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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The Rotter Incomplete Sentences and the 16- PF were used to

examine the personality characteristics of correctional offlcers, =

newly-admitted inmates, parole violators, and psychologists of
Ohio Penitentiary, The following report presents an analysis
of that data. '
Mixed results were found to support the hypothesis that
authoritarianism and the culture of poverty were operating in
the personality of inmates and officers. Immates and officers,
however, were far more similar to ome another than they were to '
psychologists. The officers and inmates seem to come from a -

similar cultural background although the effects of institution-.,f“

alization were telling., Parole violators showed considerable
more pathology. They viewed the parole situation as negative
- although they felt more positively toward the parole officer.

The need to develope more discriminating and sophlsticated
techniques in future research is cited,
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Part I

Introduction and Statement of the Problem

The primary purpose of the present study was to examine the ;
~personality characteristics of newly hired coriectional officers :
-employed by Ohio Penitentiary in April, 1971, It was hypothesized -

v

that personality instruments would reveal few differences between. R

the correctional officers and newly admitted inmates largely due N
to the ‘leveling influence of two variables - authoritarienism ,‘_' .
and what has been called "the culture of poverty" (Lewis - 19@9)i_‘ﬁ
In addition, , group of psychologists and technical parole e
- violators was examined ‘the idea being that psychologists would }
',offer an excellent contrastino sample to the variables of- author-gv'
vritarianism and. poverty and that parole violators would show how flt
the effects of prisonization interacted with the two variables. |
Authoritarianism (Adorno = 1969) has been described as a S ;}if,
" .cluster of values, attitudes,'and beliefs which charcterize the Lo
| "potentially fascistic" individual, The cluster includes such
- things as Conventionalism, a rigid adherence to conventional
‘ ‘values, Submission, an uncritical attitude toward idealized ,
"'moral authorities* Aggression, a tendency to condemn people who o
~.violate, conventional values, Anti intraceptions, an opposition co,;3'
‘the’ imaginative and tender-minded Superstition, the belief in.
»_mystical determrnants* Power, the tendency to deny any weakness,,
K icism, the inclination towerd sarcasm and a negative view of

. human nature, Prqjectiv1ty, the belief in the dangernusnessof the 1}<1g-
world; nd Sex, and exagerated concern with sexual 'eoings =~ on" .,w S

- - Such individuals tend to be rigid, covertly hostile, anxious, and .
_ascribekto dichotomous thinkino. Their opposite is found in a “,v

v :fkind of democratic personality which tends to be considerablyi_

,*fmore optimietic, free thinking, and unconventional.,

“a
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Lewis (1969) has described the culture of poverty. He hypoth-'j'
esizes that membership in a group that has been poor for more than

one generation constitutes belonging to a seperate culture even
when the group is exposed to affluence as it is in the United 1'
States, Many studies have identified some seventy traits that
characterize the members of such a subculture. In America

these individuals tend to mistrust polit1c1ans and 1nte11ectuals.
Although gregarious, their attitude toward the future tends toward. N
fatalism. Thus, their concentrgtion is upon the present and thecy
are often called hedonistic. There is an inclination toward.
impulsivity and like the authoritarian, a deep need to deny any’
.weakness especially in men, In addition they also tend to‘be
concervitive in their values despite their poverty.

It has been said that "the only thing that is worse than a-
convict is his keeper", There may be some truth to the statement;ﬁ
despite its simplistic negativism, in that both tend to be more
like than unlike. It is felt that both come from an economic
class which provides a basis for far more commonality (autheri-‘z}
tarianism and poverty) than simple incarceration would for .
dissimilarity. They both enter the correctional system bgcaUSQJV;,f'
they are poor and unskilled, One group enters by"qhanpe;”thef _
other by choice, o | - |




Part'II

Method

. Instruments

Two instruments were used to examine the various groups,
The first, the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire
(Cattell = 1957) is a fairly well standardized personality test
which examines such variables as introversion-extraversion,

intelligence, tension, emotional stability, and group dependency.

The second instrument is a form of the popular incomplete sentences -

(Rotter - 1950). In this test there is a stem such as "I 1ike...'3
‘and the subject has to complete the sentence. The sentences are o
‘scored'by reference to a series of representative norms derived
from maladjusted and healthy groups. It tends to be more
subjective than, the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionmaire
(16~PF),

These tests were used because they are'short, easily understood,
‘require few literary skills, and can be administered in a group.:
Despite these virtues we were unable to administer the 16=PF to
the correctional officers due to the pressure of their training
schedule.1

1 There were other considerations also, This is a pilot study,
To our knowledge correctional officers at Ohio Penitentiary have
never been tested before. In the interest of future research it
was to our advantage to make this first task as pleasant as '
possible for the officers. Although they tended to be more _
_ cooperative than we expected, we still recognized that Psychclooy s
' reputation in the prison tended to be negative and that psychologlsts
were viewed wlth suspicion. '




