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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The ©purpose of classification in prisons is  to provide
administrators and program personnel with information about the.
~.expected behavior of inmates that can be used in their  efficient
management.  Classification has often been used to make initial
placements to prigons and housing umits and in evaluating transfers.
This study was motivated by a belief that this information could 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 we would be one step further along -in
anticipating and hopefully preventing behavioral - problems. Inmates
could then be placed in those settings where their adjustment would be
the” most positive. :
To achieve this goal, this project set out to do three things. It
began by identifying the most 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 of classification techniques. Risk assessment
which ranks inmates according to their probabilities of posing security
problems is possibly the most popular form of classification today.
Megargee's MMPI typology categorizes inmates dinto one of ten
personality types, each with itsg own traits and likelihood of causing
problems. Finally, Toch's 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 superior over
the others. One reason for this was that different systems more
effectively distinguished “inmates who experienced 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 Toch 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
ad justment problems in prisons. as well as possible. Past research
suggests that dindividual “background characteristics, personality,
preferences, and phase of sentence determine outcomes. Organizational
factors dincluding population size, crowding, 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 empirically tested. All of these
factors were included in a model of adjusthent 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 play a
role, the ultimate goal of suggesting appropriate settings for the
assignment of partlcular 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, it was projected that the incidence of aggressive and
assaultive activity and personal distress and victimization could be
reduced by more than 20 percent. These findings are extremely
encouraging. They suggest that two-way classification strategies are
potentially useful in achieving both the maximization of institutional
security and control and the minimization of individual functional
disability. By using information already collected by many prison
systems to place individuals in specific settings, substantial
reductions in the incidence of adjustment problems appears to be
possible.
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CHAPTER- ONE
Transactional Prison Classification

Class_:i.fq'.cation in the criminal justice setting invoives the
agsignment of dindividuals to gr‘oups which are differentiated in
supposedly meénir;gful ways and whiéh,typically_ differ in their expected
behavior. As such, classificatigr; is used to éenerate _informatioﬁ that
can guide policy and treatment decision making and serves criminal
justice administrators as a management and predictive tool. ‘It has
been employed in various contexts. Class.ification 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 behavioral problems among incarcerated
offenders so that appropriate treatments can .be prescribed, and to
determine parole eligibility, Classificat.:ion‘i; undertaken in or.:dér to
make more informed decisions, to r;xa.ke decisions in a more efficient and
consequently less expensive' manner, an& to make more equitable
decigions regarding the assignment of indi‘v:'.duals to settings with
varying amounts of freedom.

Prison classification, upon which this research focuses, has been
a management technique of particular interest to penologist and prison
administrato'rs 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 precipitating from multiple causes. It

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



offendgrs would fesponé to- certain 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 Sullivaﬁ, Grant and
Grant, 1957) and Quay's. behavior categories (see Quay and Parson,
1970). Both systems used highly trained professionals to assign
individuals to behavioral groups. distinguished b§ their unique
personality disorders. -
Classification during this period, according ’to James Austin
(1983: 562), often tock place in reception and diagnostic centers where
gocial scientists administered a battery of social, psychological and
medical tests to determine program needs and appropriate security
problems of newly arrived inmates. However, as rehabilitation fell in
disfavor with the public, politicians, ihmates and correctional
experts, and ﬁrison - populations began to soar as new sentencing
pclicies were implemented, traditional classification techniques'were
no longer appropriate or practical. New, more efficient ways of
assigning inmates to prison settingé to ensure the safety of both staff
and inmates were needed. Consequently, we have seen a shift in both
the functioﬁ and the structure of classification. .
Although it would be naive to assert that security was not a
central issue in traditional classification activities, tdday it,
rather trhan treatment, is the predominant purpose of. classification.
Enhanced control of the prison population thréugh 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
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inmates can, nor for that matter need'to be,v housed in settings with
intense supervision and strict security. These settings are the most
expensive to operate and must be reserved for - inmates who must be so
confined for their own safety or for that of others. Prison
el '

administrators _need a method that will allow them to identify those
inmates who are likely to become victims and those inmates who are
likely to _bet;:me\ 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. '

YL 4;\’5 Austin (1983: 562-563) also points out, thjij need for accurate
and precise classification models, in addition to being pragmatic, has
become a legal issue for correctional administrators. In numerous

>,

\fecent cases (Holt v. Sarver, 1971; Morris v. Travisono, 1970; Pugh

ve Lockes, 1976; Laman v. Helgemoce, 1977; Palmigano v. Garrahy,
1977; and Ramos v. Lamm, 1979), judicial decisions have held that
classification methods  cannot he "capricious, irrational, or
discriminatory." Austin notes that, "the courts repeatedly found that

traditional classification ' procedures and criteria were based on

unfounded assumptions regarding inmate behavior and that criteria were.

not applied uniformly to all inmates."” 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 comp'leté." The
decision also mandated that procedures for validation of the model be

implemented.



Criteria for "Good" Classification

To méét the four-fold criteria spelled out in Ramos,‘ a
classification system should be designed and tested according to sound
psychometric methods. If proper procedures are followed the system

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

scheme outlined by Megargee (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 classmflers to
place an offender in the same category.

4, It must be valid. There should be a demonstration that
individuals falling within certain categories 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 should 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 essential 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 in&ispensable in producing an

instrument which is conceptually complete.
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‘What is omitted frém 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 ufalling into different categories should have different
probabilities of victimization, predatory behavior, or violent acts.
It is the predictive utility of a classification system that makes it a

) . C—é:m."(ifc_«"&.«,; LA e Lo —
useful management information tool. This knowledge is the basis on
which the administrator assigns inmates to appropriate setéings to
minimize problems as cost effectively as'possible and to make policy
decisions regarding the proper care and supervision of prisonefs.? This
criterion is implied in ‘Megargee'S' requirement #6; however, récent
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 dinmates rather than

rehabilitation alone. .
Types of Classification Systems

The search for c¢lassification 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 a number of different directions.
As a result, several different and unique classification systems have
been developed depending on the researchers' assumptions about prison
ad justment 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
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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 prison. These systems

have a strong rehabilitation orientation and many were developed as

diagnostic devices when offender change was a predominant correctional
goal. Yet evidence that these groupings are somewhat stable, have
meaningful characteristics to the people who work with inmates, and
have been found to relate to in-prison behavior, led some . pz;ison
officials to. rely on these systems to make managerial assignments
according to contemporary demands for security. Possibly the most
widely used system falling into this c;t'egory is that designed by
Megargee which uses the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(M.M.P.I.) to classify inmates into ten groups.’

The second type of classification currently used in assigning
inmates focuses on .ihmates' neéds and concerng,. rather than
personality, as do the first group. The theory underlying these
instruments is that different people require different environments.
When there is congruence between their needs and what the environment
provides, adjustment problems are less 1likely; yet, when there is
incongruence functional deterioration, distress,- frustratianv' and
violence are more likely to be evidenced. Toch's Prison Preference
Inventory (P.P.I.), which classifies i‘nmates according to their needs
for activity, emotional feedback, freedom, privacy, safety, social
stimulation, structure and support, is a good example of systems of
this type.

The third type of classification system, and possibly the most

popular at this time, is risk assessment. These predictive models,
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using a variéty of demographic, preincarceration, criminal, and past
behavioral chéracteristics,-distinguish inmates ac&ording to their risk
of institutional misbehavior. An  evaluation of  individual
characteristics are used to produce a score with known probabilify of
insti?:utional misconduct. Some of the better known risk models are
those currently used in the federal and California prison systems and
the one~&eveloped by the National Institute of Corrections. Yet the
particularly stringent demands for validation of instruments of this
type suggest that models are not generalizable without further testing
(see Wright, Clear, and Diékson, 1984). h “

Because they are indicative of the classification systems of their
type, their relative wide use, and their known utility, the three
instruments just vndted—«Megargee's system, the Prison Preference
Inventory, and risk assessment--were of .particular interest in ghis
.-gtudy. Before preceding further, let us examine the particular

characteristics of each.
The Megargee MMPI Typclogy for Prisoners

The Megargee typology consists of ten offender profile types which
are considered to occur naturally witﬁin 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 lengthy
pergonality inventofy which requires the respondent to answer true or
false to questions such as "I am frequently angry." It can be
administered in a group setting and scored b§ computer, thus making it

an economical alternative to the one-on-one interview. This particular
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igventory was selected because it has been extensively tested and norms
are well established. Furthermore, theLMMPI has been successfully used
in various criminal justice settings and can be readministered. (A
short description of ‘the system is given by Lillyquist; 1980: 3é0—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, Megargee (with the assistance of
various colleagues) used an empirical approach developed by Veldman
(19675 known as hierarchical +profile analysis. This technique
identifies naturally - occurring groups within a data set - whereby
intragroup dissimilarity is minimized and intergroup disparity is
maximized. Once these groups were identified the researchers wrote an
extensive set of rules which could be used to assign individuals to the
correct éroup. .The rﬁles cén be applied clinically.kdr_ by computer
routine., The assignment proceduré appears to be fairly reliable.
Assessments conducted by Megargee and Boﬁn (1979) and Edinger (1979)
report that the typology is valid and generalizable; however, a study
conducted by Moss, Johnson and Hoséord (1984) failed to establish thé
predictive validity of the typq;ogy. Megargee, in a study fUnded by
the National Institute éf 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 uhique 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 groups 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 tendexicy to allow the label to prematurely guide

subsequent analyses and to allow descriptive data to accumulate about

the groups Megargee believes to occur naturally within the prison

population.

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

groups have been described as follows (see Megargee and Bohn 1979:

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

1.

2.

Type Item inmates are the most well-adjusted of any of the groups
and evidence few interpersopal or intrapsychic problems. Tiley
generally come from warm and stable middle-class families but
appear to lack social responsibility., Identification with a
cieviant value system is not stromg, rathef as Megargee and Bohn
(1979:174) 'indicate these ir;d’ividuals are ''mot deprived, not
depfaved, but simply peaple who steal other's property.”

Type Easy also seems to be a well-adjusted group. but is
distinguished by higher than average intelligence. Like Item
inmates, this group comes from a healthy homé environment. They
score high on measures of social maturity but are often
underat;hievers. 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 intentionaily, it
appears to be descriptive of these individuals. They take the
"easy" way through life which may incline them to criminality.
Type Baker possess essentially normal personality profiles but
suffer from excessive anxiety. Consequently, these individuals

seem depressed, withdrawn, and experience difficulty in relating
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interpersonally. They are passive and submissive and adju‘stb
poerly ﬁo prison. ‘It ‘is gpeculated that some of these
in’dividuals‘commit crimes to satisfy their néed to be punished. |

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 ievéls of
hostility and alienation. This configuration of personality
chara;;teristics led Megargee and Bohn (1967:197) to describe Able
as the "Artful Dodger, a clever, oppoftunistic, daring, and
amoral person who will risk taking illegal shortcuts to gratify
his wants."

Type '_(g_e;c_a_lzgg is comprised of some of the brightest and best
educated inmates who are also highly adaétable and generally
effective in their interpersonal relations. They function well
in the authoritarian gnvironment of 'the' prison since they have
few conflicts with authorities and are low in dominance. They
tend not to be heavily involved in drug use but have high rates
of drug offenses, indicating that they are involved in the
"entrepreneurial side of the crime.

Type _]_)_g;i:_a_ inmates possess élearly‘deviant personalities and are
described as impulsive individuals who are unable to control
their impulses and postpone gratification. They are charming and
intelligent and able to manipulate others. They express little
guilt about their crimes.

Type Jupiter inmates are extremel} passive inmates who avoid
conflict. The group is comprised of moétly black property

offenders who appear to be doing their best to ‘overcome social
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and’ familial handicaps. Their adjustment to prison is generally
better than might be expected.

8. ‘ Type Foxtrot inmates have been described as "obnoxious,
'streetwise,'  abrasive  individuals  who  engender  much
in’terpersonél conflict" (Edinger, 19?9: 235), As one -of the most
deviant and antisocial groups, they ;;ossess a broad az:ray of
problems and difficulties including extremely low levels of
commitment to conventional values and high levels of drug and
alcahol. ‘abuse. ~They are one of the most violent groups.

5. Type Charlie inmates are cold and bitter individuals who will
become hostile and violent when they perceive themselves to have
been insulted. They have long histories of maladjustment related
to their antagonistic attitude, poor sociability, distrust of
othets, and conflict with authority.

10. Type How is the-most unstable and psychologi'cally pathological‘

group. ériminality 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 t?ley 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 comxﬁunity. One report indicates
that when the typology was used in making housing assignments in one
facility, assaultive behavior was reduced by 46 percent (Lillyquist,
1980: 324). | |
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The Prison Preference Inventory

-This 56-item forced choice instrument was developed by Hans Toch
(1977) to measure inmate concerns about eight envirogmental attributes:
activity, 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 responsés and descriptions, Toch sought to identify
those environmental concerns which "cut across” individuals and appear
to be commonalties associated with prison environments. According to
Toch (1977: 16), his research allowed him to construct "portraits of
what is valuable and noxious to dinmates 'in prison settings.” He
described the dimensions as follows:

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

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

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

SUPPORT 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 |
A concern with congeniality, and a preference
for settings that provide an opportunity for

social interaction, companionship, and
gregariousness.
ACTIVITY A concern about understimulation; a. need for

maximizing the opportunity to be occupied and
to £ill time; a need for distraction.

FREEDOM A concern about circumscription of one's
autonomy; a need for minimal restriction and
for maximum opportunity to govern -one's own
conduct. : S

Toch (1977:284-288) suggests that the PPI classification system
can be used as a decision making tool. Transactional assessments cén
be made in order that the assignment of inmétes to prison settings and
programs are made according to the "match" between individual needs and
available resources. According to Toch, 'to do otherwise we risk
allowing avoidable distress and adjustment problems to deVelop: To
opé}ationalize £his system, classifiers muét know about and understand
the institutional settings to which inmates can be assigned. This will’
require a more interactive system betﬁeen classifiers and cﬁstodiai and
proéram 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 'match’ 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 programming. Thfough the

proper and varied exercise of authority, different needs for Structure

arid 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 effective, not
only must attention 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 inma;tes with special needs. Some .of these individuals are
people aiready 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 thch accompanies incarceratioﬁ.
Other- u"special" prisoners are not necessafily experiencing’ acute
distress but wiil not fit in socially. They, too, require special
interventions so they will not become t:argeﬁs for exploitation and

physical victimization.
Risk Analysis

Alfhough its popularity and use is increasing, risk assessment
as a form of correctional classification has a lengthy and varied
past. The te.chnique was pioneered by Hart (1923) and Burg‘ess. (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 kanaJ;yze large data s;ets has
lead to further refinements and greater sophistication in the
prediction classification models., Pressured by growing populations,
fiscal constr‘aints,- and judicial demands for objectivity, risk
assessment for many correctional administrators is an efficient and

equitable method of assigning inmates to prison settings aand programs.
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Still, risk asSessment is not witﬁout it critics and problems (Austin,
1983:561-563).

Wormith and Goldstone (1984:5-11) identify many of the issues
surrounding the efficacy of risk assessment. There are Itechni‘cal
qﬁe's;ions : concernix;g the appropriate outcome veriables to use--all
discii)linary reports or only those that are exploitive or violent‘, for
example--and how these variables should be operationalized.. ﬁke
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 sophiétication of the’ statistical
techniques, often obscuring what the model is doing from all but the
most informed methedologists. Final].y, shere are philosophical
questions ésked about the utility of  statistical versus experiential

prediction and the ethics of basing assignments and programs on the

expectation of future behavior.

g

The development of currently used risk assessment systéms
follows a fairly stréightforward procedure. This process begins with
the selection of a single or a series of outcome variables. These may
include escape or attempted escape, predatory cr violent behavior, or
summary measure institutional misconduct. These variables may be
measured in continuonus form .thus indigating 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 series of criterion
variables thought to be related to the outcéme variable(s). In some

cages, there is a theoretical model of inmate adjustment that guides
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this selection, but mofe often the determining factor in inclusion is
whether 'information concerning the variable -is availéble. in the
automated or manual files maintained about inmates. Initial bivariate
tests are then conducted to identify the criterion variables that are
~related to outcome, A regression of the significant variables ié then
run to tést the postdictive poweerf‘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'c;tegories
of the crite;ion variables. The model is then validated on a different
sample (see Gottfredson, Wilkins, and Foffman, 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, education, employment history, drug and alcohol
use, and marital status aré 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 medel. If the mcdel is
useful, this score will predict the inma;eé' probability of an adverse

ad justment to.prison.
The Problem with Current Classificaticn Systems

Each of the three systems just described haé been or is teing
used to classify immates in American prisons. All three havé been
developed in a manner that meets the minimum standards for '"good"
classification described anve. They use objective methods and

criteria for making assignments, and in my opinion are clearly
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tnderstandable and appear to be conceptually complete. However on this
last point, none of the three have been adequately validated so we
really know how well they explain adjusf:g:ent.' In using the PPI or risk
assesspment, all offenders are classified. We are also able to classify
mcst inmates using the Megargee typology which indicates that the
defipitions given by Megargee for his ten types are probably
unambiguous. The fact that Megargee and his. colleagues have been able
to computerize tl;e system further substantiates this conclusion. The
categories in risk assessment are somewhat less clear since two
indivicuals cezn obfain the same score with very different profiles, but
the idea of z dimension of risk is resscnable, . 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 ingeraction through research  the uncertainties
should disappear. All tkree instruments hsve teen- derconstrated to be

somewhat reliable, can account and accemmedate changes over time, and

are cost-effective to use.

-

This leaves two related requirements of a good classification in
question: that of validity an_d of implications for correctional
outcome, Validity is conceptualized in several ways, but a valid
classification system cltimately must predict institutional behavior.
For this reason, these twoe dissues are actually the same: does
classification tell us something about how the indivicuval will adjust
to prison? 211 three systems we have examired, purport to be valid.
Some empirical validation has been conducted, but in all three cases
the résults 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 ‘and 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 mﬁst effectively, while
another may predict some other problem best., Therefore, the first goal
‘of thig research is to evaluate the usefulness. of all three schemes in
predicting certain prison outcomes.

The second aspect of this research project grew out of a concern
about the ability of correctional administrators to use classification
information in making management decisions. The information genefated
in classifying prisoners is used to make assignments 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 assaultive bebavior or has a Type bharlie'perspnality, tﬁey~
will be unable to use that information tc‘any éreat extent. The reason
is that we do not know how different treatments, Vinterventioﬁs, or
actions taken against or on behalf of high risks or Type Charlies will
affect their behavior. If a superintendent and block officer are told
that when high risk inma£es are placed in highly unstructured settings,
these inmates are substantially move likely to engage in assaultive
behaviof, then the administrators will have been provided with valuable
infdrmatipn.

Research on prison adjusﬁment has already shown that different
types of inmates respond to prison settings differently. Some inmates
thrive in institutional environments where others respond negatively,

acting aggressively or emotionally or physically deteriorating tc the
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: 'point' where finctional ‘;biiity"is'aimpaired (seg Bukstel and Kilmﬁn,
1980). In other settings, ﬁhe fesponsé patterns of thoseisame inmates
may be quite different ‘and more poéi;ive. Whether or not there is
harmony between indi&idual needs and environmental demandsl and
opportunities depends on a complex interaction of factors. When
harmony dces nét exist, inmates are more difficult to manage and are
more likely to detgrioraté socially, emotionally, and functionally.

Hans Toch was clearly aware of the dimportance of
persén—environment fit when he develobed the PPI and proposed its use
as a classification systeé. Yet to date, no research Eas evaluated the
effect of person—environmeht interaction on the success of
‘classification. Probabilities of adjustment problems are generated
generally and are not setting or context specific. The problem with
this approach is easily illustrated by example. Let us say that we
.héVe a system that allows us tﬁ classify inmateé as low, medium, and
high risks based upon their béckground and personal characteristics.
Two inmates,-pfocessed into the prison system, are properly classified
as low risks. The fi;ét 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
éccurate. The second inmate might be assigned to a sétt%pg which is
not appropriate for his personality or needs. Consequently, he might
be involved in several disruptive events. In this case, the
.cléssification. would be in error. Had the context been .considered,
both patterns of adjustment may have 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 éystems to distinguish the patterns of adjustment

—among inmates placed'in different settings.



CHAPTER *THO

The Theoretical and Ope'rational Design

The poss'ibility'- of placiné inmates in- appropriate. prison
environments through c.lassif:i.cation is consistent with what is known
about  the psycholoéical effeéts of cqnfi;zement. Bukstel and Kilmann
(1980: 469), in a. review of 90 experimental stucﬁ.es, consider _that:
"Results suggésted that imprisonment is n;n: harmful to all individuals:
some persons @eteriorated in response to confinement, other ‘p'erSOns
improved their functioning, and still others showed no appreciable-
change. A complex interaction -of factors inéluding individual
difference variables, institutional orientations, degree of crowding,
phase of sentence, and peer group affiliation seems to influence an
individual's. response to confinement." By incorporating our knowledge
of this dinteraction into the classification process, correctional
administrators should be able to exert greater control over the process
whereby 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 iof the institutional context on this process. To do this,
élassification 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 proﬁlgm could ~have been approached
.by simply selecting or devel,ol.aing a method to typologize correctional
environments and then cross-validating the three classification systems
in those settiﬁgs. However, we have attempted to enhance the} value of
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the research by selecting both individual and environmental variables
in accordance with some or&ered and coherent image of prison ad justment
rather than simply selecting variables because they have been used in
the past. Drawing upon research that examined the determinants of
prison adjustment, a theoretical quel which includes an individual, a
contextual, and a transactional dimension is specified. The advantage
of this theoretical specification is that it ascribes greater breadth
anﬁ completeness in the description of individuals and prisoﬁ settings
for our testing of classification strategies and.provides a theoretical
specification of the interrelationships that exist among the variébles
of interest. As an end product from this research, we will be able to
say something about prison adaptation as wgll as something about
classification.

It should be noted that this approach is exploratory. 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 tolbegin to develop
new ways of assigning inmates to prison settings. The next task will
pe to refine these methods and furthgr establish their vaiidity by'

using them and testing their effects.

