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Abstract

ASSAULTIVE AND TROUBLESOME BEHAVIOR
AMONG ADOLESCENT HOMOSEXUAL PRISON INMATES
by

Thomas A. Caffrey
Adviser: Professor David Twain

A 20-variable instrument for predicting physically assaultive and
troublesome prison behavior was constructed and tested. Because the
behavior to be predicted had been occurring four times more frequently
among the adolescent homosexual inmates at the Rikers Island prisons
in New York City than among other inmates at the prisons, 51 of the
adolescent homosexuals served as the study's Ss. Assuming 1) that an
early history of mistreatment by parents or other significant authority
figures strongly determines the strength, or precariousness, of a per-
son's sense of autonomy, and 2) that one will behave in a physically
destructive way in direct proportion to the precariousness of his sense
of autonomy, it was hypothesized that the Ss' individual histories
of mistreatment would help predict their physically assaultive and
troublesome behavior. Therefore predictors reflecting the Ss' histories
of mistreatﬁent, plus other predictors of physically destructive beha-
vior, were selected. Two criteria, each standing for the Ss' assaul-
tive and troublesome behavior during the 3 months following the scoring
of the predictorg,'were used: 1) summary judgments of the behavior,

made by the Ss' regularly attending correction officer; 2) the Ss' rule
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infractions, as formally :eported by any correction officer during the
3 months. |

The best predictor-correlates of the first criterion (the summary
judgment) were 1) the judgment made by the interviewer immediately
after his scoring of the other predictors, and 2) maternal rejection.
For the second criterion (the rule infraction reports), the best pre-
dictor by far was the judgment made by an officer who observed the Ss'
behavior for the first week of the 3-month observation period. A short
and a long stepwise multiple linear regression formula were computed
for each of the two criteria, and for a third criterion composed of the
sums of the criterion scores obtained on the basic two. The three

215 with the criteria.

longer formulas yielded respectable multiple r

The two clinical predictors, the interviewer's judgment and the
judgment by the officer who observed the Ss for one week, outperformed
the other 18 prédictors. To test this finding further, the regression
equations were recomputed, leaving. out the two clinical predictors.
Their exclusion markedly decreased the multiple r2's of the longer for-
mulas, thereby substantiating the sizable and exclusive predictive
contribution made by the clinical variables.

Finally, the results revealed a sharp diversity, unanticipated in
the study's design, between the two basic criteria themselves. The
first criterion, the regular officer's summary judgment, consistently
correlated best with the more uniquely personal and psychodynamically
relevant predictors whereas the second criterion, infraction reports,

correlated best with the more strictly physical and situationally rele-

vant variables., Moreover, the two criteria's respective 9 and 6-member



regression formulas includéﬁ just one member common to both, age.

This implied diversity between a personal and a physical kind of
destructive behavior carries far-reaching practical consequences. One
bears on the work and training of prison officers. The personal kind
of destructiveness that the officers face -- insults, griping, clinging
_dependence, manipulativeness -- seems to test their patience and morale
much more severely than does the more expected physical kind that they
record in their rule infraction reports., Consequentl& the officers
should be trained to deal professionally with the personal kind of des-
tructiveness, as well as with the physical. The training would
heighten their professional stature, improve officer-inmate relétions,

and bolster the specifically correctional function of prison systems.
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM

Attica is no longer front-page news. But prison administrators

_ everywhere still face daily the problem of individual inmates who

dirgct troublesome and assaultive behavior agaiﬁst their surroundings,
other inmates, prison personﬁel and‘themselves. This destructive
behavior is generally viewed in physical terms, as undesirable physical
~actions to be contained and reduced. An instrument for predicting such
actions can serve as a sfép toward their prevention, and thus as a
potential benefit to the inmates and staff of entire prison systems.

The development of an instrument of this kind was the aim of the present

study.

A. High Frequency of Physical Destructiveness

Subjects for the present study of destructive behavior were taken
from the sentenced adolescent homosexual population of New York City's
Rikers Island prisons. These 16 to 2l-year-old inmates are segregated
from other Rikers Island inmates, and constitute an atypical group of
homosexuals. About half are overtly feminine, in dress, sexual orien-
tation, and identification, both inside and outside prison life. The

other half is made up of two kinds of masculine hémosexuals: "jail-
house homosexuals" who declare themselves as homosexuals when admitted
to prison, and then pretend the feminine homosexuals are women in order
to obtain sexuai gratification while incarcerated; and truly homosexual
"men, both inside and outside prison life, who ténd to take the masculine

role in their relationships. Though the three groupings describe
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role in their relationships. Though the three groupings describe



general behavior patterns, the behavior shifts readily. Several of the
more feminine inmates, for instance, appear in women's clothing, and
behave as women, one day, and then in men's the next -- often to the
consternation of other inmates.

The present study has focused on the homosexual inmates not be-
cause of their age or unusual sexual orientation, but because tﬁey behave
in a troublesome and assaultive fashion much more frequently than do
other inmate groups at Rikers Island. In the planning of the study,
the inmates' destructive behavior was vie&ed in terms of common prison
rule infractions, and thus, as stated above, in primarily physical
terms. The more common forés of troublesomeness, for example, were
found to be tampering with cell door mechanisms, self-mutilation
(usually superficial cuts on the arms or wrists to compel attention),
possession or smuggling of contraband, destroying institutional
equipment, burning mattresses, and stealing others' belongings. In
the present study, then, these kinds of physical behavior are referred
to as "troublesome." '"Assault" was found to consist chiefly in fights
between inmates, with home-made knives, clubs,-chairs, or Qop-wringers
being used at times. In rare instances, an assault is aimed at a
prison officer.

The high frequency of troublesome and assaultive behavior among
the adolescént homosexual inmates is reflected most clearly in the
records of prison rule infractions. The infractions, like the beha-
viors themselves,‘range from the breaking of cleaning equipment to
fighting with another inmate or attacking an officer. During an
average 3-month period in 1972, the prison's 167 sentenced adults

(another subpopulation in the adolescent homosexuals' prison, inclu-



ding 76 adult homosexuals) were reported for just 41 such infractions,
whereas the 54 sentenced.adolescent homosexuals received 57 reports.
The latter group's per capita infraction rate is thus more than four
times as high as the former's. And the difference becomes far greater
when the adolescent homosexuals' infractions are compared with those
of the full adult population.

A large difference in assaultive infraction rates also holds
between the sentenced adolescent homosexuals and the detained, non-
homosexual adolescent population at Rikers Island, In the course of an
average 3-month period only 8% of the non-homosexual group commit
assaultive infractions whereas 32% of the sentenced adolescent homo-
sexuals do. During May, June and July of 1972, 18 of the 54 sen-
tenced adolescent homosexuals were convicted for assaultive infrac-
tions (15 for fighting, 1 for "punching up an Assistant Deputy
Warden," and 1 for "attempted assault on officers' station'"). Conse-
quently, with the exception of a small group of adolescent-homosexuals
who are awaiting trial, at least four times as much troublesome and
assaultive behavior takes place among the sentenced adolescent homo-
sexual population as among any other group on Rikers Island. It wés

for this reason that these inmates were chosen as the study's Ss.

B. Reasons for the Frequency

The behavior of any New York City prison population is affected
by fdur conditions, Almost all New York City prisoners are: 1) Black
or Hispanic; 2) low in levels of education, eéonomic power, and family
organization; 3) long involved in crime and in dealing with the crimi-

nal justice system; 4) currently incarcerated, Thus the population



upon which any New York City prison-inmate study is based is already
narrowly defined, differing from other populations mostly in the degree
to which it has experienced social, developmental, and current-
situational privations. In the present study two further conditions
are added to the four shared by most other New York City inmates:
adolescence and homosexuality. And as has been seen, the addition of
both these conditions increases the troublesomeness and assaultiveness
four times as much as does the addition of just one or other condition
to the four shared by all the inmates. We shall suggest six reasons
why homosexuality might increase the rate of destructiveness, two why
adolescence might, and then offer one explanation for the fourfold
increase when both conditions are present.

1. One reason for the high frequency of physical destructivgness
among the adolescent homosexual inmates could be their clear separation
from the general inmate population., Although the separation is usually
voluntar&, it signifies that the inmates are segregated as "homosexuals"
within prison society in addition to being segregated as "criminals"
within society as a whole., The double segregation could contribute to
resentment and hostility, and to behavior reflecting these feelings.

2. Another possible reason for the frequent destructivéness lies
in the way the staff relate to the homosexual inmates. It would not
be surprising, for instance, if prison officers would write infraction
reports on homosexuals more often than on other inmates, observed be-
havior being similar, The reasons for the discrimination could range
from an impulsive reaction againstiimagined sexual indulgence to the
easier fulfillment of a desire to intimidate. In order both to counter

such discrimination and to better manage a difficult problem, the offi-



cers have been encouraged to show an added flexibility and understanding
when assigned to the adolescent homosexual area. Even such encourage-
ment, however, could affect the way the inmates behave: with staff pre-
pared for and expecting special or bizarre behavior from them, the
interpersonaily responsive inmates are bound to live up to the expéc-
tation in some way., |

3. About half the inmates in the homosexual area display a
clearly feminine sexual identity. This is manifested in their home-
made cosmetics, feminine clothing, in the péiring-off of the "bulls"
with the "fems," and in the way non-homosexuals seek excuses to pay
visits to the "Homo Quad." The feminine homosexuals thus constitute
a provocative group within the prison. In addition to the usual ten-
sions of prison life, then, the inmates in the homosexual area experi-
ence the competition, expectations, jealousies, confrontations, and
humiliations that arise from mercurial sexual relationships developing
and dissolving in close proximity to one another. An officer who
managed the homosexuals' area for a year and a half recounted one
incident as typical of the inmates' unique conflicts:

One homo has a (straight) friend on the kitchen gang.
Friend bring #1 a sandwich. #2 notices, and shouts, "Hey,
what's with you, Miss 'Thing', getting a extra sandwich,
special treatment. . . !" #2 continues shouting, slapping
begins, and the fight breaks out in full force.

4. A fourth possible reason for the frequency, suggested by A.
Smith (1973, personal communication), lies in the paradoxical intimacy
that aggressive behavior entails, American culture froms on displays
of intimacy between men. Consequently, within an all-male énvironment

liké a prison, such displays would be most acceptable among those who

already view themselves as related to one another in a male-female



fashion, As a result, aggression as intimate -- aggression when
serving as a starkly self-revelatory communication from one man to
another -- becomes more acceptable within the homosexual area than
elsewhere in the prison.

5. Because of their status as homosexual, and thus as 'deviant"
in the eyes of many people, these inmates have undoubtedly suffered or
expected to suffer more abuse at the hands of society at large than have
other inmates. This seems especially true of those whose more obvious
feminine identification has given rise to tensions and recriminations
from close family members. COnsequently, as with any oppressed group,
the homosexuals may have acqﬁired a more hostile view of other persons
than have the other inmates. This view may function projectively for
them, out of a need to resolve a cognitive dissonance they experience
about their sexual identity (Kendrick and Clarke, 1967). Or it may con-
sist in a simple reaction against whatever injustices they have been
made to suffer,

6. Sixth and finally, the inmates' homosexuality and their
physically destzuctive behavior could spring from common intrafamilial
developmental difficulties. For instance, it has been demonstrated
that an explicitly rejecting and hostile father constitutes one of the
surest predisposing factoré for both homosexuality and aggressive
acting-out (Bieber, 1962; Bandura and Walters, 1959). And it could be
expected that a narcissistic mother who cultivates é mirror-image of
herself within her son would at the same time be cultivating a rage in
the son, against herself and others, for thwarting his development in
this way. Because of such common etioiogical elements, an inmate group

identified as homosexual might by that label alone be expected to be



more irrascible, troublesome, and assauléive than a group of non-
homosexual inmates.

7. Adolescence is the second distinctive characteristic of the in-
mates under study. As adolescents, they may be doing whatever they can
to "get away from and differentiate /themselves/ from all that has to
do with ftheir/ old status [of childhood/," (Oster;ieth and A, Freud,
1968). Troublesome behavior, for the adolescent, can represent both
the desire for this differentiation and the differentiation itself.
Self-restraint and control, on the other hand, can be seen as the pro-
longation of a childish submission to adult prescriptions.

8. A second reason for the frequency of adolescent acting-out is
similar to ﬁhe first, but lies more in the non-adult than in the non-
child status of the adolescent. Gruen and Hertzman (1972) distinguish
between ''distorted derivatives of the struggle for autonomy" and the
genuine struggle itself., They cite struggles for consensus, for recog-
nized achievement, and for power over others as distorted derivatives
of the individual's nuclear struggle for an autonomous existence, But,
viewed developmentally, these substitute struggles constitute relatively
refined or "adult" substitutes. The adolescent in his struggle has
only the less refined distortions of the autonomy struggle at his dis-
posal, like acting out physically against his environment. Hence,‘
possibly under the rubric of the power struggle, the adolescent's drive
for a free selfhood takes the form of a rough-edged destructiveness
whereby, crudely but dramatically, he differentiates himself from

surroundings that he sees as threats to his development and freedom.



C. The Study's Central Hypothesis

Most of the eight reasons proposed for destructive behavior repre-
sent the current and largely external situation shared by all the study's
Ss. A combination of reasons 5, 6, and 8, on the other hand, provides a
rationale for destructive behavior upon which one adolescent homosexual
S can be predictively differentiated from another. It is assumed that
the Ss' differing experiences of neglect and abuse result in more than
differing outlooks on others; when the Ss have internalized the attitudes
behind the n;glect and abuse, their diverse histories result in dif-
fering outlooks on themselves as well. On S will see himself as rela-
tively strong, 'together", and autonomous. Another will view himself
as weak, easily threatened, fragile. The assumption, then, is that a
S's history gfeatly determines the strength, or precariousness, of hi§
sense of autonomy. With the further assumption that a S will behave in.
a physically troublesome and assaultive way in direct proportion to the
precafiousness of his sense of autonomy, it is hypothesized that per?
sonal histories of neglect and abuse will correlate ppsitively with
physically troublesome and assaultive behavior. The ;ntervening vari-
able, precariousness of autonomy, thus serves as the logical bond be-
tween the individual historical data used in the study's predictions

and the troublesome and assaultive behavior being predicted.