Suhjects e ,
~ The 1ncomp1ete sentences, however, were administered to the

officers. The total number of officers participating was 15

oo
(see figure 1) which constituted the entire in-service training
class, : ‘

We then administered the test to a group of thrirty-three

newly-admitted inmates in their first week of residence., By v
this time they were used to such testing and accepted the task
readily. From the past year's intake we selected some thirty
technical parole violators to whom we administered this test, ’
This, by far, was the most uncooperative group and one third. ,
of them refused to participate, most feeling that their answers Q .
would be communicated to the Parole Board despite the fact that'fi'i'
anonymity was assured, 2 Because of extraneous interests we _n '
~ departed from procedure at this point and introduced a questionnaire
(see appendix) concerning their feelings toward parole and the
parole officer, ‘ o
Psychologists were easy to test and we got six to complete the
sentences and seven to fill out the 16~PF, Since the job of the:
psychologist is to predict, we asked them to fill out the same _
questionnaire given to the parole violators in the way that they
. expected the violators to complete it,
Analysis of the Data

~ As mentioned, the incomplete sentences are scored in terms 0f p
‘pathology. The higher the score, the more pathology exhibited..g
 Generally preoccupation with psychological symptoms or deviant
‘attitudes.will earn higher scores. This test has been standardized
~on various populationms, About 119 is the average score with 135 ‘

Cy

discriminatin° 75% of maladJusted 1ndiv1duals from adjusted
2 The author might comment that this was one of the most hostile ‘?{1

u_groups he has encountered so far - an unexpected subJective
feeling. '




Figure I |
Rotter Means For Various Groups Examined

'

GUARDS _ NEW INMATES - PSYCHS _P,V., AVERAGE

Score 111.7 - 119,9 +125,1 135.2 ©122.9

N 15 33 6 20




We calculated mean scores for each of our groups (see figure 1),

The 16=-PF purports not to measure pathology, per se, Rather
it is simﬁly supposed to reveal characteristics and traits, It
has been standardized. on such widely diverse groups as psychopaths
and creative scientists, Again we calculated mean profiles (see
figures 2, 3, and &),
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Name:

Comments

TN TEN RIS Fieure #2 Mean Profile for New :
C[ NP Figure # Trmatos 16 P.F. TEST PROFILE .
& Raw Score Stan- K STANDARD TEN SCORE (STEN): .
e dard LOW SCORE A : HIGH SCORE
© | Form | Form | Total Score DESCRIPTION . >~ Average ‘DESCRIPTION,
= A B 1 2 3 4 10
’ RESERVED, DETACHED, CRITICAL, ‘ i ' ‘ Y OUTGOING, WARMHEARTED, EASY~
A cooL . *  GOING, PARTICIPATING
(élzolhymio) {Affectothymia, formerly cyclothymia)
LESS INTELLIGENT, CONCRETE- . . . MORE INTELLIGENT, ABSTRACT.
B THINKING *  THINKING, BRIGHT . .
(Lower scholastic menta! copacity) (Higher scholastic menta!l capacity)
AFFECTED BY FEELINGS, EMOTIONAL- . . . . EMOTIONALLY STABLE, FACES
C LY LESS STABLE, EASILY UPSET REALITY, CALM, MATURE
(Lower ego strength) (Higher ego strength)
. HUMBLE, MILD, ACCOMMODATING, . . . . ASSERTIVE, INDEPENDENT,
E . CONFORMING AGGRESSIVE, STUBBORN
(Submissiveness) (Dominance)
. -60.LUC v
F ‘ SOBER, PRUDENT, SERIOUS, TACITURN * . i . . 'L*.IAVPEPLYY,GGA\;J, é(rsrﬂmgu%sr'lc&‘(
(Desurgency) . (Surgency)
EXPEDIENT, EVADES RULES, FEELS . . o . CONSCIENTIOUS, PERSEVERING,
G FEW, OBLIGATIONS ‘ STAID, RULE-BOUND
{Weaker: superego strangth) (Stronger superego strength)
YENTURESOME, SOCIALLY BOL I,
H SHY, RESTRAINED, DIFFIDENT, TIMID ¢ . . . SN sy spomﬁl&ﬁousm g
) {Threctla) ' (Parmia)
TOUGH.MINDED, SELF-RELIANT, . . . . . TENDERMINDED, DEPENDENT,
I REALISTIC, NO-NONSENSE OVER-PROTECTED, SENSITIVE
. (Harrla) {Premsia) '
TRUSTING, ADAPTABLE, FREE OF . . . . SUsPICIOUS, SELF-OPINIONATED,
L JEALOUSY, EASY TO GET ON WITH HARD TO FOOL
. (Alaxia) (Protension)
PRACTICAL, CAREFUL, CONVENTION- . . . . [IMAGINATIVE, WRAPPED UP IN INNE
M AL, REGULATED BY EXTERNAL ‘ 'URGENCIES, CARELESS OF PRACTIC
REALITIES, PROPER (Prowrnia) (Autia) MATTERS, BOHEMIA
FORTHRIGHT, NATURAL, ARTLESS, . . . . . SHREWD, CALCULATING, WORLDLY,
N SENTIMENTAL PENETRATING
{Artlossnoss) ! (Shrewdness)
PLACID, SELF-ASSURED, CONFIDENT, . . . . APPREMENSIVE, WORRYING, DEPRE
0 SERENE SIVE, TROUBLED
(Uniroubled adequacy) - (Guilt proneness)
CONSERVATIVE, RESPECTING ESTAB. , o« , . EXPERIMENTING, CRITICAL, LIBER.
Q LISHED IDEAS, TOLERANT OF TRADI- ANALYTICAL, FREE-THINKING
TIONAL DIFFICULTIES (Cnnr.mvn‘tl:wn) (Radicalism)
GROUP.DEPENDENT, A "JOINER" AND . . . « SELF.SUFFICIENT, PREFERS OWN
Qs SOUND FOLLOWER DECISIONS, RESOURCEFUL
{Group adherencn) (Self-sufficiency) .
UNDISCIPLINED SELF-CONFLICT, FOL- + . & & | 4 Q » . . CONTROLLED, SOCIALLY-PRECISE, -
Qs LLOWS OWN URGES, CARELESS OF FOLLOWING SELF-IMAGE
PROTOCOL (Low integration) / (High self-concept coniral)
RELAXED, TRANQUIL, TORPID, . . . . Q - . . . TENSE, FRUSTRATED, DRIVLN,
Q UNFRUSTRATED . . OVERWROUGHT '
) ,(L,ow ergic tension) (High ergic tenslon)
16 PF, Forms A ond B, Copyright ® 1956, 1957, 1961, 1962, A stan of 1 2 2 4 ] ¢ 7 [} 10 s ebtalnad A