-

Prison Qutcome: The Effects of Imprisonment

This study 1is intefésted in maximizing ©positive prison
ad justment. It is held that the emotional stress and physical harm
that inmates may suffer upon incarceratibn 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 effective control of inmates, and thereby reduce violence,
escapes and other breaches of security. Sec.or;dly, 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. We realize that this goal and

‘each of the three explanations, particularly the third, are

" value-laden. Not everyone will endorse t_hem: But since they guide

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

In considering what is meant by posj.tive ad justment to
incarceration, several types of undesirable behavior, which ‘we. would
like to avoid and reduce as much as possible, can be identified. They
include misconduct, victimization by other inmates, self-injury, 3an;d
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 ;rariables has been used in various forms 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 miscoﬁduct. 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 k include

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

. property, and possession of contraband.

The most widely used measure of vmisconduct is the official
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infraction report. The number of reports as well as the severity of
the offenses are  generally considered to provide am indication of
ad justment problems. Unfortunately, inétituticnal records often do not
meet Trigorous standards of reliability and validity desired ~in
reseagrch. O'Leary and Glager (1972: 159-160) érgue that inmates who
find prisen 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 commnnity but
completely unable to conform to staff expectations. Is this person
well-ad justed or.maladjusted? Prison records would indicate that the
person is experiencing problems. Consequently, there is a problem of
interﬁretation. A record of fighting din prison may show
aggressiveness, emotional instability, social ineptnes;, or- defensive
~effo£ts of a prisoner to avoid subordination to more aggressive
inmates. (For further discussion, see Flanagan, 1980.)

Earlier studies conducted by Zink (1958) reportedfthat infraction
rates of life-term inmates were lower than those of prisoners serving
shorter sentences. Whether there is an»inverse rélatiohship 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. Poocle and Regoli (1980: 932) observe
that guardé 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 .backgrohnd and

ethnicity of inmates affects decisions about who will be punished. The
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, New York Commissiom on Attica (1972) cites racial distinctions as a
expliéﬁ.t factor in disciplinary decisions. -Johnson (3.966) has
described regulations which are highly subjective as '"waste-basket
categories" in which guai'ds can define a wide variety of behaviors and
_attitudes as rule violations. Furthermore, -factors such as custody
level and administrative style may also‘ contribute to differential
infraction rates (Brown and Spevacek, 1971 and Malbi, et. al., 1979).

Victimizétion by other inmates is typically one of two types:
sexual or economic e:;ploitation., It is an area in. which there is
considerable confusion. Some estimates of the frequency 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, 198l). 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 par_ticulariy
true of sexual exploitation. However, the level of victimization and
the perceived threat of violence will directly determine the extent to
which inmates rnustvlive in fear with precipitant psychological problems
(Johnson, 1976). Research has documented that 'fear is a ma jor
component ofb 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 extenéive in the inmate population and often
accompanies some type of inmate crisis. Fear for safety has been found
to be the most significant facteor 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 ahy loss of 1life-functioning
ability which occurs as a result of the prison experience. The
consequences of this effect are increased probabilities of
psychological and emoﬁional 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, impairs or destroys
-self-raliance, inculcates authoritarian values, minimizes ~ the
likelihood of beneficial interaction with one's'peers, fractures family
ties, destroys the family's economic stability, and prejudices the
prisonér’s future prospects for any improvement in his economic and
sacial status."

Because of the diversity of the detericrative concept, numerous
indicatofs’ have been used in past séudies. 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 thig area is that which addrgssed the effect of
prisonization. Clemmer (1958), in describing the acculturation
process,' noted '"Prisons work immeasurable harm on the men held in

"  However, recent research, as reviewed by Hawkins (1976),

them. ..
fails to support the universality and consistency of this effect upon
the prison population. Rather, the degree of prisonization and the

extent to which the stress of incarceration causes the individual teo

reject conventional values varies with the proportion of the sentence
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served, ﬁhe organizational context, and the broader cultufal trends
within and outside the prison.

Since ;hése four variables directly relate to the quality of life
 within prison, ea;h has impiications for institutional» contgol and
subsequeﬁt post-prison outcome. They identify particularly noxious and
traumatic aspects of prison life which, if minimized, would contribute

greatly to institutional control and would reduce }ndividuél distress.
An Operational Model of. the Criterion Variables

Based on 2 review of the correctional literature a§ it relates to
the effects of imprisonment on the individual, three primary dimensions
héve been identified as contributing to prison adjustment. An
individual's social and cultural Dbackground, experiences, and
personality are related ta the level and natﬁre- of the prisoner's
adaptation. This proposition is based upon our know}.edge that somek
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 aggfessiv;, hostile or. pathological
ways. | .

In reviewing the characteristics of the individual which are
related to adjustment 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 preierence, and outcome directlym

Three of these four factors can be operationalized by the three
classification systems discussed in Chaéter 1. Risk assessment schemes
are comprised of caﬁegorized background variables that are known to be
related to outcome. Megargee's systems uses thé MMPI, a well-known and
normed personality inventory, to assign inmates inL:o the ten ‘groups.
discussed previously. Toch'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 soqial milieu of the
prison. These factors define the 'setting to which inmates must
adjust. The significance of the prison setting on individual behavior
is clearly articulated in the Handbook on Correctional Classifiqation
(1978: 7):

During the past two decades there has been 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 goals.
Despite the recognized importance of contextual factors, as Bukstel and
Kilmann (1980: 487) note in their review, "Little 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'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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Given the importance cf eﬁvironmentai factors, a primary bbjé_ctive
of this study :Ls the identification of contextﬁai cﬁhara’cteristics which
migh; affect individual adjustmen't.‘v There is some evidenc.e that two
factors which pla}'r a role in this process are the degree of crowding
and the security level of tk'1e‘ facility. A‘recent study conducted by
resear;:hers for the University of 'fexas at Arlingtbn (Mcéain, Co_:_c, and
Paulus, 1980) and funded by the Natiomal Institute of. Jus;:iqe indicates
" that overcrowding _increases~ physical, emotional, and behavioral
problems in prison. Tensioq and stress, which are accentuated by space
and privacy limitationms, ,weré found—to. produce 'higher rates of
self-injury and assault and in;:rea;c;d illness complaints. Since
security level designates the routinizat\ion of prison practices, the
degree of control of activities, and type of hous‘ing, it too affects
the type and quality of life "in prison. Beyond these two factors,
exactly what else about the environment c'af'the prison that influences
behavior is less c-lear: | |

One possible guide is found in the work éf Rudolf Moos. Moos
became interested in organizational environments in his early work with-
psychiatric treatment .pfograms and educational setﬁings (Moos, 1974)
and subsequently f:xamined prison setti:ngs (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, and his social, personal, and
intellectual development" (Moos, 1975: 8). For a prisoner, Moos (1968:
177) views the organizational setting as defining ""what he 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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(imstitution).”

- Drawing uﬁon this theoretical perspective, Moos suggests that
every‘organization iﬁcluding'p;isons havekunique "social climafes" that
influence the behavior of their members and are analogous to individual
personalities in thétv they - have particular and measurable
characteristics. Such eﬁvironmeﬁtal attributes are hypothesized to
"press" the individual toward certain behaviors. Nine categories of
environmental press-——involvement, expressiveness, autonomy, practicaL
orientation, personal problem orientation, érder and organization,
clarity, and staff control--were identif;ed by Moes as important in
depicting institutional pressures which are exerted on inmates. The
Correctional Institutions . Environment Scale (CIES), a 90-item
questionnaire, was deQeloped to measure the press categories. |

. As an  instrument that  distinguishes among  correctional
_environments, the CIES would seem to be a useful conceptuai scheme for
this research. However, I have noted in an earlier study (Wright and
Boudoris, 1982) there 1is 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
psychbmetric 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 their own needs and values. A given setting can,
therefore, be evaluated'iﬁ 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 attributzs correspond to the individual's needs) or incongruent
(vhere attributes are in conflict with individual concerms).

As discussed above, Toch 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, suﬁport, safe£§, privacy,
activity, ~ social ;timulation, and structure-~emerged from these
analyses. An instrument to measure the extent to which these factors
are prgsenﬁ within the correctional environment will sefve the
conceptual and research needs of this pfoject. So far we have

hypothesized that two factors determine prison adjustmeﬁt. Past
reéearch suggests that individuals differ in their ability to adjust to
prison. Some people are more resilient than others. .Their past
experiences and personality have prepared'them for the ~emotional 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 of»less'
autocratic. Some situations contriﬁufe to individual deterioration,
while others may encourage growth 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 dimensiqn'arises out of the possibility that there is an
interaction between individual and environmental factors. That is,
some individuals 'adjust better to Eertaih environments; than do
others. This is the . issue éf fit or congruence between person and

environment. Individual and environmental congruence is often

- 131 -



discussed in the literature as playing an ‘important role in determining

prison adjustﬁent, but to date has‘not been studied empiricaliy. in

this study, we examine the Qarious‘ interactions among individual:
measures and environmental measures to determine which ones play a role
in.determininganjustment. Specifically, the interactioﬁ between risk
and enviromnment, between needs and environment, and between personality
and environment are examined. Since there are multiple measures of
several of these factors, the number of combinations is quite large.
However, not all -will be useful. |

These three primary dimensions and ten factors can be'organized
into the model shown in Figure 2.1; Ali 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 ;ndogenous in
that tﬁey are dependent on at least one other variable. The remaining
four factors, of course, are considered to be exogenoﬁs 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
congruence. They are disparity measures that can be used to evaluate
the interaction effect between person and environment.

By operationalizing the model and studying the interrelaﬁionships
among the variables, we obtain a much better understanding of <the
interaction among the ﬁactors that contribute to prison adjustment.
Based on these analyses we can specify the.types of ipnmates that adjust
best to particular environments. It is from these specifications that

new schemes for classifying inmates are devéioped. The ability of each
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of the three ‘existing classificatipn strategies-—risk assessment, the
Megargee MMPI typology, and the PPI typology—to distinguisﬁ adaptation

patterns in different settings is then tested.
Research Design

There were several designs, each with certain .advantages and
disadvantages, that could have been emplayed 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‘operatioga}ize
than designs requiring measurements at multiple time periods. -

A sample ’Qith sufficient variety for both organizational and
individual levels of analysis was generate@. To ensure that the
effects of environmental contexts on adjustment could be evaluated ten
prisons were selected as study sites.’ Since our goal is to study how
different types of inmates react o different institutional settings,
within organization samples had to be sufficiently large to assure most
if not all types of inmates wodld be included. Once 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 records; 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 classifying procedure. The first step in
this process was to evaluate the model preéented in the previous

gection using (OLS) 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 individﬁal variables. Particularly importanﬁ
to this analysis was ﬁhe role of transa;:tional variables, independent
of the individual or organizational effects, in explaining ad justment.
This indicates whether the central hypothesis of this study-—that
.différent typeé of people - reacﬁ to different prison seﬁtings. in
different ways-~is correct.

Along with the analysis of -the model, a comparative evaluation of
the three systems of clagsification--risk, Megargee's typology, and
Toch's PPI-~was undertaken to determine their usefulness in predicting
inmates who would ultimately experience problems in ad juéting to
prison., We employed both objectivé and subjective criteria in this
assessment. Using the various outcome measures selected by this study,
we evaluated the b&stdict_:ive pdwer of each scheme. We theg .examined
wheﬁher the different categories or levels différed as prediéts;i.

A third and £inal 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 whaﬁ we
learned about the transactional variables in the Qverali explanation of
adjustment.

Since classification methods identify groups or categories that
are meaningfully tied to some outcome variable, continuous variables
were categorized and subjected to two-way analysis of variénce. In
this way, we evaluated the main effects to see if groups of inmates
classil‘.ied by individual or organizational attributes differéd, and to
assess the interaction effect of the two dimensions. For thosef pair.;.

of variables for which significant interactions were found, two—way
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‘tables were produced éo the nature of the interactive effects could be
examined. What was. specifically sought were monotonicaliy increasing
or decreasing interactions. Fb; in' these situations, it would then be
possible to develop classification schemes that place type 1 inmates in
setting A, tyﬁe 2 inmates in setting B, and so forth. |
~Various two-wai clagsification schemes may be evaluated by
comparing the expected failure raﬁe for the sample had all type 1
inmates-ﬁegn placed in setting A, all type 2 inmates been placed in-
setting B, and so forth with the acpual failure rate. By éubtracting
the expected failure rate from the actual raté.and dividing that number
by the actual rate, Qe obtain PRE (prc;portional reduction in error)
statisticai indicators that can be compargd°
This approach is noteworthy for several reasons. It takes an
exploratory approach to studying adjustment. As noted previousiy, we
know something of tﬁe individual and orggnizational factors that are
related to prison behavior, but our knowledge is incomplete. We know
virtually notﬁing. of the interactive effects. So this study took a °
very broad ;pproach to studyi;g adjustment and included numerous
variables which were thought to be related to outcome. But with such
breadth, specificity is logt. For example, the measure of privacy used
was generated from the inmates' answers to eight questions. For those
variables in which we find significant relationships 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 postdictivev
rather than predictive power of the model and its variables. This ®
allows us to examine the relationships among variables for this

1
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particular sample; but restricts us in making a strong argﬁment for the
predictive validity of the model. We do not know how stable the
observed relationships will be across samples. The way this 1is
generally deait with is by splitting the initial sample in half,
developing and testing the classification écheme from that half-sample,
;then replicating the classification scheme .on the second half. The
pfbblem with that approach here is the need. for extremely large
samples. 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 juét to assure proper representation
in each celi. 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 differert from those found in other
states, the findings of this study wiil not be applicable. Certainly,
this is a question that should be tested before the schemes developed
here are used elsewhere.

For an initial' study, tﬁe-’épproach taken din 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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Dafa Collection and the Sample

In order to test the model described in the pfevious chapter and
to examine new ways of classifying and assigning inmates to prison
settings, this reseérch was undertaken as a joint effort between
researchers from the Center for Social Analysis at the State University
‘of New” York State at Binghamton and the New York Department of
Correctional Services. The researchers from the University took primary
responsibility for collecting the data and conducting the analyses,
while the Department of Correctional Services p;ovided‘ support,
coordination, and the setting for condqcting the research.

As the design for this re‘search ‘was’ developed, it became clear
that a large sample drawn from several facilities would be needed. It
was decided earliéf that minimum security facilitjes would be
excluded. ° This decision was made bécause the population in these:
prisons is so transitory, and it is expected that environmental
characteristics are so unstable that clagsification to particular
settings withifi these facilitieé would be extremely problematic. Tﬁe
elimination of this strata of the prison pdpulatibn 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
gecurity 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 operationélize the theoretical model of prison

adjustment, a single or multiple measures of each of the seven
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independent variables—-pre-inca:ceratidn | charactefistics, prison
preferences,.personality, sentenée phase, crowding, prison environment,
and security policy--and the dependent variable, adjﬁstment, were
needed for each subject.' The transactional vériables, 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 it cqpld be readily

obtained but more importantly so &hat the classification systems that

were developed would not greatly increase the data production démands

for Ehé 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 da;a' for this project QereA 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 purposé of this chapter is to discuss how the data were
obtained. The methods used to measure each variéble are described. We
will éxamine the reliability and validity of the attributes of
interest. We will. also discusé how the ten prisons and sample of
inmates studied 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 characteristics are

demographic 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 Officé of tl'.le.
Department and provided to the research team on a computer tape. This
information is ccllected, coded, and recorded for all inmates at the
time of their reception into the New York pri'sdn system, Some of the
variables included are date of’ birth, -ethnic group, religion,
educational background, occupational history, offense history, use of
dru_gs and alcohol, a.md, current offense and sentence.

Since most of thése variables characterize individual attributes,
t-:heir validity reét upon face validation. For example, measured to the .
nearest year, age or aée upon reception are father stréightforwafd and
as such their validity does not come intoe question. Althoﬁgh not
empirically vgrified, the reliability of this data .set also appears to
be very high. These are the working records of tii.e 'Departﬁent, _they
are constantly used, and when mistakes are found, they are corrected.
These are the data the Department wuses when analyzing "the
characteristics of their population. |

OQur 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 reception
from the date of the study, August 15, 1983, and then dividing by the
individual's minimum sentence. ;x's such, our measure indicates the

- 41 -



proportion- of. the minimum that has been. served. | The minimum sentence
(as cppdsed‘ to the maximum, for instance) was selected because in New
York,‘ all inmates must serve their .minimum, at which -time they are then
eligibie for parole. The value for this measure could vary fromb a
fraction approaching 0.00 for inmates just beginning theif sentence to
a number greater than 1.00 for inmates who have already served their
minimum but, so far, have been denied parole.

The mee;:sure of crbwding used in this study dis neither as
sophisticated nor as precise as desired. We obtained an exact
population count and a number which was considered to be the "designed"
capacity for each facility from the Dep’artment£ of Correctional
Services. The capacity estimate is based upon the number of inmates the
facility was iﬁten’ded to house as it was designed. If modifications
were made since the facility was originall;r built, this number was
adjusted accordingly. Our measure of crowding was generated. by
dividing the 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 fhan 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 cor;ceptualized as
density of the population and as the amount of actual living space.
While proportion of designed capacity is probably correlated with these
other mea&&es, 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 pr_'ison.; the heésure when analyzed
statistical_ly becomes a proxy for a  variety of faci.lity,
characteris'f_:ics. For this reason, if a relationship is'. detected
between crowdiﬂg 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 fhe
dependent variable, adjustment, were also taken from official recor;:is.

‘Digciplinary reports are maintained for every inmate at each facility

on a3 form referred to in New York as the Warden's Card. Every rule
infraction reported by the staff, both major and minor, the action
taken (e.g. di_smissal, formal hearing, etc.), and the. sanction
administered (e.g. loss of privileges, keep-lock, special hoﬁsing,
etc.)‘ are recorded on these cards. The card of every subject who
pafticipated in the study was photocopied during the site visité.~ Upt.)n,.
returning to Binghamton*, the research team coded the ,in'formati'on~ about
offenses, actions takex;, and punishments that were recorded on each
subject's card for the three years prior tc the research, from August
15, 198C tc August 15, 1983. This data set then consisted of a variable
record of infractions for each s.ubjec':t. 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, escape,
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 lnnxseful -groupings of.
infractions, we turned to the litera;:ure for éuidance., Edinger,(1979:
p. 236) claseified offenses into five categories: 7~(l') verbally
-aggressive incidents (including threetening or insolent behavior,

refusal to obey an order, disruptive behavior, and - use of‘ abusive

language), (2) group defiant infractions (including participation in

mass demonstrations, inciting to riot, and assisting in rule

'infrections), ’(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 list, we-

added a sixth category, assaultive acts (including attacks on staff and
other inmates). When the offense records df the inmates were

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

useful than others. The percentage of the sample having at least 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 feirly low. For this reason, these three categories were
eliminated. Also the correlation between verbally aggressive incidents
and the total number of infractions were extremely hj:gh, (r=.98), so
there was little need for including both distinctions and the latter
was eliminated. This left us with two indicators of dieciplinary

1

problems, verbally aggressive incidents and assaultive acts. There was

considerable variation in the frequency of problems among subjects for
these two variables, and surprisingly they were not correlated (r=.0l).

The second source of adjustment information found in the official
records of the Department was the computerized sick-call information.

Since illness complaints are known to indicate stress and anxiety, this
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data get appeared to be a useful secoridary 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 15, 1980 to August 15,
1983, Fach time an inmate reported for sick call, the date and
diagnosis-—as categorized by the‘ International.Classification of Health
Care Problems in Primary Core (1983)-—were reco;ded. However, the
Department indicated that the reliability of these data was not as high
as would be desired. Some facilit;i.és were very good in providing
current and complete information, but others were not. The information
that was supplied to the Central Offics was not carefuily scrutinized
for accuracy. .

In exploriﬁg ways to categorize this information, we examined the
five different groupings, but moderately h:t.gh to high coefficients were
obtained when the frequency counts in méﬁ five categories were
correlated, .from r=.60. to .97, so it was decided that ‘any of the
indicators would do ju\st about as well as any other, and the total
number of sick calls was selected as our indicator.

There is also a question concerni.né the validity of this
indicator. It does not directly measure emotionalbkand 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, enviropment, and .

self-perceptions of adjustment--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 to collect the needed information. For the other
two variables, environment and adjusthent, existing methods were
inadequate and part of the data collection effort involved the
development of new questionnaires. _
During the site visits, inmates were brought together in groups of
30 to 40, the projectvwaskexplained to them, and the four instruments
were administered by the reééarch team. Typically, the entire survey
séssion required two, two-hour periods for the subjects to complete all
four questionnaires. In some facilities, the inmates were brought
together for a morning sessioh which was then followed by an afternoon
~one. In other prisons, the two sessions took place either in the
mornings, éfternqons, or evenings.of consecutive days. The preference,
environment and adjustment questionnaires were completed in the first
session, and' the lengthy perscnality inventory in the second. The
inmates were not financially compensated for their participation but
were told a letter of appreciation would be sent to the institution to
be placed in their files. Questionnairés were administered 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 discussed in Chaptér 1, ‘this is a lengthy

questionnaire consisting of 566 true and falseé items. It was developed .
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in the early 1940s as a quantitative tool to assist in péychiatric
evaluations of personality and emotional stability. Siﬁce then the
instrument has been used extensively and norﬁs for it have been
standardized. There are foﬁr_‘teen scales that are commoniy scored from
the responses to it, but over 100 other scales are available. Of
particular interest to this research was MegargeeA’s typology of inmate
personality types that was described earlier. The classifications
appear to provide us with a measure of_pérsonaiity that is appropriate
for the population with which we ‘are studying and one‘ which is
generally recogmizéd within this field of study. |

To obtain the Megargee classification of each inmate in thé
sample, the MMPI was administered using Bohn machine~readablefanswer
sheets that 'were designed for this »purpose. The completed answer
sheets were mailed tokMggargée at Crimina} Justice Assessment Services
in Ihllahassge, Florida, where-they were scored by computer. A tape
containing 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 completiné the first session,
‘tire& of the research, had other commitments, or had their curiosity
satiateq, and failed to return for the second session in which. the MMPI
was administered. Other inmates even thougﬁ they began the
questionnaire were unwilling to complete it. For these reasons, only
55 percent of the ftotal sample completed the invehtory.'

Some differences in the proportional distribution of types for
this sample and those observed in past studies are noted in Téble 3.1.