CHAPTER II
METHOD

With precariousness of autonomy considered the central and most
differentiating reason for destructive behavior, primary emphasis has
been placed on intrafamilial predictive variables appropriate to such
precariousness, A secondary emphasis has been placed on already
established correlates of aggression in adolescents. By correlating
combined scores on these and other predictive variables with scores
obtained on criteria of troublesomeness and assault, formulas con-
taining the most powerful of the prediptors have been computed. In
addition to the intrafamilial and adolescent emphases, hypothesized
accuracy of prediction and brevity of administration have determined

the predictors that were included in the screening instrument.

A, The Screening Instrument

Twenty predictors of troublesome and assaultive behavior were
chosen, The predictors fall into three distinguishable groups: 1) Ss'
responses to life-history questions; 2) clinicél assessments of ovért
behavior; 3) projective test scores. Thé use of these three kinds of
predictors has been advocated separately by Rosensweig (1950) and
Gottfredson (1967). Rosensweig recommends the combined use of "sub-
jective" (life-hiétory), "objective" (clinical), and "projective"
predictors, while Gottfredson recommends combiﬁing "life-history"
measures with what he calls "personality" (clinical and projective)
measures for the best possible predictive efficiency. Three criteria

of the predicted troublesomeness and assault have been used: 1) an
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evaluation of the Ss' behavior over a 3-month period, made by the
regular officer in their housing area; 2) the Ss' prison rule-infraction
records during the same 3 months; and 3) a composite of the Ss' scores
on Criteria 1 and 2. The criteria and the predictors have been scored

according to a common scale of overt behavior.

1, The Scale

The scale consists in four levels of overt behavioral restraint:

___ overrestrained 3) Hi restraint
| __ restrained (i.e., (2)
normal behavior)
troublesome (1)
assaultive (05 Lo restraint

The reason for preferring restrainé over assaultiveness as the
scale's binding concept lies in the findings of Megargee (1966; 1971).
Megargee challenged the belief that only habitually undercontrolled .
individuals engage:in extremely assaultive behavior. He proposed that
overcontrolled individuals too are often responsible for extremely
assaultive actions,

To test his hypothesis Megargee first made the assumption that
amount of aggression is proportional to simpie instigation to aggression,
He then predicted that extremely assaultive Ss as a group would prove
more cpntrolled than would a group of moderately assaultive Ss. The
reason for the greater control among the extremely assaultive group, he
argued, would be ghe presence of overcontrolled individuals among them.
The moderately assaultive group, according to his assumption, could not
include any overcontrolled individuals since an overcontrolled person,

in order for his high inhibition to be overcome, would have to be insti-
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gated to act out in an extremely, rather than moderately, assaultive
fashion; 0f the 28 tests made of the hypothesis that the extremely
‘assaultive group would be more controlled, 22 resulted in the predicted
- direction, with 14 receiving statistical support of p values ranging
from .003 to .08, These results support Megargee's rejection of the
notion that all violent individuals are undercontrolled, and serves to
validate a subcategory of overcontrolled violent individuals. The
argument for the new category finds further support in studies by

Molof (1967) and Blackburn (1968a; 1968b; 1969).

Against the backdrop of Megargee's findings, a scale of evident
assaultiveness would be deceptive at its "1lo'" end: '"lo assaultiveness,"
ou such a scale, could refer in some instances to a smoldering toward
an extremely high assaultiveness. 'Overrestrained," on the other hand,
contains the warning signal "over," and thus reflects the present scale's
explicit allowance for the possibility of a high assaultiveness at its
h{-retraint end, Though the members of the two extreme categories will
differ radically in their everyday restraint styles, the signal "over"
indicates that there may be some in the hi-restraint group who are in
fact just as dangerous as members of the assaultive, or lo-restraint,
group proper.

Granted the above, why use "restraint" rather than Megargee's term,
"control"? '"Restraint" was chosen simply to avoid an ambiguity present
in "contrél." A well-aimed knife thrust or karate chop entails a high
degree of control, in the sense of an active guidance, Thus "control"
can be understood either as this active, guiding quality or as a more
intrapersonal restraining quality. In order to obviate the ambiguity,

the term "physical restraint," or simply "restraint," is used in the
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present study. Thug tﬂe scale reflects a hi-to-lo degree of intra-
personal restraint of physically troublesome and assaultive piopensities.

The use of "restraint" implies nothing about a given individual's
unseen expenditure of effort inn"holdiné himself back" through teeth
gritting, counting to ten, and so on, Rather the restraint variable
lies close to the surface, and is instantly translatable into the
behavioral terms of the criteria: number and seriousnesé of prison
rule-infractions, and degree-of-restraint ratings made by a prison
officer familiar with the Ss. The intervening variable that does
function in the study, degree of autonomy, has served merely as a
guide inlthe selection of predictors to be used.

On a theoretical and common sense level, the ;estrained and
assaultive categories; and, with Megargee's help, the overrestrained
category can all be accepted as falling onto an at least ordinally
related restraint scale. The troublesome category, however, consti-
tutes a problegatic bénd in the écale. This category serves to em~
brace both the negativistic attention-seeking individuals and indi-
viduals who are physically self-assertive, disruptive, and raucous
without being dangerously assaultive. The active kind of troublesome
behavidr can be included between restrained and assaultive behavior
without much question. |

But the more passive troublesomeness presents a greater problem.
On the one hand negaﬁivism is clearly less destructive than is assaul-
tive behavior. To this extent it ranlshigher on the restraint spectrum
than the_latter. But to understand negativistic behavior aé also less
restrained than "restrained'" behavior requires some further anélysis.

The inmate who refuses to leave his cell might be exercising

i
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extraordinary restraint, in the teeth-gritting sense, and in this sense
rank at the top of the restraint scale, This would be the case if it
were efforts at restraint that were being scored. But because it is
simply the physically expressive manifestations of restraint that are
at issue, such an action is scored "troublesome," or "less restrained .
than 'restrained'." Refusing to move -- even when done in place of
an overt act of violence -- constitutes a physically interpersonal
expression, a forceful non-verbal statement to someone. Thus the nega-
tivistic statement of immobility is more restrained than would be a
punch in an officer's nose; but it is also less restrained, in the
physically expressive sense just described than would be a verbal
statement by the inmate that he feels he is being improperly treated."

Developmental support for placing negativism on the séme scale
with more clearly active kinds of behavior is provided in the findings
of Goodenough (1931). In studying 2000 instances of anger in children
up to two years of age, Goodenough found that relatively undirected
outbursts like kicking, screaming, and holding of the breath were very
common during both the years. A second, better-aimed and more re-
strained, kind of anger, howevér, became markedly more common during
the second year (when it constituted 607% of the angry responses) than
during the first (just 15%). These anger responses consisted in sulking,
- whining, and pouting. Goodenough's conclusion was that the very young
child learns by his second year to direct his reactions against frus-
tration more accurately at the source of the frustration.

Her findings also show, however, that as tﬁe child moves develop-
mentally from less to more direction in his responses, he is also

moving from less to more restraint, or '"control" in both senses, over
’ ’
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the overt expression of his anger, The negativistic sulking, whining,
and pouting are clearly more restrained as reactions than are kicking,
screaming, and the quasi-suicidal holding of the breath. Hence the
physical restraint scale receives developmental, or maturational,
support from the findings of Goodenough. Using her perspective, we
might say that the troublesome inmate, whether he be negativistic or
more directly active, acts more maturely than the assaultive one.

In order to concretize the above discussion of the problematic
band of the restraint spectrum, infraction reports written about two of
the study's Ss will be considered. The first report points up the
vigorous aggression inherent in passive-aggressive and intropunitive
behavior, and thus underscores the continuity between negativistic
troublesome behaviors and the more directly assaultive or dangerous
ones. The official report states:

On the morning of ____, Inmate /Code #1-105/ refused to
lock out of cell during the 9:00 A,M., lock-out. Inmate 1-105
has requested institutional segregation and threatens to cut
up /lit.: lacerate his wrists/ if his wishes are not complied
with,
fﬁe ;econd report refers to a more active kind of troublesomen=zgs, but,
like the above, also underscores a continuity between troublesome and
more directly assaultive behavior. Here inmate #1-102 was reported for
"threatening an officer (with-the stick of a scrub brush), insubordi-
nation, and destroying city property_ZEhe scrub bruq§7."- In neither

incident does an inmate inflict physical injury on another person, Yet

both constitute powerful, physically expressed statements against others.

2. The Criteria

The first criterion consists in a correction officer's judgment
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about the Ss' behavior. After having worked in close contact with the
Ss for 3 months, the officer scored each of them on the degree-of-
restraint scale. This scoring occurred 3 months after the Ss had been
scored on 20 predictor variables based on the same scale, The officer's
judgmenté thus served as the criterion against which the accuracy of
the predictors was measured.

Three facets of the first criterion should be noted. First, its
claim to validity lies in the chosen officer's familiarity with the
Ss. Working closely with the Ss on an everyday basis throughout the
3 months, the officer became more familiar with their behavior than
any other staff member at the prison. In the presence of the present
writer, moreover, he:showed a clear concern for the inmates' welfare
and a respect for their ideas and feelings. Secondly, the officer was
instructed to evaluate the inmates more from the standpoint of "the
average officer" who might be filling his position than from his own
specific way of viewing and dealing with their behavior. He understood
the objective bent of this instruction. Finally, in order to measure
the reliability of officers' evaluations in general, 72 sentenced ado-
lescent homosexual inmates familiar to two other officers were rated
by them as either "troublesome" or "restrained." Time constraints pre-
vented presehting these officers with the full four-category scale for
their ratings. Their ratings were correlated, and an r of .472, signi-
ficant at the .000l level of probability, was obtained. Inasmuch as
the two officers agreed on approximately 3 of every 4 judgmegts, limited
but definite support for the objectivity of officers’ judgments was
provided. (In spite of the non-subjective nature of officers' judg-

ments, however, their judgments retain a very personal, albeit objective,
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dimehsion. As the results of the present study show, the regular
officer's judgments seem:to have been based on a different, more per-
sonally trying, kind of behavior than are the routine infraction
reports. See below, Cahpters III and IV.)

The second criterion consists in the records of the Ss' rule
‘infractions during the same 3-month period. Inmates who received reports
for injurious or seriously threatening actions during the 3 months were
scored "0" (assaultive, or dangerous). Those who committed infractions
that did not injure others, including self-mutilation (usually super-
ficial cuts on the arm), were scored "1" (troublesome). And those who
received no infraction reports whatsoever were scored "2" (restrained).
There was no way to include the fou;th level of restraint (overrestrained)
strictly on the basis of the infraction reports.

A third score, the sum of the firsf two criterion scores, constitutes
the third criterion. The summing makes it possible to register in one
score the restraint, troublesomeness, or assaultiveness registered in
both of a 8's other criterion scores. Inasmuch as both of the first
criterion:scores are represénted in Criterion 3, then, this critefion
serves as a check against highly idiosyncratic relationships that may

hold between specific Ss and one or the other of the first two criteria.

3. The Predictors
Each of the 20 predictors will be considered in order, and they
will be grouped according to Rosensweig's three recommended kinds. To
gain an overview of all the predictors, the full interview form used
in scoring the Ss will be presented first, Each of the predictive items

is marked with a Roman numeral (I-XX). The restraint levels (3, 2, 1,



QUESTIONNAIRE

DURING THE EARLY YEARS OF YOUR LIFE, ESPECIALLY WHEN
3, 4, 5, or 6, BUT ALSO TILL YOU WERE 12 OR SO:

Which of your parents cared for __ mother

you -- seemed to like you -- the most? __ father
— Yes

Do you care for _ more too? __ no

_a lot a
How much good feeling do you have for m.? some I & for £.?_ _some =
. e __V.little=

__v.littl

a)Did your m. pay quite a bit of attention to

you, or did she tend to ignore or neglect you ___ attention
(i.e., did you often get the feeling that she __ rejection
would just as soon not have you around)?

b)And your f., did he pay attention to you, or __ attention
did he ignore, neglect, & reject you? __ rejection

a)Was your m, the one who usually; punished you? __ yes
no

b)Did she give you beatings, for punishment or for other reasons? __

__ lots of beatings
c)How much? __ some
__ (almost) none

\'

1
2

__lots of beatings
And your f., did he beat you? __ yes How much? _some:

__no ___(almost) none
: __ yes
a)Did your parents agree on how they should treat you? __ no

. __ yes
b) (If yes) Did they generally agree on other things too? __ no

c)How much did they disagree, argue, or fight about __ a lot
. things in general? __ some
__ v.little

nanan

lot =

nu it "
(== R U=
- a
<3 [

nnn
-
<
(e

0
lp VII
2

How much did they -- especially your mother -- expect of you by way of

things like doing chores around the house, doing well in school,
keeping your room clean, and 80 on? __ a lot

___ some

__ v. little

0
)

How old were you the first time you had to go to a

2
1 VIII
0

18 and over
How old are you? 17 and under

detention home, youth house, or jail of any kind? X (positively
. correlated)

17
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'

Ever been addicted to drugs? __ yes = f}, XI ,
__no =20
—yes
a)Ever try to hurt yourself, or have serious thoughts of suicide? no
—Yes —YeS X111 |
b)Expect to try hurting yourself? no c)or others? no in coming
' months
2 "yeg" =0
for aand b: 1l yes & 1no=1 XII
2 "no" = 2
__non-assaultive (no personally threa-
.Assaultiveness of criminal record: tening or injurious crimes) =3
__threatening(l threatening crime) =2
__assaultive (1l assault or X1V
2-3 threats) =1
__v.assaultive(2 or more assaults) =0
Infraction record __ no infractions = 2
(from previous 3 months): __ troublesome =1y XV
___ assaultive =0
Interviewer's assessment: __ overrestrained = 3
___ restrained =2 XVI
__ troublesome =1
__ assaultive =0
Officer's preliminary evaluation, __ overrestrained = 3
after 1 week: __ restrained = 2 XVIT
__ troublesome =1
___ assaultive =0
Hand Test. AOR score: XVIII (negatively correlated)
1"

