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Abstract 

Classification of Offenders in an Institution for Young Adults 

This paper describes the implementation and evaluation of a management 
classification system which has the advantages of being economical of staff person­
nel and time, can be computerized, and has categories related to extensive psycho­
logical research. Young adult male inmates were classified into three general cat­
egories: (1) those most likely to act out aggressively, (2) those likely to be victims, 
and (3) those in neither of the first two extreme groups. The primary instrument 
was the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), with groups formed 
according to profile similarity and studied with an earlier sample at the Federal 
Correctional Institution, Tallahassee, Florida, (Megargee & Bohn, 1977). Clas­
sification was based on MMPI groups, behavior ratings on the Correctional Ad­
justment Check List (Quay, 1973), and review of records. Inmates were assigned 
to one of three open dormitories, with the two extreme groups separated from each 
other. AU inmates could later apply for a fourth unit featuring more intensive pro­
grams. Results comparing nine months before introduction of the system in May 
1977 with nine months afterward showed no differences in the number of men 
sent to the maximum security section or written reports of institution rule infrac­
tions. Serious incidents, however, decreased (315 v. 289) as did assaults (24 v. 
13). These and other results suggest that the system has contributed to making 
the institution safer and facilitated management decisions. 
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Accurate classification is essential in 
the effective treatment and management 
of individuals committed to criminal 
justice system institutions. Providing a 
safe and humane environment to those 
segregated for punishment will con­
tinue to require a judicious use of re­
sources, both material and human. This 
paper describes the implementation and 
evaluation of a management classifi­
cation system in a Federal prison. 

The Setting 
The Federal Correctional Institution 

(FCI) at Tallahassee serves the South­
eastern region of the United States as 
far north !IS North Carolina and as far 
west as Arkansas and Louisiana, hous­
ing men primarily between the ages of 
17 and 24. The institution popuhtion 
varies between 550 and 600 men who 
have been convicted of violating the 
Federal Statutes. On the average, the 
men have five prior arrests, were age 
17 at the time of their first arrest, have 
ten years of education, and have esti­
mated intelligence in the average range. 
The average sentence is between 3 and 
5 years, and the average stay is about 20 
months. At the time the new Manage­
ment Classification System was intro­
duced, the racial balance was 540/0 
black and 46 % white! other. The most 
common offenses were those dealing 
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with the general areas of larceny 
(260/0), robbery (14%), drug vio­
lations ( 11 % ), forgery ( 100/0 ), and 
firearms (9 %). Education is the pri­
mary program available to the inmates, 
with programs ranging from basic ed­
ucation through the first two years of 
college. Vocational training and appren­
ticeship programs are also available. 
Group and individual counseling is offer­
ed to most residents, and 10-15 % of the 
men are employed in the Federal Prison 
Industries. In addition to education, 
virtually all inmates are assignr~d to a 
work detail which provides work ex­
perience while maintaining the opera­
tions of the institution. 

Institution Background Factors 

Current operations of the institution 
have been influenced by the architec­
ture and research history of the FCr. 
Originally designed in the 1930's for 
nonviolent, obedient inmates (mostly 
"moonshiners"), the institution was con­
structed with four open dormitory build­
ings and no fence. The inmates were 
typically adults and they were sentenced 
for short stays. Being somewhat re­
sponsible, the inmates carried on the 
work of the institution with minimal 
supervision and there was little violence 
in the backgrounds or institution be­
havior of these first inmates. 



The research history of the PCI was 
another major institution background 
factor in this classification project. Only 
four miles from Florida State University 
(FSU), the institution staff had the 
advantages of interaction with behav­
ioral scientists in university departments 
such as psychology and criminology. 
An ambitious research project, con­
ducted by psychologists from FSU and 
supported by the National Institute of 
Mental Health and the Bureau of Pris­
ons, gathered information on each com.., 
mitment to the institution between No­
vember 1970 and November 1972. 
These men were followed within the in­
stitution until 1974 and through their 
post-institutional records in 1976 (Me­
gargee et aI, 1971, 1972): This project 
developed baseline data to be used in 
comparisons in later years and more 
importantly, the project fostered within 
the institution a tolerant and relatively 
informed attitude toward research. This 
attitude was instrumental in the intro­
duction of the new Classification Sys­
tem within the institution. 

Institution Changes 
Since its opening, the FCl has under­

gone several sweeping changes in the 
nature of its popUlation and its admin­
istration. The first clientele was replaced 
in the mid-1960's by younger, more ~g­
gressive, more violent and less respon­
sible inmates who were more often ur­
ban black rather than rural white. This 
new type of inmate required more se­
(;Urity, so that fences and gun towers 
were added to the architecture and the 
tension level of the institution increased 
markedly. 

A second major institutional change 
was the transition to functional unit 
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management that occurred in 1973-74. 
The institution moved from being a cen­
tralized institution to a collection of four 
or five semi-autonomous units. The new 
approach was designed to move the 
program decision-making closer to the 
men whose lives were being influenced, 
to bring the inmates and their program 
staff into closer working relationships, 
and to improve communication. The 
functional units also provided the op­
portunity for programs with varied em­
phasis to be offered to differing sub­
popUlations of inmates. This move to 
functional units in 1974 was the last 
major change before the introduction 
of the new classification system in 1977. 

The Initial Population 
In May 1977 the institution was com­

prised of four relatively comparable 
units, three of which were general treat­
ment units and the fourth which had a 
Drug Abuse Program (DAP) unit. Typ­
ically, an incoming inmate was assigned 
to one of the three general units so that 
each general unit received every third 
commitment. Men who expressed an in­
terest in treatment for drug related or 
alcohol problems were transferred after 
classification to the Drug Abuse Pro­
gram unit, according to the space avail­
able there. Thus, the general units were 
virtually identical in terms of inmate 
characteristics such as race, type of sen­
tence, length of sentence, prior record, 
personality characteristics, intelligence, 
and education. Offenders with all levels 
of offense seriousness were found in all 
dormitories, as were inmates of every 
custody level and propensity toward vio­
lence. The units were similar in program 
involvement, incidence of violence, and 
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numbers of men who were discipline 
problems. 

As one aspect of efforts to provide a 
safer and more humane institution for 
both inmates and staff, it was decided to 
separate the more predatory inmates 
from those who were most likely to be 
victimized. Correctional supervisors and 
program staff who were asked to identify 
those inmates seen as most troublesome 
for any of the three" reasons: 1) their 
acting out against others, 2) their being 
acted against, or 3) their involvement 
in many incidents of one kind or anoth­
er. Correctional supervisors have <the pri­
mary duty to see to the orderly running 
of the institution, and program staff 
have the" primary responsibility of de­
veloping, coordinating, and implemen­
ting programs. If the troublesome in­
mates could be somewhat separated 
from the others, two results could occur: 
1 ) the special needs of the extreme 

groups could be met better; and 2) 
those inmates who did not require spe­
cial attention, but were hampered by 
less well-adjusted men, would be able 
to pursue their programs with less 
distraction. 

Informal Pilot Study 

To test staff reaction to such a sys­
tem, staff were asked to nominate in­
mates for inclusion in either a group 
that had a history of acting out or a 
group seen as being acted against. Of 
the 563 men in this institution, approx­
imately 40 were nominated for the first 
group and 30 were nominated fOl! the 
second by both custodial and program 
staff. The agreement among staff was 
taken as indication that the general 
categories were understandable to the 
staff and that reliable discriminations 
could be made. 