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

Percentage of Each of the 10 Profile
Types for Three Previous and Current Samples

Type

Sampie ' : -

. B € DO E -G H I d Total
Peterburg Fed.
Correctional Inst. .
(Edinger, 1979:23) 3 6 1 15 7 17 37 1 2063
Alabama Score — , .
(Edinger, 1979:23) 3 "6 2 16 g 13 3% 2 1291
Megargee ’ |
(Megargee & Bohn 1979:101) 17 4 9 10 7 8 7 13 19 3 1164*
This Study 19 2 12 6 2 15 7 13 18 7 339

* Sum of Megargee percentages do not total 100% since 4 percent were listed
as not classified. Not classifieds were deleted from all order samples. -
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Megargee's original sample (Megargee~ endi Bohn, 1979:101) an@ differ
form those ‘found by Edinger (1979:23) in his validatiom study.

Inmate preferences, or environmental concerns, were measured using
Toch's Prison Preference Inventory (PPI). As described in Cﬁapter 1,
this 58-item, forced-choice questiennaire 'determiees inmate concerns
about eight environmental dimensions——activity, emotionel feedback,
freedom; privacy, safety, soeial 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."
Frdm the responses, a score for each dimension is obtained that
reflects the relative importance of that dimension to the individual.
The responSES’ of the subjecfs to the questionnaire were 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 these found by Toch (1977:243) in earlier research. 1In
all three samples, the greatest concern is support and ‘the least
concern is freedom. Emotional feedbaek and activity are also strong
needs of the inmates in all three samples. The major difference
between our sample and Toch's appears to be that structure is of much
greater concern &o 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 regearch. As discussed in Chapter 2, there is some
evidence to supporﬁ this position, but a broad conceptualization that

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

Average Score and Ranking of Prison
Preference Inventory Scales X
For This Toch's Original Samples (1977:243

Toch's Toch's This

Variable _ New York's Sample Combined Sample Sample

Ave. ™29 Ave, M=1653 - ggdls

Score Rank Score Rank Scare Rank_
Privacy 5.8 7 5.4 7 5.7 6
Safety 7.4 4 7.3 4 6.8 5
Structure_f“’ E.1 6 6.3 6 - 7.1 4
Support 10,2 1 9.9 1 10.1 -1
Emotional
Feedback 7.8 3 8.3 2 8.0 2
Social :
Stimulation 6.5 5 - 6.8 5 5.5 7
Activity 8.7 2 7.8 3 T 7.8 3
Freedom 3.7 8 v4.5 8 5.5 8
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developed. A scheme that was considered but rejected for both
theoreticai and methodological reasons was Moos' Correctional
Institution Environment Scale. Despite the inadequacy of hisk
questionnaire, Moos (1975) was correct in seeking to describe those
attributes of the social milieu whif:h "press" upon ﬁhe individuals and
iﬁfluence their behavior. In failing to identify the CIES attributes
empirically or in some way validéting‘;:hem, Moos was unsuccessful in
his attempt to develop a useful in.dicator. However, Hans Toch has
identified those contextual factors that are of greatest concern to
inmates and as a consequence has probably identified 'th_ose attribute's‘
that are most likely 'to influence their behavior.

Toch (197?: p. - 10) sought to identify those 'fshared environmental
concerns . . . that 'cut across'-' persons and that are differentially
satisfied in different environments." To do this, he and his research
team conducted nine i’lundred interviews in which inmates were asked
about their crises and problems, how these events occurred, and how
they perceived them ax;.d coped with them. According to Toch (1977: p.
16), these interviews provided "portraits of what is valuable and
noxious to inmates in prison settings." A content analysis of this
information .:i.dentified 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 inmates. Théy .are the most significant
attributes in a description of what it is like to live in prison.
Also, by using the same dimensions for classifying individual concerns

and organizational attributes, we will have comparable dimensions for



considering the transactional effect of person and environmental fit.
Construction of an instrument to measure these;dimensions of the

prigon environment began with the writing of an initial battery of

questions. An effort was made to phrase each item .so that it was .very
specific, tapped only one diﬁension, 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 cdrrectional 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 earlier project report, "Developing the
Prison Environment Inventory,”" describes this process in greater
detail). The reSulé was the 80-item instrument, the Prison Environment
 Inventory, (shown!in Appendix A) used in the primary data collectioﬁ.
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. | Explﬁratoéy factor analyées
were then undertaken to determine if the items form eight independent
dimensions. The results generally supported the conceptualized
structure. Seven of the eight dimensions (Activity was not represented
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 rotation in ideutifying the

underlying structure suggested that the dimensions were independent.
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Whe’t; the -sample was split in half and the analyses 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 experience and should
not possess their own subdimensions. The item-to-scale correlation.s
wvere- 111 an, acceptable range, as were the estimates of internal
consistency dindicatad 'by coefficient alpha. Scale intercorrelations
were found to be moderate to low. These results led us to counclude
that the f:.nal version of the PEI was a valid and reliable measure of
eight significant contextual attributes that were clearly articulated
in the questionnaire. It was this form of the instrument that was used
in exploring the effect of prison environments on adjustment.

The scores on f.hé PEI are used in two ways. The individual 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. Sc‘ores are also averaged for all individuals in each
facilikt:y or each living unit of each facility, and the averages are
used as indicators of the actual conditions found there. This method
of aggregation is appropriate if particularly nggat:ive raters or
particﬁlarly 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 of adjustment “among the inmates sampled.  Other

instruments were available, but none met the specific needs of this
study. For example, the questionnaire deizelopéd by Poole and Regoli
(1980) to study discretionary decision makiné in prison measures
institutional rule breaking does not include other types of adjustment
problems needed in this résearch. The interview schedule used by
Johnson (1976) in his research concerniné psy;:hological, breakdowns and
prison sufviwiél would be helpful in c;btaining infofmation ‘about the
circumstances in which inmates deteriorate and experience extreme
emotional distress, but it also lacks the needed breadth for this
research and 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 vai'iety of adjustment

problems was needed. |

The Prison Adjustment Questionnaire consists of 20 questions that

deal with nine problems that inmates could experience during their

incarceration. These include the uncomfortableness they feel around

others in prison; the anger, fear, illness and injury they exvperience;
the trouble sleeping the'y have, the physical fights and argumenﬁs they
get into, anci the times they are taken advantage of by other 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 léw. 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 thbse probléms that had been exacerbated or created by
incarceratioﬂ. To do tﬁis, the first question ébout é particular
problem agked 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 ﬁrequency, For example, what does
that mean if an inmate reports that he is -ofte'n.angry? 'l:'hat he is
angry all the time or once a day? To solve this problem, five very
specific response 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). seldom, and (e). never. The PAQ was scored by
first looking at the prison/freeworld comparison. If- an .inﬁéte
indicated that hisAproblems were no worse in prison,bhe received a-.0.
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 assignéd a score of 0. 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 O to 4 for each of
the 11 problems (two of the nine basic problems had two categories:
discomfort with staff and inmates and arguments with guards and
inmates).

To determine the psychometric properties of the scale and the
subscales found within it, several tests similar to those pérformed on
the PEI were conducted. Exploratory féctor ahalysis of the items was
undertaken to determine the underlyiig structure of the instrument,
Squared multiple correlation coefficients were used as estimates of

commonalties and an crthogonal (Varimax) rotation of three factors was
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pé_rformed. The resulting factor pattern is shown in Table 3.3. Three ~
interpretable dimensions were found. ' The first includes items which
indicate that the person .ieﬁ experiencing probleme relating to other
people about. him. This dimension was labeled "External." The second
dimension includes problems that the individual personally experiences
in coping with incarceration. We labeled this factor "Internal"
because the distress occurs within the individual. The third dimension
includes very real and tangible physical 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, and few items load highly on two dimensions.
The item-to-subscale correlations shown in Table 3.4 support this
conclusion. The correlations between the ifems 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 ere slightly correlated (for the external and internal
dimensions r=.28, for externai and physical r=.38, and for internal and
physical r=.39). The internal consistency of the instrument varies
from adequate to good. Coefficient 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 for
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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Table 3.3

Rotated Factor Pattern
Prison Adjustment Questionnaire

Dimension Item - : 'Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
9. Argues with Guards .76 .08 .20
External 8. Argues with Inmates .75 »13 .17
7. Fight .45 .02 »32
1. Uncomfortable with Guards .01 .72 .15
2. Uncomfortable with Inmates .08 W71 .06
Internal 5. Trouble Sleeping .10 .35 .35
30 Aﬂgl‘y 128 e35 - 026
10. Injured | ~.25 .01 .44
4. 1IN ' .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 Jg - .32 Jd2
Proportion of Rotated . .38 .35 - .27
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Table 3.4

[tem-to-Subscaie Correlations
Prison Adjustment Questionnaire

Dimension Item : External Internal Physical

" 9.Argues with Guards .90 .24 .32

External 8.Argues with Inmates .89 .26 031
7.Fight .63 o 17 .33
l.Uncomfortable w/Guards .l1 .75 .27
2.Uncomfortable w/Inmates .16 W77 ~ .19

Internal 5.Trouble Sleeping .19 .68 .34
3.Angry T .34 .66 ~ .30

10.Injured .33 . 17 .58

4,111 .21 .21 .64

Physical 6.Afraid .27 .35 .74
11.Taken Advantage .18 023 . .57
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be important in determining how ﬁrison'ers cope. In this, we are posing
the question of whether £it or congruenée between person and
environment are empirically tied to adjustment. Do different types of
inmates adjust better to different environments?

As our model was specified, it was possible to study thrge 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. Finaliy, we
determined whether inmates 'with differe’nt personalities coped 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 ffom the imformation already described. We began by
converting all indicators to a common .unit of measurement. Background
(defined by a composite scorke indicating risf< that will be discussed in
Chapter 5), preference, and environment scores were standardized by
subtracting the sample mean from eé.ch score and ‘dividing by the
standard deviation. Since personality is indicated by categorieé, its
con'version. was somewhat mo;'e complex. Recall from Chapter 1, that the
ten persona.:l.ity types can be ranked from most normal to most deviant.
We assigned a number from 1 toe 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 particular environment variable from the standardized

scores for a particular individual variable. To rid the scale of its
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bipolarity, all scores were séuaﬁed. A resulting congruence score
apprdaching zero represents high congruenqé, whereas a high score
fepresents incongruence. Since there was a background risk score for
each type of adjustment problem, eight preferenée variables, eight
enviroﬁmental perception and eight aggregated environmental indicators,
and a personality ranking the number of possible paifings was fairly
larée. However, it was not necessary to consider all pairs and many of
those examined .did not pro%e 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
selec£ing five from all medium-security facilities and five from all
‘ ;aximum—sécurity facilities - (special function units ‘were excluded) .
Once the facilities were identified, individual 1level sampling waé
conducted proportionally by facility.

The total sample that was thought to be needed to conduct this
research was estimated to be between 800 and 1200 subjects. As a rough
target, we sought a maximum sample size of lo'percent of the population’
at the large 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
Departéent of Correctional Services' rgsearch analyst who worked with

the research staff on the project, randomly generated and mailed to the

facility a list of potential subjects which was approximately two
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one half times larger than tile desired sample size. Prison officials
were instructed to begin with the first name on the list and form
groups to be called ocut to participate in the project. Théy were to
skip inmates who were confined for disciplinary reasons, were
hospitalized or furloughed, or had visits scheduled, .or some other
administrative probl@ that precluded their participation. The project
staff gave each facility a number which was approximately 50 percent
greater than the upper limi’t.: "sample size for the facility and aéked
them to form initial 'call-out:s equal to that number. ‘

Inmates were notified that they had been randomly selected and
givaﬁ 'a brief description of the project and data collect'ion effort by
the facility staff. In some prisons , the callv-out to the_‘study was
mandatory' but participation was voluntary. In other prisons, both‘ the
call-ouf and participation were voluntary. In one facility,  the staff
"first determined if the inmates were willing to participate and then.
~placed them on the call-out. When the inmates were brought to the
research team, the project was described, the consent forms were
distributed, and signed agreements to participate were obtained before
the questionnaires were administered. Those who participated formed
the final sample.l

There are three important groups of inmates which this sampling
technique may have missed. To the extent that chronic troublemakers
a're over-represented in the group that was confined for disciplinary
reasons, they will be under-represented in the sample. ’ A;Lso 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—partiéipants are evenly distributed across different inmate
groups then the sample would not be biased. More likely, théver, .
non-participants have &istinct 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 of the sample with those of the
population. However, it is.unlikely that this will detect some of the
minor biéses which are present. Such is the nature of conducting‘
applied research in the unique setting of a prison.

‘Information about the sampling frame is shown in Table 3.5. The
number of subjects dgsired, which we gave each facility for their
call-out, was never met. From 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 reported
‘for sick-call. Fallout also occurred because of scheduling confusion
and misinformation about the research. Some inmates simply avoided
reporting for the survey.\ 0f those that showed up, alﬁoét all
participated. The actual sample for each facil%ty was about 50 percent
of the call-out requested. At the large hagimum—security facilities,
participation fell slightiy below 50 percent; at the smaller,
medium~security prisons it tended. to be slightly higher.

The final 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, apout 11 percent of tﬁeir population was sampled;
whereas the larger maximum-security prisons are under-represented with

6 percent of their totals. ;
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Table 3.5

Sampling Frame

Initial Call-Qut Actual Percentage Percéntage
Facility. Population List Requested Sample Of Call-Qut Population
Fishkill 1616 360 240 97 40.4% 6.0%
Mt Mceregor 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 2046 360 240 90 37.4, 4.4
Elmira 1198 375 225 88 39.1 7.3
Attica 2051  -=-2 -2 109 S 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 913P 53.9% 7.8%

@ attica first determined if the subjects were willing to participate

before placing them on the call-out.
collection peridds were required.

Information about facility of current residence was obtained from the

b

Because of this procedure, two data

computerized files of the Department and was not part of the infaormation

“recorded during the surveys.

The final smple consisted of 942 subjects

but the facility was not provided in the Departmental records for 29 of
these individuals.



 In:Thble 3.6, the results of an analysis of the repregéntativeness
of the sample are presented. Comparisons of the total sample and
facility subsémples and their respective populations are made on eight
individual attributés: ethnic background, histories of alcohol or drug
abuse, region of commitment, prior adult criminal record, crime, age
and minimum sentence. As can be noted iﬁ the first >12 réws, of
findings, the .samples appear to be representative of their immediate
pa¥ent 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
‘ mediums and maximums, not just the ten faéilities 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

(n=22,322) 1.1Y

* significance ate{£.05

- 85 =

Comparisons Chi_Square Value T-Value

Ethnic Alcohol Drug Commit- Prior Mini-

Sample Pap. back- Use Use ment Record Crime Age "mum
ground Region Sentence

Ogdensburg '

(n=42) (n=195) - .95 - .03 .24 .08 .61  -.63 .47

Attica

(n=82) (n-1725) 7.51 .36 .07  2.34 01 .04 -.63 -,03

Auburn

(n=119) (n=1309) 6.06 2.83 .03 .57 .91 002 -.20 .39

Great Meadow - .

(n=90) (n=1259) 3.96 .98 .13 2.03 1,56 7.03* 70 -,96

Green Haven . |

(n=69) (n=1640) 3.10 2.50 .73  1.90 .56 .51 43 =78

Elmira . . ] :

(n=85) (n=942) 4.68 2.45 2.44 1,81 .02 .06 .84 . -.16

Fishkill .

(n=92) (n=1389) .67 .11 94  1.49 .56 .04 49 -2.21%

Mid-0Orange

(n=119) (n=654) 1.53 3.32 .13, 3.32 .0l .58 -2.12*% -1.16

Albion ] .

(n=64) (n=293) .15 .56 . 09 06 ° 15 .04 075 s 50

Mt. McGregor

(n=53) (n=287) 3.24 4,23 .76 3.00 .23 1.56 9 -.89

Sampled Mediums :

(n=370) {n=2818) 1.50 5.54 .36 20.77* 03 .72 -1.30 -1.48

Sampled Maximums

(ﬂ=445) (n"6875) 1052 2057 2063 2.64 090 3.04 1087 '002

Samplied Med.Sampled Max :

(n=370) (n=7949) 3.30 5.78 .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*

A1l Sampled A1l Med-Max

(n=815) 9.17* 1,11 43.52* 19 3.67  1.24 -2.53*



Notes

1. The protection of the research subjects' anonymity was of special
com:efn throughout the data collection process. Two problems were
faced. Ve wanted to ensure that the responses were kept in complete
confidence and that no one from the Department of Correctional Services
would have accéss to them. Sec.ondly, we wanted to avo:}.d recording any
identifying information that could later tie responses to individuals
or that would in any way infringe on the subjects' right:‘ to privacy.

The consent form (contained in Appenfiix A) was designed to
maintain anonymity a-s well as assure that all research subjects had
given their dinformed consent to participate. The form contains a
written description of the project arid the questionnaires, 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 ;vere attdached and a unique research subject identifier
number was stamped on each page. Once the subject signed the consent
form; he tore it off the answer sheets and handed it to the Department
liaiso;J person who was employed to work with the project staff. The
research team retained the questioniaire answer sheets but‘ had no
identifying information. Ail additional information was supplied by
the Department (background =~ information, warden's cards, sickecall
information, etc.) with only the research subject identifier number by

vwhich information could be matched for each subject.
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. CHAPTER FOUR
Prison Qutcome and the Existing Classification Systems

As a .first step‘toward developing new ways of classifying inmates
in prison settings, we sought to exﬁlore the three systems of
classification described in the introductory chapters--risk assessment,
Toch's Prison Preference Invgntory, and Megargee's MMPI typology. As a
part of the‘researcﬁ, we wished to evaluate the ability of the‘schémes
to dé what they were designed to do: distinguish individuals . according
to their patterns of adjustment. In doing this, we analyzed how
effective the 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 pointed out in Chapter 1, no comparative ~
evaluation ﬁas' 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 method can best identify those
inmates'who will experience problems. It is not known if Megargee's
typology or risk assessment will best identify those inmates who have
ﬁigh 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
&uring 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.

- 67 -



‘Prison Ad justment

Before beginning comparative evaluation, attention should be given
to the dependent variables. As can be recalled from earlier chapters,
~ adjustment was operationalized .in several ways. On one hand, we were
concerneg about security and prison control. In this context,
well-adjusted inmates are not a threat to the safety of other inmates
nor correctional personnel, tﬂey do not attempt to escape, and do obey
prison rules. A second way adjustment was conceptuaiized waé in terms
of significant emotional and psychological distress that inmates might
undergo which would limit their functiongl ability. It was recognized
thgt incarceration is painful for most beople, but past research hés
shown that it is not harmful.to all inmates. Some prisoners change
very little while confined, while others suffer significant
deterioration. Using this definition, a well-adjusted inmate does not
suffer psychological trauma, is not ill, énd is not taken advantage of
by others.

As discussed in the preceding chapter, several ways of measuring
ad justment were explored. In the end, six definitions were found to be
particularly useful, thrée. of which are associated wi.a the first
conceptualization and three with the latter. 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 gought an additional indicator of

aggressiveness directly from the inmates using the External dimension

of the PAQ. Also from the records of the Department, we cbtainedk

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. Fihally, tﬁe
Physiéal dimension of the PAQ was'uséd to identify thoée individuals
who experience physical traumas in the forms of injury, sickness, or
being taken advantage of as a result of their incarceration.

As can be séen in Table 4.1, the six measures are not highly

intercorrelated and appear to be independent indicators of different

_aspects of adjustment.  Surprisingly, aggregsive and assaultive
infractions are not correlated. Evideﬁtly, the inmates who resist
authority, confront correctional personnel directly, and. disobey orders
"are pot necessarily more likely to go béyond that pdint 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
threg questionngire‘measured variables. The oqu ;orrelated variables
from the two.sourqes is the External dimension of the ' PAQ and the rate
of assaultive infractions. This was expectéd; ‘since the External
dimension asks inmates if they often fight or argue with guards or
otﬂer inmates. Along the same 1ines, one might also expect that the
rate of aggressive inéractions might also be related to External
proﬁlems, but this was not found. ‘

If the number of sickcalls is va valid dindicator of emotional
'distress; one would expect it to be 7related to the subjects’
self-reports of Internal proplems. 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}atﬁon Matrix
For Adjustment Variables (N=913)

Variable 1. 2. 3. 4, 5,
1. Aggressive
- Disciplinary
Infractions -
2. Assaultive
Disciplinary
Infractions .01
3. SiCk-Ca]]S 025* '.04
4. Internal PAQ .0001 .05 .01
5. External PAQ -.004 J11* 0001  .29*
6. Physical PAQ .06 .03 .008 .39%  ,38%

* Significant at Alpha £ .05
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distress and develop psychosomatic syniptoms may be expressing their
probl'exps out‘»,;iardly even though they are not consciously aware of them.
A slight but statisticaily significant r-elationship can notec; for
sickcalls and reports of aggressive behavior. One might speculate that

aggressivé inmates are more likely to be injured and therefore require

medical attention with greater frequency than non;aggressive inmates.

While ' this explanation may play some role in this finding, the
likelihood that defiant inmates would also attempt to avoid work or
other agsignments by ,rei:uorting for sickecall appears to be a more
plausible explanation for this relationship.

A final observation that should be made concerns the

T

interrelatedness of the three PAQ measured variables. Low to moderate

correlations are found among the three factors. 'I'hié means that some
of the inmates who experience one problem also experience at least one
other problem, Alternatively, these relationships may be spurious and
occur because they are -measu‘réd 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 charged with at least
one aggressive disciplir{ary infraction each year. OQOnly about twenty
percent have no citations. The majo'rity of all inmates in the sample
receive between one and three reports, but one out of etvery 12 have
more than ten., Assaultive behavior is cited much less frequently.
Eighty 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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Table 4.2

Frequency Distribution of the.
~ Rate of Aggressive and Assaultive
Disciplinary Infractions and Sick Calls

(N=913)
Rate
Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Aggressive 160/ 211/ 133/ 112/ 68/ 61/ 32/ 27/ 20/ 12/ 77/
Disciplinary
Infractions 18% 23% 15% 12% 7% 7% 4% 3% 2% 14 8%
Assaultive 733/ 148/ 26/ 3/ 3/
Disciplinary
Infractions 80% 16% 3% 3% 3%
Sick Calls 232/ 146/ 99/ 78/ 60/ 43/ 34/ 30/ 30/ 16/ 145/
25%  10% 11% 9% 7% 5% 4% 3% 3% 2% 16%
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Frequency Distribution ¢f the

"Table 4,3

Interna], External, and Physical Problem
Scores for the Prison Adjustment Questionnaire
-~ (N=923)
Score
-Variable 0 1-2 3-4 5<6 7-8  9-10 11-12 13-14 15-16
® Internal 152/ 76/ 158/ 152/ 111/ 111/ 94/ - 44/ 25/
. 16% 8% 17% 16% 12% 12% 10% 5% 3%
External 520/ 103/ 105/ 65/ 21/ 6/ 3/
67% 11%  11% 7% 2% 6% .3%
; Physical 464/ 255/ 114/ 55/ 20/ 11/ 3/ 1/
50% 28% 12% 6% 2% 1% .3% 1%
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have at least one per year; every sixth inmate has ten or r;mre':.