AGG score: XIX ( " )
Assault-Proness score: XX ( " " )
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and 0) that responses to the 20 predictor questions are intended to
reflect are listed alongside the responses. The non-predictive ques-
tions included in the interview were suggested by a veteran prison
interviewer, and were included to camoflague and soften the impact of

the 20 predictive questions proper.

a. Subjggtive (Life-History) Predictors (HHI-XV)

As will be clear when they are considered separately, the first
eight of the fifteen life-history predictors rest on an environmentalist,
or social-learning, outlook on the roots of troublesome and assaultive
behavior. This perspective finds support in thé physiological studies
of Scott, who contrasts the inner causes of hunger with the external
beginnings of aggression: '"The chain of‘ZEhysiologicql7 causation l;f
aggressiqé7 in every case eventually traces back to the outside" and
"there is no need for'fighting, either aggressive or defensive, apart
from what happens in the external environment" (1958, p.62). In order
to translate Scott's "outside" or "external environment" into more
specifically human terms, the criminological theory of Wolfgang and
Ferracuti (1967) can be cited. This theory states that there exists a
subculture of violence whose members conform to a definite, éositive
value system according to which violent behavior is viewed as "toler-
able, expécted, or required" (p.263). Granting the existence of some
such subculture, what precisely is it that causes some individuals to
become identified personally with its value system (thereby, inciden-
tally, perpetuating the subculture's existence), and others not to? In
an effort to answer this question, we shall restrict the scope of Scott's

"outside" a second time, and focus, in light of our theoretical direction
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from Chapter I, on the individual's early intrafamilial experiences,
and particularly on those that have been found to be influential in the
development of violence-prone personalities. A study By Bandura and
Walters (1959) has served as the guide in specifying just such early
intrafamilial experiences, with support for the choices coming from a
study by McCord, McCord, and Howard (1961).

The study of Bandura and Walters is grounded in a theory of depen-
dency and identification between the child and his parents, a theory
already developed in earlier studies by Sears et al. (1953) and by
Sears, Maccoby, and Levin (1957). In a nutshell, the theory states that
a disruption of the child's expérience of dependency on his parents
will obstruct the growth of a healthy identification with them, and
thereby prevent the implanting of internal controls of aggression. On
examinaﬁion, this theory's behavioral manifestations do not differ from
those of the theory of precariousness of autonomy discussed in Chapter
I. Both a healthy identification with an adult and a healthy sense of
autonomy embody a vigorous independence, For the immediate explanatory
purposes of the present work, then, the two theories dovetail in a
common rationale for the predicted behavior: a thwarted independence
(whether viewed as a precarious autonomy or as a faulty identification
with an adult) leading to physically destructive behavior.

In their‘respective explanations of the grounds of the thwarted
independence the theories do differ. Bandura and Walters focus speci-
fically on the frustration of childhood dependency ngeds as grounds for
failures in identification, whereas the theory of precariousﬁess of
autonomy points more broadly toward a socio-cultural emphasis on con-

formity and compliance and the overall denial of individhal growth that
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this_emphasis entails, and thus toward a more general abuse of the
individual. But the difference between the narrower and broader
explanations of the curtailment of individual independence does not
set the theories in opposition to one another; rather, Bandura and
Walter's concept of frustrated dependency needs fits squarely within
the broader concept of the abused individual., Thus frustrating a
child's dependency needs can be seen as one form of thwarting his
growth toward autonomy. Empirical findings of Bandura and Walters,
then, have been used in the present study to determine the content of
the first éight of the fifteen life-history predictors.
Predictors I & II: S's felt good feeling, __ a lot
or warmth, toward mo- ___ some
ther (I) & father (II): __ v. little

Several of the variables Bandura and Walters used to substantiate
the dependency need's relationship to adolescent aggression resemble
Predictor II: 1) in "Extent boy seeks help from father" the aggressive
group used in their study differed significantly (p<.00l):from the
control group; 2) likewise in "Total dependency on father" (p<.001);
3) "Resistance to father's help" (p<.00l); and 4) "Total dependency
aﬁxiety" (p<.00l)., The discrimination from which Predictor II was
taken directly, héwever, pertains more immgdiately to identification
than to dependency, and thus to the exact locus for the hypothesized
internalization of controls. This discriminator, "Warmth felt toward
father," (p<.00l1), seems both to best epitomize all the highly signi—
ficant dependency and identification discriminators cited above and to
keep Predictor II open to include abusive paternal influences other than

those pertaining specifically to the dependency relationship. Bandura
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and Walters' reason for singling out the S's relationship with his
- father is explained in a summary statement:

The data from the aggressive boys' interviews provided fur-
ther evidence that in the majority of cases a severe break had
occurred in the father-son relationship. There appeared, in
fact, in most families to be a consistent and pervasive dis-
ruption of the emotional ties between father and son which was
more clearly perceived as such, and presumably more keenly felt,
by the boy than was the disruption of the relationship with the
mother. While the two groups of boys differed little in the
amount of warmth they showed for their mothers, the aggressive
boys showed very much less warmth for their fathers than did
their controls. Evidence has already been provided that the
aggressive boys were also more hostile to their fathers than
to their mothers, and less ready to relate to them in a depen-
dent manner (p.278).

The present study's Ss, however, have already been segregated on
the basis of their homosexuality, and thus, effectively, on the basis
of identifying more closely as a group with their mothers than with
their fathers (Bieber, 1962). Consequently it has been hypothesized
that within this group the discriminating function of Predictor II,
"Warmth felt toward father," would be frustrated. It was felt that the
discrimination that this predictor would normally accomplish had al-
ready been effected through the Ss' segregation as homosexuals. Pre-
dictors IV and VI (paternal rejection and brutality, respecﬁively) en~
tail the same possible non-independence from the already established
characteristic of homosexuality, Consequently, in tandem with each of
the three father-related predictors, the maternal influence was sepa-
rately included (Predictors I, III, & V) in the expectation that
sources of aggression less contaminated with sources of homosexuality
would be uncovered. The aggression literature gave special reason for

hope on Predictors III and V., Predictor I was included as an extrapo-

lation from Predictors III and V, and because of the uniquely homosexual
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character of the population being studied. Viewed positively, the
problem of the probable non-independence of the sample from Predictors
II, IV, & VI sets into sharp relief the way homosexuality and a prone-
ness for physically destructive behavior (and other problematic life-
patterns) can all spring from a commoh developmental source, here, in
the father-son relationship.
Predictors III & IV: Mother's and __ attention =1
father's rejection: __ rejection = 0
In their interviews with their Ss' parents, Bandura and Walters
" found that the father's and the mother's rejection each yielded highly
significant (p<.00l1) discriminations between their two groups. In
the interviews with the boys the discrimination was not quite so sharp.
Nohetheless, the extent to which the boys felt rejected by theif fathers
and mothers significantly discriminated the aggressive Ss from the con-
trols, with the t values yielding p's of <.0l and <.02 respectively.
Moreover, in their study of familial correlates of aggression McCord
et al, found that parental rejection significantly (also p<.00l) dis-
criminated their aggressive group from their assertive and nonaggres-

sive groups.

Predictors V & VI: Beatings given by __ lots:of beatings

=0
mother and father: - some =1
__ (almost) none = 2

In ﬁis discuésion of the etiology of violent crime, Shéppard (1971)
cites six studies that find brutal treatment at the hands of one's
parents to be strongly related to assaultive behavior (Bach-Y-Rita et
al., 1971; Duncaﬁ and Duncan, 1971; Duncan et al., 1967; MacDonald, 1963;
feterson, Pittm;n, and 0'Neal, 1962; Palmer, 1970). ’Though the Sheppard> o

studies did not distinguish between mothers and fathers, McCord et al..
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found physically punitive mothers to be significantly'(p<:.025) more
frequent among aggressive than among non-aggressive boys, and the
fathers' method of discipline to be not significantly different.
Bandura and Walters found something of the reverse: the aggressive
boys' fathers used significantly more (p<.02) physical punishment than
did the non-aggressives', while the difference between the mothers
showed a significance level of only p<.10. Bandura and Walters' hypo-
theses had grown out of the research carried out by Whiting (1954) and
the empirical studies at the Harvard Laboratory of Human Development
that supported Whiting's findings (Allinsmith and Greening, 1955;
Faigin, 1952; Hollenberg, 1954; Heinicke, 1953; Sears, Maccoby, and
Levin, 1957). Because of the wealth of research supporting a correla-
tion between physical punishment and subsequent aggressive behavior,
and because the research singles out neither parent as the more rele-
vant influence, each parent's '"beating'" score has been included as a
distinct predictor.
Predictor VII: Amount of disagreement, arguing, __ a lot =0
or fighting between the parents: __ some =1
___ (almost)none=2
Whereas Predictors I-VI and VIII reflect the composition of the
S's family in terms of the parent-child relationships, the pfesent pre-
dictor reflects that composition by focusing exclusively on the rela-
tionship between the parents themselves. Bandura and Walters explain
the inter-parental relationship's relevance to aggression again in terms
of identification. Imitation of, and identification with, a role model
is facilitated when the model is given prestige by being held in evident
esteem by his partner. Thus an affectional, rather than discordant, re;

lationship between the models should facilitate the identification re-
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quired for the implanting of internal controls. Translating this logic
into the broader theory of the present study, the child views the es-
teem held by one partner for another as generalizable to himself, and
thus as relevant to his own worth. Such indirect signals of his value
.may be as essential to his growing aufonomy as are the more direct ones.
In spite of what they found to be "defensive and guarded" responses

on the part of the parents of their aggressive Ss, Bandura and Walters
found that the variables, "Wife's warmth for husband" and "Husband's
warmth for wife' both discriminated significantly (p<.0l) between the
two groups; '"Wife's hostility toward husband" and "Husband's hostility
toward wife" also discriminated significantly, but not so sharply (p<
.05 and <<,02 respectively). The data of McCord et al. support the
above findings: they found that their nonaggressive Sscame significantly
(p<<.005) less often from families in which there was intense inter-
parental conflict and in which one parent held the other in low esteem
than did their aggressive and assertive Ss; furthermore, their aggres-
sive Ss came significantly (p<.05) more oftén from homes in which the

parents were not demonstratively affectionate toward one another,

Predictor VIII: Extent to which parents, espe-

cially mother, communicated __a lot = 2
expectations of achievement & __ some =1
conformity to the child: __v.little =0

This predictor, including much of its actual wording on the ques-
tionnaire, arises directly from the findings of McCord et al. and of
Bandura and Walters. McCord et al., found that the parenté of their non-
aggressive Ss were significantly (p<.005) more likely to place high

demands on their sons for polite and responsible behavior than were the

parents of the aggressive and assertive Ss. Bandura and Walters divided
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this issue two ways. First, while analysing their interviews with the
Ss' parents, they examined “responsibility" demands (e.g., household
chores) separately from "achievement" demands (e.g., doing well in
"school). Though the former demands failed to discriminate between the
two groups, the lagter did significantly‘(p‘:.OOI). Secondly, in ana-
lysing their interviews with the sons, they separated the fathers'
responsibility demands from those of the mothers. Here both variables
discriminated significantly (p< .0l and <,001 respectively). This
lower probability of error for the mothers' responsibility demands is
reflected in the questionnaire's emphasis on the mother's expectations.

Finally, it might be argued that parental expectations for conven-
tionally acceptable behavior constitute forces on the side of compli-
ance rather than on the side of autonomy. "Expectations," however, has
another dimension: the parent who expects little or nothing of a child
tells the child, in effect, that he is, can be, and will be little or
nothing. The role of this second, autonomy-nourishing, aspect of expec-
tations is reflected especially in Bandura and Walters' parents'
achievement as opposed to responsibility demands. Itkwas the achieve-
ment demands, the demands that lie closer to the child's distinctive
life and acfivity, that discriminated between the aggressive and non-
aggressive Ss., .

* %k

Unlike Predictors I-VIII, Predictors IX-XV lack a common theore-
tical perspective. Whereas Predictors I-VIII stem from a specific per-
spective that views early intrafamilial experiences as highly relevant
to later troublesome and assaultive behavior, the last seven of the life-

history predictors are drawn from diverse criminological, sociological,
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and psychological perspectives. Predictor IX, for instance, arises
simply from age and type-of-crime totals presented in the Federal
Bureau of Investigation's Uniform Crime Report.
Predictor IX: __ 18 and over =0
__ 17 and under =1

After cautioning his readers that only 307 of reported crimes
result in arrests and that the record-keeping procedures on even this
30% are "faulty and inadequate,' Wolfgang (1967) goes on to contrast
youthful criminals' non-assaultive crime rates with their assaultive
rates: whereas two-thirds of all automobile thefts and one-half of all
burglaries and robberies are committed by persons under 18, the same

-under-18 group accounts for just 8% of all criminal homicides and 187%
of all forcible rapes and aggravated assaults. The extent to which the
age discriminator has contributed to the prediction of aggressive
behavior in the present work:has probably hinged on continuities be-
tween extra and intra-prison behavior and between Wolfgang's general _
youthful population of 1967 and the special youthful population of 1972
studied in the present work.

