environments were formed. Two-way analysis of variance of the 

interaction effect- for the different outcomes was per:i;ormed to see if 

people. adjusted differently to environments. The selec tion of 

interactions to be tested was guided by the results of the regressions 

of single congruence varia~les found to be significantly related to 

outcome. ??he findings are presented in 6.L Signi;icant .interactions 

were found for aggressive infractions, External and Physical problems. 

Evaluating TwoGWay Classification Schemes 

The analyses of the interaction effects show that certain types of 

individuals adjust bettet- to certain prison environments than others. 

It should be possible to reduce the number of problems that inmates 

encounter or cause problems by plaCing them in appropriate settings. 

To evaluate this possibility, the two-way tables for each pair of 

variables that was found to significantly interact were evaluated to 

- 116 -

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Table 6.1 
Significance of the Interaction Effect in a. 

Groups of 
Individuals 

Risk" 

PPI 

Megargee 

Two-Way Ana 1ys; s of Vari ance of Outcomes­
Among Different Groups of Ind;vidual~ in 

Different Organizational Settings 

Adjustment Outcomes 

Aggressive Assaulti.ve External 
Infractions Infract; ons PAQ 

emot.feed. 
( .0001) 
activity 
(.0002) 
privacy 
(.0001) 
freedom 
(.0006) 
support 
(.0001 ) 

structure sod a 1 
(.04) (.0001) 

social safety 
(DOl) (.0001) 

freedom privacy 
(.0002) (.02) 

safety 
(.002) 
social 
( .. 0009) 
emot.feed. 
(.004) 
support 

. (.054) 

Physical 
PAQ 

pri vacy 
(.03 ) 

acti vity 
. (.03) 
pri vacy 

(.007) 
safety 
(.0001 ) 
emot.feed. 

(.03 ) 

privacy 
(.0001) 
freedom 
(.0001) 
safety 
(.0001) 
social 
(.0001) 
structure 
(.0001 ) 
emot.feed. 
(.0001) 
activity 
(.0001) 
support 
(.0001) 

a Environmental dimensions were categorized into five groups which have 
close to the same percentage in each as possible. 
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see if indi vidual placements to specific settings· would reduce the 

occurrence of problems. 

An example of one ·of the two-way tables is shown in Table 6.2" 

This particular analysis looks at the success rates on the External 

adjustment dimension of the inmates comprising the sampleG Success is 
'. 
defined as having no External problems. The percentages in the table 

indicate how many inmates, classified into one of the ten M~gargee 

types and who were living in particular environmental settings as 

distinguished by the amoWlt of social stimulation, experienced no 

External problems. As one looks down the columns, it is evident that 

certain environmental settings are more desirable than others. Some 

individuals appear to adjust better to settings where there is high 

social stimulation; others do better in setting with less interpersonal 

interaction. For instance, individuals with a personality type Able 

appear to adjust better to settings with'more social interaction. 

In the next to last row ·of Table 6.2, we note that the success 

rate for all inmates in the sample is 64 percent. If inmates were 

placed in settings where their adj,?-stment would probably be improved, 

as ;i.ndicated by the boldfaced boxes, then the success rate would be 

projected to increase to 71.9 percent. Eight percent fewer inmates 

would fail to adjust, which would constitute a 22 percent reduction in 

the number of failures. 

It should be noted that in making assignments in this way, we have 

not optimized our decision criteria. Rather than assigning inmates to 

the siagle cell with the highest success rate, we have assigned inmates 

to high, low or medium categories. This practice was chosen as a 

conservative approach to placement. It was assumed that there is error 
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Environmental 
Level s A 

1 % 
n 

2 % 
n 

3 % 
n 

4 % 
n 

5 % 
n 

Observed % 
Success n 
Rates 
Projected 
Success % 
Rates 

40% 
5 

73% 
15 

60% 
15 

75% 
24 

100% 
5 

70% 
64 

79 

B 

Table 6.2 . 

Success Rates of .Megargee Groups 
In Social Environments 

External ... PAQ 

Megargee Types 
C 0 E F G 

100% 33% 80% 100% 30% 60% 
1 6 5 2 10 5 

... 78% 83% 100% 44% 67% 
'0 9 6 2 9 6 

H I J Totals 

56% 33% 50~ 48% 
9 9 4 56 

47% 82% 60% 68% 
17 22 5 91 

o 
4 

60% 100% 63% 50% 80% 78% 75% 62% 
o S. 1 8 4 5 ,9 4 55 

80~ 25% 50% 01. 81% 100% 60% 82% 61.% 68% 
5 12 2 2 11 3 5 17 3 84 

- 56% 0% ... 58% 71% 56% 84% 83%· 68% 
0 9 2 0 12 7 9 13 6 63 

~ 

-I 

83% 43% 65% 71% 56% 68% . 56% 76% 68% 63.9% 
6 40 20 7 50 25 45 70 22 349 

83~ 43% 82% 100% 70% 80% 56% 83% 78% 71.9% 
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in the table and in evaluating the patterns within columns we looked 

for trends that were reflected throughout the range. We also expect 

there to be some instability. The pro jected gains are, tJ:lerefore, 

minimal estimates of the expected amount of improvement. 

Two-way tables were produced and examined for all interactions 
.'" 

that were found to be significant as indicated in Table 6.1 •. Not all 

tables produced useful configurations for the development of 
. 

classification. The schemes that were successful are shown in Table 

6.3 •. The two-way tables for these sets of variables are contained in 

Appendix D. 

In looking at the first column of Table 6.3, one first notices 

that classification. schemes which use the Megargee typolgy to classify 

indi vi duals are the most useful. This was true for External and 

Physical problems and assaultive infractions. This -finding was 

expected since the Megargee typology was found to be significant in 

explaining outcome in the regression analyses. The Safety dim\~nsion of 

the PPI was also helpful in distinguishing people who experience 

Physical problems in settings that have different levels of safety. 

-
Risk was somewhat useful in two-way classifications that would reduce 

assaults in prison. The variables were included under special 

circumstances that will be discussed below. 

In looking at the first set of findings in 6 .. 3 , we see· that the 

number of inmates who report that they experience External adjustment 

problems could be reduced by 7 to 8 percent by placing certain 

personality types in specific environments. This would produce 

approximately a twenty percent reduction in the number of failures. 

The findings in the second category, for Physical problems 1 suggest 
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Adjustment Problem 
Type of Classification 

External-PAQ 
Megargee & Social 
M~gargee & Emot.Feed. 
Average & Safety 

Physical-PAQ. 
..... Megargee & Safety 
~ Megargee & Social 

Megargee & Support 
PPI-Safety & Safety 

Assaultive Infractions 
Megargee & Support 
Megargee & Structure 
Megargee & Privacy 
Risk & Activity 
Risk & Structure 
Ri sk & Support 

• • • • 

, Table 6.3 , 
Reduction of Fal1ures Through the Placement 

. Of Indiv'ldual Types ,in EnVi,ronment"'l ISettings 

Actua 1 Failure Projected Failure Absolute Reduction 
Rate Rate In Failures 

~-.---------.~~ 
L-___ ~ _____ .. __ . _______ 

36.1% 28.1% 8.0% 
36.1 29.5 6.6 
36.1 28.1 8.0 

49.0% 38.4% 10.6% . 
49.0 45.3 3.7 
49~0 45.3 3.7 
49 0 9 43.4 6.7 

18.9% 13.9% 5.0% 
18.9 14.2 4.7 
18.9 12.1 6.8 
20.0 15.0 5.0 
20.0 14.2 5.8 
20.0 16.5 3.5 

\ 

• • 

Percentage Reduction 
In Fail ures 

----- -- --- -- --- --- ---

22.2% 
18.3 
22.2 

21.6% 
7.6 
7.6 

13.1 

26.5% 
24.9 
36.0 
25.0 
29.0 
17.5 

• ~ .. ' 

~ 

rl····· 

:.-

\ , 
~ 
'j 
~ 
~ ~ 
~ 
~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 

~ 

I 
~ 



that attention paid to placements in safe environments is important. 

By assigning certain personality types or people who expre:ss a high 

need for safety in safer settings, the cu;nount ,of injury, 'victimization, 

and illness can ,be reduced substantially. The actual nUmber of inmates 

-who might not experience such problems is expected to decrease by as - -
much as 11 percent, thus, resulting in a 15 to 22 percent reduction in 

problem incidence. 

The inc~usion of the last set of classification schemes in Table 

6.3--those that use assaultive infractions as their' outcome 

variable-requires ela~orationo The pairs of variables that are shown 

in this table were not selected in. the usual manner. The congruence 

variable regressions ~d the analyses of variance to test interaction 

effects provided few indications of· possible pairs or variables that 
• 

might form useful classification schemes, but since these incidents are 

so serious and are a significant concern for prison administrators,' an . 

attempt was made to find schemes that might worko . 

First regarding the Megargee/environment schemes, re£erring back 

to Table 6.1 one notes· that none of these three interactions were 

significant. However, these three pairs were significant in the 

congruence regressions where all eight varia~les were selected for 

inclusion in the· model. Nei ther the congruence regressions nor the 

analyses of variance indicated much of an interaction effect for risk 

and assaultive behavior; however, since this is a way interaction is 

perceived, tables were constructed for all eight risk and environment 

pairs. The three shown here appear eo be somewhat useful in 

classificatio'n. For all six schemes, the absolute percentage 

reductions in failures tended to be soinewhat smaller, from 4 to 7 
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percent, than for- the variables included in other schemes already 

dis~ussed. However, since the failure rate for assaultive infractions 

is so low the percentage reductions in failures is fair~y large, 

ranging from app~oximately 20 to 35 percent. 

, The results shown in 6.3 are encouraging because they suggest that 

two-way ~lassification holds some promise for reducing -adjustment 

problems. However, an additio~l element needs to be considered about 

how placements are made. For the schemes that use the PPI and risk to 

classify individuals there is coherence in the placement strategies 

since all high need or high risk people are classified in the same way, 

all low need or low risk people are classified in the same way, and so 

forth. That ~s, in making placements we did not skip around by placing 

some low risk indi viduals in low-rated environments and other similar 

individuals in high-rated environments but maintained the monotonically 

changing pattern implied in the single dimension classification. The 

problem with this_ strategy arises with the Megarge~ tYPo,logy. The 

continuum from a high rating to a low rating is not as clear-cut. To 

produce the projections shown in Table 6.3, placements were made for 

specific types irrespective of decisions about any other type, yet 

there is an underlying ranking associated with the typology which 

should be considered. 

In Table 6.4, the type of placement (into high, low or moderate 

rated environments on the particular dimension) suggested for each 

personality type is _ shown for the types ranked along a scale from most 

to least normal. For some of the dimensions, there is a similar 

pattern of ordinality required for risk and~eeds schemes. The best is 

for structure in classifying assaultive infractions. The proqlem we 

- 123 -

.-



;.:.?~,'}oo~7~O~"'--':]';"';;;'l-"ij~~'~-'''''';''''<l1'",;;,.,·~ -!;.-~ <.,. ,f'.'ll'-"",,,,~,., ,;",n\,. '"" ,."" __ ".>,y. r, .. " .... ~·~. ,. "." , ... ,,~, 

" 

, . •• 
Table 6.4 

Type of Placement fQr Megar.gee Groups • Ranked According to Normalcy 

Type of Megargee Type 
Classification I E B A G 0 J F C H 

• External-PAQ 
Social -+ + + + 

., 
Emo.t. Feed. + + + + + 

,Safety + + + + + + ... 