Classification of the Initial Population 

To classify the initial popUlation for­
mally, a system was developed drawing 
upon the experience of other Federal in­
stitutions as well as the unique features 
of the Tallahassee institution. A number 
of institutions had achieved success in 
the classification of inmates based on 
behavioral ratings; the Federal Correc­
tional Institution at Oxford, Wisconsin, 
and the U. S. Penitentiary at Lewisburg, 
Pennsylvania, had both implemented 
classification systems which were seen 
to be helpful in management decisions 
(Smith & Fenton, 1978). At Tallahassee 
there was a history of psychological re­
search not available to the other institu­
tions, spe~cifically in the study of inmate 
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characteristics and their relationship to 
past histories, educational and voca­
tional accomplishments, and criminal 
records. 

Components of the Classification System 

For the initial population, decisions 
were based primarily on the inmates be­
havior as rated by staff members who 
knew them and secondarily by their 
performance on the Minnesota Mul­
tiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). 
From data on these two aspects of the 
person, decisions were made as to whe­
ther a man belonged to either one of the 
extreme groups or to the middle group 
with no marked prediliction toward 
either extreme. 



Table 1. 

Scales on the Correctional Adjustment Checklist as 
Indicators of Local Inmate Types 

Correctional Adjustment 
Chec:klist Scales Local Types 

I Aggressive-Psychopathic 

II Immature-Dependent 

B 

C 

C III Neurotic-Anxious 

IV Manipulative 

Behavioral ratings were scored using 
the Correctional Adjustment Checklist 
that had been developed by Dr. H. C. 
Quay (1973) under contracts with the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons. All inmates 
were rated on this form by members of 
their program team. Staff members were 
asked to indicate which statements were 
descriptive of the man, and from these 
responses die inmate's scores on the 
scales were derived. The inmates were 
known to the team members for as little 
as one month or as long as 18 months 
and in some cases longer, so that the 
staff were able to make informed ratings 
of the inmates. These ratings of the 
man's behavior were the primary basis 
for the initial population classification. 
The men obtained scores on the four 
factor-analytically derived scales: I. 
Aggressive-Psychopathic; II. Immature­
Dependent; III. Neurotic-Anxious; and, 
IV. Manipulative. 

Within the institution the men were 
classified into three categories: 1) the 
aggressive, acting out, physical extreme 
(later named Type B for Unit B), 2) 
the less-aggressive, sometimes passive, 
intellectual, aesthetic, and immature 
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group (Type C), or 3) neither extreme 
(Type D). Men who had elevated scores 
(t~ 65) on the Correctional Activities 
Checklist Scale I (Aggressive-Psycho­
pathic) were classified in the first ex­
treme group. Men with elevated scores 
on Scale II (Immature-Dependent) 
and/or Scale III (Neurotic-Anxious) 
were classified into the second extreme 
group. Men with an elevated score on 
Scale IV (Manipulative)) or no ele­
vated scores were assigned to the third, 
non-extreme group. 

The MMPI has a long and well-doc­
umented history of use in the area of 
personality measurement. Originally de­
veloped as a measure for psychiatric 
disturbance, recent evidence indicates 
that it is useful in the description of 
strengths and weaknesses in non-psy­
chiatric populations. As a personalii:y 
measure, it has been the subject of stud­
ies in colleges and universities, out­
patient ::linics, mental institutions, and 
prisons. Applications of the MMPI to 
prison work have involved ~nmate clas­
sification, adjustment to prison, and ag­
gressive behavior (Dahlstrom, Welsh, 
& Dahlstrom, 1975). 



The MMPI is a collection of 566 
true-false statements which a person 
endorses as true as applied to him. or 
false as applied to him. Requiring a 
reading level of approximarely sixth 
grade, it is understandable by the ma­
jority of inmates. The responses are 
scored on three validity scales and 10 
standard clinical scales. (In addition, 
there are upwards of 100 experimental 
scales.) Scores are based on similarity 
with a group selected as representative 
of the man in the street in comparison 
with specifically diagnosed psychiatric 
groups. From the scores, inferences 
can be made about the individual's out­
look, mood, interests, thinking patterns, 
energy level, and sociability. The MMPI 
has the advantages of a wealth of re­
search and theoretical relevance in the 
personality area. It is economical of 
professional staff time, can be machine 
scored, and provides meaningful scores 
about the functioning of an individuaL 

Based on the similarity of the MMPI 
profiles, a classification system was de­
veloped using an earHer population of 
the institution at Tallahassee. Dr. E. I. 
Megargee and his associates (1977) at 
Florida State University developed the 
system, and with collaboration of Dr. 
Bohn of the Federal Correctional In­
stitution the characteristics assodated 
with membership of the MMPI types 
were described (Megargee and Bohn, 
1977). The MMPI groupings reflected 
personal differences in past histories, 
family backgrounds, educUltional and 
vocational accomplishment, and mo­
tivation. To avoid the surplus meanings 
that often accompany the labels given 
in a classification system, the groups 
were designated according to the letters 
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in the alphabet with the phonetic call 
names: Able, Baker, Charlie, etc. 

The MMPI types in the Tallahassee 
system can be arranged according to 
their average elevation and therefore 
their average extent of pathology. Group 
Item had the lowest average scores and 
thus was seen as the best adjusted group. 
The most disturbed group as indicated 
by their MMPI profiles is How. From 
the least elevated average profile to the 
most elevated profile, the MMPI types 
arrange themselves in this order: 1) 
Item, 2) Easy, 3) Baker, 4) Able, 5) 
George, 6) Delta, 7) Jupiter, 8) Foxtrot 
9) Charlie, and 10) How. The first 
four types (Item, Easy, Baker, Able) 
are comprised of relatively stable in­
dividuals; the last two MMPI types 
(Charlie, How) are the most disturbed. 

Implementing the Classification System 
In order 1.0 implement a classifica­

tion system within the institution, sev­
eral coordinated steps were required. 
First, the initial popUlation had to be 
classified systematically, as described. 
Secondly, a centralized admission and 
orientation (A&O) unit for the iden­
tification and c1assification of incoming 
inmates had to be established. Thirdly, 
a series of orderly moves would be re­
quired to rearrange the existing pop­
ulation into units that reflected the clas­
sification. These steps are presented in 
a logical order and in an abstract sit­
uation, one step would be completed 
before the next would be undertaken. 
Tn actuality, the steps were interdepen­
dent and efforts were made to begi~ 
work on at least the first two issues\ 
simultaneously. . 

Establishment of centralized admis­
sions program. After the initial popula-



tion had been classified, the admissions 
program was set up on one-half dor­
mitory. It was necessary to establish a 
place for new commitments, to min­
imize the pressure and influence of the 
older, more senior inmates who were 
comfortable within the institution and 
who had their own motives for orienting 
the new commitments. In addition to 
identifying and classifying these new 
men, the program would provide an op­
portunity for staff to present a new 
frame of reference for the incoming res­
idents, a frame of reference which in­
cluded the expectation of the classi­
fication goals and operation. One-half 
dormitory was essentially cleared of res­
idents, and all new commitments after 
the starting date in May we[(,,\ assigned 
to the new admissions unit. 

The Voluntary Program Unit was es­
tablished in the other half of the dor­
mitory housing the Admissions a:d Ori­
entation (A&O) Unit. This Voluntary 
Program Unit was the successor to the 
Drug and Alcohol Abuse Program, 
meeting the legal requirements for a 
program for offenders with drug con­
victions but not necessarily limited to 
those with drug offenses. This unit of­
fered the opportunity to participate in a 
more intensive series of program ac­
tivities designed for self-help. The men 
within this unit were originally those 
previously selected for the former Drug 
and Alcohol Abuse Program. As in the 
past, men in the program would con­
tinue to be selected from the other 
general units. Thus, every individual 
coming through the new A&O program 
and being assigned to a general unit 
would have the chance to be accepted 
into the Voluntary Program Unit and 
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to Ieavl.! the dormitory of hi!> initial 
assignment. 