Predictor X: Age at firét confinement: ____ (positively correla-
ted with degree of
restraint)

This variable represents an attempt to use a general criminologi-
cal principle as an aid in predicting specifically assaultive behavior.
The principle states, "The younger a prisoner was when first arrested,
the more likely he is to return to prison" (Luger; 1967). The concep-
tual bridge from this statistically substantiated principle of recidi-

vism to one of assaultive propensities lies in viewing a more habitual
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pattern of criminal activity as evidence for a less restrained pattern
of general behavior. Stated in more black-and-white terms, the recidi-
Qist possesses more troublesome and assaultive propensities than the non-
recidivist (see Bricklin et al., 1962). Thus this simple numerical
item has aimed, by the indirect route of recidivism, to obtain a gradu-
ated reading of the Ss' physically destructive inclinations,
Predictor XI: Hard drug addiction (ever): __ yes =1

__no =0

The hypothesis behind this predictor is simple. Granting that
all the Ss (sentenced adolescent homosexuals) are in prison for having
taken some action against society, it seems reasonable to suspect that
£hose who have taken such actions in order to support a drug habit are
less inclined constitutionélly to take action against society than are

those who have never depended on drugs. The drug-free offender, in

effect, constitutes the more naturally "offensive" person.

Predictor XII: Gestures, or serious __ past & future = 0
thoughts, of suicide: __ past or future =1
__ neither =2

This predictor serves a double purpose. On the assumption that
one's propensity to inflict bodily injury on oneself functions more as
representative of a general destructive propenéity than as a resgraint )
dynamic, this predictor aims.simply to register this representative
injurious propensity. :As part of the overall questionnéire strategy,
moreover, Pfediétor XII serves to lay the groundwork for Predictor XiII.
A context of concern about "inflicting bodily harm" can be readily es~-
tablished when the body in questioﬁ is the S's own. The expansion of

the concern to include the bodies of others (Prédictor XIII) can then
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be presented as a natural expansion of the concern.

Predictor XIII: S's own anticipations re- __ positive = 0
garding his assaultiveness: __ negative =1
This predictor speaks for itself. Set in the context of Predictor

XII, it aims unthreateningly to obtain a reading of the S's view of

himself as a potentially assaultive individual.

Predictor XIV: Assaultiveness of __ non-assaultive =3
criminal record: __ 1 threatening crime = 2 .
__ 2-3 threatening
crimes or 1 assault =1
2 or more assaults =0

This predictor aims to measure the S's long-range, habitual pos-
ture toward the physical well-being of otﬁers. "Assaultive," in ‘some
contexts, carries the broader meaning of the threatened, as well as
actual, bodily harm of another. Armed robbery and other crimes en-
tailing threats of immediate bodily injury will thus be scored as
"threatening'" on the scale with assault.

The predictive value of this discriminator depends on a continu-
ity between the S's extra-prison and intra-prison behavior. There are
strong reasons to question such a continuity. For one thing, the
rigid prison regime suppresses many inclinations. What might constitute
mere personal friction outside the prison, for instance, showing a
police officer disrespect, cén get "written up" inside, and can result
in days of lost privileges or even loss of parole time, As one Deputy
Warden expressed it, "There is no such thing as a.'small' rule infrac-
tion." The impact such a regime exercises on prison inmates differen-
tially would have to be assessed if a precise picture of the relative

continuity between extra and intra-prison behavior were desired. Some
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information, nonetheless, is generally better than none. Since it
can be assumed that most individuals who rob, rape, or assault others
while outside prison will reproduce these patterns to some extent
while inside and that the criminal record provides some reflection of
the outside behavior, the present predictor has been included.
Predictor XV: Prison rule infractions: __ no infractions

___ troublesome
__ assaultive

nun
oM

The principle underlying this item states that past behavior
serves as an excellent indicator of how someone will act in future
encounters with the same situation. With instruments for predicting
assaultive behavior at as unrefined a stage of development as they are,
this past behavior principle takes on an added importance in the pre-
sent study.

Most of the Ss used in the present study had been at the institu-
tion for three months prior to the interview. Hence it was possible to
control, across Ss, for time spent in prison by citing as predictors
only infractions committed during the three-month period, a control
that would be impossible if the interview were to be conducted at the

immate's time of admission to the institution.

b. Objective (Clinical) Predictors (HH/XVI & XVII)

Predictor XVI: Interviewer's assessment: overrestrained
restrained
troublesome
assaultive.

OM=N W

The full interview, which lasted between 15 and 20 minutes, was
followed by a clinical prediction about the S's behavior. The judg-

ment was based on the_é’s observable behavior during the interview,
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This behavior included his physically apparent attitude toward the
interviewer and toward others, the gestures and affect that accompanied
his responses to the questionnaire and projective test, and the fee-
lings he evoked within the interviewer. Excluded from this assessment
were records of criminal or prison behavior, hearsay about the inmate,
and even the acting-out score obtained on the projective test. Some
bias resulting from the interviewer's knowledge of the S's content
answers undoubtedly found its way into Predictor XVI scores; but the
interv;ewer's focus was restricted to the S's observable interpersonal

behavior as much as possible.

Predictor XVII: Officer's evaluation: __ overrestrained = 3
(after one week) __ restrained = 2

__ troublesome =1

__ assaultive =0

Like Predictor XVI, this predictor reflects a relatively unseasoned
look at the Ss' behavior. The practical reason for including this
predictor was to see whether, and to what extent, a prison officer
might help in the screening of inmates, according to restrained vs
destructive behavior, Given the right officer, and based as his judg-
ment would be on a variety of inmate behaviors over time,‘it was felt
that this predictor could prove to be a valuable indicator of future
behavior. The value of such a judgment is suggested in the often-
voiced caution (O'Leary, 1969; Toch, 1969; Megargee, 1966; Hallek and
Rappeport, 1969; President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Admini-
stration of Justice, 1967) that a single interview or projective test
cannot replace a well-organized information collecting procedure for
inmate assessment. In the present study, where many of the Ss have

already been at the institution for several months, an officer working
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in the Ss' area for the first time served as the evaluator.

c. Projective Predictors (#XVIII-XX)

Predictors XVIII-XX: The Acting-Out Ratio, . (each to corre-
the Aggression score, & late negatively
the Assault-Proneness with restraint
score of The Hand Test. level)

In contrast to other projective instruments for detecting trouble-
some or assaultive propensities, The Hand Test possesses three charac-
teristics that have influenced its inclusion among the present study's
predictors: 1) its predictive potential; 2) its brevity and ease of
administration; 3) its success in detecting a lack of specifically
physical restraint. The second and third criteria militated against
the use of the Rorschach, for example. Besides being a lengthy and
sophisticated projective device, the Rorschach has seldom been proved
to detect physically destructive propensities, Kane (1955) and
Sjostedt (1955) did separately discover that prisoners with records of
overtly assaultive behavior scored significantly higher on the DeVos
hostile content scale (1952), which is based on Rorschach responses,
than did prisoners with non-assaultive records. But most Rorschach
studies focus on the kinds of hostility and aggression that are more
socially adaptive than is assault. Studies on the white.space responée,
for instance, argue the merits of understanding S either as negativism
(Rorschach, 1942) or as a concern to achieve active self-mastery (Fonda,
1960), with physical aggression remaining on the discussion's periphery.

| The second requirement, brevity aﬁd ease of administration, pre-

vented the TAT, like the Rorschach,\from being included. The TAT has

enjoyed a wider success than the Rorschach in detecting physically des-
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tructive propensities, however. In his survey of the TAT's use in
detecting aggressiveness, Buss (1961) found that the test discriminates
between assaultive and non-assaultive samples: when three groups are
tested, the results generally group non-assaultive aggressive Ss with
the passive Ss, leaving the assaultive aggressive Ss as the only dis-
tinctive group. Sﬁudies conducted especially by Stone (1956), Jensen
(1957), and Kagan (1956) showed that high amounts of aggrassive TAT con-
tent correlates with assaultive behavior, but does not correlate with
assertive, uncooperative (possibly '"troublesome") or other more socia-
lized forms of aggre;sion. Hence in spite of Buss's qualified disap-
pointment, it seems the:TATxmight serve the limited goal of detecting
specifically assaﬁltive behavior.

Parts of a test that is even more unwieldy than the Rorschach or
TAT, the Holzman Inkblot Technique, were found by Megargee to correlate
with assaultivenéss in some ways. He found that the HIT's "Barrier"
- score correlates negatively with ratings of aggressiveness (1965). He
also found, in support of h;s Overcontrolled vs Undercontrolled theory
‘of aggression, that extremely assaultive adolescents give significantly
fewer pure C responses on the HIT than do the moderately assaultive
ones (1966), Megargee also found the test's movement-color index and
its movement score to be helpful positive indicators of assaultiveness.
In explaining the failures of the "more obvious" tests of assaultive-
' ness (HIT's Hostility scale and Rosensweig's P-F Study), Mégargee
(1966), like Wenk et al. (1968) after him, pointed to the obviousness
of these instruments’ purpose és evoking an added guardedness on the
© part of the prison inmates tested.

In 1967-8 the research team of Sarbin, Wenk, and Sherwood was
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engaged "in an effort ultimately to locate a set of predictive instru-
ments that will permit an early identification of assault-prone indivi-
duals" (Wenk et al., 1968). In one study (Wenk ¢t al., 1968) the authors
tested the relationship between having an assaultive criminal record
and the way binocular rivalry is resolved when two pictures, one vio-
lent and the other similar-looking but non-violent, are viewed simul-
taneously in a stereoscope. Earlier binocular rivairy studies by Toch
and Schulte (1961), Shelley and Toch (1962), and Berg and Toch (1964)
strongly suggested that the inmates with the assaultive records would
resolve the discrepancy by choosing the violent picture more often than
would the non-assaultive inmates. In spite of repeating the test a
second time with added controls, the results did not come out as ex-
pected, - There were no significant differences between the two groups,
and the results did not even lean in the expected direction. The
authors explain the test's failure chiefly in terms of the "cue
effect." Prison inmates being tested while in trouble for having been
violent might naturally hesitate to report violent scenes, they suggest.
Or, as an earlier study on the effect police training has on the per-
ception of violence suggests, the resolution of the rivalry may be de-
termined more by the violence onevhas simply encountered in life than
by a éropensity to inflict violence on others (Toch and Schulte, 1961).
Toch (personal communication, 1972) reports that an interaction is
functioning in data similar to that of Wenk et al. Those Ss whose
assaultiveness is either high or low both outside and inside a penal
institution achieve low assaultiveness scores on the stereoscope,
whereas those whose assaultiﬁeness is high in one location and low in

the other achieve high scores. Toch attributes the low scores for the
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" an effect

doubly high-assaultive Ss to ''some suppression effect,
probably very similar to the cue effect of Wenk et al. and to Megargee's
"obviousness'" effect. If Wenk et al. were to repeat their stereosco-
pic rivalry experiment, building into it the interaction possibility,
they might obtain more satisfying results, at least in contrasting the
doubly low-assaultive Ss with the singly-assaultive ones.

A second study carried out by the same research team (Sarbin et
al., 1968) achieved much more encouraging results, Usiﬁg their own ver-
sion of The Hand Test created by Wagner, they compared the résponses
of twenty assaultive youthful offenders with those of twenty non-
assaultive ones, Significant differences were found between the groups.

The Hand Test which they used consists in a series of nine cards,
each portraying a hand in a different position, with a tenth card left
blank. The S is asked to say what the hand might be doing in each case,
and on Card 10 to imagine a hand and to say what it might be doing. |
One of 15 possible categories is chosen by the scorer as the dominant
charactéristic of each response. The categories are affection, depen-
dence, communication, exhibition, direction, aggression, acquisition,
active, passive, tension, crippled, fear, description, bizarre, and
failure to respond. Combinations of category totals lead to different
psychodynamic inferences. The Acting-Out Ratio is one such combination,
and Wagner‘refers to it as "one of the most significant Hand Test pre-
dictors" (1962), In its original form the AOR was computed by subtrac-
ting all the AFF + COM + DEP + FEAR responses from the DIR 4+ AFF res-
ponses, After discovering that fear functions ambiguously vis & vis
acting-out, Wagner revised the AOR formula to: (DIR + AGG) - (AFF +

COM + DEP).
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Like several studies before theirs (Bricklin et al,, 1962; Wagner
and Mevedeff, 1963; Wagner and Hawkins, 1964), Sarbin et al. achieved
a significant t value (p €.05) discriminating their two groups according
to Wagner's original AOR formula; but they used just the 9 pictured
cards, allowed just one response to each, and projected the hands onto
the wall for group testing. They similarly achieved a significant
(p<.05) difference when using their own 12 pictures of hands. Presen-
ting all 21 cards together, they achieved a greater discrimination of
AOR's (p<.0l). And when the authors found that their assaultive sample
tended to register higher communication totals than the non-assaultive
Ss, they constructed their own AOR formula, calling the new score |
“"Assault-Proneness': (AGG + DIR + COM) - (FEAR + AFF + DEP). 1In
their study this new formula served as a more sensitive discriminator,
for both the 9-card and the 2l-card tests, than did the original AOR
formula, Moreover, when the 9-card test was considered by itself, the
simple AGG total served as the best discriminator of all between the
two groups. The authors do not report having tried Wagner's révised
AOR formula.

" The Hand Test is a young projective instrumént, and, evidently
from the above, still very much in the experimental stages of develop-
ment. Wagner's validation efforts are roundly criticized by Gleser
(1965), chiefly for his failure tb determine the variance associated
with factors like age, education, and sex among his‘"17 so~-called
populations.'" Nonetheless, the test's apparent success in detecting
assaultiveness, its brevity (10-15'minutes, including scoring), its
simplicity, and its camoflagued relationship to aggression ali recom-

mended its further scrutiny as a screening help. Consequently, in the
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present study, Predictor XVIII consists in Wagner's revised Acting-Out
Ratio, and Predictors XIX and XX in the AGG and Assault-Proneness

t al, (1968).

totals respectively, as scored by Sarbin

B. Subjects

The 51 sentenced adolescent homosexual inmates discussed earlier
served as the study's Ss. 1In addition to the chief, practical aim of
resolving some of the distress surrounding the frequent troublesome-
ness and assault among these inmates, there were two other reasons for
focusing on this unique population for the study: 1) controls were
possible; 2) these Ss provided excellent baseline data. First, then,
because these inmates were sentenced, greater controls could be exer-
cised in observing their behavior than would have been possible if they
were awaiting trial. Discharge dates were available, and thus a mini-
mal observation time could be established in advance, and adhered to.
Sentenced inmates, and particularly the sentenced homosexual inmates,
are seldom transferred from one area or institution to another; this
permitted the observing regular officer to become familiar with their
behavior, |

Secondly, the high frequency of troublesomeness and assault among
the sentenced adolescent homosexual population meant that these inmates
were providing excellent baseline data for an initial study of a detec-
tion instrument. In the course of a 3-month period, only 87 of the
detained, non-homosexual adolescent population were convicted of assaul-
tive infractions, whereas 327 of the sentenced adolescent homosexual
population were so convicted, In the three months preceding the present

study 18 of the 54 sentenced adolescent homosexuals were convicted of
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assaultive infractions, and in the three months preceding that period,
16 were so convictéd. In simple decision-theory terms, this much
higher assaultive infraction rate makes the creation of a managerially'
ﬁseful assault-detection instrument a much more practicable undertaking.
It does so specifically in the area of false positives.