The distribution of scores for the Internal, External, and
Physical dimensions of the Prison Ad justment Questionnaire are shown in
Table 4.3. Most inmates, 84 pertent of the sample, suffer some Internal
problems duringi their incarceration. They have more problems sleeping,
are angx"y more often, and feel less comfortable with. the people in
prison ‘than in the freeworld. External and Physical pré_t')lems occur
mucl'; 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. On one hand, a relatively high
correlation between the scores on tbe. classification scale and the
outcome variables is desirable. This w2ans that ‘the classificatior;
scores are higher for tﬁose subjects with higher problem rates and
provides objective and empirical justification of the predictive
valid:ity of the instruﬁent. However, a high correlation along' is not
sufficiently adequate for evaluating a classification system valid and
useful. One must examine the distribution of problem occurrences
(frequencies or rates) as . they spread alcag a scale or among
categories. For example, if we- have a risk scale that varies frqomAzero
to ten, we should look at the failure or problem rate of the
individuals receiving 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,
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such as high risks and low risks. Under these circumstances the
correlation between the classification and outcome variablas may not be

as high as in a more continuous form.

*

Risk Analysis

To obcain risk indicators 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 Féderal Bureau of Prisons) and applied

it to our sample. There are several reasons this was not done. - First,

,thé New York risk scores were not readily available to this project

because they are not contained in the computerized iﬁfbrmation system
of-the Department. We could not reproduce the scores, nor the Bureau of
Prisons scores, because they contain a subjective evaluatidn that must
be made by a person trained in the clasgification system and who has
direct contact with the inmate. Secondly, risk aéseésment schemes have
been found no be somewhat wistable from population to populatior and
must be cross-validated (see Wright, Clear, and Dickson, 1984),
Thirdly, all existing schemes indicate the probability an inmate will
engage in a severe rule infraction. They do not predict whether the
inmate will suffer some significant emotional trauma. So existing
schemesx would be appropriate for only one-half of the dependent
vafiables. 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 variables and the strength of the relationship was assessed by
chi—scina‘re. A 1listing of the variables and the resuits of these
analysés are presented in Table &4.4. The cross-t:a‘lbulations 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 models.
Unit weights were assigned to the categories and risk scores were
produced by summing the 1.Joint:s associated with the .part'icular
categories representing each subject. Since the number of variables
included in the models differed for each ?utcome variable, from two
variables for sick-calls to. eleven for aggressive infractions, the
range of risk scores also varied. |

To evaluate thg models, three assessments were _made.. - First,
'correlations.and regressions of the risk scores and the outecomes were
run to see how well the models predicted who would experience
ad justment problems. Chi-square tests were used to determine if the
different problem rates observed for groups receiving different risk
scores were significantly different. Finélly, the. distribution of
cases experiencing problems by risk score were examined to see if the
desired monotonically increasing or decreasing rates wzre evidenced and
whether significant jﬁmps 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 st are low, but several of the
risk gsystems still make reasonable assignments. - 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

o v ~Qutcome A .
Background Agg.Dis Ass.Dis  Sick Int Ext PHY
Variable Inf Inf Calls PAQ PAQ - PAQ

. 1. Age 66.24*! 22.1*! 9.3! 26,9*%1  49,3*! 8.5
2. Ethnicity . 31.1*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. Qccupation 29.6%! 18.4%*! 4.0 6.0 27.8%! 7.1*!
5. Military Svec. 25,9*! 2.7 7.4%! 0.6 0.4 ‘1.4
6. Drug Use 10.9*! 0.3 2.1 9,3*! 5.4 2.8
7. Alcohol Use 6.0 1.2 3.5 0.8 . 5.0 6.7
8. Marital Status 24.8*! 18.8*! 5.2 18.4%1  31.1 - 5.4
9. Prior Record 2.5 0.2 2.6 4.6 2.6 5.81
10.Adult Contacts 6.3 1.3 5.1 7.9 8.2 6.3
11.Conviction 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*
15.Minimum Sentence 33.2%*! 4,5 20.7 25.5* 10.3 4,1
16.2nd Time Felony 20.4%*! 8.8*] 4.2 9.8 19.5%! 4.0
17.Age In 58.0*! 19.1*! 2.5*!  29.5*! 66.8*! 16,7*!
18.Education 16.8%! 9.7% 5.1 1.7 6.6 15.5*!
19.Violence 8.8*! 4.9*%| 2.9 3.5 8.4*! 3.5

R? .03 05 .02 .05 .08 .03

* Significant at alpha = .05
! Selected for inclusion in risk scale

2 Qutcome 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 Calls A=0 B=1-9 C =10 or more
Internal - PAQ A=0 B=1-4 C =12 or more
External - PAQ . A=0 B=1-4 C = 5 aor more
Physical - PAQ A=0. B=1-3 C =4 or more
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Table 4.5

Risk Salient Factor Scores

Outcome Distribution

Salient Factor Score Statistics
Outcome . . :
Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 & 1 8 9 11 13 r R2 X2  Sign N
Aggressive . 0% 56% 67% 49% 67% 70% B80% 83% 84% 90% 90% 92% 98% 100% .14 .02 104.8 .0001 913
Infractions ‘ :
n 1 9 9 39 66 86 107 93 97 100 77 52
Assaultive _ 10% 52 7% 17% 16% 16% 26% 281 36% 27% 17 .03 42,2 .0001 913
Infractions )
n 10 56 84 125 131 132 78 105 90 77
Sick Calls® 64% 69% 70% 78% 80% 10 .01 17.6 .02 913
n 114 325 222 196 56
Intgrnal  B3% B2% 79% B0% 79% 86% B9% 88% 98% .06 .003 23,0 .11 923
PAQ -
n 23 77 110 157 171 127 114 94 50
Extgrnal 6% 21% 18% 28% 30% 39% 433% 44% 42% 543 .24 .06 58,3 .0001 923
PAQ |
n 16 85 136 147 133 106 83 108" 83 26
Phygical ~ 393 62% 47% 54% 45% 59% 54% .06 .003 13:9 .31 923
PAQ |
n 38 130 346 223 109 64 13

3 percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had at least oneMinfraction. :

b

®

' Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems, -




among the groups along the scale are' statistically significant .és
indicatgd by chi square and increase in a fairly stricﬁ monotonic
fashion. We also see significant jumﬁs in rates along the scale. This
quel, therefore, appears to be useful. Even though their ranges are
more restricted, similar patterns and statistical results are )élso
noted for the schemes for sick calls and the External dimension of the
PAQ. Now turning to the scheme for assaultive infractions, the
differehces in problem rates are significant but they do not increaée
as we might desire but rather vary in a curvilinear fashion. F;r 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 three 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
clengification scheme 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, only now we are interested in whether needs predict outcome.
Chi-square, correlation, and an evaluation of the distribution "oi
scorés 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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Table 4.6

Prfson Preference Inventory
Activity Dimension Scores

Qutcome Distribution

PPI Score Statistic§
Qutcome l 2
Variable 6 1 .2 3 -4 ) 6 7 8 9 i0 11 12 13 14 r x sign N
Aggressive a :
Infractions - 64% 72% o61% 81% 83% 85% 80% 91% 84% 77% 862% 74% 100% 100% .002 56.2 .0005 905
Assaultive a .
Infractions - 13% 11% 15% 26% 25% 19% 17% 23% 20% 22% 15% 17% 0% 0% -.02 8.0 .84 905
Sick Calla - 78% 72% 76% 6% 78% 79% 68% 79% 75% 73% 77% 70% 40% 100% .005 33.9 .14 ‘905
Internal PAQb - 87% 79% 48% 95% 81% BB%‘ 86% 62% 82% B4%Y 85% 74% 80% 100% -.09 20.5 .77 905
External PAQb - 38% 58% 30% 38% 41% 35% 291 34% 287 36¢ 24% 35% 20% 0% -.0005 31;0 .23 905
Physical PAQb - 50% 53% 39% 69% 529 57% " 48% 50% 46% 41% 51%‘ 48% 80% 0% -~.09 34.0 .14 905
n 0 8 18 33 42 64 122 168 169 139 73 40 23 &

@ 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 4.7

Prison Preference Inventory
Emotional Feedback Dimension Scores
Qutcome Distribution

PPl Score | : Statistics
Outcome - . 2 o
Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 r X~ Sign N
Aggressive '
- Infractions™ - 0% 79% 83% 92% 81% 90% 84% 87% 75% 75% 9i¥ 76% 83% 67% -.05 41.9 .03 905

Assaultive a
Infractions 0% 36% 22% 30% 12% 22% 18% 27% 13% 18% 19% 20% 22% 100% -.03 17.6 .18 905

Sick Call? 100% 64% 74% 74% 781 73% 74% B81% 68% 77% 78% 667 78% 100% -.04 24.4 .39 905

100% 79% 87% 80% 82% 85% 82% 88% 87% 79% 86% 92% 74% 100% .04 23.8 .59 905

Internal PAQ”

External PAQb »100% 43% 26% 46% 31% 35% 3I3% 34% 29% 27% 36% 34% v35% 333 -.001 32.6 .18 905

Physical PAQP

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 67 86 144 127 126 114 74 50 23 3

a Percentage reflects proportion of the group recéiving that score that had at least one infraction

Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems
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Table 4.8

Prison Preference Inventory
Freedom Dimension Scores

Outcome Distribution

PPl Score Statistics
Outcome . 2
Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 « 17 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 r x  sign N
Aggressive a . » . :
Infractions®™ 83% 76% 80% 771 80% 83% 84% 84% 84% 96% 94% 83% 78% 100% 50% .01 33.4 .22 905
" Assaultive . ,
Infractions 33% 22% 0% 17% 17% 19% 17% 18% 32% 24% 24% 17% 11% 100% 0% .09 29,1 .01 905
Sick Calla 67% 69% 82% 78% 73% 15% 77% 69% 73% 80% 73% 65% B89% 67% 50% -.04 28.0 .46 905
Internal PAQb 15% 80% 72% 92¢ 80% 71% 88% 92% 86% 92% 91% 92% 89% 100% 50% .14 59,7 .0U04 915
External PAQb 8% 26% 28% 38% 24% 26% 8% 32% 374 414 429 H4% 67% 671% 0% .14 48.3- .01 915
Physical PAQb 50¢ 65% 45% 551, 49% 39% 442 57% 55% 49% 45% 58% 33% 67% 100% .0008 38.6 .09 915
n 12 45 60 W6 132 117 112 189 42 50" 33 239 3 2

a Percentage reflccts proportion ef the group

b Percentage reflects propertion of the group

receiving that score that had some probliems.

receiving that score that had at least one infraction.
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Table 4.9
Prison Preference Inventcry
Privacy Dimension Scores
OQutcome Distribution
PPI Score Statistics
Outcome ' 2
Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 ¢ x- sign N
Aggressive .
Infractions 100% 67% B82% 84% 81% 83% 82% 91% 83% 81X 73% 84% 67% 100% 100% .04 35,1 .17 905
Assaultive ' X L ‘
Infractions 0% 21% 17% 16% 19% 20% 24% 20% 17% 26% 19% 11% 11% 0% 0% .01 7.1 .93 905
Sick Calis? 100% 75% 73% 76% 771% 714% 75% 78% 73% 68% 81% 63% 89% 0% 1002 .02 26.5 .54 .905
Internal PAQb 100% 79% 84% 75% 85% 89% B1% 87% 847 88% 90% 89% 67% 100% 100% .09 29.9 .37 918
External PAQb 0% 29% 32% 23% 34% 35% 37% 35% 30% 37% 34% 32% 33% 0% 0% .007 28.8 .52 915
Physical PAQb 100% 46% 37% 45% 49% 53% 45% 56% 58% 66% 41% 744 33% 100% 100% .09 40.9 .05 915
n 1 24 b6 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.

Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems.
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Table 4.10

Prison Preference Inventory

Safety Dimension Scores

Cutcome Distribution

PP1 Score Statistics
Outcome . 2 ‘
Variable U i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 r- X~ Sign N
Aggressive
Infractions 86% 94% 78% B88% 81% B84% 82% 87% 81% 73% 85% 86% 87% 75% 100% .03 24.0 .68 9U5
Assaultive , _ ~
Infractions™ 14% 35% 11% 24% 18% 20% 21% 21% 17% 20% 19% 24% 17% 0% 50% 01 9.8 .78 905
Sick call® 86% 76% 64% 82% 59% 75% 79% 74% 84% 70% B81% /8% 83% 50% O%v .03 46.5 .02 905
Internal PAQP 100% 83% 86% 76% 89% 86% 86% 78% 84% 88% 79% 84%' 87% 874 Iﬂﬂi -.01 25.3 .61 915
External PAQb 29% 67¢ 28% 21% 37% 32% 25% 27% 35% 43% 30% 41% 48% 0% 0% -.03 46.6 .02 915
Physical PAQ® 20% 443 33% 27% 47% 45% 50% 49% 56% S7% 49% 63% 78% 75% 100% .15 66.4 .0001 915
no .7 17 36 51 79 112 100 136 103 113 67 51 23 8 2

b Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems.

a Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had at least one infraction.
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Table 4.11
. ‘Prison Preference Inventory
Social Stimulaticn Dimension Scores
OQutcome Distributions
PPI Score Statistics
Outcome . 2
Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 16 11 12 13 14 r X° sign N
Aggressive . .
Infractions - 79% 86% 81% 82% 82% 88% 79% 72% 73% 75% 83% 100% - - .04 24.6 .32 905
Assaultive .
Infractions™ - 14% 18% 14% 23% 23% 18% 16% 11% 31% 20% 33% 0% - - .005 16.5 .48 905
Sick Calls® - 57% 73% 73% 78% 72% 72% 80% 72% 83% 85% 83% 0% - -- -,02 25.8 .26 905
Internal PAQb - 93% 89% 87% 83% 87% 78% B86% 82% 85% B85% 86% 1004 - - -.08 18,8 .66 915
External PAQb - 36% 40% 39% 30% 31% 34% 28%-36% 35% 30% 45% 0% - - =-.02 13,1 .93 915 .
Physical PAQb - 79% 69% 52% 52% 45% -47% 653% 39% 48% 55% 43% 100% - - -,08 30.8 .10 915
n 6 14 51 78 159 153 160 11699 48 20 6 1
Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had at least one infraction.
Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems.
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Table 4.12

)

Prison Preference lInventory

Structure Dimension Scores

Qutcome Distribution

T Statistics

PPI Sdore

Outcome 2
Variable. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 16 11 12 13 14 r X sign N
Aggressive
Infractions® - 100% 88% 85% O1% B85% 84% 82% 80% 84% 74% 80% 82% 100% - -.07 20.3 .68 905
Assaultive ’
Infractions® - 0% 25% 30% 21%. 25% 21% 14% 203 21% 12% 274 24% 0% - -.10 13.8 .32 905
Sick Cal1® - 504 62% 73% 70% 73% 79% 76% 82% 70% 68% 77% 76% 40% - -.01 28.7 .23 9U5
internal PAQ® -  100% 100% 94% 93% 87% 84% 82% 85% 78% 79% 81% 77% 80% - --.11 29.1 .21 915

' l
External PAQ" - 67% 50% 48% 22% 42% 37% 25% 424 27% 27% 28% 0% 20% - -.10 49.9 .001 915
Physical PAQ® -  67% 12% 76% 63% 58% 52% 524 54% 46% 34% 31% 35% 40% - -.11 38.6 .03 915
n - 0 6 8 33 56 107 166 147 141 116 73 30 17 5

@ percentage reflects proportion

Percentage reflects proportion

L4

of the group receiving that score that had at least one infraction.

of the group receiving that score that. had some problems.
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Table 4.13
Prison Preference lInventory !
Support Dimension Scores i
Outcome Distribution :

PPI Score ' ) Statistics

Qut come 2 ,
Variable 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 "13 14 ¢ x- sign N
Aggressive : : : :
Infractions - - =~ - 1003 83% 100% 84% 85% 78% 81% 84% 85% 81% 82% 79% -.004 14.4 .89 905 J

_ . ’ :
Assaultive a i :
Infractions - - - 0% 33% 42% 16% 26% 20% 18% 25¢ 17% 17% 23% 26% .01 9.5 .57 905 W

]
Sick Cal1? . - ~ - 0% B83% 75% 90% 75% 79% 73% 6% 71% 73% 77% 74% .06 28.2 .17 905 }
Internal PAQb - - - 0% 83% 92% 779 85% .90% 81% 84% 86% 84% 82% 84% -.02 | 25.8 .26 915
t

External PAQb - - - 0% 17% 25% 229 33% 379 33% 319 36%. 38% 27% 32% -0 21.2 .51 915
Physical PAQb - - - 0% 50%‘ 50% 44¢ 70% 48% 56% 47% 51% 49% 40% 47% -.08 20.7 .54 915
n 0 0 0 1 6 12 31 53 90 129 171 178 125 90 19

a Percentage reflects proportion of the group recéiving that score that had at least one -infraction.

b Percentage reflects proportion of the group receiving that score that had some problems.



that neither Social Stimulation (Table 4.11) nor Support (Table 4.13)
are particularly useft;l in .dis‘tinguishing among i}lmates who will
experience different levels of ény of the adjustment problems. The
correlations between the criterion and outcome variablés in all cases
are extremely low, Futhermore, the groups that are distin uished by
thgir preference scores are not significantly different. In Table 4.6,
we see tﬁat the groups along the Activity dimension are significantly
different in the number o.f aggressive infractions they commit, yet
t",he problem rates do not increase monotonically as desired. This same
problem is mnoted ,fo?"-ﬁotionai Feedback in predicting aggressive
infractions in Table 4,7, Freed;:m 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 dimensior;s are not.helpful in distinguishing inmates .acéording
to their rate -of aggressive iﬂfractions, assaultive infractions, and
sick~calls. |

Positive results are found for six PPI dimensions and the three
PAQ measux:ed indicators of adjustment problems. The Freédom dimension
is useful in distinéuishing inmates who experience Internal problems
{Table 4.8), both Freedom and Structure (Table 4.12) distingv;tish
inmates with Exte:;nal 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 étatistically different;- The £inal criterion

used in evaluating the utility of the scales, whether risk varies

monotonically with the scale score, these six relationships did not
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fair as wel_l. In all casés,. there is a definite trend seen in the
arraSr 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 pcsitivé and negatives that
would be made.

One special featurs of these six relationsb.i.ps' should be noted.
The frequency of problems increases for subjects v:vith higher scores on
the Freedom,l Privacy, and Safety scales. For example, inmates who
indicate that safety is a high concern aré- the ones that also state
that they have more physical | problems. The direction .of the

relationship is reversed for Structure. The inmates who state that they

have a high concern about structure are less likely to experience

external or physical problems than those who are less concerned about

, this aspect of their environment.

Megargee's MMPL Typology

The Megargee 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 classification topl for aggressive or
assaultive infractions r;or sick-calls, however, the ten types of
inmates do have differem:l levels of Internal, External and Physical
problems. When group memberships were entered into a regression 'model
as dummy variables, the resultiné st. were higher for the PAQ variables
than the other three. The percent;age of the variance in physical

problems explained by Megargee group membership was 15 percent.
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Table 4.14
Megargee. Typology
Qutcome Distribution

Qutcome
Variables Megargee Groups Statistics

A B C D E F 6 H I J R® X% sign N
Aggressive 81% 66% 85% 80% 71% 86% 72% 80% 83i 904 .03 14.7 .68 339
Infractions 64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 6Q 22
Assaultive
Infractions 28% 17% 25% 25% 14% 18% 12% 16% 12% 18% .02 7.7 .57 - 339
Sick Calls? 70% 50% 81% 30% 86% 80% 68% 71% 75% 77% .03 23.1 .19 339
Internal PAQb 81% 85% 90% 80% 10% 94% 88% 91% 83% 86% .04 28.5 .05 339
External PAQb 30% 179 57% 35% 29% 44% 32% A4Y% 24% 32% 06 27.9 .06 339
Physical 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 proportion of the group-that had at least one
infraction.

bPercentage reflects proportion of the group that had some problems.
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One special aspect of. these results should be noted. Aécording to
Megargee, the least deviant 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 niost deviant groups have the three highest
rates of problems and the four least deviant groups have the four
lowest levels of‘ problems. This covariation 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

Physical problems.
Conclusions

Having now evaluated each of the three types of classification
systems individually, we can cconsider their relative ycrth in
distinguishing in&ates who will, diffefentially 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 none of the
three adequately predict all adjustment problems. Risk. assessment
appeérs to be usefui in predicting the probability 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. Héwever, in predicting the probabilities of
Internal, External, and Physical problems as indicated by self~-reports
of the inmates, risk was not successful, but the other two systems
were, Thus each system works for some ocutcomes but not for others.

A second reason for concluding that no system was ¢learly superior

is that for any single outcome, none of the acceptable schemes were
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found to be particularly powerful. The models were statistically
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's inventory was

_ the. worst~ predictor &f outcome. 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 scales. For risk and concern, there is
an explicit ranking. The larger thevécore is, the greater the risk or
concern., The ordinality of the Megargee typology is less explicit.
Monotonically increasing or decreasing rates of problem occurrence are
desired -along these sqalés if they are to be useful in classification.
For those schemes that were noted to be .adequat:e_ in the discussions
above, this requirement was nominally met. However, in aimost every
case aberrations were noted where the problem rates rose above or fel;
below where the& should have, had the scale perfectly met this
requirement. The result of this fault is an increase in false positive
and false negative decisioné thus increasing the total number of errors
that will be made in using the scale to classify.

Of the three scales, Toch'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 coﬁbinatidn with the low predictive validity of the dimensions leads
one ta conc}ude that inmate concerns and needs may not be as viable
classification tools as perhapé are risk and personality. However,
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there is a very important differencze 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 lthe "individual to
predict bette;'. While this pro jeét 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 better

than the single dimensions.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Explaining Prison Ad justment

The goal of this research is to develop new classification
procedures that will assist administrators in placing inmates  into
specific prison settings. As.discussed in the introductory chapters,
this tasl; could have been undertaken in “several ways. One expedient
approach would be to crosé-validate several existing classification
systems in different prison settings. This approach was rejected
" hecauge it fails to use the research 6pportunity to its fullest
extent., We argued that the project should be grounded in a theory of
prison adjustment and that this perspective should guide the resea;ch
and development of the new classification schémes. Then, not only
would the knowledge gained from the research be richer, but the schemes
that were devgloped would be solidlil tied to that knowledge.