Inatitute for Personality and Ability Testing, 1602.04 Coronado

Drive, Champaign, |Illnoh,’U.S.A. All property rights reserved.

Printed In U.S.A; "

by about 23% 44% 22% 15.0% 19.1% 19.0% 150% 93% 4.4% 2.3% of adults
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Institute for Personulhy ond Ability Tuving, 1602 04 Covonodo by about 2.3% 4.4%

Vg::;'c.,dc't;ngpsutgn, Hinota, .U.5.A. Al property vlahn rournd.

PTG C A PR : ‘
:.!EI;':‘\’J’; F:.gure #3, Mean Pr?fl%e for, 16 P F TEST PRQFILE e ,
= - a;g]e Iiaolatore. N - . 1 o
5. Raw Sy st'il:r'; - Low 'sc'ons . ST‘"D"“D TEN scona (STEN) SR R .;mu séaﬁé L
s § | T ’ Lo U Dol H Taeo
‘2| Form | Form| Total | Score | DESCRIPTION . ->Avma°<- N 1 % DESCRIPTION
RESERVED DETACHED CRiTICAL . OUTGOING, WARMHEARTED, EASY-
A COOL " GOING, PARTICIPATING
(Sizothymia) : (Affectothymia, formerly cyclothymic}
’ LESS INTELLIGENT, CONCRETE- - MORE INTELLIGENT, ABSTRACT~
B THINKING * | THINKING, BRIGHT
(Lower scholastic mental capacity) (Higher scho!oshc mental capocity)’
AFFECTED BY FEELINGS, EMOTIONAL.- . .' EMOTIONALLY STABLE, FACES.
C LY LESS STABLE, EASILY UPSET - REALITY, CALM, MATURE
(Lower ego strength) ) 3 (Higher ego strength) .
- HUMBLE, MILD, ACCOMMODATING, : ) " oo ‘ . . JASSERTIVE, INDEPENDENT
E ' CONFORMING | ° * * CEoef e . , AGGRESSIVE, STUBBORN.
(Submissiveness) ot . (Dominance) -
. APPY.GO-LUCKY, IM Y
F SOBER, PRUDENT, SERIOUS, TACITURN] * . . . \' F o«j' - . . EIVPEPLYY?GAY' é‘JfHE;LA%?‘\éEL e
. (Desurgency) . . : i (Surgency) -
EXPEDIENT, EVADES RULES, FEELS!} . . . . b G . s . . |CONSCIENTIOUS, PERSEVERING,
G FEW OBLIGATIONS , SRR STAID, RULE-BOUND ;
(Weaker superego strength) . (Sfronqer superego 5"'3"9”") '
. VENTURESO Y
H SHY, RESTRAINED, DIFFIDENT, TMiD| = = = = [ B H «f « o o o [E R AR oL
{Threctia) {Parmia)
TOUGH-MINDED, SELF-RELIANT, { , . o . . . . . TENDER-MINDED, DEPENDENT,
I REALISTIC, NO-NONSENSE QVER- PROTECTED SENSITIVE
. {Harria) (Premsio)
TRUSTING, ADAPTABLE, FREEOF | , . . . . . . .. |susriclous, SE;.F OPINIONATED
L . JEALOUSY, EASY TOGET ON WITH | - HARD TO FOOL - »
(Afaxia) {Protension) . : -
PRACTICAL, CAREFUL, CONVENTION-| & . . . - . . . |MAGINATIVE, WRAPPED UP IN INNE
M AL, REGULATED BY EXTERNAL B URGENCIES, CARELESS OF PRACTIC
REALITIES, PROPER (Praxernia) ‘ {Auvtia) MATTERS, BOHEMIAN
' FORTHRIGHT, NATURAL, ARTLESS, | . . . . . e . . [SHREWD, CALCULATING, WORLDLY,
N SENTIMENTAL . PENETRATING
{Artlessness) ' {Shrewdness) .
' PLAC!D, SELF-ASSURED, CONFIDENT,{ , . . . T e e . » {APPREHENSIVE, WORRYING, DEFRE,
0 SERENE : .. SIVE, TROUBLED , ,
{(Uniroubled adequacy) (Guul'proneness) L o ,.
CONSERVYATIVE, RESPECTING ESTAB-| , N . . . . e « |EXPERIMENTING, CRITICAL, LIBERA
Qg LISHED IDEAS, TOLERANT OF TRADI. : "ANALY TICAL, FREE-THINKING
TIONAL D[FFICULTIES (Conservaiism) . (Radicalism)
GROUP.DEPENDENT, A ""JOINER AND{ . o e . . . » |SELF-SUFFICIENT, PREFERS OWN
Qs SOUND FOLLOWER | . . . ' : ‘DECISIONS, RESOURCEFUL = -
(Group odhe_rence) } {Sel!-suﬂccieﬂcy)
Ve UNDISCIPLINED SELF-CONFLICT, FOL-| . * . . e . |CONTROLLED, SOCIALLY- PRECISE,
0 Q d LOWS OWN URGES, CARELESS OF : FOLLOWING SELF-IMAGE'
= PROTOCOL (Low integration) (High: self-concept contral) .
g5 . .
g RELAXED, TRANQUIL, TORPID, | . . . . . . e - o | TENSE, FRUSTRATED, DRIVEN,
B Q UNFRUSTRATED ; s " | OVERWROUGHT
8 (Low ergic tension) * ‘ (High ergic 'ension)
, 16 PF, Forms A ond B, Copyright ® 1956, 1957, 1961, 1962 A sten of 1 2 3 4 5 s 7 [} ] 10 is obtainsd