This can be illustrated by supposing tﬁat—a detection instrument
with a 70% accuracy has been devised for the present populafion of 50
inmates, If the base rate of assault were just 8% of that population
(4 individuals), an "Assaultive" classification pool containing 17
individuals (3 correctly identified and 14 incorrectly_zz.e., 30% of
4§7 -- with no indication of which of the 17 are identified correctly)
wouldlresult. If the rate were the present 327 however, the same 70%
accuracy would yield a pool of 21 "Assaultive" individuals, with 11
correctly and 10 incorrectly identified. From the stgndpoint of prac-
tical classificgtion and management strategies, the latter false posi-
tives rate:of 48% is clearly preferable to the former of 82%. With 82%
false positives, an administrator would be most hesitanf even on a pre-
liminary basis to label the pool "Assaultive,'" whereas some such preli-
minary classification might be given to the pool with 487 false posi-
tives., Whatever management actually decides in such sifuations, the
 difference in the rates of falge positives is directly attributable to
different rates in the baseline data. (See Glaser et al., 1966;

" Gottfredson, 1967; Meehl and Rosen, 1955; Rosen, 1954.)

C. Procedure
The 51 Ss were brought by a Correction Officer in groups of 4 or 5

to the psychological interviewing area of the Adult Remand Shelter on
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Rikers Island. This was the interviewer's first contact of any kind
with the Ss. Each S was given a private, individual interview that
included the first 13 of the predictors as formulated on the question-
naire. Then The Hand Test was administered. The interviewer's clini-
cal assessment (Predictor XVI) immediately followed The Hand Test, and
to prevent interviewer bias, The Hand Test scores and the remaining
three predictor scores (XIV, XV, and XVII) were calculated after his
assessments were completed.
The interview was introduced in the following way:
The long-range reason for this interview is rehabilitation.
The reason for having the interview now is to get to know some-
thing about you individually, The interview will have three
parts: some questions about when you were very young; some
factual things about your life now; and a short psychological
test. If you have any questions, or if there's anything you'd
like added between the lines of this form, don't hesitate to
stop me at any time. ‘
On Predictors III and IV, the interviewer scored the form in terms of
a definite and serjious rejection of the S by his parents, On Predic-
tor XI, "addicted" (namely, truly "strung-out" or "hooked") was the
key word. And in the forced yes-no choices of Predictors XII and XIII,
when the S answered that he didn't know, his score was determined by
the general self-concept he seemed to have at the time -~ that is,
whether or not he saw himself as someone who really might hurt himself

or others., Finally, all ten cards of Wagner's Hand Test were adminis-

tered,



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

A, Data Analysis

Briefly the statistical analysis of the data provides three kinds
of information: 1) the predictors that correlate best with the three
criteria; 2) the formulas, or combinations of predictors, that correlate
best with each criterion; 3) the cut-scores that can be used, in con-
junction with the computed formulas, to sort a new éample of inmates
into "restrained," "troublesome,”" and "assaultive" categories, and
thereby test the present study's findings. The first.kind of information
waé gained by computing the simple, first-order, correlations between
each predictor and each criterion. Because of the inevitable overlap
in variance-accounted-for between different predictors, the predictive
contribution of a given variable that is unique to that variable is not
reflected in the simple correlations. Nonetheless, as part of a pri-
marily exploratory study, and in order to see how.each of the predic-
tors correlates individually with each of the criteria, the simple cor-
relations are presented and discussed (see part C).

Secondly, two stepwise multiple linear regreésion equations (in
the form Y' = bjX; + byXy + b3X3 . . . bpX, + o€) have been computed
for each of the three criteria, The PSTAT stepping format was employed.
According to this format the predictor with the highest first-order
correlation with a given criterion is entered as the equation's first
predictive member (X;). The remaining predictors are then scanned to
determine which_shows.the highest partial correlation -- in conjunction

with the first predictor entered -- with the criterion. In step 2 this

40
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second predictor is entered into the equation as the second predictive
member (X3). This stepping procedure continues until none of the
unentered predictors shows an F-level of partial correlation with the
criterion (again, in conjuction with the entered predictors) that
meets or surpasses some chosen level, An F-level of 1.5 or higher was
required for entry into each of the three initial equations. This
level.was chosen in order to maintain a probability of error level of
less than .0l, and to keep the equation as short as possible. The
strict .01 level was chosen to counterbalance the Questionable meaning
of "significance" within a design involving the stepping format (seé
part B).

Tﬁe F-to-enter threshold was then lowered to .5. This permitted
the entry of variables that slightly augment the predictive power of the
formulas. The lower F-level also serves to identify marginally useful
variables for possible use in future studies. Thus a short and long
mqltiple linear regression equation were computed for each of the three
criteria. In addition to the combination of predictive variables most
relevént to a given criterion, the predictors' raw beta coefficients,
the appropriate alpha constant for each équation, and the multiple r,
multiple r2, F, and p values for each equation were determined. These
statistics, and the six predictive formulas composed of the relevant
predictors, beta weights, and constants, will all be presented and dis-
cussed in part D,

Thirdly, each S's relevant predictor scores were entered into the
appropriate newly derived multiple linear regression formulas, yielding
in each case 51 different Predicted Restraint Level (PRL) scores. Six

sets of superimposed frequency polygons were then constructed. Their
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parameters were determined by the Ss' PRL scores, on the one hand, and
their actual criterion scores, on the other. The PRL and criterion
scores were then used to compute cut-scores which, along with the pre-
dictive formulas, can be used to categorize a new sample of Ss (see

part D).

B. Reasons for the Stepwise Multiple Linear Regression Design

A problem with the present study's statistical design is that it
both is and is not predictive. Inasmuch as the initial selection of
20 hypothetically predictive variables constitutes a claim that predic-
tive power "resides" in some form among the 20 variables and inasmuch
as the respective pre&ictive powers of specific variables were contras-
ted with one another theoretically before computing the stepwise regres-
sions (see above, Predictors I-VI, XIV), the study can be seen to be
predictive., However, inasmuch as the most salient of the 20 predic-
tors are selected and weighted for entry into the formulas in light of
the sample's own criterion scores, some predictive orientation is re-
linquished.

The chief difficulty with.;he simultaneously predictive and non-
predictive nature of the study iies in not knowing exactly how predic-
tive, and thus how universal 6r how statistically significant, the com-
puted formulas are. Since the stepping procedure surrenders some of
the control for sampling error, statistical significance becomes a
pseudo-signific#nce. One solﬁtion to.this bredicamen£ could be to
assume that the formulas generated by the stepping procedure lie exactly
midway between wholly particular conclusions about a non-representative
sample and conclusions that are applicable to the population of adoles-

cent homosexual prisoners universally. But this would be no more than
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a sort of "regression assumption" that chooses a mean primarily out
of ignorance. There is no way of knowing exactly'how much the stepping
procedure detracts from the formulas' universal applicability.

In spite of the above shortcoming, the stepwise multiple linear
regression design was followed out of a need to answer two questions:
1) to what extent, if any, can members of a limited field of variables
bé combined to correlate with overtly troublesome and assaultive beha-
vior? and 2) which of the variables, in a preliminary way, combine best
to cérrelaté with the behavior? The first question was pursued by
narrowing the infinite field of possible predictors to 20, and hypothe-
sizing that some members of the limited field can be combined to cor-
relate rather highly with criteria scores3 months after the scoring of
the predictors; the multiple linear regression design was thus chosen
in order to be able to test the strength of different predictors in
combination with one another. And the need to specify which of the 20
variables combine best as predictors, at least for the present sample,
was met by uéing the stepping format, The stepwise multiple linear
regression design arose, therefore, from a need to £ill the two infor-
mational lacunae, This information, along with the simple correlations,
cut~-scores, and established viability of the multiple linear regression
method itself, is now available for use within what could be a more

‘rigorously predictive study (see below, Chapter IV, Part E).

C. Simple Correlations

Table 1 presents the predictors' simple correlations with the
criteria and the intercorrelations among the criteria themselves., Most

of the correlations include overlap between each of the two correlated



TABLE 1

SIMPLE CORRELATIONS OF ALL VARTABLES WITH CRITERIA

N = 51
Criteria
Officer's Rule Composite

Variables Judgment JInfractions Score

l. Good feeling toward mother .15 .04 .11
2. Good feeling toward father .04 -.03 -.01
3. Maternal rejection .35 .07 .23
4, Paternal rejection .05 -.10 -.05
5. Maternal beatings .06 -.10 -.05
6. Paternal beatings -.11 -.03 -.08
7. Interparental discord .07 -.12 -.06
8. Parental expectations .15 -.02 .06
9. Age .11 .26 .25
10, Age at first detention .19 .11 .18
11. Drug addiction .13 .19 .21
12. S's suicide expectation .14 -.03 .05
13. S's assault expectation -.01 .20 .14
14. Assault in criminal record .19 .01 .10
15. Infraction record .12 .18 .20
16, Interviewer's judgment .38 .20 .35
17, Officer's l-week judgment .19 46 yan
18. AOR score -.08 .13 .06
19. AGG score -.13 .08 -.01
20. Assault-Proneness .03 .12 .11
A, Officer's Judgment .23 .68
B. Rule Infractions .87

bl
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variables and other predictors listed. Predictor 1, for instance, cor-
relates .68 with Predictor 3 (see Appendix C). This extensive overlap
is fully agsumed by Predictor 3 when Predictor 3 is entered ahead of
Predictor 1 into the formula for the regression on Criterion 1 (see
below, part D). The result for Predictor 1, Feelings toward mother, is
that its own correlation with the criterion drops from the simple r of
.15 in Table 1 to a partial r of -.21 in the regression equation. In
Spite.of the overlap among the variables, however, the simple correla-
tions reveal how each predictor, if taken separately and in isolation
from the others, correlates with a given criterion.

The first two criterion columns of Table 1 indicate that Predictors
3 (Maternal rejection), 16 (Interviewer's judgment), and 17 (Officer's
l-week judgment) stand out as the best single predictors of the cri-
terla. In addition to indicating these and other relative degrees of
simple correlation, the table reveals a striking and unexpected diver-
sity that holds between the two basic criteria used in the study. Pre-
dictors 16 and 3 correlate best with Criterion 1 (p<.0l for each)
whereas Predictor 17 correlates best with Criterion 2 (p<=.001). This
difference in respective best predictors illuminates the diverse natures
of the two criteria: Criterion 1 consists in an officer's judgment
made after he has worked closely and personally with the Ss, whereas
the infraction reports that make up Criterion 2 ;eflect relatively
brief and impersonal encounters between whatever officer happéns to be
present when a prison rule is being broken and the inmate breaking the
rule. The psychological interviewer's prediétions fit the former, more
personal, criterion more closely whereas the predictions of the officer

with one week's experience with the Ss coincide more ciosely with the



46

latter, more brief and more strictly external, measure. The low corre-
lation (.23) between the two criteria themselves underscores this diver-
sity between their respective representations of inmate behavior.

The difference between the criteria's respective correlations with
Maternal rejection serves as further confirmation of their diversity.

It was hypothesized above that in spite of the greater influence of
paternal rejection on aggressive behavior among other samples, maternal
rejection would be the more relevant predictor among the present study's
homosexual sample. Though maternal rejection has in fact proved to be
the more relevant predictor, it is relevant only vis 3 vis.the more
personal of the criteria (Criterion 1) and is almost without relevance
vis 5.31§ the more strictly external, objective, or physical criterion
(Criterion 2),

This seems to mean that maternal rejection affects the way one
presents himself to a familiar authority figure, that is, as a "'trouble-
some" individual, while hardly affecting his physical or objective way
of acting. The black, homosexual prison inmate who has been rejected
by his mother will not commit more infractions than other inmates, but
will act as a sort of personal pest toward the person in regular autho-
rity over him. A pest, almost by definition, compels attention, and
in this instance it seems to be the attention refused the inmate by his
mother that he is extorting from the regular officer. Maternal rejec-
tion, incidentally, served as a perfect predictor of "troublesome," as
scored by the regular officer: 4 of the 51 Ss reported that their
mothers preferred to not have them around when they were young, and
all 4 were scored "troublesome,"

Others predictors whose diverse correlations with the two criteria
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‘should be noted are Interparental discord, Parental expectations, Age,
S's suicide expectations, S's assault expectations, and Criminal re-
cord. Particularly notable is the way the more personal predictors cor-
relate at consistently higher levels with Crierion 1. This sharp dis-
tinction that has come to light between a more personal kind of des-
tructive behavior and a more external, physical kind constitutes a
fiﬁding that is rich in implications for effective prison management

(see below, Chapter IV, part B).