A Special Housing Unit as part of 
the Voluntary Program Unit wac; estab­
lished, providing the opportunity for an 
even more intensive experience in pro­
gramming. Housed in another part of 
the institution, this unit maximized self­
rcgulation and self-discipline. lnmates 
for this unit were eventually selected 
from the Voluntary Program Unit where 
they had all successfully completed thc 
basic activities. The treatment approach 
for the Voluntary Program Unit was 
Transactional Analysis, with all men in 
the Voluntary Program Unit agreeing 
to complete the basic 17 week course. 
For those so inclined, the option of at­
tempting to move to the Special Housing 
Unit was available and was predicated 
on the basis of advanced participation 
in more confrontative and personally 
committing group experience. 

The initial moves. Once the institu­
tion population had been classified, the 
case loads of the units were altered to 
reflect the aims of the system in a series 
of three moves. First, in order to estab­
lish the A&O program, selected inmates 
were removed from that dormitory and 
moved to one of the three general treat­
ment units. Secondly, case loads in the 
two dormitories housing the extreme 
groups were reviewed and men in an 
inappropriate dormitory were moved. 
Thirdly, in the general unit designated 
to house men who were in neither of the 
extreme groups, men who were rated 
as belonging to either extreme were con­
sidered for movement. 

Following the establishment of the 
A&O program and the Voluntary Pro-



gram Unit, isolating the extreme groups 
was the next step. At the outset, men 
from both extremes were living in all 
the dormitories so that in each dormi­
tory any given case load had examples 
of the more aggressive inmates mixed 
with the less aggressive ones. Thus, from 
the dormitory designated for the ag­
gressive men, all of the less aggressive 
men had to be moved, and vice versa. 

The final wave of moves involved 
the third general treatment unit and the 
units housing the two extremes. Men 
who were rated as suitable for either 
of the extreme units were considered 
for movement. Those whose behavior 
indicated overwhelming tendencies to­
ward either extreme were moved, usu­
ally in exchange for a man in an ex­
treme unit who was rated suitable for 
the third general unit. Moves involving 
this third dormitory completed the in­
itial moves to the new system. 

Designations: pure and actual. Be­
cause the implementation of the clas­
sification was being carried out in an 
institution with on-going programs in­
volving inmates and staff, it was neces­
sary to keep the disruption to programs 
and operations .to a minimum. For that 
reason, only those men for whom there 
were compelling reasons to move (Le., 
high ratings or behavioral problems) 
were actually transferred from one liv­
ing unit to another. Many inmates whose 
ratings would have indicated appro­
priateness for another dormitory were 
in fact making adequate adjustments 
where they were. Since only the mini­
mum possible number of men would 
be moving, a method had to be devised 
to study all of the classifications in­
dependent of the actual moves. Two 
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designations were noted: the "actual" 
designations were based on the moves 
that did occur in the transition from 
the assignment according to number 
to the management classification system. 
"Pure" designations were based on the 
classification that would have been 
made using the ratings only, without 
regard for other institutional considera­
tions. 

A ctHai designations began with the 
movement of some men out of the first 
dormitory to make room for new Ad­
missions and Orientation Program. Of 
the men who moved to one of the gen­
eral units, 15 went to the dormitory for 
the more aggressive men, 26 to the less 
aggressive dormitory, and 13 to the 
third, non-extreme unit. Approximately 
one week after the moves out of the 
A&O unit, the necessary moves between 
the two dormitories designated for the 
extreme groups were made. Only those 
men whose behavior rating scores in­
dicated that they were undoubtedly in 
the wrong living unit were moved. This 
second wave of moves cleared the two 
extreme dormitories of men who be­
longed to the other extreme. In this 
second series of moves, 16 men went 
from the aggressive dormitory, to the 
less aggressive dormitory, while 23 
men moved in the opposite direction. 
In the third and less critical moves from 
the dormitory designated for neither 
extreme, 10 men moved to the aggres­
sive dormitory and 2 inmates moved to 
the less aggressive dormitory. In sum­
mary, of the 563 men in the initial pop­
ulation of May [977, 105 moved from 
one unit to another. With all of the rat­
ing and classification. the vast majority 



of me.n rem ain ed in their original 
dormitory. 

Pure designations were made on the 
basis of the behavioral ratings and with­
out consideration of other institution 
factors. To the extent that these ratings 
reflect actual behaviors of the inmates, 
they would provide the basis of an ideal 
classification based on a person's per­
formance. In the study of relationship 
between the behavioral ratings and the 
MMPI types, these pure designations 
were of the major interest. To be clas­
sified in an extreme group, an individual 
had to have ratings equal to a score of 
65 or more in the relevant scales. 

The correspondence between the pure 
and actual designations is shown in 
Table 2, which presents the numbers of 
men actually living in each dormitory 
according to their rated behavior type 

after the moves. The majority of men 
(707r) in the institution were rated as 
non-extreme inmates (Behavior Rating 
Type D). This was expected, bearing in 
mind that the number of troublesome 
inmates was known to be a small per­
centage of the total popUlation. The ex­
treme groups (Behavior Rating Types 
B and C) each accounted for 137'0 of 
the population, while 3 % of the men 
showed indications of both Behavior 
Rating Types Band C. 

Within the dormitories, the over­
whelming majority of men were living 
in the unit indicated by their rating type. 
That is, in Unit D, 93 % of the men 
were Type D. Unit C was divided pri­
m arily between behavior Types D 
(56 o/r) and Type C (36 % ), while 
Unit B was divided between Type D 
( 48 7r) and Type B (45 % ). In the 

Table 2 

Distribution of Behavior Rating Types by Actual Unit Assignment 

Unit Assignments 

Rating Type A B C D Total 

TypeD 78 67 93 159 397 
of type 20)'r 17 )'r, 23% 400/0 70%/total 
of unit 89% 48% 56% 930/0 

Type C 4 4 60 6 74 
of type 5~1 5% 81% 8% 13%/total 
of unit 4Vc 3% 36% 4% 

Type B 3 63 4 4 74 
of type 4% 85% 5% 5% 13%/total 
of unit 3% 4570 2% 2% 

Mixed Type 3 5 8 2 18 
of type 17% 28% 44% 11% 3%/total 
of unit 3% 4% 5% 1% 

Total 88 139 165 171 563 
16% 25% 29% 30% 100% 
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first move, Unit A tended to retain in­
mates rated as Type D,; with 89 % of 
the caseload being of--that -type. 

The results of the behavioral ratings 
of the inmates and the subsequent moves 
of inmates from one dormitory to an­
other indicate that differential ratings 
can be obtained on inmates and at least 
in the short run, the institution pop­
ulation can be managed according to 
behavior types. From a conceptual per­
spective, the next question was how 
these behavioral rating types would 
correspond with the already determined 
MMPI types. From a practical perspec­
tive, the next question was whether or 
not such a system could be implemented 
and used in an ongoing, programatic 
fashion. 

Behavior Rating Types as Related to 
MMPI Types 

Although the primary basis for the 
categorization of the initial population 
was the behavior ratings, MMPI scores 
were also available for the majority of 
the men. To determine the relationship 
of the inmate types based on behavior 
ratings to the MMPI types based on 
profile similarity, these two classifica­
tions were compared. The results of the 
comparisons are presented in Table 3. 
Of the 563 men in the initial population, 
MMPI types were available for 429 
men. There were 68 inmates for whom 
the MMPI was not available, and for 66 
men the MMPI results were listed as 
"Unclassified" because the profile sim­
ply did not fit any of the existing MMPI 
types or because the profile was con­
sidered to be invalid. 