Physi cal-PAQ • 
Safety .+ + + ... + .. .. 
Social .. + + 
Support + + 

Assaultive • Infracti ons 
Support + + + 
Structure + + + + 
Privacy + + 

• 
+ = claSSified to a high-rated environment 
- = classified to"a 'low-rated environment 
.. = claSSified to a moderate-rated environment 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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face is· whether or not to force or require the schemes to conform to 

.the ordinal pattern. The Megargee types differ according to some sense 

of normalcy, but this does not necessary mean that their environmental 

needs correspond in a linear fashion to this ranking. For example, 

'personality type Baker is described as more anxious and Jupiter is 

supposedly passive. It is not unreasonable to hypothesize that these 

two groups ~~ght adapt. best in environments where there is more 

privacy. Some of the gl"OUPS that fall between these two types on the 

normalcy scale are more gregarious and may not have a great need for 

pri vacy. The results shown in the last row o·f Table 6.4 generally 

confirm this supposition, which suggests that for classifications using 

the Megargee typology, the reqUirement of ordinality is not necessary. 

Methodological Issues Concerning 

the Classification Schemes 

In the previous section, results were presented that indicated 

that at least thirteen pairs of individual and organizational variables 

could· potentially be used to place inmates in prison settings in a way 

that would reduce the incidence of ~djustment problems. By considering 

the environmental context, security and deterioration can ·be controlled 

better than presently. 

The~e are two major methodological issues that raise significant 

questions about the validity of these findings and their implications. 

These schemes were produced by examining the failure rates of inmates 

and working backwards to consider what might have been done differently 

to prevent these failures. In the literature, this is referred to as 

postdiction as opposed to prediction.· 
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Another question is whether the posited scheme will effectively 

discriminate among other samplese The way the question is usually 

answered is by ;i.nitiB:lly splitting the sample in half , creatin~ the 

initial scheme using one half, then validating it on the other half. 

The reason this approach twas not adopted ~ this research is that the 

size of the matrices necessitated large samples in order to f,ill all 

cells sufficiently so that reliable evaluations of their variations 

.. 

could be made. It. was not possible, particularly for the analyses .• 

using the Me gar gee typology, to divide the sample and maintain the cell 

frequenCies at acceptable levels. 

The second methodological issue raising questions about the • 
validity of the proposed schemes involves the implementation of the 

strategy. Failure rates within existing environments have been used to 
. 

suggest alternative placements that are projected to reduce problem • 
. 

occurrence. However: we do not know what will happen to the 

environments as the mix of residents is changed. They may be altered 

so that substantial changes ill the failure rates occur. • 
Let us consider several examples to explore this possibility. 

Safety was found to be important contextual variable in determining who 

experiences Physical prc:>blems in prison. In studying the interaction • 
of people and environments, the Megargee types Easy, George, Delta, and 

Foxtrot were found to benefit if placed in safer settings. The first 

three personality types are all described as intelligent and • 
non-violent. Types Easy and George are well-adjusted and fairly 

adaptable. Deltas are manipulative and impulsive. It is easy to 

imagine that these types of inmates incur greater problems in tougher • 
environment,s in prison and can become the vic tims of stronger and more 

- 126 -

• 



•• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

violent prisoners. . If kept out of those setting, their adapi:ation 

Sh9uld be much less traumatic. The fourth type, Foxtr.ot inmates, who 

have considerable interpersonal conflicts and are among the most 

violent inmates in prison, experience Physical adjustment p~oblems 

because of their friction with other people. If the four types of 

inmates are plac~d together in what is intended to be a more protected 

setting, the presence of type Foxtrot iruuates may create su..fficient 

disharmony that violence wil~ be common and the environment will end up 

not being safer at all. On the other hand, it is possible that 

Foxtrots would be affronted less by the more passive and. affable 

personality types and the environment be as safe as intended. The 

point is that we do not know how the environment would evolve. 

Another person/environment relationship that was found to be 

impor~ant was the degree of environmental structure for .different 

Megargee types in determining the incidence of' aSsaultive infractions. 

Less deviant personalities, Item, Baker, and Able, were less likely to 

assault if they were housed in less structured settings, while the 

inmates with more' deviant 'profiles adjusted better to structured 
.' 

conditions. Here. the combination of inmate types may not alter the 

environment, since the staff control this facet of the prison setting. 

But the combination of certain inmates may lead to other problems. The 

housing of passive type Jupiter inmates with hostile and violent type 

Charlie inmates might create a setting that fosters exploitation. Once 

again, we. do not know what to expect as we start to manipulate the mix 

of ~ndividuals within environment. 

These questions about what sorts of changes will occur as 

placements to certain environments are made were not within the scope 
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of this research. This study was designed to begin to test the long 

standing proposition that different types of inmates adjust better to 

specific environments 0 This hypothesis has been supported. As we 

start to use this information, additional research will be required to 

determine how reconfigutations will modify the prison setting. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

Conclusions 

The purpose of classificat~on is to group individuals in 

me~ingful ways. In prisons, categories of inmates are identified with 

different expected probabilities of behavioral problems. This 

information is useful to prison administrators in making security and 

treatment decisions and in allocating scarce resources. - With 

classification ·information, administrators have some idea of the type 

of people they are supervising and what to expect from them. In this 

study, it was suggested that the value I)f classification information 

could be increased if something was known about how different groups 

react to different environmental settings. If ~~e knew what types of 

individual~ would ~djust best to what types of prison conditions, 

placements could be· made that would reduce th~ incidence of various 

behavioral problems among the population. 

To achieve this goal, this pro ject set out to do three things. 

First, we wanted to compare different types of classification systems 

that are currently being used to see which ones best distinguish 

inmates who experience different types of adjustment problems. These­

findings would suggest which methods produce the most. meaningful 

groupings. Secondly, we sought to determine what factors influence 

patterns of adjustment. Past research has identified several 

indi vidual characteristics that are related to outcome. Other studies 

have found organizational variables' that are related to' how people. 

adjust to prison. Thirdly, we wanted to determine if there is an 

interaction between these two dimensions, the individual and the 
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contextual, but this has not been tested. In this study, 'we conducted 

a global assessment of which factors in each of the three dimensions 

determine adjustment. These findings, and particularly ·those relating 

to the interaction of person and environment, served as the basis for 

developing new ways of classifying inmates to prison settings, which 

was the third activi~y of the project. In this final stage of the 

research, we attempted to determine if the incidence of problem 

occurrence could be reduced by placing inmates in appropriate 

settings. 

- . Summary of Findings 

This pro ject successfully accomplished all three of these 

activities. In each case, the findings were significant and 

contributed. to our understanding of prison adjustment, and therefore 
, . 

may be useful in the classification and placement of inmates in prison 

settings. In conducting these analyses, we assumed that prisons 

operate under the dual goals of maintaining security and minimizing 

individual functional deterioration. -Six outcome measures were used to 

indicate these two goals. 

Three classification. schemes~risk assessment, Megargee's MMPI 

typology, and Tach's Prison Preference Inventory--were studied as 

examples of three of the more popular types of systems. Our findings 

indicated that none of the' three schemes is' clearly superior. Each 

possessed its own unique advantages and disadvantages. Interestingly, . 
risk aSSI'3ssment was found to be helpful in distinguishing inmates who 

received institutional 'recognition . as experiencing some problem. It 

distinguished inmates cited for aggressive or assaultive disciplinary 
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iIifractions and those who report to sick call. The Megargee and Toch 

systems were successful in distinguishing inmates who reported they 

experienced adjustment problems. 

While all three schemes were -found to useful in discriminating 

among inmates who experience adjustment problems, none were found to be 

particularly powerful. In each «=:ase, though of ten, 'significant , the-

amouIlt of variance e~:plained by the classification was relatively low. 
, 

Also, few of ~he schemes perfectly conformed .to the distribution 

requirement that failures increase or decrease - along the scale' 

monotonically. However, this requirement was nOminally wet in several 

cases. Of the three scales, Toch' s inventory was consistently the 

weakest, but as pointed out previously, the eight scales, unlike the 

other two systems, are unidimensional and contain less information upon 

lvhich to base a classification. It ~as conjectured that a _ composite 
. , 

'preference scale, taking into consideration information from some or 

all of the scales, would probably be as powerful as risk or personality 

assessment. 

In the second project activity, wher~ the factors that influence 

prison adjustment were studied, all three dimensions identified above, 

indiVidual, organizat~onal and transactional levels, ,were found to be 

related to outcome. In looking at the dintensio~ individually, we 

found that small but statistically significant amounts of the variance 

were explained. A regression model' containing a combination of the 

various individual level variables accounted for 5 to 19 percent of the 

variance in the dependent variable, depending on which of the six 

outcome variables was studied. A combination of organizational level 

variables explained from 5 to 14 percent of variance in the six 
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adjustment measures. On the transactional level of analysis, 

congruence variables' between perscn and eDvironnlent accounted for up to 

17 percent of the variance. When variables from all three levels were 

combined in a regression, substantial improvements in explanatory power 

were observed. Depending on the ,dependent .variable, from 15 to 42 
. , 

percent .of the variance could be explained. In .each case, variables 

from all three levels were found to be important in accounting for 

behavioral outcomes. 

These findings are important for several reasons. They confirm 

the e:lCpectation that the individual characteristics, attributes of the 

organizational setting, and the interaction of the two are important in 

detemining patterns of adjustment to incarceration. . Of particular 

significance is the empirical support for the hypothesis that the 

congruence of individual characteristics and needs an~ the environment 

is important in determining outcome. This is the first stu~y to 

establish- this observation, and it served as the basis for preceding to 

the final stage of ·the project which evaluated the benefit of two-way 

classification. 

After -considering numerous possibilities, a total o~ thirteen 

two-way classification schemes were identified as potentially useful in 

reducing the number of adjustment problems inmates experience during 

their incarceration. These systems worked for assaultive infractions 

and the External and Physical PAQ measured dimensions but' were not 

useful in distinguishing problem levels on the other outcome 

variables. The Megargee typology was found to be the the most useful 

scheme in differentiating individuals. Environments that were 

distinguished by their social stimulation, safety, support ,md 
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structure appeared to more important in th~ effective two-way schemes 

than some of the other contextual variables ~ . 

Based on the assessments of the schemes, it was projected that the 

External problem failure rate could be reduced by up to 8 percent, 

which would result in a 22 percent net reduction in the number of 

:f.nma,tes experiencing these problems. For inmates who suffer Physical 

problems, we pro jected that the failure rate could be reduced by 11 

. percent resulting in a 22 percent reduction in the frequency of this 

problem. By employing a two-way classification -strategy, the number of 

inmates charged with assaultive infractions could be decreased by up to 

7 percent, which would reflect a 36 percent reduction in the frequency 

of problem occurrence. 