D, The Regression Formulas, Frequency Polygons, and Cut-Scores

1, Criterion 1 (Officer's Judgment)

Regression formulas. With the F-to-enter threshold at 1.5, four

predictors were entered into the multiple linear regression equation
with Criterion 1. These predictors, and the statistical descriptions
of their respective predictive contributions within the equation, are
found in the upper half of Table 2. The first of the Predicted
Restraint Level formulas found in Table 2 can be spelled out more
fully as follows: Predicted Restraint Level = ,2463(raw score on
Feelings toward mother) + .9806(raw score on Maternal rejection) -
.2757(raw score on Feelings toward ﬁother) - .1900(raw score on:§'s
own judgment) - .0556. The multiple r? of .2927 indicates the méan
proportion of the Ss' distinctive restraiht levels that is accounted

215 for the next five

for by the formula. A look at the multiple r
formulas shows that, of the .six formulas, this first accounts for the
lowest proportion of individual variance (see Tables 2, 4, and 6),

When the F-to-enter threshold is lowered to .5, eleven predictors

are entered into the equation. Two (Age at first detention and Assault-



TABLE 2

REGRESSIONS ON OFFICER'S JUDGMENT (CRITERION 1)

Descriptive Data

Predictor Raw beta F when Partial Simple
Kcoefficient)| entered Final F corr. in corr. with
final step criterion

F-to-enter: 1.5

8%

Interviewer's judgment (#16) .2463 8.191 10.011 4228 .3784
Maternal rejection (#3) .9806 5.619 8.691 .3986 .3503
Feeling toward mother (#1) -.2757 2.066 2.852 -.2416 .1522
S's own judgment (#13) | -.1900 1.783 1.783 -.1932 -.0061

Constant: -.0556

Multiple r: .5410 PRLy = 2463 (#16) + .9806 (#3) - .2757 (#1)

F: 4,759 (g'<.003) - .1900(#13) - .0556

Multiple ré: .2927 .

F-to-enter: .5

Interviewer's judgment (#16) .2351 8.191 8.486 L4141, .3784
Maternal rejection (#3) .8355 5.619 5.920 .3552 .3503
Feeling toward mother (#1) -.2374 2.066 2.088 -.2201 . 1522
S's own judgment (#13) -.1872 1.783 1.597 -.1936 -.0061
Criminal record (#14) 0773 1.006 1.362 .1793 .1851
Paternal beatings (#6) -.1102 .847 1.630 -.1955 -.1077
AGG score (#19) -.0548 1.322 1.513 -.1886 -.1338
Age (#9) 2344 .501 .978 . 1526 . 1089
Parental expectations (#8) L1412 .857 1,811 _.2057 L1491

Constant: ,0621

Multiple r: .6144 PRLy = .235L(#16) + .8355(#3) - .2374(#1)

F: 2.762 (g<.013) - .1872(#13) + .0773(#14) - .1102(#6)

Multiple r4: .3775 - .0548(#19) + .2344(#9) + .1412@#F8) + .0621
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Proneness score) are deleted when their F-levels fall below .5 with
the entry of new variables. The nine rémaining predictors are listed
in the lower part of Table 2. Though the pseudo-probability-of-error
(see above, part B) increases from .003 to .013 with the inclusion of
the added variables, the proportion of variance accounted for.the the
predictors also increases by .0848,

If Table 2 is considered vertically in light of the indeterminate
significance and thus applicability of the formulas represented, it
can be seen that the furthér one moves down the list of predictors,
the more compounded becomes the uncertainty about a given variable's
general predictive usefulness, For instance the fourth predictor
listed, the S's own judgment about his assaultiveness, correlates
-.0061 with the criterion. However, it happens that within the pre-
sent sample this simple correlation contains positive overlap with
Predictors 16, 3, and 1 which, when assumed by them in the first three
of the regression's steps, allows S's judgment to correlate partially
with the criterion at -.1932. This admits the predictor into the equa-
tion ahead of Criminal record whose simple correlation is .1851;. In
view of such compounding of sampling error by the sensitive interdepen-
dence of predictors within the equations, it is safe to conclude that
the shorter of the two formulas -- in spite of its lower multiple 2 --
will probably meet with the happier predictive results among the full
population of adolescent homosexual prison inmates.

Frequency polygons. Each S's raw scores on Predictors 16, 3,

1, and 13 were entered into the PRL; formula, and the scores on
Predictors 16, 3, 1, 13, 14, 6, 19, 9, and 8 were entered into the

PRL2 formula, yielding in each case 51 PRL scores. The Ss were then
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grouped into superimposed frequency polygons, the shapes of which are
determined jointly by the criterion and PRL score frequencies (see
Figures 1 and 2). The n of 31 "restrained" Ss was obtained by com-

Ilre_

bining the one S scored as "overrestrained" with the 30 scored as
strained." 20 Ss were scored as "troublesome" on Criterion 1, and
none as "assaultive" or "dangerous." Inspection of Figure 1 shows
that a cut-score of about 1.500 for entry into the decision rule,
"If Si's PRL] score = __, decide 'troublesome'; if > ___, decide
'restrained'," would produce the maximum number of true decisions.
Finally, the frequency polygons should not be considered represen-
tative of the formulas' unbiased applicability: the same raw scores
used in computing the best possible formulas for predicting respective
criterion scores are used a second time to produce the PRL scores pre-
sented graphically to indicate the formulas' "predictive" strength.
Cut-scores. A second way to obtain cut-scores for decision rules
is to assume that the Ss to be categorized are normally distributed
within their respective groups, and then to employ the formula, Xg,¢ =

- .50 - Pr . S =
X. . + PIPTI Xr - Xg (Harshbarger, 1971), where X. . = the

grand mean for all Ss to be discriminated, 82 = the variance for.the
same Ss, Py = proportion of Ss in the larger of the discriminated
categories, and'iI = the mean PRL score for the same larger group of
Ss. The disadvantage of using this formula to obtain cut-scores is
that it does not respect abnormalities of distribution to the extent
that direct inspection of frequency polygons or of PRL scores them-
selves can., Assuming, however, that second and third samples will
resemble a normal distribution more than they will the particular

distribution of the sample used to compute the cut-score, cut-scores
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TABLE 3

DECISIONS BASED ON CRITERION 1 PRL FORMULAS AND CUT-SCORES

VERSUS CHANCE DECISIONS

Correctness Decisions
of Total
Decisions Troublesome Restrained
PRL; (Cut: 1.510)
True 11 27 38
False 4 9 13
% True 73% 75% 75%
PRLy (Cut: 1.509)
True 13 29 42
False 2 7 9
% True 87% 81% 82%
Chance Allocation of Ss
(according to criterion frequencies)
True 8 19 . 27
False 12 12 24
% True 30% 61% 53%
Chance Allocation of Ss
(for maximum possible true decisions)
True 0 31 : 31
False ‘0 20 20
% True 0% 61% 61%
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obtained from the above formula will prove more widely applicable than
those obtained from direct inspection of the data. The cut-scores com-
puted for use with formulas 1 and 2, and the true and false decisions
that result from using these scores to categorize the present study's
Ss' PRL; and PRLy scores, are presented in Table 3.

As earlier with the PRL scores’ distributién, the proportion of
true decisions in Table 3 is inflated: the same PRL scores used to
compute the cut-scores are here categorized by the cut-scores. The
present results thus contain three levels of bias. They can be sum-
marized as follows: indeterminately biased formulas (l) are used to
compute PRL scores from the same raw predictor scores used in deriving
the formulas (2); finally cut-scores are used to control decisions
about the same PRL scores used to compute the cut-scores (3). Refined
versions of the present study's formulas and cut-scores should bé used
to generate and categorize the PRL scores of new samples., The impres-
sive, though biased, decision results of Table 3 (and Tables 5 and 7)

suggest that such refinements are well worth examining.

", 2, Criterion 2 (Rule Infractions)

With F-to-enter maintained at 1.5, five predictors are entered
into the equation with Criterion 2, These predictors and other appro-
priate aspects of the first regression on Criterion 2 are described in
Table 4. As Table 4 also indicates, lowering the F-to-enter threshold
to .5 allows just one more predictor to enter the equation. Barely
excluded are Interviewer's judgment (F=.482) and Paternal beatings
(F=.44i). The overall F ratio is affected slightly by the addition of

the new predictor, and the amount of variance accounted for is increased



TABLE 4

REGRESSIONS ON RULE INFRACTION SCORES (CRITERION 2)

11

Descriptive Data _ _
Partial Simple
Predictor Raw beta F when Final F corr. in corr. with
kcoefficient) entered final step criterion
F-to-enter: 1.5
Officer's l-week judgment (#17) .8391 3.037 14.608 .4950 4584
Paternal rejection (#4) -.2930 3.600 1.592 -.1848 -.0992
AOR score (#18) 0474 1.766 2.795 .2418 .1278
Age (#9) . .6057 2.239 3.426 .2660 .2594
Infraction record (#15) .1976 2.659 2.659 .2362 . 1845
Constant: -.0595
Multiple r: .6020 PRL3 = .8391(#17) - .2930(#4) + .0474(#18)
F: 5.115 (5~<.001) + .6057(#9) + .1976(#15) - .0595
Multiple r4: .3624
F-to-enter: .5
Officer's l-week judgment (#17) .8223 13,037 14.059 L4921 4584
Paternal rejection (#4) -.2562 3.600 1.203 -.1631 -.0992
AOR score (#18) 0464 1.766 2.685 .2398 .1278
Age (#9) 6142 2.239 3.544 .2730 .2594
Infraction record (#15) .1835 2.659 2.285 .2222 .2594
S's own judgment (#13). .2189 1,300 1.300 .1694 .1969
Constant: -.2158
Multiple r: .6170 PRL, = .8223(#17) - .2562(#4) + .0464(#18)
F: 4,508 (E-<.001) + .6142(@#9) + .1835(#15) + ©2189(#13)

Multiple r<: .3807 - .2158
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by less than 27%.

A comparison of Table 4 with Table 2 reconfirms the sharp diversity
between the two basic criteria used in the study. In the critical
upper part of the tables, none of the predictors entered into the formula
for PRL; is admitted to the formula for PRL3, and vice versa. Further-
more, when the lower parts of the tables are compared, only one variable,
Age, is seen to gain entry with the same sign value into both formulas.
S's own judgment is entered with a negative partial correlation and
weight into formulas 1 and 2 whereas in formula 4 its value is positive.
Thus 13 of the 20 predictors are used in the first four formulas, and
of the 13 only one, Age, contributes similarly to the prediction of
both criteria in question.

The diverse predictive functions of S's own judgment can be ex-
plained as follows. In predicting overt rule infractions, the variable
functions in a straightforward way, yielding a .1969 simple correlation
and .1694 partial correlation with the criterion. In predicting the
more personal "trouﬁlesome" judgment of Criterion 1, however, the vari-
able functions ambiguously: the inmate who sees himself as "assaultive"
understands this term more in the overt, Criterion 2, sense than in the
sense of Criterion 1, and thus a near zero simple correlation (-.0061)
is registered. That is, the regular officer may or may not find such
inmates to be troublesome in the personal sense. Indeed, the inmatés
judged troublesome by the regular officer probably consume more staff
time and energy than do those whose troublesomeness is more overt and
strictly physical. Warden Morris Oslyn of Rikers Island (personal com-
munication) found, for example, that a group of the more."aggressive"

inmates proved more successful in a prison rehabilitation program than
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did the more "passive" ones. And paranoia, when viewed in a paradoxi-
cally positive light, can be seen as the congealing of what mighé
otherwise be a troublesomely bo?ndary-less self, a self that by being
no self becomes a clinging burden to otheré.

Criminal record (Predictor 14) might be the anomaly. It could be
asked why this predictor does not liné up with those thaf predict the
overt criterion the way Infraction record does. It correlates .1851
with Officer's Judgment and just .,0094 with Rule Infractions. In
light of what is said above about staff energy, rehabilitation proba-
bilities, and bﬁrdensome clinging, however, a case could be made for
the more positive felatiqnship between'the assaultiveness of the Ss'
criminal records and their troublesomeness to their regular officer.
By shifting from a phallic conception of assacltive criminal behavior
to a more primitively oral framework, the habitually assaultive crimi-
nal could be viewed more as feeding -- desperately, hungrily, and in
a primariiy passive fashién -- off the resources about him, than as
acting ¢reatively or decisively out of some inner fullness that he
possesses. This change in focus would both respect the findings of
the present_study and challenge popular assumptions that invest
robbers, killers, kidnappers, and even rapists with an actiQe and
myéteriously exciting resourcefulness.

Figures 3 and 4 present the frequency polygons generated by the
PRL3 and PRL; scores respectively, grouped according to scores obtained
on Criterion 2, Both figurés show some overlap Betﬁeen the extreme
categories, assaultive and restrained. But the greatest amount of
overlap occurs between the sprawling troublesome category and each

extreme. The advantage of this distribution of overlap lies in thé



58

1. ‘
"' . restrained
Range: 0.043+~2.184 (n=21)
s A
/I \
sL /N
1
/
al x !
troublesome
. (n=19) Iy

assaultive

Frequency
. -
1

(n:z11) ‘ e
2L — -
X ==\ A
X X , N
X 3 o\ -
1L \ /7 A\
X \ 7 \
x \ 7/ \
E ] \/ 1 L
\J & 0 ) o ) o ) ) () G ) G ) G )
F P F IV PP FPS SN
o’ UL A ) NN N Q;~.- Q;»- §,~,~ Q;~.r Viava Q;v
o ) S ) N Q N ) S Q)
o » 3 g N & S $ N ) ) £ S » Q)
U N S R N P N N T R T N S

PRL scores

Fig.3 Predicted Restraint Level scores pomputed from Formulé 3 and grouped_aécprdihg

to scores on Criterioh 2.



Frequency

59

6 .
restrained
Range: 0.114 —2,233 (n:=21)
5L troublesome
(n:=19)
3 N

="\
! \

assaultive
(n=11)
21 RERE
X
x
l x x Y ‘
- Uaalint xios WS
xX /l X \xl
bx v XA
) -y ) ) o o o Q o o a 9 o Q o
o o o ) a a o~ ™ of
F P M SN F TSP -\,&Q K
o o o o o Y R o o S o’ S o°, &
N o S Q) Qo \J ) o ) ) o H Q' \J )
0? 0"\ 0? Q'.- QP Q‘ O'q ‘\° ‘\“ \‘5 \?’ \-b \Q \Q 4\,\ ';‘

PRL scores

'Figure 4. Predfcted Restraint Level scores computed.fro_m ‘Formula4 and grouped

according to scores on Criterion 2.