$2% 15.0% 19.1% 15.1% 15.0% 22% 4.4% 2.3% cf adulrs
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S| gy Figure e Mean P){oflle for 16 P.F. rssr PROFILE _
- - svc alao] qts : ). )
g .;Raw Scare - Stnh- STANDARD TEN SCORE (STEN)
= - dard .LOW SCORE : . Aver HlGH SCOHE E
. S| Form | Form | Total | Scors DESCRIPTION | P Averago < 'DESCRIPTION -~
SUA B - . : . 8- » ‘
" - RESERVED, DETACHED, GRITICAL, 'OUTGOING, WARMHEARTED, EASY-
A COOL : GOING, PARTICIPATING
{Sizothymia) (Affectothymio, formerly cyclothymia)
: _ LESS INTELLIGENT, CONCRETE- "|MORE INTELLIGENT, ABSTRACT-
B - THINKING THINKING, BRIGHT
(Lower scholastic mental capacity) (Higher scholastic mental copacity}
AFFECTED BY FEELINGS, EMOTIONAL.- EMOTIONALLY STABLE, FACES
C LY LESS STABLE, EASILY UPSET REALITY, CALM, MATURE -
- (Lower ego strength) (Higher ego strength)
HUMBLE, MILD, ACCOMMODATING, ASSERTIVE, INDEPENDENT,
E CONFORMING AGGRESSIVE, STUBBORN
{Submissiveness) {Dominance) - o
HAPPY.C0-LUCKY, IMPULSIV
F SOBER, PRUDENT, SERIOUS, TACITURN LIVELY, GAY, ENTHusgxlﬁrllc&LY'
‘ {Desurgency) (Surgency)
. EXPEDIENT, EVADES RULES, FEELS CONSCIENT!OUS PERSEVERING,
G FEW OBLIGATIONS STAID, RUL E-BOUND
(Weaker superego strength) (Stronger superega strength)
VE s s Y '
H SHY, RESTRAINED, DIFFIDENT, TiMID] * * * +H - . ¢ . . UN:‘NT,,}"gIETgg'eépgﬁ-:-ﬁhléogg"o'
{Threctla) \ (Pormia) .
TOUGH-MINDED, SELF-RELIANT, | . . o . I - o R . TENDER-MINDED, DEPENDENT, -
I REALISTIC, NO-NONSENSE : OVER- PROTECTED SENS|TIVE
. (Harrio) / {Premsia)
TRUSTING, ADAPTABLE, FREE OF | . . e | . . . . . [SUSPICIOUS, SELF-OPINIONATED,
L ) JEALOUSY EASY TO GET ON WITH [ HARD TO FOOL
(Alaxia) (Protension) -
PRACTICAL, CAREFUL, CONVENTION- | . . . . . . IMAGINATIVE, WRAPPED UP IN INNE~
M AL, REGULATED BY EXTERNAL , URGENCIES, CARELESS OF PRACTICA
REALITIES, PROPER (Proxernia) ' (Autia) MATTERS, BOHEMIAN
: FORTHRIGHT, NATURAL, ARTLESS, | . . . . . . . |SHREWD, CALCULATING, WORLDLY,
N SENTIMENTAL PENETRATING
(Artlessness) (Shrewdness)
PLACID, SELF-ASSURED, CONFIDENT, | . . . . . » . | APPREHENSIVE, WORRYING, DEPRES
(0] SERENE o SIVE, TROUBLED
{Untroubled adequacy) (Guilt proneness)
CONSERVATIVE, RESPECTING ESTAB-| o ° . N N . EXPERIMENTING, CRITICAL, LIBERAI
Ql LISHED IDEAS, TOLERANT OF TRADI- ANALY TICAL, FREE-THINKING