These figures are indeed encouraging. The-y suggest that two-way 

cias.'sification strategies .are potentially useful in attacking both 

problem ~eas identified in this study: the maximization of 

institutional . security and control and the minimization of 

deterioration in individual functional ability. By using information 

that .is already being collected in many prison systems to guide 

placements of indijiduals to very .specific institutional settings, 

substantial reductions in the incidence of adjustment problems now 

seems possible. Thus, this research has provided an answer to the 

question of what to expect from different types of inmates in different 

prison settings. 

Implications of the Research· 

In Chapter 6, two questions were raised about the validity of the 

two-way schemes. The .first involves whether these particular findings 
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are generalizable to other samples or whether they are dependent upon 

the present sample. The stability of the schemes was checked but we 

still do not know if these pSI-"ticular configurations will hold for 

other samples. The second issue. involves the changes in environments 

that may occur as the mix of people in them is manipulated. To what 

extent will these actions modify· the environments in unexpected and 

undesirable ways? Answers to both of these questions were beyond the 

scope of this research and call for additional study 0 Until, they have 

been assessed we cannot be sure that the projected reductio~s in 

adjustment problems will, in fact, be achieved. 

Because this study breaks new ground, we did not know which 

variables', and in particular which pairs of indi vidual and 

environmental variables, would be most strongly related to outcome. 

This aspect of the research necessitated br.eadth at the e"p'ense of 

detail. As a result, our indicat.ors of environmental characteristics 

were generated from six questions about conditions in the facility 

regarding each contextual attribute. Because of this f~ct, our results 

should be considered to be tentative. There is now a need to .take what 

we know about the variables that appear to' determine outcome and 

conduct a thorough study of them. 

What are the implicatiop.s of this study? The research findings 

indicate that substantial reductions in adjustmen.t problems can be 

realized if particular types of inmates are placed in particular 

settings, yet there are questions that arise about the validity and 

tentativeness of the findings. Both the encouraging resul'l.:s and the 

methodological issues; one good and one bad, point to the need for 

additional study. If the findings of this research are generalizable, 
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then they may prove to be useful management information tools and 

contribute to the administratioI.1 of safer and more human~ prisons. 

Before these conclusions can be reached the methodological issues must 

be addressed. This research accomplished what a pilot study should: it 

identified a potentially valuable direction for research and 

administration to pursue. 

Implementation Study 

To continue the research that has been discussed in this report., 

an 1mplementat~on study now appear$ appropriate. This could be an 

experimental study in which both people and environments are 

manipulated to ascertain the effects of such variations on adjustment 

patterns. Based upon the findings of - this study, the three 

environmental attributes which seem most' reasonable to consider for 

further study are safety, support and structure. However, researchers 

and administrators may wish to include other factors that were 

identified as important in this study. It is suggested that the 

setting in which implementation take place be the living unit, 1.e. 

the dormitory or cell block. Based upon the findings of this study, it 

is also suggested" that both the Megargee typology and risk assessment 

be used to classify inmates. 

One design for the study would be to select "ten similar 11 vinS 

units. They should be of the same security level, medium or maximum, 

and should have similar housing arrangements, single cells or 

dormitories. In two of the units I the staff would be trained in how to 

create safer environments; in two others, the focus would be on being 

more supportive; and in still two others, the training would be in 
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creating a more structured settina. Inmate types identified in this 

study as adjusting better in safe environments would be placed in one 

of the settings where safety is stressed. Placements to the other .safe 

setting would be random. This procedure would be followed for the 

supportive and structured environments. In the next three living 

units, inmate types thought to benefir from a particular setting--safe, 

supporti ve 9 or structul"ed-would be housed together, but no attempt 

would be made to .manipulate the environment. In the remaining unit, 

neither the environment nor the inmate mix would be manipulated. 

(These placements are summarized in Figqre 7010) In this way, the 

individual, the organizational, and the interaction effects would be 

controlled. Adjustment indicators similar to those used in this study 

could be monitored to determine the effects of the various factors and 

to evaluate the . usefulness of· two-way placement strategies. By 

monitoring how the various environments change, a better idea of how 

direct manipulation of the setting and the effect of particular mixes 

of inmates could be obtained. One might wish to conduct the study in a 

series of medium security and series of maximum security' facilities to 
..... 

control for security level effect. A design such as this should allow 

us to consider the validity issues po~ed above and provide the 

opportunity to move the study beyond its present conclusions. 
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APPENDIX A 

The Questionnaires 
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CONSENT STAT~~NT 

You are invited to be in a s,tudy of prison adjus'tlllent conduc'ted by researchers from 'the State 
University of New York at Binghamton. We hope eo learn more about what types of people adjust best 
to what tyPes of prison settings. You were chosen as a possible participant in this study by random 
selection from a lis1: of all persons currently confined in this facility. 

If you decide to be in the study, you will be given foul' questionnaires: (1) one that asks wha1: you .. 
like most and dislike most about prisons, (2) ano1:her that asks about conditions at this facility, (3) a. 
shor't questionnaire about 'your own adjustment, and (4) a personality inventory. You will complete the 
first three questionnaires in this session which will take about two hours. ~ater, you will be asked 
to' come back for another session of about two hours. 

If you speak Spanish. you may listen to a tape which asks the questions in that language. 
speak English. you may either listen to a tape in English or complete a written questionnaire. 
advantage of one over the other is that the written form takes less time. However. many people 
more relaxing to listen to the tape recorded questions. 

If you 
The only 
find it 

Ii you agree to participate arid complete the questionnaires, the research team will request more 
information about you. Specifically, we will ask for background information contained in D.O.C.S. files 
a copy of your warden'S card, and information about your sick calls. 

Your answ~rs to the questionnaires, as ~ell as the other information about you, will be completely 
confidential. It will 'be impossible to associate the information with you as an individual. As you 
can see there is a space for you to sign your name at the bottom of this form and to write your name, 
DIN t, facility and living unit. If you sign the form, tear it off the questionnaire package, and a 
representative from the Division of Research and Planning, O.O.C.S. will COllect them. That office will 
retain your consent form. The research team will receive only your completed questionnaire with the 
research subj' ect number on it. No id.entifying infonation will be available to us. No one from the­
Department of Correctiona~ Services will see your answers to the questions. Additional information 
supplied to the researchers by D.O.C.~. will aot contain your- name or any other identifying information 

We cannot promise that you will receive any benefits from this study. We hope that the information 
will be used to improve the prisons in this and other states. Your decision whether or not to be in 
the study will not affect your relations with the Department of Correctional Services or the Division 
of Parole. If you d.ecide to b! in the study, you are free to stop at any tim~. 

If you have any questions, we expect you to ask us. If you have any questions later, Dr. Kevin 
Wright (Center for Social Analysis, State University of New York, Binghamton, ~ew York 13901) will be 
happy to answer them. . 

You will be given a copy of t~i~ form to keep. 

You are making a decision whether or not to be in this study. Your signature indicates that you have 
decided to be in this study having read the information provided above. 

Date 

Time 

AM 
PM 
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Facl.hty 

1J. Vl.ng Uu 1: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

.. 

• 

• 

• 

PRISON ENVIRONMENT INVENTORY 

What goes on in prison differs from one facility to·another. The 
rules are different •. Inmates have'more freedom, privacy, and activities 
in sOlDe prisons than_·in o·thers. There is less violence in some 
facilities. At some pl aces _the staff ~re more supportive •. 

We are interested fn life in this facflfty. We want to know what 
goes on here, ~hat it 1S lik~ to live. and work here. 

We part1cularl~ want to know what.it is lice to live i~ your 
particular hous'ing unit ('c_ell bloc:~, ti.er or donnitol'Y). 

We g1' ve you ~, stateme"t about someth1 ng that mi ght happen in your . 
housing unit. You are: .to. indicate if that event never happens, sel dam 
happens, often 'happens, or.always happens on your unit. 

Here is an ~~ample: 
--

" ... 
never- se 1 dO!D . " often always 

. . .... . .. 
On your answer sheet,.c'irc:le the r.esponse that best describes how thi"~s 
are • 

Some choi ces wi 11 be" easy. Others wi 11 not·. Even if you have. a 
,hard"time,deciding, let- us know what best describes what goes on here. 
Don't skip any questions. . - . 

Remember ~o answer the questions about what it is l~ke on your aell 
blOCK, tier or dormi~or,y. 
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1. Inmates know what will ,happen. if they violate· the rules. 
{Structure l 

2. The guards tell 1-nm~tes when they do well. (Emotional Feedback) 

3. There is at least one movie each week. (Activity) 

'4. An inmate is sexually attacked on this unit. (Safe~) '. 

5. .Inmates pfrac:tice ~'#hateverj religion they want. (Freedom) 

6. Inmate~ spend se~e~al hours each d~y talk1ng with fr~ends. (~ocial) 
~ 

.7. Tbe guards are more concerned about contra'll i ng inmates than 
p.rotec~ing ~em. (Suppor:-t) . 

8.. If1I!!ates fight ~ith other inmates. (Safety)' 

9.~ Inmates. respect one another's privacy. (Privacy) _. . 

lO •.. ··:.The guards ask inmates ab"out their perso~ar feelings'. (Emotional 
. Feedback ) -
. . 

11. Inmates are with their friends at night. (Social~ 

12. If an inmate tries a new hobby or art, the guards win encourage 
hfra~ '. (Support) , 

13. Someone is attacked, 1n their cell at night. (Safe'ty) 
-

14. This unit 1$ nof.5Y.. (Privacy) 

15.. r.nmates know the rul es.. (Structure·) 

16. Inmates are with more than three friends at a time~ (Social} 
. 

17 •. If ~n inmate wants a job in this vacility, there is one forhi'm. 
'-Activity), . 

18. Someone's cell 15' robbed on this unit.. (Safety) 

19'. This unft fsquiet~ (Privacy) . 

20. An i'omate who ff ghts wi th another inmate wi 11 be puni shed. 
(Structure) . . 

21. ·Inmates·feel free to go up and talk to other inmates even if they 
are -strangers. (Soci'ell) . 

22. ·Inmates who go to school are ridiculed by the guards" (Support) 

230 Inmat.es stay in their cells if they want. {Privacy} 

24. Inmates receive visitors any time during the day. (Freedom.) 

- 146 - • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

•• 

., 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

--

• 

• 

~"" .. - • ~,.~ . ~ -, r . 