60

effect of false decisions: with most overlap entailing the middle
category, relatively few of the false decisions will place actual assaul-
tive Ss in the restrained category, or vice versa; the effective cost of
erroneous decisions is ;hus greatly reduced, Because several options
are open in Figure 3 for choosing the best cut-scores visually, the
scores of 0.500 and 1.700 can be chosen, thereby expanding the central
category and reducing error costs. These cut-scores would yield only
true and "near hit" erroneous decisions, and thus prevent all two-
categories-away errors from occurring. The shapes in Figure 4, on

the other hand, do.not permit the same arbitrary kind of expansion of
the central category; indeed, if the cut-scores were to be obtained
from.the PRL; polygons visually, only a sliver of the graph,/from

0.850 to 1,070, could be labeled troublesome, and thus several distant
errors would occur.

Use of the cut-score formula produces the decision results pre-
sented in Table 5. Though visual cutting of both sets of PRL scores
would have produced more true decisions in both ihstahces than do the
formulated cut-scores, the latter scores produce exclusively near hit
kinds of errors in both cases. As is clear from the contrasting re-
sults of chance decision-making in Table 5, and from Table 8 (below,
p.68); use of the PRL formulas and cut-scores serves both to yield a
greater proportion of true decisions than chance, and to guide false
decisions consistently into categories closer to their true categories.
" This latter sorting by the predictive instrument mages up for the
decrease in proportion of true PRL3 and PRL; decisions, when compared
with the PRL; and PRLy results: with the added category, there are

more kinds of sorting accomplished by the instrument.



DECISIONS BASED ON CRITERION 2 PRL FORMULAS AND CUT-SCORES

TABLE 5

VERSUS CHANCE DECISIONS

-.‘Eg§rectness Decisions
of Total
Decisions Assaultive Troublesome Restrained
PRL3 (Cuts: 0.783; 1.278)
True 5 7 14 26
False 27 Or 65 R 0a 10p + 25
% True 71% 35% 58% 51%
PRL; (Cuts: 0.784; 1.284)
True 6 7 13 26
False 27 OrR Sa 8r 0a 107 25
% True 75% 35% 57% 51%
Chance Allotment
True 2 7 9 18
False 4y 5R 5A 7R 4 87 33
% True 18% 37% 43% 35%
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3. Criterion 3 (Sum of Criteria 1 and 2)

Criterion 3 scores were obtained by adding the Ss' scores on
Criterion 1 (2 or 1) to their scores on Criterion 2 (2, 1, or 0). At
the 1.5 F-to-enter ievel, five bredictors were entered into the equa-
tion with this composite criterion (see Table 6). Four of the five pre-
dictors, Officer's l-week judgment, Age, Infraction record, and AOR
score, are also found in the shorter of the Rule Infractions formulas
(Table 4), whereas just one, Interviewer's judgment, is found in the
shorter of the Officer's Judgment formulas (Table 2). Though Age is
found in the longer Officer's Judgment formula, and though Maternal
_rejection and Paternal beatings,both predictors of Officer's Judgment,
gain entry into the longer equation with Criterion 3,‘it is clear that
the predictors of Rule Infractions predominate in the formulas com-
puted to predict Criterion 3. This is due both to the greater role
played by the more varied Rule Infractions scores in determining the
size of Criterion 3's compésite scores and to the greater control
exercised by the first predictor entered into the equation, Officer's
l-week judgment, over the entry of subsequent variables,

The AOR score's predictive function with the compoesite criterion
is doubly surprising, as it is also in its regression on the Rule
Infractions scores. In each instance, after having shown a relatively
low simple correlation with its criterion (.0557 and ,1278 respectively),
the AOR score entered the equation with markedly higher partial corre-
lations (.2131 and .1903 respectively). More unexpected than this,
however, ié the predictor's value, AOR score correlated positively with
the two criteria, and thus represents a positive correlate of restraint

levels, This result contradicts the hypothesized inverse relationship



TABLE 6

REGRESSIONS ON SUM OF CRITERIA 1 AND 2 (CRITERION 3)

Descriptive Data
) Partial Simple
Predictor Raw beta F when Final F corr. in corr. with
(coefficient) entered final step criterion
F-to-enter: 1.5
Officer's l-week judgment (#17) : .7652 11,898 6.944 .3656 L4420
Interviewer's judgment (#16) .3183 3.307 4.801 .3105 .3458
Age (#9) 1.0199 3.419 5.663 .3343 .2501
Infraction record (#1l5) .2791 2.869 3.089 «2535 .1989
AOR score (#18) .0554 2.140 2.140 .2131 .0557
Constant: .5139
Multiple r: .6020 PRL5 .7652(#17) + .3183(#16) + 1.0199(#9)
F: 5.273 (p <.001) + .2791(#15) + .0554(#18) + .5139
Multiple r2: .3695
F-to-enter: .5
Officer's l-week judgment (#17) .8099 11.898 6.635 .3732 L4420
Interviewer's judgment (#16) .3478 3.307 4.901 .3268 .3458
Age (#9) .8244 3.419 3.247 .2709 .2501
Infraction record (#15) .2537 2.869 2.419 .2360 .1989
AOR score (#18) .0405 2.140 1.054 .1583 .0557
Maternal rejection (#3) .4809 1.459 .974 .1523 .2348
Paternal beatings (#6) -.2057 .699 1.437 -.1840 -.0782
Paternal rejection (#4) -.3090 .920 .900 -.1465 -.0505
Maternal beatings (#5) -.1345 .522 .522 -.1121 -.0475
Constant: .4376 PRLg =.8099(#17) + .3478(#16) + .8244(#9)
Multiple r: .6479 + .2537(#15) + .0405(#18) + .4809 (#3)
F: 3.295 (p<.004) - .2057(#6) - .3090(#4) - .1345(#5)
Multiple r2: .4197 + .4376 .

£9
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between the Acting-Out Ratio and restraint, and consequently puts the
value of including The Hand Test's AOR score among t@e present pre-
dictors'into serious doubt (see belpw, Chapter IV).

Reasons for Paternal beatings' and Paternal rejection's negative
correlations with the criterion could lie in the near total lack of
paternal influence of any kind among the study's Ss: within this
framework, paternal rejection implies a presence, at least, on the
fatﬁer's part. Beatings add an element of active paternal interven-
tion, and possibly concern, in the life of the S. A reason for the
unexpected inverse relat;onship between Maternal beatings and the
criterion could lie in the homosexual nature of the Ss., The feminine
identity taken on by many of the Ss often‘entails a near symbiotic |
relatibnship betw;en themselvgs and their mother, grandmother, or
other mother surrogate., Maternal beatings, among this sample;, could
stand as an antidote to the symbiosis, and thus spell the possibility
for some autonomous selfhood in the son.‘ Maternal rejection, on the
other hand, seems to serve as too strong an antidote (see above, part
c).

Figures 5 and 6 depict the distribution of PRL5 .and PRLG scores
within the four categories of Criterion 3 scores. ‘As in Figures 3
and 4, it is clear that most of the overlap can be assumed by a
sprawling central category, and that error costs can thereby be kept at
a minimum, When the PRL formulas\and fﬁrmulated cut-scores perform the
sorting, the predicted outcomeé, as contrasted with chance outcomes,
océur as presented on Table 7. Again, as with the PRL3 and PRL; deci-

sions, the formulas and cut-scores far outperform chance, both in the

proportion of true decisions and in the extent, or distance, of decision
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DECISIONS BASED ON CRITERION 3 PRL FORMULAS AND CUT-SCORES

TABLE

7

VERSUS CHANCE DECISIONS

Correctness Decisions
of" Very
Decisions [Assaultive | Troublesome] Troublesome | Restrained Total
PRL5 (Cuts: 1.903; 2.770; 2.917)
True 3 5 4 12 24
False 2yp 1l Og|3a 37 3r| 0A 2yp 2r| OA S5yr 6T 27
% True 50% 36% 50% 52% 47%
PRLg (Cuts: 1.704; 2.747; 2.992)
True 2 6 5 11l 24
False 2yt OT Orjé4a 37 2R} OA 1lyr 4Rrf Oao Syr 6T 27 .
% True | 50% 40% 50% 50% 47%
Chance Allotment
True 1 4 4 6 15
False 2yr 1t 2R | 1A 471 5R |2A 4yt 4R |2A 4y St 36
% True 17% 29% 29% 35% 29%

67



TABLE 8

EXTENT OF DECISION ERROR RELATIVE TO DECISION METHOD USED

(in 7% of false decisions)

Decision
Method

Distance from true category

near hits 2 categories away

3 categories away

Criterion 2

PRL3 & cut-scores 100% 0%
PRL; & cut-scores 100% 0%
chance 73% 27%
Criterion 3
PRLg5 & cut-scores 67% 33% 0%
PRLg & cut-scores 74% 26% 0%
chance 56% 33% 11%
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error (see Table 8).

E., A Second Look at the Predictors

As seen above, two clinical predictors, Interviewer's judgment
and Officer's l-week judément, correlate best with the criteria, To
determine the extent of the contribution made by these two predictors,
and in order to see whether the controlling strength of the two pre-
dictors prevents the entry of otherwise useful predictors into the
formulas, the six regression equations were recalculated, leaving out
the two clinical predictors. Table 9 shows the effect their absence
has on each of the six equations, The two equations for Criterion 3
are most affected by the absence, since both predictors function
strongly in these equations.

Because already-entered predictors stfohgly determine which new
predictors gain entry into a regression formula, the exclusion of
Predictors 16 and 17 makes way for the entry of new predictors and new
~combinations of predictors., The predictors entered, with the new .
entries underscored, are the following: for Criterion 1 at F=1.5,
##3, 10, & 14 and at F=,5, ##4, 19, 6, and 5 are added; for Criterion 2
at F=1,5, ##9, 15, 18, & 13 and at F=,5, ##5, & 1 are added; for
Criterion 3 at Fbl;S, ##9, 15, & 3 and at Fb.s, {410, 20, & 11 are
added. 1In spite of the new availability of Predictors 1, 4, 5, 10,
li, and 20 to the equations, it is clear from Table 9 that the removal
of Predictors 16 and 17 results much more in a loss of overall predic-
tive power than in the uncovering of powerful new predictors. Predic-
tor 10 comes closest to constituting a discovery, and its entry as the

second predictor in the Criterion 1 formula (F=1,5) increases the



TABLE 9

CONTRIBUTION OF CLINICAL PREDICTORS, ## 16 AND 17

F-to- Equation Equation statistics

enter status

mult. r {mult. r2 F P

Criterion 1

16 & 17 in .5410 .2927 4,759 .003

L.5 16 & 17 out 4401 .1937 | 3.764 .017
difference . 1009 .0990 .995

16 & 17 in .6144 .3755 2.762 .013

) 16 & 17 out .5210 2714 2,289 044
difference .0934 . 1041 473

Criterion 2

16 & 17 in .6020 .3624 5.115 .001

1.5 16 & 17 out - 4275 . 1827 2.571 .050
difference .1745 . 1797 2.544

16 & 17 in .6170 .3807 4,508, .001

.5 16 & 17 out | .4568 .2087 1.934 .096
difference . 1602 .1720 2,574

Criterion 3

16 & 17 in .6020 .3695 5.273: .001

1.5 16 & 17 out .3990 . 1592 2,966 041
difference .2030 .2103 2.307

16 & 17 in 6479 4197 3.295 .004

.5 16 & 17 out 4455 .1985 1.816 .117
difference T .2024 ,2212 1.479
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multiple r2 by just .0414,

To sum up, the pages of Chapter III describe statistical relation-
ships between 20 predictors and 3 criteria. The best single predictors
of the personally trying behavior reflected in the regular officer's
judgments (Criterion 1) are Interviewer's judgment and Maternal réjec-
tion; the best single predictors of the more external kind of destruc-
tive behavior, reflected in infraction reports (Criterion 2), are
Officer's l-week judgment and Age. As Tables 3, 5, 7, and 8 indicate,
the formulas that combine these four predictors with others perform
much better in assigning Ss to prescribed categories than would ran-
dom assignment. Nonetheless the formulas, as predictive instruments,
require marked refinement before being given regular use within a
prison classification or screening procedure. The personally tryihg
behavior as such however, the behavior reflected in the Reguiar
Officer's Judgment, merits immediate administrative attention, a sub-

ject that constitutes a major concern of the next chapter.



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

A, Viability of Study's Method

The use of the stepwise multiple linear regression method has
been explained as a way to gainneeded information. The 1os§ in uni-
versal applicability of the formulas as a result of the stepping |
procedure has also been discussed. It is hoped that the stepping
procedure will become unnecessary by making it possible eventually
for researchers to construct effective multiple linear regression
formulas grounded strictly in information derived from prior studies.
It is within the dynamic of some such progression of studies tha;
the present work's exploratory bent finds its meaning. |

Within this dynamic toward valid prediction, the‘present study
has confirmed two closely :glated‘methodological principles cited
eaflier. First, on the theory that a many-faceted information
gathering mechanism is more effective than a single interview or
projective test, the judgments of the Ss themselves and of a prison
officer, and the criminal and infraction records of the Ss, were all
engaged as predictors. As the.resﬁlts have demonstratéd, one of these
enlargements of the information-gathering meéhanism, the officer's
judgment, served as the best of the twenty predictors, énd the other
three obtained relatively high simple correlations with one or the other
of the two basic criteria. Thus the study confirms the advisability of
enlisting predictive information from diverse sources,

The second principle followed in the study consists in a more de-

fined form of the above principle, namely, that three different kinds
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of predictors should be employed. Each of the three types recommended
"in Chapter II -- clinical, life-history, and projective predictors --
has gained entry into at least one of the regression equations. Thus
the more defined form of the "diverse predictors'" principle has also
been confirmed. Let us briefly consider the predictive role of each

of the three types.