The distribution of men according 
to MMPI types in this sample was simi­
lar to the distribution found in the orig-
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inal Tallahassee study based on the 
admissions to the institution from No­
vember 1970 to November 1972. As in 
that earlier group, the largest group was 
category Item which was the least dis­
turbed group among the inmates. In this 
sample, Item accounted for 21 % of the 
men for whom MMPI's were classified. 
The second largest group in the May 
1977 sample was How, the group con­
sidered to be the most disturbed. The 
third largest group, Able, has an average 
MMPI profile reflecting the high energy 
level and impulsivity often seen in in­
mates; other personality difficulties were 
not indicated by the Able group. Thus, 
two of the three most populous MMPI 
types could be considered to be rea­
sonably healthy or non-disturbed groups. 

Type D inmates, as determined by the 
behavior ratings, were those who had 
either no elevated behavior rating scores 
greater than 65 or had elevated scores 
only on Scale IV (Manipulative). These 
men were believed to have shown no 
prediliction toward acting out dggres­
sively against others or being acted out 
against by other men. The distribution 
by MMPI type is shown in Table 3. As 
would be expected, the MMPI groups 
of Item and Able were both overrepre­
sented in Type D. The largest single 
MMPI group in Type D was Item and 
its percentage in Type D was greater 
than its percentage within the total 
institution. The results for Easy and 
George also showed those groups to be 
overrepresented in Type D. The MMPI 
types that were most elevated and in­
dicative of past difficulty, How and 
Charlie, were underrepresented in Type 
D, as was Delta. Generally, the men 
whose behavior ratings suggested lack 



Table 3 

Distribution of MMPI Types by Behavior Rating Types 

Behavior Rating Types 

MMPI Typa 0 C B Mixed Total 

Able (N) 50 4 5 3 62 

(%) 81% 670 8% 5(/0 14% 

Baker (N) 7 1 3 0 11 

(70 ) 64% 9j{. 27% 070 3% 

Charlie (N) 27 10 8 2 47 

(70 ) 57% 2 170 17% 470 11% 

Delta (N) 19 7 8 3 37 

C/o) 51 '/t 19% 22% 8% 9ro 

Easy (N) 20 2 1 0 23 

(%) 87% 970 470 0% 5% 

Foxtrot (N) 23 3 6 3 35 

(%) 66% 9j{, 1770 9% 8% 

George (N) 24 4 4 0 32 

( %) 75% 1270 12% 0% 8% 

How (N) 51 17 5 3 76 
(%) 67% 2270 7 '/to 4% 18% 

Item (N) 72 7 12 0 91 
(%) 79% 870 13% 0% 21% 

Jupiter (N) 10 2 3 0 15 
(% ) 67% 1370 20j{ 0% 4% 

Total (N) 303 57 55 14 429 
(% ) 71% 13% 1370 370 100% 

of behavioral difficulty were also those most likely to be acted out against by the 
who had the least elevated or disturbed men in the aggressive extreme group. 
MMPI profiles. MMP I type I low was an indication 

Type C inmates were those who had that the men did not belong in Type D, 
elevated scores on Scale II (Immature- the middle group, and it was clearly 
Dependent) and I or Scale III (Neurotic- overrepresented in Behavior Rating 
Anxious): these men were thought to be Type C. MMPI type How has the pro-
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Table 4 

Scales on the Checklist for Analysis of Life History 
as Indicators of Local Inmate Types 

Life History Scales Local Types 

I Aggressive-Psychopathic 

II Immature-Dependent 

III Situational 

B 

C 

D 

file with the highest amount of over­
all elevation and is considered to be 
the most disturbed group. The rela­
tively healthier MMPI types of Item 
and Able were underrepresented in Be­
havior Rating Type C. 

Type B inmates were those who had 
elevated scores on Scale I (Aggressive­
Psychopathic) and not on Scale II (Im­
mature-Dependent). These were the 
men believed to be the most aggressive 
and likely to act out against others. 
MMPI types Charlie, Delta, and Fox­
trot we re the mos t overrepresented 
groups in Type B. MMPI types Easy, 
Able and How were underrepresented 
in Behavior Rating Type B. 

Mixed Type men, rated as extreme in 
both the aggressive and non-aggressive 
directions, were those who had elevated 
scores in Scale I, plus an elevated score 
on Scale II and/or IlL They were a 
numerically small group (14), so the 
trends for this group are not consid­
ered stable. Mixed Types were over­
represented in both Units B and C after 
the moves, with the largest number of 
them being found in Unit C. How and 

Charlie are the most extreme MMPI 
types and so it would be expected that 
men rated as most extreme would likely 
be men from these MMPI types. MMPI 
types Delta and Foxtrot may also be 
considered distrubed and were overrep­
resented in the Mixed Type. MMPI 
types Item, George, and Easy obtain 
more benign profiles and were underrep­
resented. For this Mixed Type, being 
rated as extreme is often corroborated 
by membership in some of the elevated 
MMPI Types. 

There are definite relationships be­
tween the classifications made accord­
ing to the behavioral ratings done by 
the staff and the classifications based 
on the inmate's MMPI scores. The un-

. remarkable group (Type D) shows an 
overrepresentation of men with the MM­
PI types of Item, Able, and Easy, and 
these MMPI types are among the least 
elevated profile groups, Those thought 
to be potential victims (Type C) had 
the highest percentage of MMPI Type 
How. Those considered likely to act out 
against others (Type B) had higher 
proportions of Charlie, Delta, and Fox­
trot. 
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Inmate Management Classification as an Ongoing Process 

Classification of the initial FCl pop- permit the discrimination among the 
ulation in May 1977 was accomplished different types of inmates. Thus, the 
through persistent and through effort ratings were extremely useful and were 
of institution staff for a short period of indeed the primary basis of that clas­
intense activity. Once the ratings had sification. When staff were asked to 
been made, scored, and analyzed, that make the same kinds of ratings after 
particular project was complete. The knowing an inmate only two weeks, 
institution continued to receive new however, the ratings were less distinc­
commitments, and the new system had tive. By comparison, in the initial pop­
to be applied to all the incoming res- ulation 29% of the inmates were cate­
idents. In the attempt to apply the same gorized in the extreme categories. In 

, procedures to incoming residents, it the six months foHowing the introduc­
soon became apparent that the different tion of the Management Classification 
kinds of information being requested System, only 1070 of the men would 
varied in availability and consistency. have been rated in the extreme cate­
The primary clements in the classifica- gory. The assignment figures are shown 
tion system remained the same, that is, in Table 5. In the A&O procedures, 
Behavioral Ratings and MMPI Types, the ratings obtained could not match 
but the relative emphasis changed as the the level of those from the initial pop­
system was adapted to a program de- ulation classification. 
signed to classify men within the first MMPI scores were obtained from 
two weeks of their stay in the institution. 

Basic Elements in the System 
Behavior Ratings were obtained from 

staff members in the Admission and 
Orientation Program who observed the 
new commitments during the first two 
weeks in the institution. The A&O Pro­
gram was designed to make the new 
inmates visible to staff, to orient them 
to the institution and its operation, and 
to gather basic psychological and ed­
ucational information. A major differ­
ence between the ratings from A&O 
staff and those ratings used in the clas­
sification of initial population was the 
length of the time staff members were 
able to observe the men. For the initial 
population, the majority of inmates were 
well-known to their program teams who 
were abJe to make judgments that would 

12 

the inmates in A&O in the same way as 
they had been collected from the men 
in the initial population. For the most 
part, inmates continued to take the 
MMPI in a group testing situation. For 
those who could not read, a tape re­
corded version was available. The dis­
tribution of men according to the MMPI 
type during the first six months is pre­
sented in Table 6, and the proportions 
within the MMPI groups were ap­
proximately the same as had been found 
in the sample from the Tallahassee Re­
search cohort as well as in the initial 
population of May 1977. Because the 
ratings became less distinctive while 
the MMPI type indicators remained at 
the same level, the .MMPI types became 
more important in the classification of 
the men. 