, ' 

25. New inmates quickly become part of some social group. (Social) 

26. " Pri son offici a" s hel p fnmates wfth probl ems. (Support) 

27. An inmate obtains training if he wants. (Activity) 

28. Weaker inmates are sexually attacked. (~a fety) 

29. Inmates read without beini disturbed. (Privacy) 

310. The guards s'tick to the rules. _. (St~cture) 

31. Inmates care about one another. (Emoi10nal Feedback} 

32. Inmates see their close inmate fri.nds when they want to~ (Social) , .' . 

33. A weaker fn~ate is physically-attacked. (Safety)' 

34. Inmates can be alone withQut being disturbed. (Privacy) 
,. . . .,. 

35. ~nmates do not-have to"worK'if they do' not want to. (Freedom) 

36. The rules are confusi~g. (Structure) 
- .. 

37. Inmates will torment a depresse~ inmate. (Emotional Feedback) 
,. " 

38. A person 1 earns new sun s ·here. fSupport)· 

39. Inmates" have something to do every nigtrt; " (Activ.:fty) 

40. Inmates lift weights" when they want to. (Freedom) 
. .... . " 

41. Guards tease depressed inmates. (Emotional Feedback) 

42. Inma~es rapwitn the- guards. (Social) 

43 •. Inmates put down· inmates who try to buil d. a. new life. (Su.pport) ,. 
44. Each inmate can If.ft weights at""least one' hour" each day. (Activity) 

45. Inmates have to defend themselves on this unit. (Safety) 
" - . 

46. Inmates know what wil1 get them written up by the guards. 
(Support) . 

47. Inmates talk toone another about their feelings. (Emotional 
Feedback) 

48. Inmates are unfriendly. (Social) 

"49. Inmates give inmat~s with personal probl ems a hard time. (Support) 
. " 

50. Inmates keep busy by participating in sports •. (Activity) 
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51'. An inmate· s cell is 'robbed. (Safety) 

52. If an inmate 1 ets other people know he do~s not want to be· 
'bothered, they will not bother. him. (Privacy) • 

53. Inmates choose-their wo~~assignments. (Freedom) 

54. Inmates know when the gym '15 open. (Structure) 

55,. " Inmates let their friends know they care about them. (Emotiona'l 
Feedback) -" . 

• 
. . -. -

56. Inmat~s care about one another"s- fe!l ings. (Support) 
. -

57. An inmate can ·study. if he wan_ts. ':- (Activity) • 

58 •. Inmates are allowed to read~when they want. (Freedom) 

59. Inmates know when they can "take ~ ~~ower." (Structure) 

60. Inmates who do :favo-rs -for.:.their frlends. are 1 iked. (Emotional 
Feedback) .. 

61. Prison programs ~ach fn~ates n~w skills. (Support) 
~. 

62. Inmates keep bU~JL~ith 'their hobbies. (Activity) 
... 4 ••• ' -. .. • • , -

63. 1f an inmate belie\.fes he w111 be attacked, t.he· guards protecthim.-
($afety) ,'". .... - ..' .. 

64. I f two 1 nmates are"" havi n9 i convers-ati on, a guard wi 11 wa 1 It up and 
,listen •.. {Privacy),." 

65. Inmates know when the ~~~issar,y is open. (Structure) 

66. Inmates who hep,outother inmates are taken ,advantage of. 
(Emotional 'Feedbaclt)' . . 

67. Guards are'unfriendly to i-nmates. (Social) 

68. Prison programs help fnmates ma~e parole. (Support) 
. , 

69. I-nMates keep bu,sy by "watchi ng TV,_, . {Activity} 

70. If two fnmates· are discussing something, another inmate win walk 
up and listen. (Prlvacy) .'. . 

71. Inmates stay up as fate as they want. (Freedom.) 

72. Inmates know when a movie wf11 be shown. (Structure) 
i 
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73. Inmates feel loved by other people in this facility. (Emotional 
Feedback) 

74. Inmates are open enough to say what they are think1ng.~ (Social) 

75. I,mates. are beaten by the guards. (Safety,) 

76. inmates have at least one' hour ,of uninterrupted time to themselves 
-,each' n'f.ght. (Privacy) 

77. Inmates are treated like children here. (Freedom) 

78: Inmates are bor~. (Ac~ivity) 

79. Inmates hav,e. a say about what goes on here. (Freedom) 

80. Inmates listed to musi~ when they want. (Freedom) 

QUESTlqNS-A~pUT YOU 

On 'your answe~ sheet~ circle the number which best repr~sents your 
fee1tngs. 

81. How· do you feel today? 
. . , 

82'. ,How waul d you classify you.r own view towards 1 ife? . 

83. Do you feel safe in prison? 

84,. How wOlild you cl assify yoursel'f soci ally? 

85. How'much time do you spend out~ide of your cell when you ,are 
. allowed to 1 eave? 

86. In comparison.to other prisons you have been in, how would you rate 
thf s fac'n f ty? (Leave blank if you have never been incarcerated 
before.) , ' 

- 149 -



• 

PRISON ADJUSTMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 

People adjust to prison in diffe~ent ways. Some people sleep 
better in prison than in the freeworld. Others get into fights in 
pr:i:son. . 

We are interested in how you are adjusting to this facility. 
You are asked to compare now you feel or act here to how you felt or 
acted in the freeworld. You are also asked how often you feel or 
act ~ certain way. 

Please circle the response which best represents you. There 
are no right or wrong answers, ~nly ho~u are handling prison. 

Here is an example: 
Would you say the food is 
a) better in prison 
b) better i,n the freeworld 
c) abou:t the same 

-For each quest~on, circle the letter on the answer sheet wh~ch corresponds 
to the response which best describes what you think. 

Even if the decision is hard, try to answer all questions. Circle 
the answer that best describes you. 
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1. In comparison to the freeworld, are you 

a. more comfortable with the people in prison 
b. more comfortable with the people in the freeworld 
c. about as comfortable with the people in prison as with the 

people in the freeworld 

2. How often do you £'eel uncomfortable aroWldthe other inmates here? 
a. most of the time (you are Wlcomfortable several times a day) 
b. at least once a day· 
c. occasionally (every few days) 
d.. seldom 

• e. ·never 
3. How often do you feel uncomfortable aroWld the staff? 

a. most of the time (you are' uncomfortable several times a day) 
b. at least once a day 
c. occasionally (every few days) -
d. seldom • e. never 

4. Would you say you are 
a. more angry in prison 
b. more angry in the freeworld 
c. about as angry in prison as in the freeworld 

• d. very s&ldom angry either place 

-5. How often are you angry here? 
a •• most of the time (you are angry- several times a day) 
b. at least once a day 
c. occasionally (every few days) 
d. seldom 
e. never • 

6. Are you sic!t 
a. more frequently in prison 
b. more frequently in the freeworld 
c. about as frequently in prison as in the freeworld 

•• d. very seldom sick either place 
7. Since you have been in prison, how often have you been sick? 

a. most of the time (you are sick several times a day) 
b. at least once a day 
c. occasionally (every few days) 
d. seldom 
e. never 

8. Do you have 
a. more trouble sleeping in prison 
b. more trouble sleeping in the freeworld 
c. about ·as much trouble sleeping in prison as in the freeworld 

• d. very seldom have trouble sleeping. eit~er place 
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9. How often do you have trouble sleeping here 
a. at least once a day 
b. occasionally (every few days) 
c. seldom 
d. never 

10. In comparison to the fraeworld, are you 
a. more afraid of being attacked in prison ,'" 
b. more afraid of being attacked in the freeworld 
c. about as afraid of being attacked in prison as being attacked 

in thefreeworld 
d. not afraid of bein, attacked either place . 

11. How often ar~ you afraid of being attacked here in prison? 
a. most of the time (you are afraid several times each day) 
h. at least once a day 
c. occasionally (every few days) 
d. seldom 
e. never 

. 1-20 Do you get into 
a. ,more phYSical fights in prison 
h. more physical fights in the freeworld 
c. about as many physical fights in prison as in the freeworld 
d.' very seldom ~ight in either place 

13. How ofte~ do you get into a fight here? 
a. most of the time (you fight several times each day) 
b. at least once a day 
c. occasionally (every few days) 
d. seldom 
e. never 

14. Do you get into 
a. more heated arguments in prison 
b. more heated arguments in the freeworld 
c. about as many heated arguments in prison as in the ireeworld-
d. very seldom get into heated arguments either place 

15. How often' do you have a heated ar'gument with another inmate? 
a. most of the time (you argue several time~ each da,y) 
b. at least once a day 
c. occasionally (every few days) 
d. seldom 
e. never 

16. How often do you argue with guards? 
• Cl. most of the time (you argue several times each day) 
'b. at least once a day . 
c. occasionally (every few days) 
d. seldom 
e. never 
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17 • Are you injured or hurt 
a. more often in prison ' 
b. more often in the freeworld 
c. about, as often in prison as in the freeworld 
d. very seldom injured either place 

18. How often are you injured or hurt here? 
a. most of the time (you are injured several times a day) 
b. at least once a day 
c. occasionally (every few days) 
d. seldom 
e. never 

19. Are you taken advantage of 
tL. more often in prison 
b. more often in the freeworld 
c. about as often in prison as in the freeworld 
d. very seldom taken advantage ,of either place 

'20. How often are' you taken advantage of by other inmates? 
a. most of the time (you are taken advantage of several times a day) 
b. at least once a day , 
c. occasionally (every few days) 
d. seldom 
e. never 

21. Do you feel that your cell is your home,! 
a. never 
b. seldom 
c. often 
d. always 

22. Do you get enough exercise? 
a. never 
b. seldom 
c. of~en 
d. always 

23. Do you get enough sleep? 
a. never 
b.· seldom 
c. ol;ten 
d. always 

24. Do you get enough to eat? 
a. never 
b. seldom 
c. often 
d. always 

o 

'I 
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25. 00 you h~ve enough to do? 
a. never 
b~ seldom 
c. often 
d. always 

26. Do you h~ve enough privacy?' 
a. never 
b. seldom- , 
C~ often 
d. always 

27. 00 you understand the rules? 
a. never 
b. seldom 
c. often 
d. always 

28. Do you have good friends here? 
3.. none 
b. some 
c. many 

29. Do you believe this facility's program is providing you with the 
necessary training to better yourself in the job situation after 
release? 

30. 

a. y l3S 

b. no 

'Given your own special circumstances: what l~ving quarters ,do you 
prefer? 
a. open dorm 
b. semi-enclosed dorm 
c. individual cell 
d. shared room 
e. Single room 
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APPENDIX B 

The Inmates Sampled 

by 
Nancy Woika 
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The prison population sampie can be genel"'alized by the ages. of those· w,ho 

participated in the research program. The average age of the total sample was 

twenty-nine years. When broken down by fac!lity, we can find the following 

average ages: 

CHART 81 

AVERAGE AGES FOR'MED.1UM AND" MAXIMUM' FACtLlTIES 

MEDIUM SECURITY PRISONS 

OGDENSBURG 
FISHKILL 
MID-ORANGE 
ALBION 
MT. MCGREGOR 

30 YEARS 
27 YEARS 

29 YEARS 
29 YEARS 

30 YEARS 

MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS 

ATTICA 
AUBURN 
GREAT MEADOWS 
GREEN HAVEN 
ELMIRA 

32 YEARS 
32 YEARS 

,3~ YEARS 
33 YEARS 

21 YEARS 

rt can be seen from these charts that,. with the exception of Elmira,. the maximum 

security prisons have an olde>r population of inmates than do the madium security 

facilities. The average age for the medium facilities is 29, and,. if Elmira is 

excluded, the average for the maximum group would be close to 30 ye:ctrs. 

When calculating the average ages, extreme values on each end are invisible. 

Another way to examine the sample is to look at the range of ages "in each 

institution. These are as follows: 

CHART 82 
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RANGE OF AGES FOR MEOIUM AND MAXIMuM FACILITIES 

MEDIU.M SECD RITY PRISONS. . . 