TIONAL DIFFICULTIES (Cor‘!servo'ism) . (Radicatism) .
GROUP-DEPENDENT, A "JOINER" AND . . . . .. Q’ . o . » |SELF. SUFFlClENT PREFERS QOWN
Q; SOUND FOLLOWER it DECISIONS, RESOURCEFUL
{Group adherence) ) (Self- sumciency)
e UNDISCIPLINED SELF-CONFLICT, FOL.| . o . . G . . . . | CONTROLLED, SOCIALLY-PRECISE, "
0 QI LOWS OWN.URGES, CARELESS OF : FOLLOWING. SELF IMAGE
"‘E PROTOCOL {Low integration) (High self-concept control)
)
g RELAXED TRANQUIL, TORPID, | . . . . . Q . . . » | TENSE, FRUSTRATED, DRIVEN,
g Q UNFRUSTRATED OVERWROUGHT
8 (Low ergic tension) (High ergic tension) .
N 16 PF, Forms A and B, Copyright ® 1956, 1957, 1961, 1962, A sten of ) 2 3 4 . 3 ¢ 7 s -9 10 is obtained
Institute for Penonulley and Ability Tu'lng, 1602-04 Coronade by about 23% 4.4% 93% 15.0% 19.1% 19.1% 15.0% ,9.2% 4.4% 2.3% of adulip

Drive, Chumpuign, Hllnoia, U.S.A, Al propony rlahn resetvad,
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- FIGURE. #5 Mean Proflles for 16 P.F. TEST PROFILE
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Nanie:
" Comments

. Vo v{ ous ('-v-r\nr\c . RED New Inm&tes ' ] - g 3 -
& ~Raw.Scoro © I'stn- | T o STANDAHD TEN SCORE (STEN) v S L
,o., - —i dard | o LOW SCOHE . I Ave - . N . "HIGH SCORE.
Q FoAfm- FoBrm Total | Score . DESCRIPTION.. : . . 3 'E'EV “ﬂ%ﬁ o " DESCRIPTION ;
. : RESERVED, DETACHED CRITICAL, ! - ! ! ‘ ’ l OUTGOING, WARMHEARTED, EASY-
A : coot. s &k : . GOING, PARTICIPATING
(Stzothymia) ™™ (Affectothymia, formerly cyclothymia}
LESS INTELLIGENT, CONCRETE- MORE INTELLIGENT, _ABSTRAC.T-
THINKING, BRIGHT

B THINKING] & - ° ¢
’ (Lower scholastic mental copacity) .

‘ AFFECTED BY FEELINGS, EMOTIONAL-
C LY LESS STABLE, EASILY UPSET
{Lower eqs strenqth)

. ' HUMBLE, MILD, ACCOMMODATING, | . . .
)] CONFORMING |

{Submissivencss)

(Higher scholastic mental capacity)

EMOTIONALLY STABLE, FACES
REALITY, CALM, MATURE
(Higher ego strength)

ASSERTIVE, INDEPENDENT,
AGGRESSIVE, STUBBORN

(Dominance)

HAPPY.GO-LUCKY, IMPULSIVELY
LIVELY, GAY, ENTHUSIASTIC
(Surgency)

CONSCIENTIQUS, PERSEVERING,
STAID, RULE.BOUND
(Stronger superego sirength)

VENTURESOME, SOCIALLY BOLD,
"JUNINHIBITED, SPONTANEQUS

{Pormia)

TENDER-MINDED, DEPENDENT,

F ¢ SOBER, PRUDENT, SERIOUS, TACITURN ]} * . .
(Desurgency).