Table 5 

Behavior Rating Typ~s by Actual Unit Assignments 

Unit Assignment 

Rating Type None A 

Type D 24 15 
of type 77c. 47c 
of unit 89% 88% 

Type C 2 2 
of type 8% 8% 
of unit 7% 12% 

Type B 1 0 
of type 8Yc 0% 
of unit 4 (Ic 0% 

Mixed Type 0 0 
of type Oj1 0% 
of unit 0% 070 

Total 27 17 
7% 4% 

Record Review was added Ito the clas­
sification procedures in the A&O pro­
gram. For the initial population, this 
aspect was subsumed in the behavior 
ratings because the teams by virtue of 
their knowledge of their caseloads in­
corporated record information in mak­
ing the behavior ratings. For the record 
review the Check List for Analysis of 
Life History Records developed by Dr. 
Quay was completed by the case man­
ager designated as the new commitment 
screener. The three scales on the Check­
list are I. Aggressive-Psychopathic, II. 
Immature-Dependent, and III. Situa­
tionaL These three scales are similar to 
the three Behavior Types B, C, and D, 
so that elevated scores on the scales 
were taken as indications of membership 
in one of the three inmate categories. 

B C D Total 

101 91 107 338 
3070 27% 32% 90% 
90% 85% 94% 

2 15 4 25 
8% 60% 16% 7% 
270 14% 4% 

9 1 2 13 
69% 8% 15% 3% 
870 1% 2% 

0 0 1 1 
0% 0% 100 0% 
0% 0% 1% 

112 107 114 377 
30% 28% 30% 100% 

The Checklist is based on the man's 
Presentence Investigation (PSI), and 
this document is not available on ail in­
coming residents. In the first six months 
of operation, the PSI was available on 
39 % of the cases. The average scores 
on the three scales for the first six 
months were all less than SO. The rat­
ings were used to corroborate or re­
fute the classifications and were found 
to be helpful in some cases. As with the 
Behavior Ratings, the scores typically 
were not elevated enough to be the 
basis of a classification. 
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Added information 

Physical size had been taken into 
account implicitly in the classification 
of the initial population, with the bigger 
and stronger inmates tending to be 



Table 6 

MMPI Types by Actual Unit Assignments 

Unit Assignment 

MMPI Type None A B C 0 Total 

Able (N) 0 1 26 6 18 51 
(%) 0% 270 5170 1270 35% 17% 

Baker (N) 0 0 0 4 1 5 
(%) 0% 0% 0% 80% 20% 2% 

Charlie (N) 0 0 12 4 4 20 
C%) 0% 0% 60% 20% 20% 7% 

Delta (N) 0 1 11 3 8 23 
(%) 0% 4% 48% 13% 35% 8% 

Easy (N) 1 1 3 2 9 16 
(%) 6% 6 ',/rJ 19% 13% 56CYo 5% 

Foxtrot (N) 1 0 14 1 4 20 
(%) 5% 0% 70% 5% 20% 7% 

George (N) 1 4 3 16 7 31 
(%) 3% 13% 10% 52% 23% 11% 

How (N) 7 6 18 26 7 64 
(%) 11% 9% 28% 41% 11% 22% 

Item (N) 3 2 8 11 32 56 
(%) 5% 4% 14% 20% 57% 19% 

Jupiter (N) 0 0 1 6 1 8 
(%) 0% 0% 13% 75% 13% 3% 

Total (N) 13 15 96 79 91 294 
(%) 4% 5% 33% 27% 31% 100% 

categorized for Unit B and less physi- A&O program. Estimated intelligence 
cally developed men tending to be cat- .. Jld educational functioning level were 
egorized for Unit C. The height and added to the information collected as 
weight information was explicitly added part of the A&O procedures and made 
to the A&O information collected on available in the management c1assifica-
incoming men in September, 1977. tion. Age data were also available al-

Race was an item of information avai- though the majority of commitments 
lable on the men coming through the continued to be in the 17-24 age range. 
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Institutional Considerations 
Being a classification system designed 

to assist in management decisions, it 
is understandable that institution con­
siderations would have an effect on the 
decisions made. Equivalent assignment 
was a goal established before the system 
was made operational; this refers to the 
numbers of men assigned to each of 
the three general dormitories. It was 
stipulated that each unit would receive 
approximately the same number, so that 
no one unit would receive more or less 
than its share of the incoming residents. 
At the end of the six-month period, the 
assignments to the units were 112, and 
107, and 114 for B, C, and D Units 
respectively. 

Racial balance was another institut­
ional consideration which was taken into 
account in the decisions. Because it is 
the policy of the Bureau of Prisons not 
to have segregated units, the racial bal­
ance within the units was maintained 
close to the overall institution level. The 
initial popUlation was 54 % black and 
46 % white/other. At the end of the 
first six months in the system, the in­
stitution percentages were 57 % black 
and 437c, white/other. 

The Classification Procedure 

The classification decisions were the 
result of reviewing several fac(ors in 
each individual ·case in addition to the 
institutional considerations already dis­
cussed. The information used was exam­
ined in the order of significance to the 
procedures, so that the first data taken 
into account became the MMPI Type. 
From this first fact, a man was ten­
tatively categorized as likely to be in one 
of the extreme minority groups or in the 
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unremarkable majority. The second 
factor examined was the information in 
the Behavioral Ratings and thc com­
ments made by the staff in conjunction 
with the ratings. The ratings tend to be 
below the .cutting points used in the ini­
tial popUlation; the added comments 
sometimes made up for the lack of dis­
tinctiveness in the behaviors checked. 
Information from the ratings was com­
pared with the tentative decisions made 
from the MMPI Type. The data were 
seen as confirming or refuting the first 
tentative classification. Thirdly, the rec­
ord review scores were studied to deter­
mine whether or not the record indicated 
a definite direction for the man. 

As the procedures evolved, before a 
final decision was reached, the physical 
size of the man in question was consider­
ed. Age, intelligence level, and educa­
tional functioning level were noted to 
see if these factors added anything crit­
ical to the understanding of where the 
man was likely to get along the best 
within the institution. 

Classifications of the First Six Months 

Within the first six months of oper­
ation, information was collected on 377 
men who were committed to FCI. As 
mentioned, these men were assigned to 
the three general units almost equally 
with 112 (30%) going1to Unit B, 107 
(28 %) going to Unit C, 114 (30%) to 
Unit D, and the remaining 17 (4 % ) 
being Study and Observation cases and 
not assigned to any dormitory. 

In terms of the racial balance, the in­
coming residents included 199 Black 
(53%) and 177 White/other inen 
(47 %). Unit D received slightly more 
Whites/other than Blacks (527ov. 



48 % ), Unit B received a higher percen­
tage of Blacks (58%v. 42%), while C's 
assignments were evenly divided (50%­
v.50%). 

Classification according to Behavior 
Rating Types. On the basis of the ratings 
alone, 90% or 332 of the first months 
commitments would have been rated as 
Type D, the unremarkable majority type 
inmate. Because of the physical arrange­
ments of the institution, these men 
obviously could not all be assigned to 
Unit D, the unit designated for men of 
this type. The largest single group of this 
Behavior Rating Type (32%) actually 
went to Unit D, and the rest were sent 
to the other two units. 