OGDENSBURG 
FISHKILL 
MrO-ORANGE 
ALBiON 
MT. MCGREGOR 

17 .. 51 YEARS 
17 .. 56 YEARS 

18-55 YEARS 
18-507 YEARS-

21-56 YE·ARS 

MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS ~ 

A-r:TICA 
AUBURN 
GREAT MEADOWS 
GREEN HAVEN 
ELMIRA 

15:'61- YEA RS· 
20-61 YEARS 

18 ... 54 YEARS 
18-63 YEARS 

17-30 YEARS 

'The overall range for the medium securiy facilities was· from 17· to 57', in the 

• maximum facilities from 17 to 63, and the overall range was from 17 to 63 years. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

e, 

Altti<?ugh the average ages given earlier showed a difference between. the medium 

and the maximum facilities, the range of ages is similar between the two facility 

types. 

Another way to examine the age patterns in the sample is to look at the mode, 
~ . 

0 .. that age which occurs most frequently. The fo/rowing chart gives these values: 

CHART B3 

MODE OF AGES IN MF:DIUM AND MAXIMUM SF:CURITY PRISONS 

MEDIUM SECURITY FACILITIES 

OGDENSBU.RG. 
FISHKILL 
MID-ORANGE 
ALBION 

24,28 YEARS· 
21 YEARS 

23 YEARS 
25 YEARS 
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MT. MCGREGOR 2Z YEARS (11 ) 

MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS 

ATTICA 
AUBURN 
GREAT MEADOWS 
GREEN HAVEN 
ELMIRA 

24 YEARS 
32 YEARS 

26 YEARS 
29 YEARS 

20 YEARS 

(10) 
(11) 

(12) 
(8) 

(19) 

The mode of these two' categories combined, or that age which occurs most 

frequently when 'all of the prisons are e,:,amined as one group, is 24 years, which 

iFiduded 60 of the participaFlts. A 'close second j~ 22 years, held by 59 of those 

pr:isonE!rs taking part. This means that 11.9 of the prisoners who took part in this' 

research were either 22 or 24 years old:. 

Another way to describe the sample in' this research is to examine the 

educational level of the prisoners as a group. the 'ranges of these levels is 

presented bela""!. 

CH~RT 84 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEl:.S OF PRISONERS IN MEDIUM AND MAXIMUM 

SECURITY PRISONS 

-
MEDIUM SECURITY PRISONS 

OGDENSBURG NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE 
ONE M.S. OR PH.D. 

FISHKILL FOUR"rH THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE 
2 COLLEGE GRADUATES 
1 TECHNICAL SCHOOL GRADUATE 

MID-ORANGE NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE 
3 COLLEGE GRADUATES 

. 1 TECHNICAL SCHOOL GRADUATE 
Al:.BION SEVENTH- THROUGH- TWELFTH GRADE 

1 WITH SOME COLLEGE 
2 COLLEGE GRADUATES 

MT. MCGREGOR FOURTH THROUGH ELEVENTH GRADE 
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MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS 

ATTfCA TH~RO, T.HROUGH; TWELFTH GRAD!; 
1 COLLEGE GRADUATE , 

AUBURN NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE 
3 COLLEGE GRADUATES 
1 TECHNICAL SCHOOL GRADUATE 

GREAT MEADOWS NO' EDtJCATION THROUGtf. TWELFTH GRADE 
1 WITH SOME COLLEGE 
1 COLLEGE GRADUATE 

GREEN HAVEN NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE 
1 WITH SOME COLLEGE ' 
1 TECHNICAL SCHOOe. GRADUATE 

ELMIRA NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE 
1 COLLEGE G RADUA TE' 

There is a wide range of educational levels present, from those with no' education -to, 

those who have completed high school 01'" have. achieved an equivalency diploma. 

There are foul'" prisoners in the sample who have experienced college at some point 

before entering prison, whereas thirteen have completed a college degree, and one 

prisoner has completed work a~ the gl"aduate level.· There have also been four 

prisoners who have attended and graduated from technical school. 

. The sample can also be described by the ethnic background, or race, of the 

prisoners. These, are categorized as either White, Black, Hispanic, or "other", 

which includes Oriental, American Indian, Chinese, or Japanese. The overall racia~ 

• composition of those prisoners sampled included 226 Whites, 501 Blacks, 183 

Hispanics, and 3 '·others.'P, When broken down by facility type, the' following 

percentages occur: .' CHART BS 

RACIAL PERCENTAGES IN MEDIUM AND MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS 

• MEDIUM SECURITY PRISONS 
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OGDENSBURG • WHITE 80% 
. BLACK 17% 

HISPANIC 4% 
OTHER 0% 

FISHKILL WHITE· 16% . 
StACK 63% • : 

H!SP"ANIC 21% 
OTHER 0% 

MID-ORANGE WHITE 15% 
BLACK 51% 
HISPANIC 34% 
OTHER 0% • 

ALBION . WHITE 40% 
BLACK· 54%-· 
HISPANIC 5% 
OTHER 2% 

MT. MCGREGOR WHITE 28% 
BLACK 54% • HISPANIC 18% 
OTHER 0% 

MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS . • 
ATTICA WHITE 27% 

BLACK 61% 
HISPANIC 11% 
OTHER 2% 

. AUBURN WHlt'E 37% • BLACK 44% 
HISPANIC 19% 
OTHER 0% 

G REA T MEADOWS . WHITE 14% 
BLACK 65% 
HISPANIC 21% • OTHER 0% 

GREEN HAVEN WHITE T6%-
BLACK 5896 

HISPANIC 27% 
OTHER 0% 

ELMIRA WHITE 30% • BLACK 48% 
HISPANIC 23% 
OTHER 0% 

When the totals of these are calculated, there are, in the medium security facilities, • 

90 Whites, 214 Blacks, 80 Hispanics, and one "o~her", whereas in the maximum 
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facHities, ·'here are 136 Whites, 287 Blacks, 103 Hispanics., and two "others." 

The- final way to describe this sample is through the use of a scale developed 

by megargee,. FrT which ten pers9'nality types are identified and IJ.sed to: predict 

violent behavior. These ten types are briefly described below. 

TYPE A 

--Active, self-assureci,charming, popular, manipulative 

--Outgoing, dominant group 

--Avee-age use of drugl7 

--Not excessively aggressive; does little to avoid hostile interactions 

--Good rela.tions with authorities'. 

--"Artful Dodger":will risk taking illgal shortcuts to gratify his wants 

as soon as possible' . 

TY,PE B 

--One of the least deviant groups 

--Below average interpersonai skills and adjustment· 

--Excessive use of alcohol and drugs 

--Adapt poorly to environment; tnternalize their problems 

~- Lack of spontneity, apathy, lack of drive 

--One of the most troublesome groups in prison 

TYPE C 

--Bi:tier, hostile, sensitive to perceived insults, readily lashes out 

at others, frequent conflict with authority 

--Most likely to have multiple drug use patterns 
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--Very socially withdr-awn 

--Hostile lone~s; see othe~s as a threat • 
--Poor adjustment, deviant value system, lack of ego strength 

--Preoccupied with own probiems, no empathy for othersl problems 

TYPE D • 
--Difficulties in interpersonal relations and adustment 

:'-Fey/ inhibitions against reacting with violence-when provoked--do not • seek out violence 

--Energetic, assertive, ascendant 

--Not willing to ,abide by conventional social mores;low wor~ performance • --Do not form close ,positive relations with staff or fellow iniTiates 

--Need to have their own way 

TYPE E • 
--Best 'intellectual ability and highest academic achievement 

--Good interpersonal relations and adjustment • --Below average use of liquor and drugs 

--Least viofent,good personality, gets along well with others; hipiT 

matu .. ity levels 

• --Optimistic toward p.rison stay' 

TYPE F 

• --One of the most violent and deviant groups 

--High drug usage 

--Antisocral, an'Ci egocentric, dominant and assertive 

• --Little motivation to change maladaptive behaviors; dishonest, deceitful, 
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supnmrely self-centered 

--Minimal concerns with opinions of others;engage hi criminal behavior 

• for kicks 

--Second worst prison adjustment;poor work and dassroom performance 

.- TYPE (j 

• 

• 

.' 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

--High drug use 

--Best educated and brightest 

..;-Average to better interpersonal relations and adjustment 

... -Fewest authority coni!.ict-s 

--Above average dependability 

--Remained rather uninvolved- .. keep out of trouble 

TYPE H 

--Low intellectual ability and educational achievement 

--Greatest number of problems in school and employment 

--G reatest number of problems in interpersonal relations 

--High drug useage, especially LSD and narcotics 

--One of the, most agressive· gl'"Oups",prone to conflicts with authority, 

withdrawn, inoveMed, passive 

--Likely to be avoi.ded by othe~ inmates 

TYPE I 

--Healthy and effective patt~rns of functioning 

!.-Fewest problems in interpersonal relations and general adjustment 

--least like~y to use ha.rd drugs 01'" a-Icohol 

--Outgoing r friendly, non-aggressive 
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--Less assertive but, not passive 

--Lack of social maturity and ,socialization 

TYPE J 

--Least dominant and most passive p most likely to' avoid hostile encounters 

--Lowest tn general aggressiveness 

--Deny probJems outwardly while inwardly experiencing turmoil 

--Awkward in social interactions 

-- Little motivation for ach ievement 

--Minimized their problems 

The most frequent personality type 'occurring in the prisons overall is Type A, or 

th~ "Artful Dodger" type. This personality type is also the one that occurs most 
, , 

frequently in the medium security prisons. ,~ccording to Megargee's typology, we 

would then expect the majority of prisoners to be energetic, cooperative" friend:y, 

and h~lpful. Yet these inmates lack patience, and are very quick in reacting to 

hostile situations. Although they are popular and charming and are not likely to 

have many disciplinary infractions when in prison, it is. important to note that'they 

may not be able to be depended on when placed in a position of responsibility. 

Since this grolJP acts whimsically and. often takes illegal shortcuts to gratify thei ... 

desires, they often find themselves back in prison. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The maximum security prisons had two personalit'y types amerge as dominant, '. 

types A and I. we would expect the same behavior from the prisoners determined 

to be a "type A" in this situation as above~ Those inmates categorized as 

personality type "I" are also friendly and outgoing~ yet they lack maturity in social • 

situations. They are less assertive than type A people, but not passive. Types A 
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and- I are very 'simitari so it" is not surprising that these would both occur as 

dominant. Both types of prisoner groups are outwardly friendly and mature, yet 

are inwardly immatu:re and underdeveloped. 

.. 
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• APPENDIX C 

The Prisons Sampled 

by 
Jean Marie Harris 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
- 167 -

• o 



Three of the most ~triking environmental differences betwe~n , • 

New York State male m~ximum security and medium security 

facilities are their populations ,the architectual styles of 

living units, and the average area of living s.pace per inmate. • 

The five maximum faciliti.es had total populations ranging trom 

1,586 to 2,197 on August 15, 1983. These populations are much 

_higher than four of the five medium facilities which had • 
populations ranging from 236 to 716 on the same date. Fishkill, 

the fifth medium facilityr had a total population of 1,664 on 

August 15, 1983. When we compare these total populations with • 
each facility's total capacity. we note that all but two 

-
facilities are overcrowded e Temporary capacity has been added to 

six of the eight overcrowded facilities to try to alleviate some • 

of the problem. Table e.1 gives the figures on total population, 

total capacity and temporary capacity • 
.. 