Based upon a review of the literature, the model of prison

ad justment was developed containing three dimensions-~—an individual, an

organizational, and a transactional level--with a total of ten factors
thought to determine patterns of prison adjustment. The purpose of
this chapter is to test that model to see which dimensions anﬁ which
factors determine ‘outcome. Past research which was used 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, factor and level,
as they stand alone in explaining adjustment. The findings for the
individual 1level variables and composite factors are shown in Tabie
5.1. An overview of the results indicates that while many of the
variables 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 Asignifica'nt predictors of all six adjustment indicators
and expiain 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
information but, in most cases, do ab;ut as well, The risk scores
associated with the Internal and Physical PAQ dimensiol}s are an
exception in that they are not sighificant predictors of those
outcomes, The eight PPI dimensions account for proportions of the
variation in the PAQ measured dimensions, while sentence phase
significantly explains the dinstitutional generated measures of
adjustment'.' When membership in the Megargee typology groups was
entered int':o regression models as a series of dummy variables, they
accounted fqr significant proportions of the variation in’ the External
and Physical dimensions oﬁ 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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Table 5.1

Regressions of Individua1~Levé1 Variables
and Composite Factors on Outcome

R® and Significance of Model
Aggrassive Assaultive Sick- Internal External Physical

Predictors Infractions Infractions Calls PAQ PAQ PAQ
AN Background R? .03 .05 .02 .05 .08 03
Variables % 04 ,0001 .0006 .0001 .0001 .0007
n=912 :
Risk R® .02 .03 .01 .003 .06 .003
Scores o« ,0001 .0001 002 .07 .0001 .12
n=912
A1l PPI R .01 .02 .008 .05 .03 .06
Dimensions ‘e .19 .03 .37 .001 .0009 .0001
n=904
Megargee R .03 .02 - .03 .04 .06 .15
Typology X .39 . .61 38 .15 .02 .0001
n=339 : ’
Sentence RZ .01 .01 .03 .0009 .0000  .004
Phase . : .
n=894 < .0 .02 .0001 .38 .83 .08
Model RS .04 .05 .05 .05 .07 .06

#1 & ,0002 .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001 .0001
n=888 . :
Model, RZ .10 .05 .10 .09 .13 .19

#2°. & 009 .62 . .01 .03 .0005 .0001
n=328
a

b

Model composed of risk score, eight PPI dimensions, and sentence phase -

Model composed of risk score, eight PPI dimensions, sentence phase, and

Megargee typology
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eight PPI>Aimensions; and sentence phase; Ail‘mﬁdelsAQEre significant,
and they explained from'4 to 7 percent of the variépce in the'outcomé
variables. The second model consisted of the same variables plus the
Megarggé typology. The reason for considering two models is that when
the Megargee typology is iﬁcluded, there is a substantial loss of cases
from 888 to 328 subjects due to missing data. Due to the loss of cases

and the fact that the typology consists of categories, the missing data
2

cannot be estimated. The R"s 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 supported by the resuits of this study.
However, their ovérail ability to eiplain who will experience problems
is limited. In accounting for differehqes in Internal adjustment
problems, individual variables could explain only 9 percent of the
bariancé‘ They explained 10 percent of the variance in aggressive
infractions aﬁd 19 percent of the Physical problems. So while
individual level fact;rs 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

- 98 -



Table 5.2

Regressions of Organizational Level Variables:
And Composite Factors on Qutcome

RZ and Significance of Model
Aggressive Assaultive Sick- Internal External Physical

Predictors Infraction Infraction Cells PAQ PAQ PAQ
All PEI dimen- R% .01 .01 .02 ..08 .09 .13
~sions Indiv.

n= - .26 .35 .01 .0001 0001 .0001
All PEI dimen- 2

sion Aggregate R™ .03 .02 .04 .01 .06 .04
n= ~.0002 .03 _.0001 .37 -0001 -0001
Crowding r% .0005 .0007 0003  .00L ©  .0001 .006
= .51 42 .63 135 .81 .02
Population  RZ .01 .01 .02 .01 .0000 .003
= .00003 .008 0001 .35 85 .09
Facility R® .08 .04 .07 .02 .03 .04
n= -0001 ~0001 0001 .02 .0001 -0001
Model #1%8 R .03 .02 .04 .08 .09 .13
n=903 -003 .09 .0001 . .0001 -0001 -0001

5 J ‘ ~

Model #2 R® .05 .03 06 . .08 11 .14
n=303 -001 -7 20001  .0001 - .0001 -0001

2 Model comprised of eight aggregated PELI dimensions, population, and
crowding.

b Model comprised at eight aggregated and eight individual PEI dimensions,

population and crowding.
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"remains fairly low. The first row reports that individual scores on
the eight PEI dimensions significantly predict the PAQ measured

adjustment variables and account for 8 to 13 percent of their

variance. These results indicate that individuals' perceptions of

their organizational setting influence how they experience that

setting. When scores on the PEI dmens:.ons are averaged 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 second row
of 5.2 that tl;e 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, t;hat since all subjei:ts from the same
unit receive the same organizational score, it may serve as proxies for

other attributes of living units.

Somewhat surprisingly, crowding and population ‘were not found to .

be strong predictors of outcome. In all casés the percentage of the

variance explained was low, and most of the models were not

significant. This finding is not what would be expected from past.

research since both variables have been found to be impoftant
indicators of outcome. I.-Iowever, recall from the discussions of -the
measurement techniques in Chap;er‘ 4 that the indicators of crowding and
population are not barticularly 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,

‘therefore, are likely to .be the result of inadequate 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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gignificant relationship between it and all six outcomes were noted as
seen in the fifth ‘row of Table 5.2. This means that

facility-to~-facility ¢ifferences 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 samplé exercise
different amounts of.discretion in chai‘ging inmates with violatioms.

The last two rows of the table indicate that 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 resulfs, we can conclude that the answer
to the question of which level, individual or organizational, is most
important in explaining adjustment. is that they are of fairly equal

value.
Transactional Level Factors

The t:hﬁ.rd and final level of analysis is 'the one which has not
been explored in pasﬁ research., It examines the effects of congruence
and incongruence of individual and organizational factors on outcome. -
As described in the methodology section, congruence variables weire
produced by standardizing the individual and organizatio;lal 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. We analyzed threes type of congruence: that
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between risk .and environment, preference and environment, and
personality and enviromment. We also conceptualized environments in
terms of individual perceptions and aggregated ratings. ConsequentlyA,
we evélu,ated the six congruence models listed in Table 5.3.

These results suggest that congruence is significant in explaining
all outcomes with the exceptions of sick calls at;d Internal problems.
Congruence between -risk. and environment and preference and enviroment,
‘as indicated by their st, is not strong. However, 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 support‘the‘ claim often found in prison
literature, that person/environment f£it is significant in determining
adjustment patterns. There is also evidence that at least one type of
congruenc.e is as impor%:ant in détermining outcome as either individual
or organizational factors are. An interaction effect between risk and
environmental settings generally has npot been .discussed in the
literature, although it would seem appropriate to do so. OQur results
indicate thaf the rélationship between this form of congruencé and
;:utcc:me is not strong. However, it has been hypothesized that concern
and environment would strongly interact to determine outcome. . For
example, people who r;eed ~and obtain privacy are expected to adapt
better than people for whom the privacy need is unfulfilled. The
hypothesis is supported by this reseaijch; but the relationship is not
as important in accounting for outcome as one might expect. Instead,
the interaction of persomality 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 Models
on Outcome
_? and Significance of Modeﬁ
a Aggressive Assaultive Sick- Internal External -Physical

Model Infractions Infractions Calls PAQ PAQ PAQ
Congruence of R .02 .02 .01 .02 .02 .02
Risk & PEI(ind) |

8 Variables = .008 .07 .19 .04 .006 .02

n=903 :
Congruence of R 02 .01 01 .01 .03 .02
Risk & PEI(agg)
8 Variables * .06 .15 .40 .29 .0001 .01
n=912

Congruenc? of) RZ .02 .005  .009 .02 .02 .03
PPI & PEI(ind

8 Variables *® .02 .81 .39 .04 .008 0001
n=902 :

Congruenc?fof RZ .02 005 .02 .01 .05 .04
PPI & PEI(agg)

8 Variables % .05 .81 .09 .16 .0001 0001
n=904

Congruegce of R 02 .03 03 .02 .14 .17
Profile” & PEI(1nd)

8 Variables .52 .65 .31 .61 .0001 0001
n=334

Congruence of R .06 05 .02 .03 .09 .14
Profile & PEI(agg) '

8 Variables & ,003 .02 .71 .38 .0001 .0001
n=338

a Congruence variables were pro&uced
‘variable and the organ1zat1onal level variable, subtract1ng the latter
- from the former, and squaring the result.

by standardizing the individual Tevel

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

T};e results  of regreséioné including Qaria-bles from all three
levels--individual, organizational, and transactional--are shown iﬁ
Tables 5.4 thriugh 5.9. For each outcome variable, three models were
tegsted.: The first included risk scores, the PPl dimensions, sentence
phase, individual scores on the eight PEI dimensions, crowding,
population, and the congruence between preference and environn;e'ntal
settings. In addition to these variables, the secbnd‘ model entered
aégregated PEI (i.e. organizgtional) scores into the.regression. The
third model dincluded the : Megargee typology and replaced the
preference/environment congruence indicator “ with the
personality/environment congruence indicator. After examining the
resuit:s of .a regression of all variables on the outcome, we . then
examined whether the size of the modei could be reduced without losing
substantial explanatory power by entering variables into the model in a
stepwise fashion. Variables which would significantly contribute to
the model (F-value=.l5) were entgred into the model. At each stage,
variables were deiet:ed' if their contribution did not remain
significant. Variables were entered until none remained that_ could be
entered into the model and contribute significantly.

The regressions of the overall medels on t:h‘e 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

~ Un Aggressive Infractions

Model

Overall Model

2 2

R™ Significance R

Stepwise Model

Significance Variables

#1 includes Risk,PPI, .

PEI ind, Sentence
Phase, Population,
Crowding, Congruence

Risk, Sentence phase,
PEI(Ind):activity,
Population, Crowding,
PPI(PEI Congruence:

n=328 .

(PP1 & PEI agg) .08 ,0001 .07 .0001 Social Stimulation
n=886
#2 includes Risk - Risk, Sentence phase,
PPI, Sentence Phase - PEI ind: activity,
PEI (ind), Population, . Population, PEI agg:
Crowding,PEIl(agg), structure, support,
Congruence (PP and PPI/PEI Congruence:
PEI agg) : v emoticnal feedback,
n=886 .10 .0001 .08 .0001 freedom, structure,

' support
#3 Includes Risk,PPI, Risk, PPI, Freedom,
Sentence Phase,PEI(ind) Sentence Phase,PEI
Population Crowding,PEl (ind):emotional feed-
PEI(agg)Congruence(PPl& back, Population
PEI (agg)Congruence Megargee:#,I,PEI(agg)
Profile and PEI agg) social, support, PPI/
Megargee type .25 ,0018 .18 .0001 PEI Congruence,

Privacy, support
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measures in the second model adds slightly to exi)lanatory power of the
model. A substantial increae':ke comes in incIuding personality types.
With thé 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 f:i:;.'st two mo'dels closely
parallel those for aggressive infractions. They are significant and
explain just under 10 percent of the variance. The stepwise procedure
suggests that the Egd;e_lls can be reduced without greatly affecting the
predictive i:ower.' The “inability of the third mt;del, which includes the
Megargee typology, to expla.n a substantially greater proportion of the
variance in assaults reflects the reduced significance of personality
in determining. who will be violent.

In neither case, fo'r- aggressive or assaultive behavior, is a large
proportion of the variance explained. This is not unusual. These
percentages are comparable to past research and are actually higher
than most other models. An exception is Poole and Regoli's study of
discretion (1980), where they explained over 40 percent of the variance
in disciplinary infr;ctions. But they included an inpdicator of past
;'.nfraction 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 z_'egressiAons of the overall models on sick calls
and Internal PAQ problems are shown in Tables 5.6 and 5.7. The findings
are fairly consistent with those concerning infractions. Without the
Megargee typology, approximately 10 percent ‘of the variance is

explained. With it, that proportion juxhps to about Z0 percent. The
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Table 5.5

Regressions of Overall Models
On Assaultive Infractions

- Ozerall»Mode1 SEepwise Model
Model R

Significance R™ Significance Variables
#1 Includes Risk,PPI, Risk, PPL:Structure,
PEI ind, Sentence Phase Sentence Phase, PEI(ind
Population,Crowding agg):Freedom,Popuiation
Congruence (PPl &PEI agg) (PPI1-PEL) Congruence:
n=886 07 .0001 06 .0001 Structure
#2 Includes Risk, PPI Risk, PPl:structure,
Sentence Phase,PEIl(ind) - Sentence Phase,PEl ind:
Population,Crowding,PEI _ Freedom,support,PEl agg
(agg)Congruence PPI & Social Structure, PPI/
PEI agg) PEI Congruence: Privacy
n=3886 . .08 .0001 .07  .0001
#3 Includes Risk, PPI, Risk, PEI{ind):
Sentence Phase,PEIl(agq) Structure,Megargee:C,
Population Crowding, PEI(agg):privacy,PPl/
PEI(agg)Congruence(PPI "PEI Congruence: Objec-
& PEIl agg)Congruence - tivity, privacy,Support
(Profile & PEIl agg), '
Megargee type 15 .54 .09 .0001
n=886
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Table 5.6 .
Regressions of Overall Models

On Sick-Calls

Model Oyerall Model
R

SEepwise Madel

. Variables

Significance R"~ Significance

#1 Includes Risk,PPI,
PEIind, Sentence Phase
Population, Crowding,
Congruence (PPl & PEI

" Risk, Sentence phase,

PEI(ind/agg):structure

Population, Crowding,

(PPI & PEI):Congruence

agqg) .09 .0001 .07 .0001 Activity
n=886
#2 Includes Risk,PPI, Risk, Sentence Phase,
Sentence Phase, PEI PEI(ind):Safety,Popu-
(ind)Population, lation,PEI{agg):Struc-
Crowding PEI(agg) - ture, Support,PPI/PEI
Congruence PPl & PEI Congruence:Emotional:
agg) .11  .0001 .09 .00°L Feedback,Safety,
n= Support
#3 Includes Risk, PPI, PPI, Freedom, Sentence
Sentence Phase (PElind) Phase,PEI (ind):Freedom
Population Crowding, Populatijon, Megargee:
PEI(agg),Congruence A,G, PEI (agg):Support
(PPI & PElagg)Congru- Profile PEI Congruence
ence (Profile &PEI agg) Social
Megargee Type .18 .15 .13 ,0001 :
n=

- 108 -



Table 5.7

Regressions of Overall Models

On Internal PAQ Problems

Model dgerall Model  Ste
: R™ Significance R

pwise Model
Significance

Variables

#1 Includes Risk,PPI-
PElind,Sentence Phase
Population, Coding,
Congruence(PPI & PEI

agg)
n=886

.12 .0001 .11

.0001

PPl:emotional feed-
back, freedom,privacy
safety, social sup-

port PPI/PEI congru-
ence:activity,emotional
Teedback ,privacy,support

#2 includes Risk,PPI,
Sentence Phase, PEI
(ind),Population,Craowd-
ing,PEI(agg),Congruence

PPIl:emotional feedback,
freedom, privacy,safety.
structure, sentence
phase, PEI(ind)privacy,

PPI and PEIl agyg) .12 ,0001 .11 .0001 safety, social,
support,n= PEI(agg):privacy,PPI/PEI
’ congruence: activity

#3 includes Risk,PPl PPl:activity, structure
sentence phase, PEI PEI(ind):privacy,support
(ind)Population Crowd- Megargee:A,PEI(agg)

ing, PEI(agg)Congru- activity, PPI/PEI
ence(PPI1 & PElagg) Congruence: emotional
Congruence Profile & feedback

PEI agg)Megargee

type .22 .02 .15 .0001

n=
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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 decreaées in the
amount of variance exblained. |

As indicated by the findings shown in Tables 5.8 and 5.9, we were
able to account for greater proportions of the variation in External
and Physical p¥oblems. The overall models including the Megargee
typology explained 42 and 41 percent of the variance, respectively.
Without the typolqu,‘ apperimafely 20 percent of the variance is
explained. Recall that these measures indicate inmates' 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 dinmates with disciplinary infractions and that not all
'-updesirablg 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 beﬁter the self-reported adjustmént problems.

An important result to ncte is that for all six outcome var?ables,
when the stepwise regressions .were performed, veriables from all three
levels of analysis-—individual, érgaﬁizational, and
transactional;-entered. into the final model. This suggests that all
three dimensions ﬁre necessary to explain. adjustment patterns
adequately. Furthermore, the fact that :transactional variables were
significant demonstrates that the development of a classification
scheme 'tﬁat 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

OQverall Model Variahles

R2

Model Stapwise Modgl

2

Significance R~ Significarce -

#1 Includes Risk,PEI(ind),
Sentence phase,Popula-
tion, Crowding,Congru- "

Risk,PPl:freedom,privacy
PEI(ind):emotional feed-
back,safety,support,

ence(PPI & PEI agg) .14 .0001 .13 .0001  Crowding,PPI/PEI Congru-
n=886 ~ ence:emotional feedback, .
- freedom, privacy
#2-Includes Risk,PPI, Risk,PEI{ind):safety,
Sentence Phase, PEI(ind), support,PEI(agg):
Population, Crowding, PEI emotional feedback,PPI/
(agg),Congruence PPI and PEI Congruence:activity,
PEI aqg) .18 .0001 .15 .0001 freedom, social, struc-
n=886 T ture
#3 Includes Risk,PPI, Risk,PPI:freedom,safety,
Sentence phase, PEI(ind) PEI(ind);activity,
Population, Crowding, PEI Megargee:C,F,I,PEI(3gg):
(agg)Congruence (profile safety, PPI/PEI Congru-
and PEI agg),Megargee - ence:social structure,
type .42 .0001 .36 .0001 Profile/PEI congruence:
n=328 emotional feedback,

privacy

- 111 -



Table 5.9

Regressions of Overall Models
On Physical PAQ Problems

Overall Model Stepwise Model Variables

2

Model

R? significance R Significance

#1 Includes Risk,PPI,
PEI(ind), Sentence
phase, Population,
Crowding, Congruence

Risk, PPI:freedom, .

privacy, safety,SENTENCE
phase, PEI(ind):activity
safety, social, support,

(PPI & PEI agq) .22 - .0001 .22  .0001 PPI/PEI Congruence:
n=836 emotional feedback, free-
dom, privacy, safety,
social stimulation
#2 Includes Risk,PPI, PPl :emotional feedback,
Sentence Phase, PEI privacy, safety, sentence
(ind)Population, phase, PEI(ind):activity,
Crowding, PEI(agg), safety,social,support PPI
Congruence (PPl & PEI /PEIL Congruence:freedom,
agg) ; .23 .0001 .21 .0001 privacy, social
n=886 -
#3 Includes Risk,PPI, Risk,PPL:emotional feed-
Sentence Phase, PEI back, privacy,safety,
{ind),Population Sentence phase,PEI(ind):
Crowding, PEI{agg) activity,safety,social,
Congruence (PPI and support, Megargee:C,H
PEIagg),Congruence PPI/PEI Congruence:
(Profile & PElagg), privacy, Profile/PEI
Megargee type .41 .0001 .37  .0001 Congruence: activity,
n=328 emotional feedback,social
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Table-5.10

Signiffcance of Single Congrueﬁﬁe Variables
Regressed on Outcome Variables

Type of
Congruence

Aggressive
Infractions

Adjustmént Qutcome

Assaultive
Infractions Sick-Calls

Internal
PAQ

External Physical
"PAQ PAQ

Risk/
PEI

Safety
(.007)
Support

Social
- (.03)

- Emot »
Feed.
(.08)

Activity Activity
(.0001) (.0003)
EmotFeed. Freedom
(.0009) (.007)
Freedom Privacy
(.02) (.0003)
Privacy Safety
(.0001) (.03)
Social Structure
(.0002) (.001)

PRI/
PEI

Structure
(.03)

Safety
(,008)

Activity
(.03)
Privacy
(.04)

Activity Activity
(.Q4) (.03)
EmotFeed., Freedom
(.001) (.0001)
Freedom Privacy
(.0006) (.0005)
Privacy Social
(.001) (.009)
Safety Structure
(.0005) (.003)
Social

(.0001)
Structure

(.0004)

Profile/
PEL

Privacy
(.04)

Safety
(.02)
Support

(.002)

Activity Activity
(.0001) (.0001)
EmotFeed.EmotFeed
(.0007) (.002)
Freedom Freedom
(.0001) (.0001)
Privacy Privacy
(.0001) (.0001)
Safety  Safety
(.05) (.007)
Sacial  Social
(.01) (.0002)
Struct. Struct.
(,0001) (.0001)
Support Support
(.04) (.0001)
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CHAPTER SIX

Developing Classification Schemes

Thé first goal of this project has been to determine if there is
an interaction between individual characteristics and contextual
gettings that is related to prison outcome. If.this hypot'l‘lesis was
supported, then the nexﬁ step is to use what was learned _ébcut
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 evalgate individual scheﬁes, one
additional set of analyses should be considered. In the regressions,
individuals were <classified into groﬁps 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 eacﬂ 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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différently in different types of environments,'the dive;s;ty 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 éo form five groups for each environmental measure
with frequencies as similar as possible, .Wé fecognize that this
decision does not optimize the formation of groups,' but if useful
patterns are found, it should be adequate.

Once the énvironmental categories were formed, matrices'of groups
with  different individual characteristics living in  different
environments were formed. Two-way analysis of variance of the

interaction effect for the different outcomes was performed to see if

people adjusted differently to ‘environments. The selection of

. interactions to be tested was guided by the results of the regressions
of single congruence variables found to be significantly related to
outcome. The findings are presented in 6.1. Significant interactions

were found for aggressive infractions, External and Physical problems.
Evaluating Two-Way Classification Schemes

The analyses of the interaction effects show that certain types of
individuals adjust better 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 signifiéantly interact were evaluated to
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Table 6.1

Significance of the Interaction Effect in a.