Of the 10% of the incoming residents 
who would have been categorized as 
extreme on the basis of Behavior Rat­
ings alone, the vast majority went to the 
appropriate dormitory. Twenty-five men 
were rated for Unit C and of these men 
two went to Unit B, 15 went to Unit C, 
and four went to Unit D. Similarly, of 
the 13 men rated Type B inmates, nine 
went to that unit, one went to Unit C, 
and the other two were sent to Unit D. 
The classifications made were generally 
consistent with the rating~, but the rat­
ings did not provide enough information 
to be a singular or prima,y basis of the 
A&O classifications. 

Classifications according to MMPI 
Types. Almost every new commitment 
completed the MMPI during the first six 
months of the new classification system. 
Approximately 80% of these men could 
be categorized on the basis of their 
MMPI profiles into one of the 10 
MMPI types, with 10%of the men not 
having usable MMPI scores and 12% of 
the men being Unclassified because their 

profiles either: a) were considered to be 
of questionable validity, or b) the profile 
did not resemble any MMPI type closely 
enough to be placed in one of the MMPI 
types. The MMPI type was taken as the 
first indication of a classification direc­
tion, and the other data were then re­
viewed when making the final assign­
ments. 
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Unit D, as would be expected, re­
ceived in its assignments the highest per­
centage of minimal1y elevated, non-dis­
turbed MMPI types. Specifically, the 
MMPI types of Item, Able, and Easy 
were over-represented in the men sent 
to Unit D directly from A&O. On the 
other hand, the more elevated and dis­
turbed groups of How, Charlie, and to a 
lesser extent George were under-repre­
sented in the men sent to that Unit. In 
keeping with one of the aims of the 
system, Unit D was sent those men who 
were expected to be able to live without 
the· special attention required by those 
sent to the units housing the more ex­
treme men, Units Band C. 

It cannot be overemphasized that in 
the Units Band C, the absolute numbers 
of men who were actually members of 
the extreme minority groups were ex­
ceedingly small. In the nominations 
made of the initial population, scarcely 
10% of the men were identified in a 
broad categorization of "troublemaker." 
In the Behavior Ratings during the first 
six months, again 10% were rated as 
being such inmates. Of the MMPI types, 
those categories taken to indicate the 
likelihood of belonging to either extreme 
were How, Foxtrot, Charlie, Delta, and 
perhaps George and Baker. The four 
most definite categories accounted for 
44 % of the MMPI classified men. Bear-



ing this fact in mind, the MMPI types 
assigned to Units Band C will be 
discussed. 

The extreme minority assigned to 
Unti C were those men who for one 
reason or another were thought to be 
less aggressive and acting out toward 
others. The MMPl types overrepre­
sented in that Unit's assignments were 
How, George, and Baker. How is the 
most elevated MMPl group and this 
group probably included the highest per­
centage of MMPl's considered to be of 
questionable validity. More and more 
men whose profiles resemble this group 
are being asked to retake the test, with 
the explanation that their scores raise 
questions about the way they took the 
test the first time. MMPl type George 
is characterized by impulsivity and de­
pression, and MMPl type Baker (a 
small group) tends to be seen as wor­
rying and neurotic. The MMPl scores 
of these men suggest the need for sup­
porting and sensitive staff who are not 
upset in the face of emotion or unusual 
behavior. The MMPI types underrepre­
sented in the Unit Cassignments were 
largely those that were seen as more 
ap'" 'Dpriate for Unit B or Unit D. That 
is, 1\~Mpr types Foxtrot, Easy, Delta, 
Able and Item were all underrepre­
sented in Unit C's assignments. Of those 
groups mentioned, both Item and Able 
were sent to Unit D in proportions great­
er than the institution -average, and 
these men were seen as being able to 
live in the dormitory where most men 
do not require special attention'or equal­
ly well in the dormitory with the ag­
gressive extreme, Unit B. 

Unit B received a group in which the 
overrepresented MMPI types were Able, 

Foxtrot, Charlie, and Delta. Able types 
were sent to that Unit because of their 
presumed survival skills, while the other 
three MMPl types were sent there on 
the assumption that they were more 
likely than most inmates to act out ag­
gressively within the institution. The 
MMPl types underrepresented in this 
Unit B assignments were George (al­
ready discussed in Unit C), Item and 
Easy (the healthiest groups, therefore, 
most ~uited for Unit D). 

Conclusions from the first six months. 
It was possible to apply an adaptation 
of the classification system used with 
the initial population. By the end of two 
weeks within the institution, the ma­
jority of men could be assigned to a 
dormitory in an arrangement designed 
to maximize their institutional adjust­
ment. In addition to the finding that 
a classification system could work in a 
setting such as the FCl, it was evident 
that some modifications in the data 
used would be necessary. The Behavior 
Ratings were not adequate as a primary 
basis as they had been with the initial 
population. The MMPI types, while 
providing a helpful starting point for 
the classification, required consideration 
of other information in the making of 
the final assignments. 

17 

In identifying men as likely to belong 
to one of the extreme groups, some 
MMPI types in some cases were actually 
seen in both extremes albeit more in 
one direction than in the other. It is 
possible that an investigation of the 
actual MMPI scores of the men assigned 
to the extreme groups would reveal 
meaningful scale score differences, so 
that the MMPI types could be identified 
as subgroups such as Howl and Howl!, 



for ex:ample. Ten MMPI types should 
be enough to account for most incoming 
residents, but it is possible the realign­
ment of some subgroups might provide 
a more efficient classification. 

The classifications made in this pro­
gram were based on a minimal set of 
assumptions, dividing residents into po­
tentially three groups: those likely to 
act out against others, those likely to be 
acted out against, and the rest belonging 
to neither group. It was recognized 
that individuals express an infinite num-

ber of nuances with respect to per­
sonality types. In a situation with less 
limited resources, it might be possible 
to discern four, five, or six, or more 
distinct groups of men and to house 
these men in four, five, or six, or more 
different types of units. The present 
classification effort clearly worked with­
in the setting of four open dormitories 
and the need to classify young adults 
in a way to minimize the amount of 
violence and stress in the living ar­
rangements. 

Evaluation of the Classification System 

In research situations, one ideal is to 
isolate the effects of an independent 
variable with measures before and after 
introduction of the variable. The imple­
mentation of the classification system at 
Tallahassee approximated this situation 
in that many of the institution variables 
remained essentially the same before and 
after the classification system was begun. 
The institution count remained approx­
imately the same, the target population 
did not change, programs were not 
changed significantly, staff size was con­
stant, the administrative organization of 
the institution was not changed marked­
ly. The single major change was the clas­
sification system and the resultant 
issues that it forced. The institution, 
of course, continued to make efforts to 
improve existing serviccs, account­
ability, sanitation, operation of the max­
imum security unit, and other aspects 
of the institution. These efforts were 
primarily carried out through the refine­
ments of existing procedures rather than 
sweeping changes in operations. 

Management Information System 

As part of the program to evaluate the 
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classification system and its effects on 
the institution, a data retrieval system 
was developed following earlier efforts 
at the institution to monitor adminis~ 

trative measures of performance. Infor~ 
mation on various aspects of institution 
operations were tabulated and compared 
with the activities of earlier periods. 
This reporting system was based on a 
variety of data collection procedures, 
gathering information from the function­
al units and from several centralized 
offices within the institution. Results 
were published weekly as the institution 
"Management Information System." A 
copy of a weekly report, whieh sum­
marized the information from the week 
of March 31, 1978, is shown in Table 7. 