• . 
TABLE e.1 Population and Capacity 

Faci li.ty Total Total Temporary 
population Capacity Capacity 

Maximum • Attica 2,197 1,915 3~(o 
Auburn 1,636 1,669 ~ 
Elmira 1,586 1,652 ~ 
Great Meadow 1,753 167~1 39 
Green Haven 2,~86 2,076 0 • Medium 
Albion 345 253 HJ~ 
Fishkill 1,664 1,244 491 
Mid-orange 716 534 205 
Mt. McGregor 455 381 63 
ogdensburg 236 ·230 (0 • 

The second important environmental difference between maximum 

and medium prisons is the architectual style of the living· unitso 

• 
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All inmate subj'ects from the five maximum facilites were housed in 

single occupancy cells. In comparison, the medium facilites 

housed inmates in single, multiple and dorm style units. The 

living units within the medium facilities, whether they are 

single, multiple or dorm, are all of similar construction. They 

have solid cell fronts, solid doors with vision panels and are on 

closed tiers (floors). We do not see this uniformity in the 

single occupancy units of the maximum facilities. Most -living 

units within the maximum facilities have bars ~~ a cell front, as 

opposed to the solid front, and grill doors, as opposed to solid 

doors with vision panels • There is usually a mixture of closed 
. 

tier.s and open t~ers in the maximum fac.ilities. Medium security 

cell blocks which are dorm st.yle have fewer total occupants than 

do single occupant cell blocks. TO summarize. we can say that 

medium facilities have lower total populations than do maximum 

facilities, and less populated living units. 

When comparing area per inmate, we note that the average 

space per inmate is greater in the medium facilities than in the 

maximum facilites. The medium facilities· area per inmate ranged 

from 56 square feet to 112 sq~are with ,an average of 83 square 

'feet. The area per inmate in the maximum facilities ranged from 

44 square feet to 87 square feet with an average of 56 square 

feet. 

What might these physical differences among facilities mean 

in terms of climates as perceived by the inmate? When we compare 

the inmate rankings of the eight environmental conditions 

identified in the prison Environment Inventory, w~ observe only 

slight differences in the rank order of the dimensions between the 
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medium and maximum facilities. There are, however:! some noticabie 

differences in the mean scores between the different se~urity 

level facilities. Ta.ble C.2 indicates the rankings and mean 

scores on the eigh~ dimensions for the average medium facility 

and the average maximum facility. 

TABLE 2 prison Environment Mean Scores 

A'lera:.ge Medium 

19.7 Structure 
17.8 Activity 
16.3 Social Stimulation 
15.2 Freedom 
14.6 Privacy 
14.4 Emotional Feedback 
13.5 Safety 
12 .. 8 Support 

Average r-1aximum 

19.3 Structure 
17 • 8 Ac t i vi ty 
16 .. 7 Freedom 
15.4 Social Stimulation 
14.9 Privcacy 
14.5 Emotional Feedback 
14.3 Safety 
12,,4 Support 

The medium facilities' environments appear to have slightly more 

structure and support than the maximum environments~ and 

substantially more social stimulation. The maximum facilities' 

environments appear 'to offer a substantially more freedom and 

safety than the medium environments. When comparing maximum 

• 

• 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

facility climates, Elmira stands out. Safety is ranked higher as • 

a condition and has a significantly. higher mean score at Elmira 

compared to the other maximum facilites.· When we compare the 
. 

different living units at Elmira we see 'that the higher mean for • 

the safety dimension is indicative of all, but one living unit. 

Elmira also has a lower ranking of, and mean score for. the 

emotional feedback dimension. This lower mean is indicative of • 
all living units at Elmira from ~hich our subjects came. At 

Auburn the privacy dimension ranks higher and has a greater' mean 

than at any other maximum facilityo This ,greater mean is • 
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indicative of all but one cell block at Auburn. 

Table C.3 gives the ranking of, and mean scores for, all 

eight dimensions within the five maximum security facilities. The 

rankings of, and mean scores for, the eig~t dimesnions within the 

medium security facilities are displayed in Table C.4~ 

TABLE 3 Maximum Prisons: PEI Means· 

Elmira 
20.6 Structure 
17.7 Activity 
16.9 Freedom 
15.6 Safety 

14 .. 9 ·Social 
sti::1ulation 

14.1 privacy 
13.·9 Emotional 

Feedback 
13.1 Support 

Auburn 
18.8 Structure 
17 • 8 Act i vi ty 
17.1 Freedom 
150·6 Pr i vacy 

Green 
18.5 
17 .. 5 
16.4 
15.5 

15.0 

14.8 
13.8 

11.9 

Haven 
Structure 
Activity 
Freedom 
Social 
Stimulation 
Emotional 
Feedback 
Privaay' 
Safety 

Support 

Attica 
19.2 Structure 
17.9 Activity 
17.0 Freedom 

Great Meadow 
19.6 Structure 
17.6 Activity 
16.1 Freedom 
15 .. 9 Social 

Stimulation 
14.5 Emotiona'1 

Feedback 
14.3 privacy 
13.9 Safety 

11.8. Support 

15.3 Social Stimulation 
14.5 Emotional Feedback 
14.2 Safety 

15.5 Social ~timu~ation 
15 .. 4 privacy 
14.7 Emotional Feedbac~ 
14.0 safety 

12.5 Support 12.7 Support 

TABLE 4 Medium prisons: PEI Means 

Ogdensburg Fishkill Mid-Orange 
20.1 Structure 19.4 Structure 20 .. 0 Structure 
17.1 Activity 18 .. 4 Activity "17.4 Activity 
17.0 Social 16.0 Social 16.8 Social 

Stimulation Stimulation Stimulation 
15.0 Freedom 14.7 Freedom 15·.8 Freedom 
14.6 privacy 14.6 Emotional 14.8 privacy 

Feedback 
14.1 Emotional 14.2 privacy 14.5 Emotional 

Feedback Feedback 
13.5 Safety 13.9 Safety 13.2 Safety 
12.3 Support 13.3 Support 12.6 Support 
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Albion 
19.7 Structure 
18.1 Activity 
15.9 Social Stimulation 
15.2 Fr,eedom 
i4 .. 6 priv'acy 
14.3 Emotional Feedback 
13.9 Safety 
12.9 SUPPOl:t 

Mt. McGregor 
19.4. Structure 
17.8 Activity 
15.5 Social Stimulation 
15.1 Freedom 
14.5 privacy 
14.3 Emotional Feedback 
13.1 Safety 
12 .. 3 Support 

• 

• 

In Table C.4 we see that the eight dimensions are ranked in the • 

same order for all medium institutions except for Fishkill. 

Fishkill's emotional feedback .and privacy dimensions are in 

reve'rse order of all the other medium facilities. The mean scores • 

for these dimensions do not differ significantly between Fishkill 

and the other facilities even though the rankings· differ. At 

Fishkill, the support dimension has a mean score which is • 

significantly greater than the mean score at any other medium 
". 

facility. This greater mean score seems indicative of most living 

units wit9in Fishkill regardless of unit style (single, multiple • 
.. 

or dorm) Q 

~'lhen comparing the climates of different living units within 

each facili'i~y we see variation among the units. For the most part • 

this variation does not seem to be influenced by the different 

physical attributes of the living units. To compare the living 

units we have ranked the levels at which Toch's eight dimensions • 

are offered in all ten faciliteso This was done by categorizing' 

each dimension into groups with approximately the same percentage 

of respondentse A ranki?g of 1 means the dimension is offered • 
within the level of the 'lowest range throug?out all ten 

facilities .. The ranking of 5 means the dimension is offered 

within the level' of the highest range throughout all ten • 
- 172 -

• 



• 
,J 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

facilities. We will talk about dimensions being offered at the 

highest and lowest in-facility level, meaning in comparison with 

all living units in that facility. We will also discuss' 

dimensions as being offered at the highest or lowest overall 

level, meaning scoring either a 5 or 1, respectively, when 

compared with all l~ving units in all ten facilities. 

At· Elmira, all living units have single occupancy cells on 

open tiers. . All cell blocks, except one, have bar fro-nts with 

grill doors. The one exception, cell block C, has solid cell 

fronts and solid doors with vision panels. For all of these ceil 

blocks, structure was ranked as the top environmental condition 

with cell block H offeringo less structure than ~ll other cell 

blocks. For all dell blocks, the next three ranked conditions 

were freedom, safety and activity, bu~ not consistently in° the 

same order. Cell blocks G and H offered t~e lowest level of 
. 
a~tivity in Elmira. These levels are among the lowest overall. 

Social stimulation, privacy and support varied in their rankings 

and mean scores. Cetl block F offered more social stimulation 

than .any other Elmira cell block. Privacy wa~ offered at its 

lowest in-facility level and overall level in cell blocks G and I. 

nt Attica, where all living units have single occupancy cells 

on closed tiers, we again notice much variation among living 

units' climates. Two of the five living units at Attica have 

solid cell fronts and solid doors with vision panels, cell blocks 

C and E, while the remaining three units have bar fronts and grill 

doors. For all five units structure, freedom, privacy and 

activity are ranked as the top four conditions. The exact 
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ordering of these four dimensions differs for each living unit. 
, . • 

Cell block A offers the highest level of structure within Attica~ 

The levels of freedom~ privacy and ac~ivity do not vary much among 

cell blocks. Emotional feedback and social stimulation ilip flbp • 
between rankings five and six at Attica. Cell block C offers the 

greatest amant of emotional feedback at-Attica, which is also 

within the highest level overall. Safety, which is consjstently • 
ranked number seven, is o-ffered at the highest in-facility level 

in cell block C, and the loewest level in cell block E. Support 

is the eighth ranked condition in all of Attica's living units. • 
In Auburn, the living units are all of the same style: the 

same cell area {5~ square -feet, bar front, grill door, single • 

occupancy and open tierG For all five cell blocks included in the 

study structure, activity and· freedom were ranked one, two and 

three, respecti~ely. Cell block 0 offers the least structure at • 
Auburn, and this is among the lowes~ level offered overall. 

privacy, social stumulation, safety and emotional feedback all 

varied in the rankings between four and seven within the different • 

living units. For all Auburn living units support ranked eig~th. 

Cell block B offered the higest level of suppo~t at Auburn~ This 

level was among the highest overal~. • 
Within Green Haven's· nine living units from which our 

subjects came, there are both open and closed tiers. All but one 

• living unit have bar fronts and grill doors. The remaining unit, 

cell block J, has solid fronts and solid doors with vision panels. 

Six units have structure as the number one con9ition, cellblocks -
A, B, 0, E, F, G, and and three units have activity' as number 

., 
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o'ne,cell blocks C, H, J. Privacy, freedom, emot~onal feedback and 

social stimulation were al~ ~anked three or four in at l'a-ast two 

of the living units. Support was ranked number eight in all 

living units except cell block A where i~ was ranked seventh and 

safety was eighth. The levels of each dlmension offered within 

Green' Haven's living units vary from·the lowest level to the 
'b 

highest level overall for six of the eight dimensions •. , Only 
" 

social stimulation and support never reach the hi~hest overall 

level. 