. EXPEDIENT, EVADES RULES, FEELS | . .
G FEW OBLIGATIONS
(Weaker superego strenqgth)

H . SHY, RESTRA'NED, DIFFIDENT, TIMID} * .. .
(Threctia)

TOUGH-MINDED, SELF.RELIANT,

I REALISTIC, NO-NONSENSE * i * OVER- PROTECTED SENSITIVE
{Harria) (Premsia)
TRUSTING, ADAPTABLE, FREEOF | , . o JSuspicious, SELF-OPINIONATED,,
L . JEALOUSY, EASY TOGET ON WITH HARD TO FOOL
{Alaxia) (Protension)
. PRACTICAL, CAREFUL, CONVENTION- . . . IMAGINATIVE, WRAPPED UP IN INN-
M AL, REGULATED BY EXTERNAL URGENCIES, CARELESS OF PRACTI

REALITIES, PROPER (Praxemia)

FORTHRIGHT, NATURAL, ARTLESS, | . . .
N SENTIMENTAL "
) {Artlessness)

. PLACID, SELF-ASSURED, CONFIDENT, | . . .
0 SERENE
. (Untroubled adequacy)

CONSERVATIVE, RESPECTING ESTAB- | , . .
Q LISHED IDEAS, TOLERANT OF TRADI-
TIONAL DIFFICULTIES (Conservatism)

GROUP-DEPENDENT, A ""JOINER' AND | , . .

(Autia) MATTERS, BOHEMIA

SHREWD, CALCULATING, WORLDLY
PENETRATING
(Shrewdness)

APPREHENSIVE, WORRYING, DEPRi
SIVE, TROUBLED-
(Guilt proneness)

EXPERIMENTING, CRITICAL, LIBER
ANALYTICAL, FREE-THINKING
(Radicalism)

SELF- SUFFICIENT, PREFENS OWN
QI . SOUND FOLLOWER DECISIONS, RESOURCEFU ) ’
’ (Group adherence) (Self-sufﬂciency)
UNDISCIPLINED SELF.CONFLICT, FOL-{ . . . CONTROLLED, SOCIALLY- PREC'SE .
b Qa L.OWS OWN URGES, CARELESS OF FOLLOWING SELF IMAGE :

PROTOCOL {Low integration}
RELAXED, TRANQUIL, TORPID, | . o .

(High self-concept.control)
TENSE, FRUSTRATED, DRIVEN,

Q UNFRUSTRATED . ) v ‘ OVERWROUGHT
{Low ergic tension) ‘ .. (High ergic tension).
16 PF, Forms A and B, Copyright © 1956, 1957, 1961, 1962, | Astenof 1 2 3 &4 35 & 7 8 % 10 Isebtainsd
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Part 111
Results and Discussions

The means on the incomple%e sentences ranged from 1l11,7 for
the correctional officers to} 135.2 for the parole violators,
For all groups the mean was 122,9. New inmates averaged 119,9
and psychologists were next to the highest group with 125,1, "
Given the hypothesis that the authoritarian personality should
display more pathology, our results are not in the expected S
direction. Although our guards were similar in their scores to
newly admitted immates (111.7 vs. 119.9), we would expect this
 similarity to occur at a higher place on the pathology scale if
authoritarianism was involved, The hypothesis predicts that the
rank order should be (1) psychologists, (2) guards, (3) new
inmates, and (4) parole violators. With the exception of the‘pa;ole c
.violators, the found order is actually somewhat reversed - (1) gﬁards,
(2) new inmates, (3) psychologists. ‘ |
If results are rounded, mo group achieved a score whlch would
identify it as psychiatrically ill although psychologists and = '+ -
parole violators are above the mean for the general population,
Actually each group arrives at its score in a different way.
The hypothesis of authoritarianism predicts an emphasis upon |
masculinity among men, ‘The.variable which we have called the
culture of poverty; predicts a focussing upon here and now with
little concern for the future and a preoccupation with pleasure
and concreteness.
' With the exception of psychologists, all groﬁps tended to
 give short answers. Psychologists tended to qualify their
responses more, For example, in response to question i#19,
Other people...,., One psychologist answered "..;..ﬁsually like

me when they get to know me"., The other groups answered in a much

more simplistic, concrete, and direct way such as, Other people.,.a;
[ 1]

eessare good," In general, psycholo ists tended to focus more‘;‘
“on the abstract such as political problems (I feel...'that the 3
",;leaders of the world play insensitive (and 1nsensib1e) games")