Two-Way Analysis of Variance of Qutcomes
Among Different Groups of Individua1§ in

Different Organizational Settings

Adjustment Qutcomes

Groups of Aggressive Assaultive External . Physical -
Individuals Infractions Infractions PAQ " PAQ
emot.feed. privacy
- (.0001) (.03)
Risk~ activity
(.0002)
privacy
{.0001)
freedom
(.0006)
support
(.0001)
structure social activity
' (.04) {.0001) - (.03)
PPI social safety privacy
(.01) - - (.0001) (.007)
. safety
(.0001)
emot . feed.
(.03)
freedom ’ privacy privacy
(.0002) (.02) (.0001)
Megargee safaty freedom
(.002) (.0001)
social safety
(.0009) (.0001)
emot.feed. social
(.004) (.0001)
support structure
" (.054) (.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 individual placements to specific settings' would requce 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 sample. Success is
defiped as having no External problems. ‘The percentages in the table
indicate how many inmates, classified into one of the ten Megargee
types and who wgie. living' in particular environmental settings as
distinguished by the amount of social stimulation, experienced no
External prob}ems. 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 interéersonal
‘interaction. For instance, individuals with a personality'type Abie
appear to adjust better to settings with'ﬁdre 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 adjustment would probably be improved,
as indicated by the boldfaced boxés, then the suc;éss 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 npted that in making assignments in this way, we have
not optimized our decision criteria. Rather than assigning inmates to
the single 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



Table 6.2 .

Success Rates of Megargee Groups
In Social Environments
External-PAQ

Environmental Megargee Types
Levels A 8 c D E F : @ H I J Totals

1 2 ~ 40% 100% 33% | 80% {l0U% | 3U% 60% 56% 33% 50% 48%

n 5 1 6 5 2 10 5 9 9 4 56
2 % 73% - 78% | 83% |100% | 442 67% 477 82% 60% 68%
n 15 0 9 6 2 9 6 17 22 5 91
3 3 60% - 0 60% 100% 63% 50% 80% 78% 75% 62%
n 15 0 4 5 1 8 4 5 9 4 55
4 9% 75% 804 25% S50% 0% | 81% {100% | 60% | 82% {67% |68%
n 24 5 12 2 2 11 3 5 17 3 |84
.5 % lioon| - 56% 0% - 58% | 71% | 56% | 84% |83% |68%
: n 51 0 9 2 0 12 7 9 13 6 |63
" Observed % 70% 83% 43% 65% 71% 56% 68% - 56% 76% 68% 63.9%
Success n 64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 700 22 349
Rates )
Projected

Success % 79 83% 43% 82% 100% 70% 80% 56% . 83% 78% 71.9%
Rates :
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in the table and in evaluating the patterﬁs within co.lumns we lool;ed
for trends that were reflécted throughogt the range, We also expect
there to be ;some instability. The projectedi gains are, therefore,
minimal estimates of the expected amount of improvément,

Two-way tables were produceg and examined for all ' interactions
that were found to be significant as indicated in Tiable 6.1. Not all
_tables produced useful configurations for the\ development of
c}.assifica;ion-. The schemes that were successful are s;xom in Table
6.3.. The two-way tables for these sets of variables are contained in
Appendix D. . ' . e

In looking at:b the first column of Table 6.3, omne first.; notices
that classification schemes which use the Megafgee typolgy to classify
individuals are the most useful. This was. true for Ext-ernal and
Physical problems and assaultive infractions. This finding was
expected siqce the Megargee typology was found to be significant in
explaining outcome in the regression analyses, Tl';e Safety dimga;'xsion of
the PPI was also helpful in distinguishing people who experience
Phyéical problems in settings that have different levels of safety.
Risk was lsomewhat .useful inv two-way classifications that would reduce
assaults in prison. Ihe variables were included undef special
circumstances tﬁat 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 eaviromments. This would produce

approximately a twenty percent reduction in the number of failures.

The findings in the second category, for Physical problems, suggést
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Table 6.3

Reduction of Failures Through the P]aéement
" 0f Individual Types in EnvironmentdilSettings

Adjustment Problem

Actual Failure

Projected Failure

Absolute Reduction

Percentage Reduction

Type of Classification Rate Rate In Failures In Failures
External-PAQ
Megargee & Social 36.1% 28.1% 8.0% 22.2%
Megargee & Emot.Feed. 36.1 29.5 6.6 18.3
Average & Safety 36.1 28.1 8.0 22.2
Physical-PAQ . )
Megargee & Safety 49,0% 38.4% 10.6%. 21.6%
Megargee & Social 49.0 45.3 3.7 1.6
Megargee & Support 49.0 45.3 3.7 7.6
PPI-Safety & Safety 49.9 43.4 6.7 13.7
Assaultive Infractions .
Megargee & Support 18.9% 13.9% 5.0% 26.5%
Megargee & Structure 18.9 14.2 4,7 24.9
Meqargee & Privacy 18.9 12.1 6.8 36.0
Risk & Activity 20.0 15.0 5.0 25.0
Risk & Structure 20,0 14.2 5.8 29.0
Risk & Support 20.0 16.5 3.5 17.%
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that attention ‘paid to placements in safe environments is importan;:.
By assigning certain personality types or people who express a high
need for safety in safer settings, the amount of injury, victimizationm, .
and illness can .be reduced substantially. The actual number of inmates
-.;whq 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 inclusion of the last set of classification schemes in Table
6.3-~those that use assaultive infractions as their’ outcome
variable--requires elaboration. The pairs of variables that are shown
in this table were n;at selected in . the usual manner. The. congruence
x;ariable regressions and the analyses of variance to test interaction
effects provided few indications of possible pairs or variables that
might form useful classificat_ion schemes, b\;t since these incidents are
so serious and are a significant concern for prison administrat.ors,' an -
attempt was made to f£ind schemes that might work. -

First regarding the Megargee/environment schemes, referring 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 variables were selected for
inclusion in the model. Neither 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 to be somewhat useful in
classification. For all six schemes, the absolute percentage

reductions in failures tended to be somewhat smaller, from 4 to 7
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percent, than for' the variables included in other schemes already

discussed. However, since the failure rate for assaultive infractions

is so low the percentage reductions in failures is fairly large,
ranging from approximately 20 to 35 perceat.

. The results shown in 6.3 are encouraging because they suggest that
two-way classification holds somé promise for reducing -adjustment
problems. However, an additional element‘needs to be considered about
how placements are made. For the schemes tﬁgt 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 is, in making placemepts we did not skip around by placing
some low risk individuals in low-rated environments and other similar
individualé in high-rated environments but maintained the monotonicélly
chénging pattern implied in the single dimension élaséification. The
problem with this strategy arises with the Megérgeg typology. The
continuum from a high rating to a low rating is not aé 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. l

In Table 6.4, the type of placement (into high, low or moderate
rated environments on the pa;ticular dimension) suggested for each
personality type is shown for the types ranked along a scale from most
to least normal. For some of ;he dimensions, there is a' similar

pattern of ordinality required for risk and needs schemes. The best is

for structure in classifying assaultive infractions, The problem we
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Type of Placement for Megargee Groups
Ranked According to Normalcy

Table 6.4

Type of

Classification

Megargee Type
G D J

External-PAQ
Social
Emot. Feed.
Safety

+

2+

Physical-PAQ
' Safety
Social
Support

%
+

Assaultive

Infractions
Support
Structure
Privacy

- -

4 »

+
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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 r;apking. For exaxﬁple,
personaiity type Baker is described as more anxious and Jupiter is
supposedlf passive. It is not unreasonable to hypothesize that these
two groups might adapt best in environments where there is more
privacy. Some of the groups that fall between these two types on the
normalcy scale are more gregarious and may not have a great need for
privacy. The results shown in the last row of 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
couid potentially be used to place inmates in prison settings in a way
that would reduce the incidence of adjustment problems. By considering
the environmental context, security and deterioration can be controlled
better than presently. |

There are two major methodological issues that raise significant
quéstions about the validity of these findings and their implications.
These schemes were produced by examining the failure rates of inmates
and workiqg 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 effeg:tively
discriminate among 6ther samples. The way the question is usually
answered is by initially splitting the sample in half, creating the
initial scheme using on‘e half, t.hen validating it on the other half,
The reason this approach was not adop.ted:' in this research is thaﬁ 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 Megargée typology, to divide the sample and maintain the cell
frequencies at acceptable levels. ’

The second methodological issue_ raising questions a.bout the
validity of the proposed schemes involves the implementation of the
strategy. Failure rates within éxisting environments have been used to
suggest ‘alternative placements that are pro jecte;i to reduce problem
occurrence. However, we do ﬁot know what wili happen to the
environments as the mix of residents is changed. They may be altered
so that substantial changes in the failure rates occur.

Let us consider several examples to explore this possibilit&.
Safety was found to be important contextual variable in determining who
experienées Physical problems 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 intelligént and
non-violent. ijpes Easy and George are well-adjusted and fairly
é.daptable. Deltas are manipulative and impulsive. It is easy .to

imagine that these types of inmates incur greater. pr'oblems in tougher

environment$ in prison and can become the victims of stronger and more
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violent prisoneré. ‘If kept out of those setting, their adaptation
should be much less traumatic. The fourth type, Foxtrot inmates, who

have considerable interpersonal conflicts and are among the most

-violent inmates in prison, experience Physical adjustment problems

bécause of their fricti&n with other people. If the four types of
inmates are placed together in what is intended to be a more.protected
setting, the presence of type Foxtrot inmates may create s.ufficient
disharmony that violence will be common and the enviromment will end up
not being safer at all. On the other hand, it is possiblek that
Foxtrots would be affronted less by the m&re 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.

Ancther person/envirénment relationship that was found to be
important was the degree of environmental structure for _differént
Megargee types in determining the incidence of assaultive infractioﬁs.
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 inmaﬁé tyﬁes 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 miéht create a setting that fosters exploitation. Once
again, we. do not know what to expect as we start to manipulate the mix
of individuals 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 :hié research. This study was designed to begin to.tesf the long
standing probosition tﬁat different types of inmates adjust better to
specific environments. This hypothesis has been supported. As we
gtart to use this information, additional research will be required to

determine how reconfigurations will modify the prison setting.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Conclusions

The purpose of <classification 4is to group individuals in
meaningful ways. In prisons, categories of inmates are identified with
different expected probabilities of ©behavioral problems. This
information is useful to prisen administrators in making secufity éﬁd
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 of classification information
could be increased if something was kncown about'how different groups
react to different environmental settings. If we knew what types of
' individuals would adjust best to what types of prison conditions,
placements could be -made that would reduce the incidence of various
behavioral-problems émsng the population.

To achieve this goal, this project 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
individual 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 dgtermine if there is an

interaction betwsen these two dimensions, the individual and the
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éontextual, but this has notvbeen tested. In this study, we conducted
a global assessment of which factors in each of the three dimensions
determine adjustment. These findings, and pafticularly those relating
tovthe interaction éf person and enviromment, served as the basis for
developing new‘ways of classifying inmates to prison settings, which
was the third activity of the proj‘ect. In this final st:ag"e' of the
research, we attempted to determine if the .incidence of problem
qcéhrrence could be reduced‘ by placing inmates in 'éppropriate

settings.
+  Summary of Findings

This project .succéssfully accomplished all three of these
activities. In each casé; the findings were significént and
contributed to our understanding of prison adjustment, and therefcre
‘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 functionai deterioration., -3ix outcome measures were used to
indicate these two goals. |

Three classification. schemes--risk assessment, Megargee's MMPI
typelogy, and Toch's Prison Preference Inventory--were étudied as
examples of three oﬁ'the more popular types of systems. Our findings
indicated that none of the three schemes is ' clearly superior. Each
possessed its own unique a%vantages and disadvantages. Interestingly,
risk assessment was found to be helpful in distinguishing inmates who

received dinstitutional fecognition.‘as experiencing some problem. It

distinguished inmates cited for aggressive or assaultive disciplinary
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irifractiOns and those who freport‘ to‘ gick call.. The Megargee and Toch
sysfems vere successful in distingﬁishing inmates who reported they
experienced adjustment problemé.- |

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 case, though often significant, the
amount of variance wplained by the classification was relatively low.
Also, few of the schemes ‘perfectly conformed to the giiétributioh
requiremeht that failures increase or decrease " along the scale’
monotonically. }iowever,' this requirement was nominally met 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

which to base a classification. It was 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, where the factors that influence

prison adjustment were studied, all three dimensions identifiéd above,

" individual, organizational and transactional levels, were found to be

related to outcome. In locking =zt the dimensions individually, we
found that small but statist-:ically 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 comb;ination 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 betwéen perscn and environment accounted for up to
17 percent of the variance. When variables from all three levels were
combined in a regression, substantial improvements in explamatory power
were observed. = Depending on the dependent variable, from 15 to 42
percent of the variavncel could be explained. In .each case, variables
from all three levels were found to be importar;t in accounting for
behavioral outcomes. | ”

These findings are important for several reasons. They confirm
the expectation that the individual characteristics, attributes of the
organizational sétting, and the interacti;m of the two are important in
deterﬁining patterns of adjustment to incarceration. -0f particular

significance is the empirical sixpport for the hypothesis that the

congruence of individual characteristics and needs and the eavironment

is important in determining outcome. ' This is the first study t<5
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 numercus possibilities, a totél of thirteen
tt;*o—way classification schemes were identified as potentially useful in
reducing the number of adjustment problems inmates experience during
their incarceration. These gsystems worked for assavltive infractioas
and the External and Physical PAQ measured dimensions but’' were not
useful in distinguishing problem 1levels on the other outcome
variables. The Megargee typology was found to be the the most useful
scheme in differentiating dindividuals. Environments that were

distinguished by their social stimulation, safety, support and
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‘structure appeared to more important in the effective two-way schemes

-than some of the other contextual variables.’

Based on the asgessments 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
inmates experiencing these problems. For inmates who suffer Physical

problems, we projected 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. They suggest that two-way
classification strategies are potentially useful din attacking both
prablem areas identified in this gtuﬁy: 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 indiﬁiduals to very .specific institutional settings,
subséantial reductions in the ipcidence 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 samﬁlés or whether they are dependent upon
the present sample. The stabilify of the schemes was checked but we
still do not know if these particular configurations will hold. for
other samples. The second issué,involves the changes in envirouments
that may occur as the mix of people in them is manipﬁlated. To what
extent will these actions modify -the environments in unexpected and
undesirable ways? Answers to both of these queétions were beyond the
scope of this research.and call for additional study. Until they have
been asséssed we cannot be sure that the projected reductions in
adjustment problems will, in fact, be achieved,'

Because this study breaks new ground, we did not know which
variables, and in particular which paifs of individual and
environmental variables, would be most strongly related to outcome.
This aspect of the research necessitated breadth at the exgense' of
det;il. Asba result, our indicators of erivironmental characteristics
were generated from six questions about conditions in the facility

regarding each contextual attribute. Because of this fact, 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 implications of this study? The research findings
indicate that substantial reductions in adjustment 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 results 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 managemenf information tools and
contribute to the' administration of safer vand more humane priscuns.
Before these conclusions can be reached the methc.;odological issues must
be addressed, This;research accomplished whét a pilot stt;'dy should: it
identified a potentially valuable diréction for research and

administration to pursue. -

Implementation Study

To continue the research that has been discussed in this report,

an i;rxplementat_i.on study now appears appropriate. This could be an
experimental study in which ©both ©people and environments are
manipulated to ascertain thé 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 éafety, support a.nd 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, i.e.
the dormitory or cell block. B_ased upon the findings of this study, it
is also suggested. that both the Megargee typology andk risk assessment
be used to classify inn;ates.

One design for the study would be to select ten similar living
units. They should be of the same security level, medium or maximum,
and ghould have similar housing arrangements, single cells or,
dormitories. In two of the units, 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 setting. 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

suppbrtive and structured environments. In the next three living
uniké, iﬁmate types thought to benefit from a particular setting-—safe;
supportive, or structured--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 Figure 7.l.) 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 bettér idea of how
direct manipulation of the setting and the effect of partiéular 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 shoulépallew
us to consider the validity issues posed above and provide the

opportunity to move the study beyond its present conclusions.

- 136 -



- LET =

SAFETY

STRUCTURE

SUPPORT

manipulated
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Figure 7.1 Research Design for Implementation Study
Assignments Regular Assignments
according to Assignments according - to
typology typology -
Staff trained Staff trained Environment -
to foster to foster not
environment environment manipulated
Assignments ‘Regular Assignments Regular
according to Assignments according to Assignments
typology typology '
Staff trained Staff trained Environment "Environment
to foster to foster not not
environment environment manipulated manipulated
Assignments Regular ~ Assignments
according to Assignments according to
typology - typology
Staff trained Staff trained Environment
to foster to foster not
environment environment
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APPENDIX A

The Questionnaires
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CONSENT STATEMENT v

You are invited to be in a study of prison adjustment conducted by researchers from the State
University of New York at Binghamton. We hope td learn more about what types of people adjust best
to what types of prison settings. You were chosen 8s 2 possible participant in this study by random
selection from a list of all persons currently confined in this facility. ‘

if you decide to be in the study, you will be given four questiomnaires: (1) ome that asks what you
like most and dislike most about prisons, (2) another that asks about conditions at this facility, (3) a
short questionnaire about your own adjustment, and (4} a persomality inventory. You will complete the
first three questionnaires in this session which will take about twe hours. Later, you will be asked
to-come back for another sessian of about twe hours.

If you speak Spanish, you may listen to 2 tape which asks the questions in that language. If you
speak English, you may either listen to a tape in English or complete a written questionnaire. The only
advantage of one over the other is that the written form takes less time. However, many people find it
more relaxing to listen to the tape recorded questions.

If you agree to participate and complete the questionnaires, the research team will request more
information about you. Specifically, we will ask for background information contained in D.0.C.§. files
a copy of your warden's card, and information about your sick calls.

- Your answers to the questioanaires, as well as the other information about you, will be complately

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 bhottom of this form and to write your name,
DIN #, facility and living unit. If you sign the form, tear it off the questionnaire package, and a
reprasentative from the Division of Research and Planning, D.0.C.S. will collect them. That office will
retain your consent form. The research team will receive only your completed questionnaire with the
research subject number on it. No identifying information will be available to us.  No one from the-
Department of Correctional Services will see your answers tec the questions. Additional information
supplied to the researchers by D.0.C.5. will net c¢ontain your name or any other identifying information

We cannot promise that you will receive any benefits from this study. We hope thit the information
will be used to improve the priscns 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. 1If you decide to be in the study, you are frse to stop at any time.

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, Binghamten, New York 13501) will be
happy to answer them. ' .

You will be given a copy of this 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 AM -

Time .

Signature

Name (printj

DIN #

Facility

Living Unait
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" PRISON ENVIRONMENT INVENTORY

What goes on in pr1son dlffers from one facility to another. The
rules are different.. Inmates have more freedom, privacy, and activities
in some prisons than_in others. There is less violence in some
facilities. At some piaces the staff are more supportive. -

We are interested in 1ife in this facility. We want to know what
gogs on here, what it 1s 1ika o 11ve and work here, :

We particu!ar]y want to know what it is 1ke to live in yuur )
particular housing unit (cell block, tier or dormitory). :

We give you @ statement about something that might happen in your .
housing unit. You are to. indicate if that event never happens, seldom
happens, often happens, or. a1ways happens on your unit. _

Here 1s an example.

“The food he;e s tastyl
never se!dde »'Oéten - always

On your answer sheet circ1e the response that best descr1bes how things
are- - .

Some chozces w111 be easy. Qthers will not. Even if yeu have a

,hard time .deciding, let us know what best describes what goes on here.

Don't skip any questions.

Remember to answer the questions about what 1t is 11ke on your ce11

block, tier or dcrm1tony.
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"Nm:.n-h‘wm

SQ

*
‘

Inmates know what W111 happen if they violate the rules.
(Structure) ;

The guards tell inmates when they do well. (Emotfonai Feedback)
There is at least one movie each week. (Actjvity) -

An inmate is sexually attacked on this unit. (Safety) e
lnhates practice whatever religion they want. (Freeqdm)

Inmates spend several hours each day talking with friends. (Soti a))

The guards are more concerned about control?1ng inmates than
protecting them. (Support) .

Inmates fight with other inmates. ‘(Safety)

9.. Inmates. fespect one another's privacy. (Pr1vacy)

" 10..-

11.
12,

13.
14,
15.
16.

17..

18.

19,
2G.

21.

22.

23.
24.

The guards ask fnmates about their personal feellngs. (Emational

Feedback) , - ) -
Inmates are with their friends at night. (social) o -

If an 1nmate tries a new hobby or art, the guards w111 encourage
him. (Support) .

Someone is attacked in their cell at night. (Safety)

This unit is noisy. (Privacy)

‘Inmates know the rules. (Structure)

‘Inmates are with more than three friends at a time. (Socia])‘j

If an inmate wants a job in this vacility, there is one for'h1m.
(Activity).

Someone's cell is robbed on this unit. (Safety)
This unit is quiet. (Privacy)

An 1nmate who fights with another inmate will be punished.
(Structure)

~Inmates feel free to go up and talk to other inmates even if they

are “strangers. (Social)

-Inmates who go to school are ridiculed by the guards. (Support)

Inmates stay in their cells if they want. (Privacy)

Inmates receive visitors any time during the day. (Freedom)
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- 25.
26.

27.
28.
29.
30.

- 31,

32.

. 33.

34,
35.
36.
37.
38.

- 39,
40.
41,

42,

43. -

44.
45,

- 486,

47.

. 49.

50.