The six general categories of infor­
mation were these: 

r. Caseload 
II. Management Classifications 

II I.. Releases 
IV. Incident Reports, Assaults 
V. Escapes, Furloughs, Other 

VJ. Education Enrollments 

Case/oad information included tabu­
lations of the men actually living in the 



Table 7 

Federal Con.:;rh):'ti. Institution Date 
Tallahassee, rh'rida 32304 March 31,1978 

WEEKL Y REPORT 

A B C D A/O Total 

Caseload, Total 98 127 138 150 63 576 
Count 96 121 132 146 56 551 
CeHhouse 2 6 6 4 7 25 
Percent Black 51 61 54 57 48 55 
Percent White/ Other 49 39 46 43 52 45 

Management Classifications, Total 0 6 8 11 1 26 

Black 0 2 2 6 1 11 
White/Other 0 4 6 5 0 15 

Releases, Total 1 5 6 3 0 15 
Tranfers 0 1 4 2 0 7 
Releases to Detainer 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Releases to EGT / MR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Releases to Parole 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Releases to CTC 1 3 2 1 0 7 
Other 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Percent CTC 100 100 100 100 0 100 

Incident Reports 0 2 3 1 0 6 

IDC ReferJ.1als 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Ass,ault Incidents W /0 Weapon 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Assault Incidents With Weapon 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Escapes Outside 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Escapes Inside 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Escape Attempts 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Furlough Escapes 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Furlough Incidents 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Furloughs Overnight 3 0 3 0 0 6 
Furloughs One Day 0 0 5 6 0 11 
Unit Meetings (Town Hall) 2 2 1 2 0 7 
Administrative Remedies Filed 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Education Enrollments, Total 64 113 104 100 4 385 
Adult Basic Education 7 22 43 22 0 94 
GED 11 29 27 27 1 95 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

College 
Vocational Training 
Apprenticeship Program 
Recreation 

A=A/N and E Units 
AI O=AI S and Holdovers 

unit plus the number of assigned to the 
cellhouse, the maximum security section 
of the institution. The dominant racial 
group was black. In keeping with the 
policy of not having segregated units, the 
racial balance was monitored weekly 
comparing percent black with percent 
white lather. 

Management Classifications reflected 
the a.~.<ignments made to each unit at the 
end of each week. Among the general 
units a balance was established so that 
the units received comparable numbers 
of new assignments. The racial composi~ 
tion of the assignments permitted review 
of the trends of the incoming residents, 
as well as the results of the assignments 
to the units. 

Incident Reports and Assaults provid­
ed information about the numbers of 
written reports of institution rule in­
fractions from each of the units. Not all 
infractions are serious enough to war­
rant a written report. Of those incidents 
written up, less than half are carried be­
yond the first formal level of institution 
discipline: the unit team. If the issue 
cannot be resolved at this level, it is re­
ferred to the next level, the Institution 
Discipline Committee which can make 
an administrative decision and/or refer 

A B C D A/O Total 

13 4 1 10 0 28 
29 44 25 31 3 132 
3 1 0 1 0 5 
1 13 8 9 0 31 

the case for possible criminal prosecution 
in the Federal Court System. Assaults 
are typically a minority of the serious 
infractions, and information whenever 
weapons were used reflects another as­
pect of security and control within the 
institution. 

Escapes, Furloughs, and Other infor­
mation was useful in monitoring in­
stitution procedures in several areas. 
Tallahassee was a medium security in­
stitution which had, in general, reduced 
escapes and escape attempts to a mini­
mum. Furloughs and furlough inoidents 
referred to the success of efforts to per­
mit inmates to visit the community for 
specific purposes ,and to return to the in~ 
stitution within established time fliames. 
The number of unit meetings indicated 
the number of town meetings within the 
unit: these meetings were held to dis­
seminate information to the population 
and to provide them with an opportunity 
to raise issues of concern to them. Ad­
ministrative Remedies represented for~ 
mal grievance procedures initiated by 
inmates after failure to resolve problems 
in an informal manner. The Adminis­
trative Remedy was the last step before 
taking an issue up with the Federal 
Court System. 
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Educaton Enrollments were included 
because the majority of bmates were 
enrolled in some kind of education pro­
gram. It was anti.cipated that a change 
in genera1 climate of the institution 
might be reflected in differential par­
ticipation in programs, with education 
being one of the main indications of 
such participation. 

Before and After Comparisons 

Because information had been sys­
tematically collected before the intro­
duction of the Management Classifica­
tion System, it was possible to compare 
institution performance befol'e and after 
the system was introduced in May 1977. 
Measures on the Management Infor­
mation System for the nine months pre­
ceding the quarter in which the system 
was begun (July 1976-March 1977) 
were compared with nine months after­
ward (July 1977-March 1978). Re­
sults are summarized in the Tables 8-11. 
The experimental units in this study 
were B, C, and D because these units 
remained essentially the same in both 

periods, except that their populations 
were determined by Management Clas­
sification decisions. Unit A was divided 
between the A&O program for new 
commitments and the Voluntary Pro­
grams Unit which selected men from 
Units B, C, and D. The information 
for Unit A will be reported as part 
of institutional results. For statistical 
tests of differences, the comparisons wiII 
be made among Units B, C, and D. 

Average Cell House Count by unit 
reflects the number of men sent to de­
tention and is presented in Table 8. It 
is readily seen that there was no de­
crease in the numbers of men sent to 
the maximum security unit. In fact, 
the overall figure reflects an increase 
in the totals (37 v. 46). There are 
some specific explanations for the unit 
numbers. For example, in Unit C which 
shows the greatest total increase (9.0 
v. 17.3) there was a serious assault in­
volving one victim and multiple as­
sailants in early May. The aggressors 
were kept in the cell house after the 

Table 8 

Average Cell House Count by Unit Before and After 
Introduction of the ManagJement Classification System 

Before (July 76·Mar 77) After (July 71·Mar 78) 

Average 
Total 

Unit Q. Q1 Q, Q. Q, Q, 

A&O 5 8 9 
A 19 12 4 11.7 2 3 4 
B 5 11 8 8.0 9 14 10 

C 8 6 13 9.0 19 22 11 
D 6 9 10 8.3 4 11 7 

Total 38 38 35 37.0 39 58 4i 
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Average 
Total 

7.3 
3.0 

11.0 
17.3 
7.3 

41.0 



Table 9 

Incident Reports by Unit Before and After 
Introduction of the Management Classification System 

Before (July 76·Mar 77) 
Unit Q" Q. Qt Total 

A&O 

A 75 36 36 157 

B 41 44 46 131 

C 66 54 74 194 

D 62 59 5.2 173 

Total 244 203 208 655 

case was referred for court considera­
tion and were kept there until a legal 
resolution was reached. By the time of 
the last quarter, the Cell House pop­
ulation for that unit had returned to a 
figure closer to those of the other dor­
mitories. Unit 13's Cell House numbers 
show the anticipated rise in men sent 
from the living general areas to deten­
tion, while Unit D's Cell House count 
perhaps reflects a modest decrease (8.3 
v. 7.3). As stated, there was not an 
overall decrease in the Cell House count. 
Instead, there was seen to be some­
thing of an increase. 

Incident Reports or written reports 
of institution rule infractions are shown 
in Table 9, and the numbers before and 
after the Management Classification 
System show no appreciable change 
(655 v. 668). There were differences 
between the units with Unit D showing 
a modest decrease (173 v. 145) while 
the units housing the extremes showed 
an increase in these numbers (B-131 v. 
223; C-194 v. 226). At this discipline 
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After (July 77·Mar 78) 
Qo Q. Q, Total 

7 12 16 35 

12 18 9 39 

87 59 77 223 

95 65 66 226 

51 59 35 145 

252 213 203 668 

level, it was concluded that Management 
Classification did not make a difference 
in the overall level of reports. There 
was, however, a highly significant dif­
ference in the distribution of reports in 
the three experimental dorms, B, C, 
and D (x2 = 20.25, df = 2, P 
= .001). 