11




The other groups focussed much more on the here.and now and the.

concrete QE_EEE}---"-'-8°°d mostly.").With reference to the ‘

hypothesis concerning the egulture of poverty, these results are

in the expected direction, | | _
Three main themes recur with the.correctional officer = money,'§/ 

automobiles, and women. These are the themes which often charac- f

terize the lower middle and lower classes, Newly admitted inmates

focussed on their new situation (I want to know..."...when I am

going to get out of here".). Parole violators are more mixed in .

their interests and in general show more pathology (l wnat to know..,

es."if every one have problems".). Their focus was not so much
on parole (the past) as it was on what was to come next (the |
future), ,

‘We find mixed support for our hypotheses. The parcle violators.
(a group that has manipulated itself back into an authoritarian
atmosphere) do show more pathology. However, we would not expect
- psychologists to show as much conflict as they do. The correctional
officers do seam to respond in simplistic conventional terms but
without any great conflict,

The most reasonable conclusion to be dravm is that we are
- mixing several things at once without adeguate discrimination =
educational level, different culture concerns, and conflict;

The 16-PF '

Figure #5 shows more clearly that we are dealing with dlfferent
culture groups but none strikingly different from the general : i
- population, Psychologists, from the 16-PF, can be described asee'f'
bright, expedient, shy, over-protected, imaginative, experimentlng,
~and self-sufficient. None of the other groups show deviations of
‘this sort, New inmates tend to be humble and conforming aqd“ |
controlled, Parole violators also tend to be conforming.v '

Goffman (1961) tells us that the total institution is charac- .
terized by stripping and tests of obediance. ‘Obediant, conforming
behavior is expected of the prison inmate and is rewarded These ”5

12




- two traits also characterize the authoritarian,

It is difficult to tell which comes first here - the chicken
or the egg. We do not know whether the prison creates the
submissiveness (authoritarianism) or whether submissiveness :
characterizes persons who are entering the System.‘ Probably
both processes are involved, At any rate the end result seemS‘"v :
to be just what is required in the prison (submissiveness and -
conformity), as seen in the returned parole violators, but _
these traits may not be partlcularly useful in adjustment to |
civilian life. |

It is certalnly not difficult to see why psychologists may
have trouble adjusting to the rigid rules of their job., Their
tendency to be shy and covertly manipulative, however, may. have
great survival value in such an environment. ‘
Authoritarlanlsm, the Culture of Poverty, and Prison: Conclusion o

It is felt that both newly-admltted inmates and correctional
‘officers have more in common than they have dissimilarities. f U;v:_‘

Artiflclally, their concerns are somewhat 'different because of .
the incarceration of the inmates but both seem to engage'in less
abstract, present oriented, concrete thinking, which charectetizes‘.
lthe lower, less educated class. They seem to come from the same
environment'with education being an important variable. Parole’ -
violators also share many characteristics in common with them but  “*
also seem to be much more disorganized and conflicted, VWhether
~tneir experience with prison, their return, or their personalities,
per se,. is the critical varlable is open to conjecture but they do ol
seem 111 equipped to deal with civilian 1life, - EEER Y
Psychologlsts seem to have wider horlzons and different concernsxx
.tbut are also more conflicted, In general the data lend some support f

to Miller's ideas. of lower class focal concerns.3

-'3",Miiler, S. M. "The American lover classes- a typological approach"
~ found in Reissman, F., Cohen, J., and Pearl A, Mental Health of the
- Poor, | New York: The Free Press, 1964, pp 139 154
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Parole, the parole violator, and the psychologist

Research has indicated thgt at least with delinquent boyé
and probation, the experience of supervision in the community
is viewed with hostility although the supervising agent is seen

positlvely.4

'~ While we had the opportunity we dec1ded to see if we could

get similar findings with adult parole violators., We admini-
stered a questionnaire (see appendix) to twenty violators which
was specifically designed to find out their feellnws toward parole,
the officer, and thelr own needs,-

Eighty~six percent decided that they would rather see men
released with flat time rather than parole, hdwevar, well over -
half felt that the officer usually liked them, respected them,
and did not harass them, Their problems revolved about drinking
and employment~(seventy-one percent endorsed these two). In
general they wanted more freedom and yet more support from the
officer, Strangely enough, fourteen percent asked that the
officer be more strict, '

Psychologists felt that the violators would be much more
negative toward their officer than they actually were, the
majority feeling that the violators would report (for whatever
reason) that the officer was authoritarian, vindictive, and | |
without any great liking for the parolee. How much this reflect:si
the psychologists' own feelings toward parole violators is a verye‘
real question. | | .
Impllcatlons for future research