New inmates quickly become‘part of some social gfoup, (Social)

Priéon officials help inmates with problems. (Support)
An inmate obtains training if ﬁe wants. (Activity)
Neaker inmates are sexualfy'attacked. (Safety)'
Inmates read without being disturbed. (Privacy)

The guards stick to the rules.;ikStructure)

Inﬁates earelﬁbout one another. y (Emoi?ona1 Feedback)

Inmates see their close 1nmate friends when they want to. {Social)

A weaker inmate is physical]y attacked. (Safety)

Inmates can be a]one wi thout being dis»urbed. {Privacy) e
Inmates do not have to work 1f they do not want to. (Freedom)
The rules are confusing. (Structure) |

Inmatas will tormentjg_depresséq-1nmate. (Emotional Feedback)
A_persoﬁ learns ﬁéﬁ ékjflé:here. (Support)’

Ihmateslhéve something to do.every n{ght.‘ (Activjty)

Inmates {ift weigﬁts-whéﬁ the} want to. '(Frgedom)

Guards tease dep}éssed inmqéeé. (émotfﬁna? ééedback)

Inmates rapiuith the guards. (Social) ‘ |
Inmates put down inmates who‘tny to build.a.new Tife. (Support) |
E;;h {nmate can Tiff'weights at least one*hour‘each day. {Activity)

Inmates have to defend themselves on this unit. (Safety)

Inmates know what wi11 get them written up by the guards.
(Support)

Inmates talk to one another about the1. fee]ings. (Emotional
Feedback) .

Inmates are unfriendly. (Social)
Inmates give 1nmatns with persona] problems a hard time. (Support)v

Inmates keep busy by part1c1pating in sports.. (Activity)
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81,

52.

53.
54.
55.

56‘
57.

58..

§9.
60.

61.
62.
63.

64.

65.
66.

. 67,
69.
70.

71.
-T2,

‘An inmate's cell is'robbed (Safety)

~If an inmate lets other people know he does not want to be
‘bothered, they will not bother him. (Privacy) :

Inmates choose- their work. assignments. (Freedom)

Inmates know when the éym’fs open. (Structure)

. Inmates let theiw friends know they care about them. (Emotional

Feedback) _ )
Inmates care_qbduf one iﬁot@ef‘s’f&éﬂings. (Support)
Aﬁ inmate can’study if'ﬁe wanté}f4(Act1v1ty)

Inmates are al1owed to read when they want. (Freedom)
Inmates knnw when they can take a shower.’ (Structure)

Inmates who do- favors -for. their friends are 11ked, (Emotibna1
Feedback] S .

Prison programs teach fhmates new ski1ls. (Support)
Inmates keep bd&}»ﬂfth thnir hobbies. (Actfvity)

If an inmate belie@es he w111 be attacked the guards protect him.
(Safety) - R ‘

If two 1nmates are having a conversat1on, a guard will wa]k up and

.listen.. (Privacy)

Inmates know when the comissary 1s open. (Structure)

Inmates who hep out other {nmates are taken advantage of
(Emotional Feedback)

Guards are unfriendly to fnmates. (Social) J
Prison programs help 1hhates_magé parole. (Support)
Irmates keeb busy by‘watchfng . '(Activity)

If two inmates are discussfng something, another inmate will walk
up and Tisten. (Privacy) :

Inmates stay up as Tate as they want. (Freedom)

Inmates know when_a-hovfe will be shown. (Structﬂre)
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73. Inmates feel loved by other people in this facility. (Emotional
Feedback)

e 74. Inmates are open enough to say what they are thinking. (Social)
75. Inmates. are beaten by the guards. (Safety) ~ .

76. Inmates have at least one hour of uninterrupted time to themse1ves
-each night. (Privacy)

® , '
77. Inmates are treated like children here. (Freedom)
78. Inmates are bored. (Activity) |

® 79. 'Inmatés have a say about what goes on here. (Freedom)

80. Inmates listed to music when they want. (Freedom)

" - . QUESTIONS‘ABOUT YOU

’ L On ‘your answey sheet ¢ircle the number which best represents your
o | feelfngs. -

8l. How do you fee1 today? -

8z. iHow would }ou ¢1assify‘your own view towards life? . -
L4 83. Do you %ee? safe in prison?

84, 'ﬁow wouid you classify yourself socially?

. 85, How-much time do you spend outcide of your celi when you are
a]Towed to 1eave’

® :
) g86. In comparison to other prisons you have been in, how would you rate
this facility? (Leave blank if you have never been incarcerated
before.)
@
o
9
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PRISON ADJUSTMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

People adjust to prison in different ways. Some people sleep
better in prison than in the freeworld. Others get into fights in
prison. ’

We are interested in how you are adjusting to this facility.
You are asked to compare how you feel or act here to how you felt or
acted in the freeworld. You are alsc asked hew often you feel or
act a certain way. :

Please circle the response which best represents you. There
are no right or wrong answers, only how ycu are handling prisom.

Here is an example: -

Would you say the food is
a) better in prison

b) better in the freeworld
¢) about the same

-For each question, circle the letter on the answer sheet which 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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Lz
:

4.

6‘

In comparison to the freeworld, are you

a‘

How
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

more comfortable with the people in prison
more comfortable with the people in the freeworld

about as comfortable with the people in prison as with the
people in the freeworld

often do you feel uncomfortable around the other inmates here?

‘most of the time (you are uncomfortable severzl times a day)

at least once a day
occasionally (every few days)
seldom

.never

often do you feel uncomfortable around the staff?

most of the time (you are uncomfortable several times a day)
at least once a day

occasionally (every few days)

seldom

. never

Would you say you are

a.
b.
c.
d.

How
a.
b.
CG
d'
e.
Are
a.

b.

c.
d.

mere angry in prison

more angry in the freeworld

about 2s angry in prison as in the freeworld
very stéldom angry either place

often are you angry here?

" most of the time (you are angry several times a day)

at least once a day
occasionally (every few days)
seldom

never ..

you sick

more frequently in prison

more frequently in the freeworld

about as frequently in prison as in the freeworld
very seldom sick either place

Since you have been in prison, how often have you been sick?

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

most of the time (you are sick several times a day)
at least once a day

occasionally (every few days)

seldom

never

Do you have

a.
b.
Ce
d.

more trouble sleeping in prison

more trouble sleeping in the freeworld

about 'as much trouble sleeping in prison as in the freeworld
very seldom have trouble sleeping. either place
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10.

11.

“12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

b,

How
a.

c.
d‘

often do you have trouble sleeping here
at least once a day

occasicnally (every few days)

seldom

never

In comparison to the freeworld, are you

a.
b‘
c.

d.

How
a.
b.

c.
d.
e.

more afraid of being attacked in prison -

more afraid of being attacked in the freeworld

about as afraid of being attacked in prison as being attacked
in the freeworld

not afraid of being attacked either place

often are you afraid of being attacked here in prison?
most of the time (you are afraid several times each day)
at least once a day

occasionally (every few days)

seldom

never «

Do you get into

a.
b.
c.
d.’

. more physical fights in prison

more physical fights in the freeworld
about as many phys1eal fights in prison as in the freeworld
very seldom fight in either place

often do you get into a fight here?

most of the time (you fight several times each day)
at least once a day .
occasionally (every few days)

seldom

never

Do you get into

a.
b.

more heated arguments in prison

more heated arguments in the freeworld

about as many heated arguments in prison as in the freeworld-
very seldom get into heated arguments either place

often do you have a heated argument with another inmate?
most of the time (you argue several times each day)

at least once a day

occasidnally (every few days)

seldonm

never

often do you argue with guards?

most of the time (you argue several times each day)
at least once a day .

occasionally (every few days)

seldom

~ never
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17.

18.

19.

'20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

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

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

Are you taken advantage of

a. more often in prison

b. more often in the freeworld

c. about as often in prison as in the fresworid
d. very seldom taken advantage -of either place

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 ,

¢. occasionally (every few days)

d. seldom

e. never

Do you feel that your cell is your home?
a. never . _ ’
b. seldom |

c. often ) : .
d. always

Do you get enough exercise?

a. never

b. seldom

¢c. often

d. always

Do you get enough sleep?

a. never

b. seldom

¢c. often

d. always

Do you get enough to eat?

a. never :

b. seldon

c. often

d. always

- 153 -




25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Do you have enough to do?

a. never
b. seldom

¢. often

d. always

Do you have enough privacy?

a. never

b. seldom-.

¢. often

d. always

Do you understand the rules? .
a. mnever

b. seldom

¢. often

d. always

Do you have good friends here?

a. none

b. some

¢. many

Do you believe this facility's program is providing you with the
necessary training to better yourself in the job situation after
release?

a. yes .

b. no i

‘Given your own special circumstances,"what living quarters do you

prefer?

a. open dorm

b.  semi-enclosed dorm
¢. 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 prisan population sample car.i be generalized by the ages of thdse ‘who
bartic.ipated in the research program. The ailerage age of the total sample was
twenty-nine years. When broken down by facility, we can ﬁhdl the following
avera‘ge‘ ages:

CHART B1
AVERAGE AGES FOR MEDIUM AND MAXIMUM FACILITIES

MEDIUM SECURITY PRISONS

OGDENSBURG 30 YEARS
FISHKILL 27 YEARS
MID-ORANGE 23 YEARS
ALBION 29 YEARS

MT. MCGREGOR 30 YEARS

MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS

ATTICA 32 YEARS

AUBURN 32 YEARS

GREAT MEADOWS 30 YEARS

GREEN HAVEN 33 YEARS

ELMIRA 21 YEARS

1t can be seen from these charts that, with the exception of Elmira, the maximum
security prisons have an older population of inmates than de the medium security

facilities., The average age for the medium facilities is 29, and, if Elmira is

excluded, the averages for the maximum.group would be close to 30 years.

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 B2

- 156 -



RANGE OF AGES FOR MEDIUM AND MAXIMUM FACILITIES

MEDIUM SECURITY PRISGNS.
) o QOGDENSBURG 17-31 YEARS
o FISHKILL - 17-56 YEARS
' MID~ORANGE 18-55 YEARS

ALBION 18-57 YEARS
MT. MCGREGOR 21-36 YEARS

@ MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS -

ATTICA 16-61. YEARS.
AUBURN - 20-61 YEARS
GREAT MEADOWS  18-534 YEARS
° GREEN HAVEN 18-63 YEARS
ELMIRA 17-30 YEARS
‘The overall range for the medium securiy facilities was from 17 -to 57, in the
@ Mmaximum facilities from 17 to 63, and the overail range was from 17 to 63 years.

Althiough the average ages given earlier showed a difference between the mediunt

and the maximum facilities, the range of ages is similar between the two facility

Py types.

Another way to examine the age patterns in the sample is to look at the mode,
or that age which occurs most fr.equently. The following chart gives these values:

e CHART B3 '
MODE OF ACES IN MEDIUM AND MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS

MEDIUM SECURITY FACILITIES

OGDENSBURG. 24,28 YEARS (5%
® FISHKILL 21 YEARS = (12)

MID-ORANGE 23 YEARS (10)

ALBION 25 YEARS (6)
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MT. MCGREGOR

22 YEARS (1)

MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS

ATTICA
AUBURN

GREAT MEADOWS

GREEN HAVEN
ELMIRA

24 YEARS (10)

32 YEARS (11)
26 YEARS (12)
29 YEARS (8)

20 YEARS (19)

The mode of these two categories combined, or that age which occurs most

frequently when "all of the prisons are examined as one group, is 24 years, which

included 60 of the participants. A ‘ciose second i§ 22 years, held by 59 of those

prisoners taking part. This means that 119 of the prisoners who teok part in this-

research were either 22 or 24 years oid.

Another way to describe the
educational level of the prisoners
presented below. |

CHART B4

sample in" this research is to examine the

as a group. the ranges of these levels is

EDUCATIONAL LEVELS OF PRISONERS IN MEDIUM AND MAXIMUM

SECURITY PRISONS

MEDIUM SECURITY BRISONS

OGDENSBURG NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE
ONE M.S. OR PH.D.
FISHKILL FOURTH THRQUGH TWELFTH GRADE
2 COLLEGE GRADUATES
1 TECHNICAL SCHOOL GRADUATE
MID-ORANGE NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE .
3 COLLEGE GRADUATES :
-1 TECHNICAL SCHOOL GRADUATE
ALBION SEVENTH THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE
1T WITH SOME COLLEGE
2 COLLEGE GRADUATES
MT. MCGREGOR FOQURTH THRQUGH ELEVENTH GRADE
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- MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS

ATTICA. THIRD THROUGH: TWELFTH GRADE
1 COLLEGE GRADUATE
AUBURN NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE

3 COLLEGE GRADUATES
1 TECHNICAL SCHOOL GRADUATE ‘
GREAT MEADCOWS NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE
. 1 WITH SOME COLLEGE
‘ 1 COLLEGE GRADUATE
GREEN HAVEN NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE
1 WITH SOME COLLEGE
1 TECHNICAL SCHOOL GRADUATE
ELMIRA NO EDUCATION THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE
1 COLLEGE GRADUATE:
There is a wide range of educational levels present, from those with no education to
those who have completed high school or h'avev‘achieved an equivalency diploma.
There are four 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 cﬁmpleted work at the éraduate level.- There have also been four °

prisoners who have attended and graduated from technical school.

The sample can also be described by the ethnic-backg'round, or race; of the
prisoners. These are categorized as either White, Black, Hispanic, or "other”,
which includes Oriental, American Indiah, Chinese, or Japanese. The overall racial
composition of those prisoners sampled. included 226 Whites, 501 Blacks, 183
Hispanies, and 3 "others.” When broken down by facility type, the' following
perc;entages occur:' .

CHART BS
RACIAL PERCENTAGES IN MEDIUM AND MAXIMUM SECURITY PRISONS

MEDIUM SECURITY PRISONS
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OGDENSBURG

‘80%

WHITE

.BLACK 1%

HISPANIC 4%

| OTHER 0%

FISHKILL WHITE - 16%
: BLACK . 63%
HISPANIC 21%

| OTHER 0%
MID-ORANGE ~ WHITE 15%
BLACK  51%

HISPANIC. 34%

. OTHER 0%

ALBION LWHITE  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 WHITE  37%
BLACK  44%
HISPANIC 19%

OTHER 0%
GREAT MEADOWS . WHITE 14%
BLACK 65%
HISPANIC 21%

OTHER 0%

GREEN HAVEN WHITE 16%
BLACK 58%
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 "other", whereas in the maximum
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facilities, there are 136 Whites, 287 Blacks, 103 H:ispanics_’, and two "others."

The final way to describe this sample is through the use of a scale developed
by megargee, in which ten persgnalify types are identified and used to predict

vialent behavior. These ten types are briefly described below.

TYPE A

--Active, self-assured,charming, popular, manipulative

--Outgoing, dominant group

--Average use of drugs.

--Not excéssively aggressive; does little to avoid hostile interactions
--Good relations with authorities .

--"Artful Dodger":will risk taking illgal shortcuts to gratify his wants

as soon as possible
TYPE B

--One of the least daviant groups

--Below average interpersonal skills and adjvustmént('
--Excessive use of alcoheol and drugs

--Adapt po‘orly to envirohment; internalize their problems
--Lack of spontneity,apathy, lack of drive

--One of the most troublesome groups in prison
TYPE C

--Bitter, hostile, sensitive to perceived insults, readily lashes out

at others, frequent conflict with authority

-~Most likely to have mulitiple drug use patterns
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--Vary socially withdrawn
--Hostile loners;see others as a threat
--Poor adjustment, deviant value system, lack of ego strength

-=-Preoccupied with own probiems,no empathy for others]| problems
TYPE D

--Difficulties in interpersonal relations and adustment

--Few inhibitions against reacting with viclence-when provoked--do not
seek out violence ' ‘

--Energatic, assertive, ascendant

--Not willing to abide by conventional social mores;low work performance

--Do not form close -positive relations with staff or fellow inmates

--Need to have their own way
TYPE E

--Best intellectual ability and highest academic échievément

" --Good interpersonal relations and adjus‘c_ment

--Below average use of liquor and drugs' A

~--Least violent,good persomality, gets along well with others, hf,oh;
maturity levels

--Optimistic toward prison stay
TYPE F

--One of the most violent and deviant groups
--High drug usage
--Antisocial- and egocentric, dominant and assertive

--Little motivation to change maladaptive behaviors;dishonest, deceitful,
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: supremely self-centered
--Minimal concerns with opihicns of others;engage in criminal behavior
for kicks

~-Second worst prison adjustment;poor work and classroom performance
TYPE G

--High drug use

~--Best educated~ and brightest

--Average to better interpersonal relations and adjustment
--Fewest authority conflicts

--Above average dep'enda‘l:;ilit‘y

--Remained_ rather uninvolved--keep out of trouble
TYPE H

--Low intellectual ability ana educational achievement

--Gréatést number of .problems in sc_:hool and emf:loymént

--Greatest number of problems in interpersonal rel.ations

-~-High drug u.seage, especiaily LSD and narcotics

--One of the most agressive groups.prone to conflicts with authority, .
withdrawﬁ, inoverted, paséive

--Likely to be avoided by other inmates
TYPE |

--Healthy and effective patterns of functioning
~-Fewest problems in interpersonal relations and general adjustment
-~beast likely to use hard drugs or alcohol

--Qutgoing, friendly., non-agéressive

- 163 -



--Less assertive but not passive

--lack of social maturity and socialization
TYPE J

~--[.east dominant and most passive, most likely to avoid hostile encounters

--Lowest in general aggressiveness

--Deny probiems outwardly while inwardly experiencing turmoil
--Awkward in social interactions

--Little motivation for achievement

--Minimized th@ir probiems

The most frequent personality type occurring in the prisons ovgrail is Type A, or
the ."Artful Dodger" type. This personality type is also the one that occurs most
frequently in the medium security prisons; . According to Niegaréeé's typology, we
would then expect the majority of prisoners to be enef’ge’cic,.cooperative,_friend}y,
and helpful. Yet these inmates lack patience, and are very q_uiék in reacting to
hostile situations. Although they are popular and charming and are not li‘kkely to
have many disciplinary infractions wher:_ in prison, ‘it is il:npor’tant to note that they
may not be able to be depended on when placed in a position of ‘responsibiiity.
Since this grotp acts whimsica.”y and.often takes illegal shortcuts ta gratify their

desires, they often find themselves back in prison.

The maximum security prisons had two personality types asmerge 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

W

personzlity type "I" are also friendly and outgoing, yet they lack maturity in socia!

situations. They are less assertive than type A people, but not passive. Types A
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and | ar’e'-veryf'simﬂa'r‘,, so it is not surprising that these would both occur as
dominant. Bpih types of prisoner groups are outwardly friendly and mature, yet A

are inwardly immature and underdeveloped.
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APPENDIX C
The Prisons Samp;ed

by
Jean Marie Harris
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Three of the most striking environmental différenceé between .
New York State male maximum security and medium security
facilities are their populations ,the architectual styles of
living units, and the averzage aréa of living space per inmate.
The five maximum facilities had total pophlétiohs ranéing from
1,586 to 2,197 on August 15, 1983. These populations are much
lhigher than four ~of the five medium facilities which had
populations ranging from 236 to 716 on the same date. Fishkill,
the fifth medium facility. had a total population of ‘1,664 on
August 15, 1983. When we'compare these total populations with
each fécility's total capacity. we note that all  but two
facilities are évercrowded° Temporary capacity has been added to
six of the eigﬁt overcrowded facilities to try to alleviate some
of the problem. Table C.l gives the figures on total population,
total capacity and temporary capacity.

TABLE C.1 Population and Cépacity

Facility Total Total Temporary
Population Capacity Capacity
Maximum T
Attica ) 2,197 1,915 300
Auburn 1,636 1,669 g
Elmira . 1,588 1,652 ]
Great Meadow 1,753 1,701 39
Green Haven 2,086 2,076 g
Medium
Albion 345 253 16a
Fishkill 1,664 1,244 491
Mid=-Orange 716 534 295
Mt. McGregor 455 381 63
Ogdensburg 236 ~ 238 g

The second important environmental difference between maximum

and medium prisons is the architectual style of the living units.

-
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all inmate subjects from the five maximum facilites were housed in

sinqle oécupancy 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 coastruction. They
have solid cell fronts, solid doors with vision panels and are on
closed tiers (floors). We do not see this un%formity‘ in the
single occupancy units of the maximum facilities. Most -living
units within the maximum facilities have bars as a cell front s @S
qpposed to the solid front, and grill doors, as opposed to solid
doors with vision panels. There is uSUaliy a mixture of closed
tié:s and open tiers in the maximum facilities. Medium - security
cell blocks thch are dorm style have fewer total occupants than
~de single occupant cell blocks. To summarize. we can say that
medium Eéﬁilities have lower total populations than do maximuh
fanilities, and less populated living units.

When comparing " area per inmaée, 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 58 square feet to 112 square with .an average of 83 square
“feet. The afea §er inmaée in the maximum facilities ranged from
44 square feet to 87 sqguare feet with an average of 56 square
feet.

What might these physical differerices 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 thé Prison Environment Inventory, we observe only

slight differences in the rank order of the dimensions between the
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medium and maximum facilities, Tﬁere are, however, some noticabile
differences in the mean scores between the different security
level facilitges. Tahle C.2 indicates the rankings and. mean
scores on the eight dimensions for the average medium fadi;ity

and the average maximum faciiity.

TABLE 2 Prison Environment Mean Scores

Average Medium Average Maximum

19.7 Structure 19.3 Structure

17.8 RActivity 17.8 Activity

16.3 Social Stimulation 16.7 Freedom

15.2 Freedom 15.4 Social Stimulation
14.6 Privacy 14.9 Privcacy

14.4 Emotional Feedback 14.5 Emotional Feedback
13.5 Safety 14.3 safety

12.8 Suppert ) 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 E;eedom ~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 1living 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 1living wunits at Elmira from which our subjects came. At
Agburn the privacy dimension ranks higher and has a greater mean

than at any other maximum facility. This greater mean is
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indicative of all bﬁt cne cell block at Aubﬁrn.

Table C.3 gives the ranking of, and mean scores for, all
eight diménsionsywithin the five maximum Security facilities. The
rankinés of, and mean scores for, the eight dimesnioné within the

medium security facilities are displayed in Table C.4.