Referrals tc the Institution Discipline 
Committee (lDC)are made on those 
Incident Reports that are deemed to be 
too serious to be handled at the unit 
team level. At this second formal level, 
the figures indicate a drop in the number 
of cases being referred to the IDC (315 
v. 289). The numbers of IDC referrals 
by units does not follow the relatively 
straightforward numbers of the incident 
reports. Unit D shows a slight increase 
(57 v. 69). Unit B, as would be ex­
pected, shows a noted increase in IDC 
referrals (75 v. 120); more than half 
of the Incident Reports from Unit B 
were eventually referred to IDC. Unit 
C, on the other hand, showed a decrease 
in IDC referrals (95 v. 77) and only 



TabIr! 10 

Institution Disciplinary Committee Referrals by Units Before and After 
Introduction of the Management Classific<lJtion System 

Before (July 76-Mar 77) 
Unit Q" Q. Ql Total 

A&O 

A 46 28 14 88 

B 26 24 25 75 

C 26 29 40 95 

D 16 27 14 57 

Total 114 108 93 315 

one-third of Unit C's Incident Reports 
were referred to IDC. Among the exper­
imental dorms B, C, and D, there was 
a statistically significant difference in 
the distribution of IDC referrals (X2 = 
10.66, df = 2, P = .005). 

Number of Assaults in some ways is 
the most easily understood measure in 
the evaluation of the Management Clas­
sification System. A major impetus for 

After (July 77-Mar 78) 
Q. Q. Q, Total 

1 2 5 8 

3 6 6 15 

45 36 39 120 

39 20 18 77 

30 23 16 69 

118 87 84 289 

initiating this program was the level of 
violence in all of the dormitories, and a 
primary goal of the system was to make 
at least some of the institution safer. 
The results of the assault data are shown 
in Table 2. Comparing the before and 
after periods there was a 46 % decr~ase 
in assaults within the institution (24 v. 
13). Within this general decrease in 
assaults, the patterns for the experi-

Table 11 

Unit 

A&O 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Total 

Total Number of Assaults by Units Before and Anter 
Introduction of the Management Classification System 

Before (July 76-Mar-77) After (July 77-Mar 78) 
Q. Q. Q, Total Q. Q, Ql 

0 0 0 

1 1 0 2 0 0 0 

1 2 2 5 5 3 1 

0 4 2 6 2 2 0 

4 3 4 11 0 0 0 

6 10 8 24 7 5 1 

23 

Total 

0 

0 

9 

4 

0 

13 



mental units show statistically signifi­
cant differences in distribution (x2 = 
10.96, df = 2, P = .001). This de­
crease is most remarkable for Unit D 
which had 11 assaults in the Before 
period and none in the After period. 
Unit C showed a slight decrease in 
assaults (6 v. 4), and Unit B showed 
a definite increase in these figures (5 v. 
9). Unit B received the inmates cat­
egorized as most likely to act out, and 
this fact was known to staff and inmates. 
In the first quarter after the system 
began, Unit B showed the greates: in­
crease in assaults, fulfilling the pre­
diction of anticipated tension. In sub­
sequent quarters, however, with a con­
tinued assignment of aggressive inmates 
to Unit B, the number of assaults de­
creased to a level comparable with the 
rest of the institution. In the last quarter 
of the period being presented, the only 
assault within the entire institution was 
attributable to Unit B. 

Conclusions and Implications 
Level of violenre decreased. One of 

the stated objectives of this program 
was to make the institution safer for 
both staff and inmates. It seems evident 
that the absolute level of violence within 
the institution was lessened after the 
introduction of the classification system 
and assignments to living units. As ex­
pressed by one administrator, .a serious 
assault has become a rare event rather 
than an expected occurence in the in­
stitution. 

Differential reduction ill violence. Al­
though the total institution experienced 
a decrease in violence, this was not 
equally true across units. The experi­
mental unit receiving the least trouble­
some men, Unit D, showed the most 

dramatic improvement on this issue, 
with no assaults after the system was 
introduced. This record was matched 
by the Voluntary Programs Unit; how­
ever, that unit accepted only those men 
who had agreed to participate in an 
intensive program designed for self­
help and the unit included a smaller 
number of men. The personal char­
acteristics of the men assigned to Unit 
D, the developing positive peer culture 
which attempted to remove violence as 
an acceptable problem-solving ap­
proach, and the expectation of success 
within the institution that was promul­
gated by both staff and inmates all 
seemed to have positive effects. 

Within the unit where the aggressive 
types were assigned, Unit B, the in­
itial reaction was in the opposite direc­
tion. The amount of violence and the 
number of assaults increased immediate­
ly after the classifica'Lion was introduc­
ed, representing a deterioration of unit 
performance. In spite of the fact that 
this unit was being sent the men most 
likely to act out against others, in the 
last reporting quarter assaults were al­
most as low in that unit as in the other 
units. 
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Inmate morale. From inmate report, 
the classification is well understood by 
the inmate: population. Many of the in­
coming men can make a reasonable ap­
praisal of their own circumstances and 
the likelihood that they will be assigned 
to a particular unit. One quantifiable as­
pect of inmate morale is the number of 
Administrative Remedies filed by in­
mates. These remedies represent the last 
formal step in the complaint process be­
fore a matter is submitted to the U. S. 
Courts. The number of remedies filed 



before and after the classification system 
began increased slighatly (120 v. 143). 
At face value, this would suggest 
that there has been no gain in this area. 
Using national statistics, however, the 
number of remedies has at least doubled 
in the typical institution as inmates be­
come more adept at using the process. 
Maintaining a constant level of remedies 
in the face of great anticipated increases 
is taken as a measure of progress and a 
reflection of improved inmate morale. 

Staff performance and morale. Effects 
of the system can be seen in measures 
other than those focused on inmate per­
formance. Recent evaluations by person­
nel from outside the institution have 
commented on the attitude, communi­
cation level, and performance of the 
staff in present arrangements. The func­
tioning of unit management in the insti­
tution, long a subject of disagreement 
and some tension, seems to have been 
made more understandable and accept­
able to evaluators from outside the 
ins ti tu t ion. Unit management audits 
have reflected this optimistic, forward 
looking outlook expressed by the per­
formance of the staff. In another area, 
audits of the custodial staff have reflect­
ed their increased capacity to work 011 

issues particularly relevant to their job, 

within the explicit frame of reference of 
the more homogeneous groupings. 
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Staff utilization. With the segregation 
of troublesome inmates from those not 
likely to be troublesome, it was hoped 
that institution staff could be utilized 
more efficiently. This was borne out in 
the experience of the institution in this 
study because the remarkable decrease 
in assaults noted in the non-extreme unit 
was actually accomplished with a lessen­
ed amount of staff coverage. This re­
duction in need for staff in that unit 
composed of middle group inmates per­
mitted extra coverage in the other units 
housing the inmates predicted to need 
more support and security. These results 
support the differential use of institution 
custodial staff in response to differing 
inmate requirements. 

In summary, the classification system 
has implications for inmate classifica­
tion, institution management, and re­
source utilization. The MMPI types as 
described can provide a strong beginning 
base for classification, although there is 
a need for futher research and perhaps 
refinements of some groups. Assignment 
of men with compatible types to the 
same living unit can contribute to the. im­
proved functioning of an institution and 
the desired effects of lessened institution­
al violence. With respect to resource 
utilization, inmate groups most likely to 
experience difficulty can receive the in­
creased staff attention that is needed, 
and thus staff can be assigned more effi­
ciently. 
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