The four living units in which our Great Meadow subjects 

lived have bar fronts with grill doors. One of these units, cell 

block E, has open tiers while the rest have closed tiers. Three 

of the four units, cell blocks A, S, and E, had structure as 

number one and activity as number two. The fourth unit, cell 
. 

. block C, had activity as number one and structure as number two. 

Cell block E offers the highest level of acti vi ty . ,fbr Great 

Meadow. This is also within the h~ghest level overall. Cell 

block C offers the lowest level of structure, and this is within' 

the lowest level ove.rall. Freedom, social stimulation, pr i vacy and 

emotional feedback are all ranked three through six for the living 

units, although not in any consistent order. Cell block E offers 

the least freedom and the most priva~y at Great Meadow. Cell 

block B offers the most social stimulation and emotional feedback, 

and the level of emotional feedback is within the highest level 

overall. Safety is number seven and support number eight in all 

four living units. 

All six living units studied at Mid-Orange have solid fronts, 
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solid doors with vision panels and are on closed tiers, 

blocks, A,p S, C and 0 are made up of both single occupan~y and dorm 

style units. Cell blocks H and I have single occupancy units. 

For all six units structure is the number one condition. Cell 

block 0 has offers the lowest level of structure in the facility" 

Cell blocks A, H, and I offer the highest level ov.erall. Activity 

and social stimulation, are the second and third ranked condi tions 

in all units, not necessarily in that order. Cell block 0 offers 

the least amount of ac~ivity in the facility. The highest overall 

level of sodial stimulation is offered' in cell blocks C, 0, H, and 

I& Cell block I offers the highest level of safety in Mid-orange, 

and this is within the highest level overall~ While cell block B 

.offers the lowest level of emotional feedback within the facility 

and overall, cell block I offers the highest level within the 

faci~ity and overall. Cell blocks 0, H, and I offer the highest 

~verall level o~ support. privacy is at its highest in-facility 

and overall level l'n 11 bl k ce' oc H. 

There 

at Albion .. 

are boeh single occupancy and dorm style living units 

All of these living units have solid cell fronts, 

an are located on closed tiers. solid doors with vision panels, d 

structure is the number one condition at Albion and cell block A 

offers it at the highest in-facility and overall level. Activity 

is the second ranked condition and social stimulation the third. 

Cell block A has the highest in-facility and overall level of 

activity and the same is true of cell block D'S social stimulation 

level. privacy in cell blocks A and B l'S at ' ltS highest in-

facility and overall level. 

in cell blokes A, B, and F. 

Safety is at the lowest overall level 

Support and safety vie for the number 
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e 
eight rariking in the different living units. 

The multiple occupancy units at Mt. McGregor all have 

• structure as the top condition and activity as the number two 

condition. All four units have the highest overall level of 

structure. 
,; 

Social stimulation is at its highest in-facility and 

• overal~ level in cell blocks A and D. Cell block B offers the 
. -

highest in-facility and overall level of emotional feedback. The 

-highest in-facility level of safety is offered in cell block D. 

• Support, the eighth condltion at Mt. McGregor is at the lowest 

in-facility and overall level in three of its four units, cell 

bloc k s -g, C, and D. 

• The two living units at Ogdensburg studied have some of the 

lowest levels of all overall levels. Activity, freedom, privacy 

and safety are all at the lowest overall level in both living 

• units .. Neither living unit offers. the highest overall- level on 

any' dimension. Cell clock A offers slightly more social 

stimulation and structure than does cell block B. Emotional 

• Feedback is offered at a slightly higher level in cell block B 

compared to cell block A. 

.-
• 

• 

• 

Fishkill, with 16 different living units studied, has a 

variety of single, multiple and dorm style living units. All 

living units have solid cell fronts, solid doors with vision 

panels, and are located on closed tiers. The ranking of eight 

dimensions differ greatly among living units here. For all eight 

dimensions the levels at which they are offered at Fishkill range 

form the lowest overall level to the highest overall level. 

As we can see, the climates of the different living units 
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within each facility vary. They vary more in some facilities than 

others. " These variations do not" depend on the physical attributes 

of the living units or the facility. Some units offer more of a 

specific dimension .than other units within the same facilitYe 
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Environmental 
Levels 

1 til 
Ie 

n 

2 % 
n 

3 % 
n 

4 % 
n 

5 % 
n 

Observed 
Success 
Rates 

Projected 

I 

% 

n 

Table 0 .. 1 

Success Rates of Megargee Groups 
in Emotio.nal Feedback Environments 

External -- PAQ 
.'" 

Mesarsee Tlees 
-

A B C 0 E F ,G .H 1. J 

,:;< ~ 

57~ 0 100% 67% 25% ' 40% 57% 33% 
7 0 3 1 3 4 .- -0 5 14 3 

77'10 50% 45% 67% 50% 67% 73% 71% 79% 100% 
22 2 11 6 2 15 11 14 14 4 

75% 100% 43% 75% 100% 50% 63~ 38% 73% 60% 
12 2 14 8 1 - 18 8 16 26 10 

60.% 100% 56% 3~% 100% 56%. 100% 60% 100% 75% 
15 1 9 3 1 9 4 5 8 4 

75% 100% 33% 50% .. 75% a 80% 88% 100% 
8 1 3 2 0 4 2 5 8 1 

70% 83% 43% 65% - 71% 56% 68% 56% 76% 68% 

64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 70 22 

Success % 70% 100% 43% 71% 71% 62% 68% 70% 94% 80% 
Rates 
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48% 
40 

70% 
101 

60% 
115 

68% 
59 

71% 
34 

63.9% 

349 
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e, 
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• 

• Environmental 
Lev~l s A 

, 

5 % 63% 
n 16 

• 4 % 93% 
n 14 

3 % 75% 

• n 12 

2 % 671-
n 15 

" 
1 % 43% 

- 7 

Observed % 70% 
Success n 64 
Rates 

• Projected 
Success % 77% 
Rates 

• 

• 

• 

.0 

Table D.2 

Success Rates of Megargee Gr"oups 
In Safety Environments 

Externa l--PAQ 

B c 
Megargee Types" 

D E F - G 

67% 29% 80% - 92% 83% 
3 " 14 5 0 12 6 

100% " 89% 67% 67% 50% 75% 
1 9 3 3 14 4 

100% 43% 80% - 67% 57% 
1 7 5 0 12 7 

:---:: .' 

100% 40% 33% 100% 17% 63% 
1 5 6 1 6 8 

0% 100% 67% 17% 
0 5 1 3 6 0 

. 
83% 43% 65% 71% 56% 68% 
6 40 20 7 50 25 

83% 52% 43% 71% 69% 80% 
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56% 90% 83% 68% 
9 10 6 81 

40% 7710 50% 68% 
15 26 r,; 

.v 97 

100% 67% 80% 70% 
7 15 &:. 71 • oJ 

50% 85% 100% 59% 
8 13 " 1 64 

50% 50% 50% 39% 
6 6 2 36 

56% 76% 68% 63.9% 
45 70 22 349 

57% 81% 68% 70.5% 



Environmental 
Level s A 

5 % 5~ 
n 16 

4 % 71% 
n 14 

3 % 67% 
n 12 

2 % 73% 
n 15 

1 % 
. 

72% . 
n 7 

Observed % 67% 
Success n 64 
Rates 

Projected 
. Success % 73% 
Rates 

Table 0.3 

Success Rates of Megargee Groups 
In Safety Environments 

Phys;cal--PAQ 

B c 
Megargee Types 
o E F G 

33~ 29% 80% - 83% 83% 
3 . 14 5 0 12 6 

0% 56% 67% 67% -64% 25% 
1 9 3 3 14 4 

100% 57% 40% - 25% 43% 
. 1 7 5 0 12 7 

),00% 40% 33% 0% 50% 25% 
1 5 6 1 6 8 

... 20% 0% 0% 50% .. 
a 5 1 3 6 a 

50% 40% 50% 29% 56% 44% 
6 40 20 7 50 25 

50% 52% 75% 67% 79" 60% 
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22% 30% 67% 59" 
9 10 6 81 

20% 65% 63% 56~ 
15 26 8 -97 

57% 47% 60% 49% 
7 15 5 71 • 

50% 62% 100% 53% 
8 13 1 64% 

0% 50% SO" 36% 
6 6 2 36 

29% 54% 64% 51.0% • 45 70 22 349 

37% 54% 64% 6lc6% 
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Table 0.4 

Success Rates of Megargee Groups 
in Social Environments 

Physical - PAQ 

Environmental 
Levels A B c 

1 % 60% 0% 33% 
n 5 1 6 

2 % 73% - 56% 
n 15 0 9 

3 % 73% - 25% 
n 15 0 4 

4 % 58% 60% 33% 
n 24 5 12 

, 

5 % 80% - 44% 
n 5 0 .9 

Observed % 67% 50% 40% 
Success 
Rates n 64 6 40 

Projected 
Success n 62 50 40 
Rates 

o 
Me~argee Types 

E G H I J 
. 

40% O~ '60~ 40% 33% 44% 75% 
5 2 10 5 9 9 4 

33%- 50% 78% 33% 18% 55% 60% 
6 -2 9 6 17 22 5 

80% a 38% 25% 20% 78% 59% 
5 1 8 4 5 9 4 

100% 50% 72% 66% 40% 64% 100% 
2 2 11 3 5 17 3 

0 - 33% 57% 44% 31% 50% 
2 0 12 . 7 9 13 6 

50% 29% 56% 44% 29% 54% - 64% 

20 7 50 25 45 70 22 

50 29 68 36 43 63 62 
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45% 
56 

51% 
91 

55% 
55 

60% 
84 

43% 
63 

51% 

349 
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Environmental 
Levels 

A 

1 % 43" 
n 7 

2 % 61~ 
n .18 

B 

-
0 

, 

50'; 
2 

TableD.5 

Success Rates of Megargee Groups 
in Support Environments 

Physical-PAQ 

Megargee Groups 

C ,-, D E F G H I 

" 

67~ 25% 0% 75~ 40~ 17% 67~ 
3 4 1 8 5 6 15 

56% 72% 67~ 38~ 2;01. 60% 58'%. 
9 7 3 13 5 5 12 

J 

33~ 
3 

1001. 
5 

3 %. 94% 50%· 38~ 50% o 
1 

60% 33% 25% 57% 50% 
n 18 2 8 4 10 6 20 21 4 

. 
4 % 47% 50% 31% . 50'%. 0 67'%. 50% 36% 40% 75% 

n 15 2, 16 4 2 12 6 U 10 4 • , . 