TABLE 3 Maximum Prisons: PEI Means
Elmira ) Green Haven L Great Meadow
2.6 Structure 18.5 Structure 19.6 Structure
17.7 Activity ) 17.5 Activity 17.6 Activity
16.9 Freedom l16.4 Freedom l16.1 Freedom
15.6 safety - 15.5 Social 15.9 Social
) Stimulation Stimulation
14.9 Social 15.¢ Emotional 14.5 Bmotional
: timulation - Feedback Feedback
14.1 Privacy 14.8 Privacy 14.3 Privacy
13.9 Emotional 13.8 safety 13.9 Safety
Feedback )
13.1 Support 11.9 Support 11.8. Support
Auburn Attica
13.8 Structure 19.2 Structure
17.8 Activity . 17.9 Activity
17.1 Freedom 17.8 Freedom
15.6 Privacy , 15.5 Social Stimulation
15.3 Social Stimulation 15.4 Privacy
l4.5 Emotional Feedback 14.7 Emotional Feedback
14.2 Safety 14.9 safety
12.5 Support 12.7 Support
TABLE 4 =~ Medium Prisons: PEI Means
Ogdensburg Fishkill . Mid-Orange
20.1 Structure 19.4 Structure gaea Structure
17.1 Activity 18.4 Activity 17.4 Activity
17.0 Social 16.0 Social 16.8 Social
Stimulation © Stimulation Stimulation
15.d rreedom 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 Mt. McGregor ' . ‘

19.7 Structure 19.4. structure -

18.1 Activity 17.8 Activity

15.9 Social stimulation 15.5 Social Stlmulatlon
15.2 Freedom 15.1 FPreedom

14.6 pPrivacy 14.5 Privacy

14.3 Emotional Feedback 14.3 Emotional Feedbark
13.9 safety 13.1 Safety

12.9 Support 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 aimeésions are 1in
reverse order of all the other mediuﬁ facilities. The mean scores
for these dimensions do not differ significantiy between Fishkill
and the ,otherifacilities even though the :ankings- differ. At
Fiskkill,  the support dimension has a mean score which 1is
significantly greater than the mean score at any other medium
facility. This greater mean score seems indicative of most li&ing
units within Fishkill regardless of unit étyle (single, multiple
or dorm) . '

When comparing the climates of difﬁexent living units within
each facility‘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 ﬁnits. To compare the living

units we have ranked the levels at which Toch's eight dimensions

are offered in all ten facilites. This was done by categorizing

each dimension into groups with approximately the same percentage
of respondents. A ranking of 1 means the dimension is offered
within the level of the "lowest range throughout all ten
facilities. The ranking of 5 means the dimension is offered

within the level - of the highest range throughout all ten
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facilities. We will talk about dimensions being offered at the
highest and lowest in-facility level, meaning in compa;iscn with
all living. units in that facility. We will alsc discuss’
dimensions as being offered at the highest or lowest overall
level, meaning scoring either a 5 or 1, respectively, wheq
compared with all living units in all ten fagilities._

at - Elmira, ali living units have single occupancy cells on

open tiers. ~All cell blocks, except one, have bar fronts with
grill doors. The one exception, cell block C, has sclid cell

fronts and solid doors with vision panels. For all of these cell
blocks, structure was raﬁked as the top e§Vironmental condition
with cell block H offering less structure thaﬁ 3ll other cell
blocks. For all cell blocks, the next three ranked conditions
were freedom, safety and activity , but not consistently in- tﬁe
same order. Cell blocks G and ﬁ offered the lowest level of
activity in Elmira. These 1eﬁeis are amoﬁgtthe lowest overall.
Social stimulation, privacy and support varied in their rankings
and mean scores. Cell block_F offered more social stimulation
than .any other Elmira celi bloék. Privacy was.offered at its
lowest in—facil}ty level and overall level in cell blocks G and I.
2% Attica, where all living units have single occupancy cells
on closed tiers, we again notice much v;riation among living
units' climates. Two of the five living units at Attica have
solid cell fronts and solid doors with vision panels, <¢ell 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

- 173 -



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 activity do not vary much among

cell blocks. Emotioﬁal feedback and social stimulation flip;flbp
between rankings five and six‘at Attica. Cell block C offers the
greatest amont of emotional feedba?k at -Attica, which 1is also
within the highest level overall. Safety, which is consiétently
:anke§ number seven , 1is offered 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 afe all of the same style: the
same' cell area (50 square feet, bar front, grill doot, single
occupancy and open tier. For all five cell blocks included in the
study structure, activity and. freedom were ranked one, two “and
three, respectively. Cell block D offers the least structure at
Auburn, and this is’ amoné the lowest 1level offered overall.
Privacy, social gtumulatiop, 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 eighth.
Cell bloék B offered the higest level of support at Auburn. This

level was among the highest overall. -

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 condition, cellblocks

A, B, D, E, F, G, and and three units have activity as number
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one,cell blocks C, H, J. Privacy, freedom, emotional feedback and
social stimulation were all fanked three'ér four.in at least' E&o
of the 1living units. Support was ranked number eight in all
living units exceét cell block A where it was.raﬁked seventh and
saféty waé eighth, The levels of eéch'dimension offered within
Green Haven's living units vary from the lowest level “to thg
higheﬁt l;tel overall for six of the eight dimensions. - Only
social stimulation and support never reach the higheét overall
level,

The ﬁour living units in which our Great Meadow subjects
lived have bar fronts with grill dcbrs. One of these units, cell
. block E, @as open tiers while the rest have closed tiers. Three
of the four units, cell blocks A&, B, 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 o%fers the highest level of gctiviéy ".for Great
Meadow. This 1is also within the highest level overall. Cell
block C offers the lowest level of structure, and this is within-
the lowest level overall., Freedom, social stimulation, privaéy and
emotional feedback are all ranked three through six for the living
units, although nét in any consistent order. Cell block E offers
the .least freedom and the most privacy 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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sotid doors with vision panels and are on cloged tiers, Ccell
blocks A, B, C and D Aie made up of both siﬁgle occupancy and dorm
sﬁyleV units; Cell blocks H and I have single _océupancy units.
For all éix units structute is the number one condition. Cell

block D has offers the lowest level of structure in the facility.

Cell blocks A, H, and I offer the highest level overall. Activity

and social stimulation are thé second and t@ird ranked conditions
in ail units, not necessarily in that order. Cell block D offers
the least amount of activity in the facility. The highest overall
level of social stimulation is offered in cell blocks C, D, 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
facility and overall, Cell blocks D, H, and I offer the highest
Qberall level of support. Pri%acy is at its‘higheSt in-facility

and overall level in cell block H.

There are both single occupancy and dorm style liVing_ units

at Albiot. all of these living units have solid c¢ell fronts,
solid doors with vision panels, and a:é located on closed tiers.
Structure 1is the number one condition at Albion and cell block A
offers it at the highest in-facility énd 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 is at its highest in-
facility and overall level., sSafety is at the lowest overall level

in cell blokecs A, B, and F. Support and safety vie for the number
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eight rarking 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 ievel' of
structure. ~ Social stimulation is at its highest in-facility and
overall 1level 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 condition_at Mt. MaGregor 1is at the lowest
in-faci{ity and overall level in three of its four wunits, cell
blocks B, C, andVD.

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 1living
units. Neither 1living uﬁit offers.tﬁe'hiéhest overall level on
any © dimension. - Cell block A offers slightly more social
stimulation and structure than does cell block B. Emotional
Feedback 1is offered at a slightly higﬁer level in cell block B
compared to cell block a. |

Fisﬁkill, 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
dimensien; differ greatly among living units here. For all eight
dimensions the levels at which they are offered at Fishkill range
form the lowest overall ievel"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

spécific dimension .than other units within the same facility.
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APPENDIX D

Two-Way Clasgsification Schemes
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Table D.1

Success Rates of Megargee Groups

External -- PAQ

in Emotional Feedback Environments

Environmental Megargee Types
Lavels - > ,
A B C D E F - @ H I J Totals
1 % 57 - 0 Ji00% | 672 25% ° - ° 40% 57% 33%  48%
n 7 0 3 1 3 4 — -0 5 14 3 40
2 % 77% 50% 45% | 67% | 50% 67%  73% 71% 79% 100%  70%
n 22 2 11 6 2 15 11 14 14 4 101
3 9 75% 100% 43% 75% 100% 50%  63% 38% 73% 60%  60%
n 12 2 14 8 1 18 8 16 26 10 115
4 4 60% |100% {56% 33% 100% | 56% | 1G0%| 60% | 100% ?775z . 68%
n 15 1 {9 3 1] 9 4 5 8 4 59
5 % 75% |100% | 33% 50% - | 75% 0 | 8oz 88%{100%| 71%

n 8 1 ]3 2 0} 4 2 5 8 1 | 34
Observed % 70%  83% 43% 65%° 71% 56%  68% 56% 76% 68% 63.9%
Success : :

Rates n 64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 70 22 349
Projected -

Success % 70% 100% 43% 71% . 7i% 62% 68% 70% 94% 80% 71.9%
Rates
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Table D,2

Success Rates of Megargee Groups
In Safety Environments
External--PAQ

Environmental Megafgee Types
Levels A B C D E F . @G H I J Totals
5 % 63%] 674 | 29% | 80% - '92% | 83% | 56% | 90z | 83% 68%

n 16 3 |14 5 0 12 6 9 10 6 81

4 % 93% 1 100% | 89% | 67% 67% | 50% | 75% | 40% | 77% | 50% 68%
n 14 1 9 3 3 14 4 15 26 g 97

3 % 75% 100% 43% 80% - 67% 57% ]100% | 67% 80% 70%
n 12 1 7 5 0 12 7 7 15 & 71

2 % 674 100% 40%7 33% 100% 17% 63% | 50% | 857 100% 59%
n 15 1 5 & 1 & 8§18 113 1 6

1 %  43% - 0% 100% 67% 17% - 50% 50% 50% 39%
7 o S5 1 3 6 0 6 6 2 36

Observed % - 70%  83% 33% 65% 71% 56% 68% 56% 76% 68% 63.9%
Success n 64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 70 22 349
Rates :

Projected
Success %  77% 83% 52% 43% 71% 69% 80% 57% 8l 68% 70.5%
Rates ) .
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) Tab]g;D.3

Success Rates of Megargee Groubs
In Safety Environments
Physical--PAQ

Environmental Megargee Types ,
Levels A B ¢ D E F G H I dJ Totals
i KPR . v
5 % 56% 33% 29%% } 80% 4§ - 83% | 83% }22% 30% 67% 59%
n 16 3 14 5 0 12 6 1. 9 10 6 81
4 % 714 0% [ 56% | 67% { 67% | 64% | 25% ¢ 20% | 65%] 63% | 56%
n 14 1 9 3 3 14 4 15 26 8 [ 97
3 % 67% 100%{ 57% 40% - 25% 43% | 57% | 47%) 60% | 49%
n 12 .1 7 8 Q 12 7 7 15 5 71
2 % 73%{ 100%{ 40% 33% 0% 50% 25% { 50% | 62%( 100% 53%
n 15 1 5 6 1 6 8 8 13 1 64%
1 % 7y 72% - - 20% 0% 0% 50% - 0% 50% 50% 36%
n 7 0 5 1 3 6 0 6 6 2 36

Observed % 67% 50% 40% '50% 29%2 562 44% 29% 54% 64% 51.0%
Success n 64 6 40 20 7. 580 25 45 70 22 349
Rates :

Prajected
-Success % 73% 50% 52% 75% 67% 79% 60% 37% 54% 64% 61.6%
Rates -
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Table D.4

Success Rates of Megargee Groups
in Social Environments
Physical - PAQ

Environmental Me"ar ee Types
Levels A B ¢ D EFooERopg ~ Totals

1 % 60% 0% 33% 40% 0% -60%| 40%| 33% 44%| 75% 45%
n 5 1 6 5 2]10] 5|9 91§ 4 56

2 % 73% -  56% 33% 50% 78%| 33%| 18%| 55%| 60%| 51%
n 15 0 9 6 2| 9 617122 5 91

3 % 73% - 25% 80% O 38% 25% 20%| 78%| 59%  55% -
n 15 0 4 5 1 8 4 5|9} a 55

4 3 58% {60% 33% 100% 50% 72% 66%§ 40% 64% (100% 60%
n 24 5 12 2 2 11 3 8 |17 3 84

5 % 80% 44z 0 - 33% 57%) 44%| 31% 50% 43%
n 5 0o .9 2 0 2. 7 9 |13 6 63

Observed % 67% 50% 40% 50% 29% 56% 44% 29% 54% - 64% 51%
Success
Rates n 64 6 40 20 7 80 25 45 70 22 349

Projected
Success n 62 50 40 50 29 &8 36 43 63 62 54,7
Rates *
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Table’

D.5

Success Rates of Megargee Groups

in Support Environments
" Physical-PAQ

Environmental Megargee Groups
Levels
: A B c "D E F G H I J Totals
1 2% 43% - 67% | 25% 02  75% 40% 17% } 67% | 33% 50%
n 7 0 3 4 1 8 5 6 15 3 52
2 % 61% 50% [56% (72% j67% 38% 20% 60% } 538% {(100% 57%
n .18 2 9 7 3 13 5 5 12 5 79
3 %. 94% 50%- 38% 50% 0 60% 33% 25% 57% 50% 53%.
n 18 2 8 4 1 10 6 20 21 4 94
4 % 147% | 50% 31% ° 50% 0 67% | 50% ,36i 40% 75% 45%
n {15 2 16 4 2 12 6 11 10 4, 82
5 % 83%) - 25% 0 - 43% 1 100%§ O 42% 50% 48%
n 6 0 4 1 0 7 3 3 12 6 42
Observed % 67% 50% 40% 50% éS% 56% 44% 29% 54% 64% 51%
Success ) '
Rates n 64 6 40 20 7 5G 25 45 70 22 349
Projected '
Success % 57% 50% 58% 55% 29% 56% 67% 29% 63% 64% 54.7%
Rates
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Rates

e ® ® e . ® ® e
Table D.6
Success Rates of Groups with Different
Concerns About Safety in Safety Environments '
Physical-PAQ
Environmental Concern Levels ¢ :
Levels 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12, 13 14 Total
1 % - - 50% 25% 67% 47% 64% 63%. 66% § 46% § 48% | 44% | 25% 25% 50% 0% 51%
n 0 6 4 9 17 14 §24 129 £24 §21 118 1 8 8 2 i 185
2 % - 67% 86% 83% ] 73% ] 46% §45%§ 54% 1 61% { 654 | 73%§ 29% 0% 0% - 55%
n 0 3 10 12 §15 135 §22 §35 §28 §23 f11 17 @& 2 0 219
3 % 333 33% 67% 784 59% 64% 56% 50% 33% 38% 56%] 50%) 50%) 50%) 0% § 52%
n 3 3 o S 17 28 25 26 21 26 16 | 14 4 2 11 201
4 % 1003} 50% | 75%) 60% ] 38% 58% 39% 42% 38% 41% 46% 579 20% 0% - 47%
2 4 12815 §16 31 18 31 21 29 13 7 5 1 0 205.
n . -
5 % 100%F 100% 50%) 83%1 47% 33% 36% 41¢% 30% 7% 33% 204 - = 0% - 38%
n 2 2 4 6 15 g 11 17 10 14 9 5 0 1 0 105
Observed % 83% 56% 67% 73% 53% 55% 50% 951% 44% 42% 51% 37% 22% 25% - 49.9%
Success . '
Rates n 6 i8 36 51 80 117 100 138 104 113 €7 5Bl 23 8 2 915
Projected . :
Success % 100% 67% 69% 67% 59% b51% 54% 59% 54% 574 '55% 50% 50% 50% 0% 56.6%




‘Table U.7

Success Rates of Megargee Groups
in Support Environments
Assaultive Infractions

Environmental Megargee Groups }
Levels A B c D E F G H I dJ Totals
1 % 100% 0% 100% 75%f 100%{ 100% 60% 83% 100%{ 100%| 90%
o 7 0 3 4 11 8 -5 6 5 3 42
2 % 72% 50% 44% 86%f 100%; 85% 80% 80% 83%) 100%| 77%

n 18 2 g 7. 3 13 5 5 12 5 79

3 % 67% 100% 88% ~ 75% 100% 70% 100% 80% 86% 50% 78%
n 18 2 8 4 1 10 6 20 21 4 94

4 % ‘67% 100% | 88% 75% 50% 67%| 100%§ 100%§ 9S0%} 75% ‘82%
n 15 2 16 4 2 12 6 11 10 4 82

5 % 67% 1 - | 753 0 - 100% | 100%]  67%] 92%| 83% " 83%

n 6 0 4 1 0 7 3 3 12 6 42 -
Observed % 72% 83% 78% 75% 86% 82% 88% 84% 88%’ 82% 8l.1%
Success
Rates n 64 6 40 20 7 50 25 45 60 22 339
Projected
Success % 80% 100% 78% 82% 100% 82% 100% 84% 91% 1u0% 86.1%
Rate
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Table D.8

Success Rates of Megargee Groups
~ in Structure Environments
Assaultive Infractions

Megargee Grops

Environmental
Levels
A B C D E Totals
1 2 78% |100% 64% 83% - 57% 67% 90% 75%
n 9 1 111 8 ) 10 59
2 % 78% - 100 - 100% 100% 100% 91% 88%
n 9 0 3 0 2 -5 11 48
3 2 67% 100% 60% 63% 100% 89% 83% 88% 75%
n 18 1 5 8. 1 17 79
N 4 79% 100%} 86% { 80% 100% 86% 87%
n 19 1 7 5 3 14 86
5 % 67% 67%| 86% §100% 9% 88% 82%

n 9 3114 1 1 8 67
Observed % 72% 83% 78% 75% '86% 82% 88% 88% 81.1%
Success
Rates n 64 6 40 20 7 60 339
Projacted
Success % 82% 100% 90% 85.8%

Rates

78% 100% 86% 75% 86%
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Table D.9

Success Rates of Megargee Groups
In Privacy Environments
.Assaultive Infractions

Environmental Megargea Types '
Levels A B c D E F G H I J Totals

1% 33l - {100% | 67% 100% {100% |100% 100% 100% 75  92%
n 121 0| s 3 2 7 | 1 6§ 8 4 48

2 % 93%1 0% | 86% 0% 100% | 86% | 75% 67% 85%2 88% 84
n 15 1 7 | 1 2 7 4 3 13 8 61
3 % 0% 100% 83% 100% 0% 92% 100% 100% 57% - - 78%
n . 10 1 6 2 1. 12 4 6 7 0 439
4 % 64%) 100%] 82% 83% 1004 69% 75% 79% 89% ] 60% ) 78
n 11 1 11 6 1 ‘ 13 4 19 18 §5-1 89
5 - % T 63%] 100%) 55% 75% 100% 73% 92% 82% 100% 100% | 79%
n ‘ 16 3 11 8 1 ll‘ 12 11 14 § 5 92
Observed % 72% 83% 78% 75% 86% 82% 88% 84% 88% 82% 81.1%
Success
Rate n 64 6 49 20 7 50 25 45 60 22 339
Projected

Success % 89% 100% 92% 75% 86% 93% 88% 84% 88% 80% 87.9% .

.Rate
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Table D.10
® "~ Success Rates of Risk-Level Groups |
In Activity Environments
Assaultive Infractions
® ' Environmental - . Risk Levels 5 -
Levels 0 1 2 3 7 8 9 10 Totals
1 % J100%} 91% | 92% | ¢94% 78% 94% 79% 59% 3%% 72% 50% 75%
n 1 11 13 16 . 27 18 19 27 18 18 6 174
o 2 % {100% {100% ; l00%] 80% 50% ‘76% 67% 91% 68% 73% 83% 77%
n 1 13 19 3. 20 37 18 11 25 15 6 200
3 % 67% 85% 94% | 75%| 94% | 85% [67% | 81%| 67% 67% 83% - 81%
e n 3 13 16 12 31 (27 18 26 |15 1% 6 179
4 % 100% 100% 90% 88% 94% 89% 76% - 73%| 74%) 70% | 100% | 85%
n 2 10 3l 40 36 38 21 30 1 23 § 23 5 259
v 5 % 100% 100% 80% 77% 94% 75% 100% 64%1 78%{100%] 100% 84%
!l n 3 9 5 22 17 12° 5 . 11 9 6 21 101
Observed % 90% 95% . 93% 83% 84%: 84% 74% 72%. 64% 73% -80% 80%
Success
Rates n 10 56 84 125 131 132 78 105 90 77 35 913
@
Projected '
Success % 100% 96% 97% 84% 94% 85% 67% 81% 75% 76% 100% 85%
Rates :
L]
®
®
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Table D.il

Success Rates of Risk Level Groups

In Structure Environments’

Environment Risk Levels
Levels 0 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Totals -
1 % 100% 100% 93% 88% 70% 88% 71% 60% 40% 40% 80% 75%
no1 10 14 17 23 16 14 20 10 5 5 135
2 % 1009 90% 100% 88% 83% 65% 67% 78% 62% 75% 67%  78%
no1 10. 16 24 29 26 12 9 13 4 3 147
3. 9 - 91z 90% 83% 84% 86% 82% 71% 54% 64% 57% 80%
R0 11 27 4 31 35 22 24 13 14 7 230
4 % 679 100% 100% 88% 95% 92% 69% 74% 76% 83% 100% 85%
no 3 13 14 16 21 24 16 27 33 35 6 208
5§ ¢ 100% 92% 85% 73% 89% 90% 79% 80% 67% 68% 100% 81%

n 5 12 13 22 27 31 14 25 2 19 4 193
Observed % 90% 95% 93% 83% 84% 84% 74% 72% 64% 73% 80% 80%
Success
Rates n 10 56 84 125 131 132 78 105 90 77 25 913
Projected %

Success 1004 95% 97% 88% 92% 91% 73% 77% 72% 78% 100% 85.8%
Rates )
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Table D.12

Success Rates of Risk Level Groups
In Support Environgtents
Assaultive Infractions

Environmental Risk Lavels
‘Levels 0 1 2 3 Z 5 - 6 7 8 9 10 To;als
1 % - 100% 94% 100% 95%- 100% 91% 72% 71% 50% 100% 87%
n 0 2 16 13 20 19 11 18 14 10 5 128
2 % 100% 100% 92% 85% 80% 799 65% 67% 45% 924 60% 77%
on 2 14 12 40 41 42 26 15 20 12 5 229
3 % 50% . 100% 95% 77% 80% 8l1% 79% 81% 63% 50% 100% 80%
n 2 20 37 30 35 37 14 21 16 20 1 233
4 9% 100% 88% 93% 85% 88% 85% O7% 72% 69% 86% 83% 80%
n 5 8 14 26 17 13 21 32 26 22 6 190
5 % 100%¢ 83% 80% 75% 83% 86% 100% 68% 79% 85% 75% 80%
n 1 12 5 - 16 18 21 6 . 19 14 13 8 133
Observed % 90% 95% 93% 83% 84% 84% 74% 72% 64% 73% 80%' 80%
Success . )
Rates n 10 56 84 125 131 132 78 108 90 77 25 913
Projected :
Success %.100% 100% 93% 89% 84% 84% 74% 72% 73% 86% 79% 83.2%
Rates X
--191 -
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