- Interest is expanding in viewing the prison as a total
institution with staff and inmates alike being effected by : |
their small community. Yet there is a great research lag’in thi$ ‘
field. Part of the problem has been the developement of proper-:
hardware (techniques) for investigation. There are many eonfoqndingl
variables which must be eliminated. | | L o

( 14 From a talk given by Mr, Scholink at Xav1er UniverSLty, February,ef~
1,28 1970 citing Stanton Wheelexr's "Controlllng Delinquents" (1965)

1%



It must be recognizzd that the prison is a variegated place
with disparate groups coming" together. Our results point to
how different attitudes among staff and inmates can come into
conflict. It is hard to sort out how much prison'léads to .
pathology or to health but it is easy to see that the total Vv .
institution does have its impact creatlng, as it were, expedlent;
psychologists and submissive inmates.

b
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The following pages contain a copy of the Rotter Incompllet:e‘
Sentences Blank, the questionnaire used with the parole violators
and the pesychologists, and the results of that questionnaire,
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| INCOMPLETE SENTENCES BLANK — ADULT FORM

Name Sex Age Marital Status

Place Date

e

Complete these sentences to express your real feelings. Try to do every one.

Be sure to make a complete sentence.

I like

The happiest time

I want to know

Back home

At bedtime

Men

The best

L.
2
3.
4.
5. 1 regret
6.
7.
8.
9.

What annoys me

10. Pecple

11. A mother

12. 1 feel

13. My greatest fear

14. In school

15. I can't

(TURN PAGE OVER AND CONTINUE) " .

@
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QUESTIONAIRE

NEVER OCCASIONALLY ALWAYS -
(1) (2) (3),‘ N

1., My parole oxflcer harrassed me about bills, .

associates, how I spént my time, etc. (1) (2) (B)u
2. My parole officer would not listen to my | -

suggestions - he only wanted his own way. (1) (2) (3)
3. I had the feeling that he didn't like me. (1) (2) (3) .
L. I had the feeling that he didn't respect me. (1) (2) (3)
5, He threw up my past to me, (1) (2) (3)
A, I had significant problems with: ‘ |

(1) Employment (5) Parole Officer

(2) Family (Wife Included) (6) Associates

{3) Sponsor (7) Parole.Rules In General

(4) Drinking o (8) Police Harrassment

| | TRUE - FALSE
B. I believe that men should be released with flat time, () = (F)
6. My parole would have been a success if my parole officer would have _

¢
L]
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S
Parole Violator Responses QUESTIONAIRE

(1)

1. My parole officer harrassed me about bills,
associates, how I spent my time, etc. (1) 43%

2. My parole officer would not listen to my
* suggestions - he only wanted his own way, (1) 43%

3, I had the feeling that he didn't like me. (1) 57%
L. I had the feeling that he didn't respect me. (1) 48%
5. He threw up my past to me. (1) 52%

NEVER OCCASIONALLY ALWAYS

(2) (3)
(2)48%  (3) 10%

(2)33%  (3)24%.

(20209 (3)14%

(2) 29%  (3) 24%
(2) 29% (3)19%_

ad significant problems with:
Employment 33%

h

) Parole Officer 24%
% Family (Wife Included) 29%

)

Associates 19%

Drinking 38%

(5)
(6)

Sponsor 0% (7) Parole.Rules In General 19%
(8) Police Harrassment 24% '

B. I believe that men should be released with flat time.

TRUE  FALSE
(T)86% (F)14%

6. My parole would have been a sudcess if my -parole officer

the officer could do nothing, 9%

the officer should provide more understanding.27%
the officer should give more freedom., 27%

the officer should be more strict. 14%

the officer should tell the truth, 5%

(failed to respond to this question) 19% .

. 20‘
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"How the Psychologists PredictedRUESTIONAIRE

NEVER OCCASIONALLY ALWAYS

(1) ‘ (2)

(3)

1. My parole officer harrassed me about bills, ‘
associates, how I spént my time, etce - (1) 42% (2)56% (3) -

2, My parole officer would not listen to my . , : o

- suggestions - he only wanted his own way. (1) - (2)70%  (3)30%
3. I had the feeling that he didn't like me, (1) = (2)84% (3)16%
L. I had the feeling that he didn't respect me. (1) -  (2)30%  (3)70%
5. He threw up my past to me, v : (1) 15% (2)70% (3Y15%
A¢ I had significant problems with:

1) Employment 56% (5) Parole Officer28%

2) Family (Wife Included) none (6) Associates 28%

3) Sponsor 14% (7) Parole.Rules In General 56%
h) Drinking 70% - (8) Police Harrassment 56%

‘ . TRUE
I believe that men should be releacsed with flat time, (T)42%

FALSE
(F) '56%

My parole would have been a success if my paroletﬁfficer would have

" provide more underséanding; 43%

prov1de more freedom. 43%.
been fair. A%
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