5 % 83% - 25% 0 .. 43% 100% 0 42'%. 50% 
n 6 0 4- 1 0 7 3 3 12 6' 

I , 

Observed % 67% 50% 40'%. 50% 29% 56% 44~ 291- 54% 64% 
Success 
Rates n 64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 70 22 

Projected 
Success % 57% 50% 58% 55% 29% 56% 67% 29% 63% 64% 
Rat.es 
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5 1 'X, 

349 

54.7% 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Environmental 
,levels 

1 % 
n 

2 % 
n 

3 % 
n 

4 % 

n 

5 % 
n 

Observed % 
Success 
Rates n 

Projected 
Success % 
U~tes 

• 

0 1 

- . 50% 
0 6 

- 67% 
0 3 

33% 33% 
3 3 

100% 50% 
2 4 

100% 100% 
2 2 

83% 56% 

6 18 

100% 67% 

• • ~ • • • • • i 
'1 ~ 
~ 
~ 

~ 
:~ 
< 
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Table 0.6 

:t 
Success Rates of Groups with Different ~ 

Concerns About Safety in Safety Environments .~ 
;;0 

Physlcal-PAQ ~ 
~ 
~ 

Concern levels ~ 
~ i 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12. 13 14 Total .~i 

!; 

25% 67% 47% 64% 63% 66% 46% ~8% 44% 25% 25% 50% 0% 51% 
4 9 17 14 24 29 24 21 18 8 8 2' 1 185 

80% 83% 73% 46% 45% 54% 61% 65% 73% 29% 0% 0% - 55% 
10 12 15 35 22 35 28 23 11 17 6 2 0 219 

. 
33% 38% 56% 67·1- 78% 59% 64% 56% 50% 50% 50% 50% 0% 52% 

6 9 11 28 25 26 21 26 16 14 4 2 1 201 

75% 60% 38% 58% 39% 42% 38% 41% 46% 57% 20% 0% - 47% 
12 15 16 31 18 31 21 29 13 7 5 1 0 205. 

50% 83% 47% 33% 36% 41% 30% 7% 33% 20% - 0% - 38% 
4 6 15 9 11 17 10 14 9 5 0 1 0 . 105 

67% 73% 53% 55% 50% 51% 44% 42% 51% 37% 22% 25% - 49.9% 

36 51 80 117 100 138 104 113 6J. 51 23 8 2 915 

69% 67% 59% 51% 54% 59% 54% 57% '55% 50% 50% 50% 0% 56.6% 



Environmental 
Level s A B 

1 ~ 100~ 0% 
" n 7 0 

2 01 72% 50% ~ 

n 18 2 
- ", 

Table iJ.7" 

Success Rates of Megargee Groups 
in Support Environments 
Assaultive Infractions 

Megargee Groups 
c D E F G H I 

-
100% 75~ 100% 100% 60% 83~ 100% 

3 4 1 8 5 6 5 

44% 86% 100~ 85% 80% 80% 83% 
g" 7 3 13 : 5 5 12 -

.. 1 Totals 

100% 90% 
3 42 

"100% 77% 
5 79 

3 % 
n 

67% 100~ 88% 75% 100% 70% 100% 80% 86% 50% 78% 
18 2 8 4 1 10 6 20 21 4 94 

4 % 67% 100% 88% 75% 50% 67% 100% 100% 90% 75% 82% 
n 15 2 16 4 2 12 6 11 10 4 82 

. 
5 % 67% - 75% 0 - 100% 100% " 67~ 92% 83% • 83% 

n 6 0 4 1 0 7 3 3 12 6 42 " 

Observed % 72"10 83% 78% 75% 86% 821, 88% 84% 88% . 82% 81.1% 
Success 
Rates n 64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 60 22 339 

Projected 
Success % 80% 100"10 78% 82%, 100% 82% 100% 84% 91% 100% 86.1% 
Rate 
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Environmental 
Levels 

1 % 
n 

2 % 
n 

3 % 
n 

4 % 
n 

5 % 
n 

Observed 
Success 
Rates 

Projected 
Success 
Rates 

% 

n 

~ 
/0 

A 

. 78~ 
9 

78~ 
9 . 

Table 0 .. 8 

Success Rates 'of Megargee Groups 
in Structure Environments 
Assaultive Infractions 

Me9argee Grogs 

B C 0 E F G - H 

100% 64% 83% - 57% 67% 67% 
1 11 6 a 7 6 6 

.. 100% - 100% 100% 100%. 82% 
0 3 a 2 . 5 4 11 

I 

90% 
10 

91% 
11 

67% 100% 60% 63% 100% 89% 83% 75% 88% 
18 1 5 8- 1 9 6 8' 17 

79% 1.00% 86% 80% 100% 87% 100% 100% 86% 
19 1 7 5 3 15 6 11 14 

67% 67% 86% 100% 9% 79% 100% 89% 88% 
9 3 14 1 1 14 3 9 8 

. 

72% 83% 78% 75% "86% 82% 88% 84% 88% 

64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 60 

78% 100% 86% 75'% 86% 82% 100% 95% 90% 

- 187 -

J Totals 

100% 75% 
3 59 

67~ 88% 
3 48 

67% 75% 
.6 79 

8.0% 87% 
5 86 

100% 82% 
7 67 

82% 81.1% 

22 339 

92% 85.8% 



EnvirlJnmental 
Levels A B 

1 ~ 83~ -
n 12 0 

2 % 93% 0% 
n 15 1 

Table 0.9 

Success Rates (Jf Megargee Groups 
. In Pri vacy Envi ronments 
.Assaultive Infractions 

c 
Megargee Types' o E F G H 

100% 67% 100~ 100% 100~ .100~ 
5 3 2 7 ~l 6 

86" O~ 100% 86% 75% 67% 
7 1 2 7 4 3 

.. 

I J Totals 

100% 75 92% 
8 4 48 

85~ 88% 84% 
13 8 61 

3 % 50% 100~ 83% 100% 0% 92% 100% 100~ 57% . 78% 
n . 10 1 6 2 1 12 4 6 7 0 49 

4 % 64% 100% 82% 83% 100% 69% 75~ 79%· 89% 60% 78% 
n 11 1 11 6 1 13 4 19 18 5· 89" 

. 
5 % - 63% 100% 55% 75% 100% 73% 92% 82~ 100% 100~ : 79% 

n 16 3 11 8 1 11 12 11 14 5 92 . 
Observed % 72% 83% 78% 75% 86% 82% 88% 84% 88% 82% 81.1% 
Success 
Rate n 64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 60 22 339 

Projected 
Success % 89% 100% 92% 75% 86.% 93% 88% 84% 88% 80% 87.9% 
.Ra~e 
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• 

• Environmental 
Levels 0 

1 ~ lOO~ 
n 1 

• 2 % 100% 
n 1 

3 % 67% 
n 3 • 

4 ~ 100% 
n 2 

5 % 100% • n 3 
-

Observed % 90% 
Success 
Rates n 10 

• Projected 
Success % 100% 
Rates 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Table 0.10 

" Success Rates of Risk·Level Groups 
In Activity Environments 
Assaul t·i ve Infract ions 

1 2 3 
Risk Levels 
4 g '0 78 

91% 92% S.q·% 78~ 94~ 79% ~9% 39% 
11 13 16, 27 18 19 27 18 

100~ 100% 80% 50% 76% 67~ 91~ 68% 
13 19 35 ' 20 37 18 11 25 

85% 94% 75% 94~ 85~ 67% 81% 67i 
13 16 12 31 27 15 26 15 

100~ 90% 88% 94% 89% 76% 73% 74% 
10 31 40 36 38 21 30 23 

'i"'\n~ 80% 77% 94% 75% 100% 64% 78% .J.VUiij 

9 5 22 17 12 ' 5 , 11 9 

95% ' 93% 83% 84%' 84% 74% 72% 64% 

56 84 ' 125 . 131 132 78 105 90 

96% 97% 84% 94% 85~ ·67% 81';& 75% 
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9 10 Totals 
1 

72% 50% 75% 
18 6 174 

73% 83% 77~ 
15 6 200 

67% 83% 81% 
15 6 179 

70% 100% 85% 
23 5 259 

100% lOU~ 84% 
6 2 101 . 

73% 80% 80% 

77 35 913 

76% 100% 85% 



Environment 
Levels 0 1 

1 % 1001, 100% 
n 1 10 

Z % 100% 90% 
n 1 10. 

3· % 91% 
n 0 11 

4 % 67% 100% 
n 3 13 

5, % 100% 92% 
n 5 12 

~ 

Observed %- 90% 95% 
Success 
Rates n 10 56 

Projected % 
Success 100% 95% 
Rates 

Table 0.11 

Succes's Rates of Ri sk Level Groups 
In Structure Envi ronments' 

Risk Levels 
2 j 4 5 6 7 8 

93% 881- 701- 88'%, 71% 60% 40% 
14 17 23 16 14 20 10 

100% 88% 831- 65~ 671- 78% 62% 
16 24 29 26 12 9 13 

90% 83% 84% 86% 82% 71% 54% 
27 46 31 35 22 24 13 

11)0% 88% 95% 92% 69% 74% 76% 
14\ 16 21 24 16 27 33 

85% 73% 89% 90% 79% 80% 67% 
13 22 27 31 14 25 21 

93% 83% 84% 84~ 74% 72% 64% 

84 125 131 132 78 105 90 

97% 88% 92% 91% 73% 77% 72% 
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•• 

• 

9 10 Totals • 
40% 80~ 75% 
5 5 135 

75% 67% 781- • 
4 3 147 

64% 57% 80% 
14 7 230 • 
83% 100% 85% 
35 6 208 

68% 100% 81% 
19 4 193 • ""'" 
73% 80% 80% 

77 25 913 

• 
78% 100% 85e8% 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 

• 

'" 

) 

• 

• 

• 

Environmental 
'Levels 0 1 

1 % 100% 
n 0 2 

2 % 100% .100% 
n 2 14 

Table 0.12 
Success Rates of Risk Level Groups 

In 'Support Envi ronments 
Assaultive Infractions' 

Risk Levels 
2 ~ 4 5 . 6 7 

94% 100% 95% 100% 91% 72% 
16 13 20 19 11 18 

92% 85% 80% 79% 65% 67% 
12 40 41 42 26 15 

8 

71% 
14 

45% 
20 . - . - ... . ~ . . . . ... .. o _ .. • • • •• - . " .. '. . ... .. .... """ "" ........ 

3 % 50% 100% 95% 77"J, 80% 81% 79% 81% 63% 
n 2 20 37 30 35 37 . 14 21 16 

4 % 100~ 88% 93% 85% 88% 85% 61% 12% 69% 
n 5 8 14 26 17 13 21 32 26 

E: % 1PO% 83% 80% 75% 83%- 86% 100% 68% 79% OJ 

n 1 12 5 . 16 18 21 6 _ 19 14 

Observed % 90% 95% 93% 83% 84% 84% 74% 72% 64% 
Success 
Rates n 10 56 84 125 131 132 78 105 90 

Projected 
Success %,100% 100% 93% 89% 84% 84% 74% 72% 73% 
Rates 

-191 -

9 10 Totals 

50% 100% 87% 
10 5 128 

92% 60% 77% 
12 5 229 

50% 100% 80% 
20 1 233 

86"J, 83% 80"J, 
22 6 190 

85% 75% 80% 
13 8 133 

73% 80% 80% 

77 25 913 

86% 79% 83.2% 
,. 

I 
~ . 