1. Clinical prédictors

In his compelling challenge to the specifically predictive func-
tion of the clinician, Meehl (1959) cites eighteen studies in which
clinicians' predictive efficiency was found tb be equal or inferior
to the efficiency of actuarial data formulated in various strictly
statistical ways. In several of the studies cited, Meehl appeals ;o
the relatively poor showing of clinical variables used in regression
equations along with "objective,'" non-clinical, variables. The pre-
eminent role of Predictors 16 and 17 in the present work's formulas
constrasts sharply with this part of Meehl's overall challenge. Fur-
thermore, Formulas PRL; and PRLg lose more than half of their predic-

2's, when

tive power, in the form of their respective multiple r
Predictors 16 and 17 are removed from them (see Table 9, p.70).
Finally, a difference between multiple r2's for the strictly clinical
as opposed to non-clinical predictors in the formulas PRLs and PRLg
also favors the clinical predictors: the multiple r2 for the two
clinical predictors taken alone is .2472, for each formula, whereas
for the non-clinigal predictors it is .1592 and .1985 respectively.

The present study's clinical predictors have thus proved to be extremely

useful.
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Clinical predictors should therefore provide major predictive con-
tributions in future studies. A classification study, for instance,
could include regular contact between new inmates and a clinician that
parallels their contact with the predicting officér, and thereby per-
haps improve the interviewer's predictions. An extremely valuable
clinical prediction might be gained through discreetly administered
peer ratings, These were impossible in the present study, but within
a classification setting, a routine questionnaire ‘administered after
one or two weeks could include questions about the '"pushiness" and
the "even-temperedness" of oneself as compared to each of the other
inmates in the setting. A distinct sociometric matrix would result
from each variable. 'Finally,'thelg's own assault expectation, a
relatively good clinical predictor of Rule Infractions, might be
paralleled by the S's judgment about his troublésomeness, or hig

"burdensome dependence" on staff energies.

2. Life-history predictors

Reasons why the maternal variables showed a greater predictive
pwer thaﬁ the paternal ones have been touched on briefly above. .The
méther is the parent who was generally more present to the Ss and who
therefore has provided the greater amount of variance to be dealt with,
both by the child and the researcher. The low and negativé correla-
tions on the paternal rejection and beating scores has-been similarly’
explained as an effect of frequent paternal absence.

The low correlations for Paternal rejection could arise as a
joint effect of: 1) active paternal rejection, implying at least a

physical presence of the father; and 2) the son's loss of self-confidence
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as a result of the rejection. The negative impact of the latter
effect is canceled by the positive effect of the father's presence.
Similarly the paternal beatings represent not only the violence, anger,
and rejection inherent in beatings; they also attest to the father's
presence and to an active engagement in the life of the son. For

both predictors, then, some canceling of effect could be taking place,
but a canceling that is intelligible only in light of the normative
paternal absence.

To improve the effectiveness of the paternal predictors, the
social context of the father's-behavior toward the inmate -- speci-
fically, the meaning the behavior had for the inmate when he was
young -- would have to be more clearly determined than has been done in
the present work. For reasons of available variance, however, it would
be more productive to concentrate first on refining the maternal pre-
dictors in this way. To improve the overall contribution of life-
history predictors, the MMPI, its shortened form, or other tried ques-
tionnaire measures might be added to thé instrument -- granted the time,
resources, and Ss' reading ability required for their administration
are available. (For the somewhat encouraging results of an extensive
battery of such tests administered to Louisiana prison inmates with

high and low disciplinary report ratings, see Sutker and Moan, 1972.)

3. Projective predictors.
Among the correlations between predictors themselves (see
Appendix C), Parental expectations correlates remarkable well with
the three projective Hand Test predictors (Predictors 18, 19, and 20).

Thus high parental expectations among the present study's Ss serves as
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an indicator of frequent projective responses entailing aggression,
>direction, and particularly communicat@on (the last being included

only in Predictor 20, Assault-Proneness, which correlates .48 with
Pafental expectations). The direction, or order-giving, responses
could be traceable to an imitation of high-expectation parents, and

the communication responses to the questionnaire's explicit inclusion
of school performance as a parental expectation. High parental expec-
tations also point to lower frequencies among the fear, dependence, and
affection responses,

Thus high Parental enpectations scores, correlating as expected
with high restraint levels on Officer's Judgment (Criterion 1), point
to relatively fearless, independent, authoritarian, aggfessive, and
interpersoneily active (communicative) individuais. But as mentioned
above they point also to persons who come off in all three'ecting-outv
formulas of The Hand Test as having high acting-out propensities,
‘Besidee underscoring what has already been suggested about the weakness
or lack of autonomy that lies behind acting-out, this anomaly raises
questions about the validity of The Hand Test's content scofing pro-
cedure. When the followiné three factors are added to the anomaly:
1)the AOR score's positive predictive contribution to high restraint
levels in Rule Infractions and the composite criterion; 2) Parental
expectations' .32 correlation with restraint levels on paet infrac-
tions; 3) Assaultiveness of criminal record correlating -.10, -.01,
and .02 respeetively with the three Hand Test predictors -- it becomes
clear that the very Hand Test responses intended as ineicators of
acting-out propensities (direction, aggreséion, communication in

Assault-Proneness) may be equally indicative of an independence or,
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fearlessness that makes destructive behavior unnecessary, The .48
correlation between Parental expectations and Assault-Proneness serves
as the clearest signal that terms like aggression, direction, and de-

is é vis acting-out than descriptive

pendence could be more ambiguous
or predictive.

For the future, in addition to exploring projective measures cited
in Chapter II, resources permitting, a test.that measures the S's sense
of his own autonomy might be devised, It could dréw on theories of
field dependence and independence and of self-esteem, and could model
itself after the Rorschach human movement responses and the HIT
Barrier score. The full predictive instrument should, in any event,
include some useful projective technique. In the present study only
the AGG score gained entry into one of the equations with an appro-

priately negative value,

To sum up, in future studies the apparent excellence of clinical
predictors should be fully exploited; the life-history predictors
should be focused more sharply to bring out the meaning the histori-
cal facts had for the S at the time they occurred and other question-
naires might be explored; finally, in view of the disappointing re-
sults of The Hand Test, other projective devices -- possibly new
measures that focus specifically on the S's sense of autonomy -- should
be explored. A simultaneous search for all three kinds of predictors,
conforming as‘it does to the methodological principles discussed
above, serves as a systematic way to meet the statistical need for pre-
dictors that are independent of one another. Different kinds of pre-

dictive information can be expected to be more inﬂependent of one ano-
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ther than information of the same kind, other factors being equal,
since predictors carry peripheral yet predictively effective deter-
minants, or ''moise," along with themselves that overlaps solely with

predictors of their own kind.

B. Costly Personal Destructiveness

Immaturity, dependence, manipulativeness, insolence, contemptuous-
ness, and other forms of personally trying behavior -- this is hardly
the behavior that comes to mind when one thinks of "destructive prison
behavior." it is this behavior, however, that the regular officer
who supervised the present study's Ss seems to have found most "trouﬁle-
some.'" With personally trying behavior wearing away at front-line
officers on a daily basis, it is not surprising that they look to desk
jobs and other positions beyond the range of such pressures as a refuge
for theﬁselves. Somewhat unexpectedly, then, a distinct personal kind
of destructive behavior has come to light in the present study in addi-
tion to the physically destructive kind anticipated at the outset.

Undoubtedly the personal destructiveness strongly affects admini-
strative concerns like staff morale, job turnover, and the personal
life of staff off the job. The problem of the personally destructive
behavior could be partially and immediately met by acknowledging it as
a major challenge for the porrection officefvand providing training
appropriate for him to deal with it in a professimal fashion. For the
training to bring about lasting improvements in prison life, it should
be rooted in valid principles of humén interaction.

The present study's predictors that correlate well with the regu-

lar officer's judgment provide some clues about the behavior in question.
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A thorough understanding of the effects of maternal or paternal rejec-
tion, for example, could prepare a correction officer for the obnoxious
behavior he faces, Armed with such understanding, the officer could
view rejected inmates as suffering from feelings of rootlessness, and
from a passionate hunger to "belong," to be rooted in a personal way.
The officer could then see that the inmate, lacking the thoroughgoing
acceptance he needs to truly belong, wrests the next best thing he can
find from nearby authority figures: attention, of whatever sort.
Finally the rejected inmate's whole involvement with the criminal jus-
tice system -- his involvement with arresting officers, with judges,
with correctional personnel, and with parole officers -- could be seen
as one grand appropriation of the needed attention.

If a correction officer views personally trying behavior in the
above kind of way, he begins to see the behavior with more objectivity,
The objectivity,.in turn, makes it possible for him to see the behavior
as originating within the inmate's history, rather than as a strictly
personal response against himself. The officer's objectivity thus re-
moves much of the sting from the behavior, thereby helping him fortify
and maintain the emotional control so essential to his profession.

Karen Horney's description (1945) of human interaction can also
érovide an objective framework within whicﬁ correctional staff can
deal with obnoxious inmate behavior. She sees a person's way of inter-
acting as a complex interplay of his tendencies to "move towafd,“

" and "move away from" others. 1In each person, one of

"move against,
the tendencies appears as dominant, while the other tendencies can
be functioning nonetheless forcefully under the surface. The complexity

of this interplay has practical interpersonal repercussions. For
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example, an officer who feels pestered by an immature inmate's depen-’
dence on him may understand the inmate's behavior simply as one of
"moving toward" him. As a result the officer feels exasperated: how
can he feel pestered By, and angry at, someone who needs him, looks up
to him, depends on him? Unless he realizes that the inmate's clinging
can be stemming from a resentful hungerifor human contact and thus mean
a "moving against" as well as a moving toward, he will feel paralysed
in his efforts to relate his anger to the inmate's behavior.
Conversely, behavior that appears as "moving against" others may
entail as much "moving toward" or "“moving away" as it does “against."
Insolence, insults, and even assault can function as ways to extort
attention and human closeness from others, or as ways to assert one's
difference and independence from them, The wrestler's embrace drama-
tizes the first of these paradoxes, and the ""'sweep" (tackling the
opponent by uég of one leg, keeping oneself free) the second, Thus
"moving toward" and "moving against' can.each represent complex under-
currents, and thus the behaviors require patient and rather unconven-
tional understanding. A proficiency in recognizing and responding to
such behavioral complexities should greatly enhance tﬁe humanizing func-
tion of the correction officer, and as a byproduct should boost his

morale.

C. What to Do

On Sepfember 26, 1973, on the téstimony of a psychiatrist quoting
a social worker who had allegedly interviewed family members of the
defendant, a 32-year-old Puerto Rican prisoner was declared "dangerous'

by the presiding judge «t ihe Bellevue Psychiatric Hospital Court in
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New York City. On the basis of the evidence presented, the defendant
could or could not constitute a threat to others' welfare. He will
nonetheless be defined and treated as "dangerous" at the Mattewan
State Prison for dangerous offenders to which he was sent. Thus,
~througﬁ a socially sanctioned decision-making process, a man has been
branded with a frightening adjective, and disposed of accordingly.

Clearly the problem with such a process, or with any procedure
used to differentiate the dangerous or troublesome from the non-
dangerous or non-troublesome is that the differentiation itself may
define a person in such a way that both he and his associates come
to treat him more in terms of the characteristic assigned him than in
terms of his full repertoire of capabilities and past deeds. This is
counterproductive in that it quashes what resources there may be for
the development of a secure, autonomous self. '"Dangerous,' "assaultive,"
and "troublesome" should be viewed whenever possiblg as bristling
thornily within the personality's full bouquet of characteristics
rather than as solitary growths unaccompanied by blossoms of any kind,
Or, to view the problem again in light of Horngy's conception of the
"conspicuous" attitude: the undercurrents of less conspicuous atti-
tudes should not be lost sight of when dealing with someone who pre-
sents himself, or who is presented, as a troublesome or assaultive indi-
vidual,

Thus when inmates are classified as '"personally troublesome," for
example, they should be assigned to treatment units staffed by persons
able to view the behavior with the kind of objectivity discussed
earlier, and to respond effectively to the less conspicuous as well as

more conspicuous attitudes. A policy of classifying and treating per-
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sonally troublesome inmates in this way would entail initial costs =--
financially, in officer training, and in the ongoing program develop-
ment research required for the policy's lasting success., But the
implementation of the policy would serve as an informed and definite
response to the following criticism of New York State prisons voiced
by the state's Special Commission on Attica:

"Security" has continued to be the /state prison system's/

dominant theme: the fantasy of reform /of inmates/ legiti~

mized prisons but the functionalism of custody has perpetua-
ted them. (Attica. Bantam PB, 1972, p.2.)

D. Informed Program Development

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice predicts that in 1975 almost two million Americans will be
iiving behind bars. The treatment tovbe provided this population cer-
tainly merits careful planning. Basic to planning is the procurement
of different kinds of pertinent information,

The present study, for instance, provides two widely different
kinds of planning information., First, it provides information abéut
the relative usefulness of predictors, both of physically and of per-
sonally destructive behavior. The search for this information was
motivated by the conviction that the physically troublesome and assaul-
tive behavior is problematic and therefore something to be screened for
and treated, The study's second piece of information consists in a
new similar kind of coﬁviction. The étudy concludes that the inmates'
personally troublesome and assaultive behavior also.constitutes a
serious problem, and probably merits at least as much attention as
does the physically troublesome and assaultive behavior, Thus the

study has helped to specify a new problem area as well as to deal with
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an already established one. Both pieces of information fit into the
planning phase of a developing classification and treatment program,
Execution of a program follows its planning phase, and the exe-
cution should be'accompanied by evaluation. The evaluative information
is used to improve and expand the program. It is only when information
is fed back into a program in some such systematic way that it can be
known both that the program is developing and in what ways the develop-
ment is taking place., The absence of ongoing program research in the
past has led, in the words of the President's Commission; to "repeti-~
tive error" and to making it "impossible to pinpoint the reasons for
success when success did occur" (Corrections, p.l13). Hopefully infor-
mation relevant to programs for the inmate population of 1975 will make
it possible to multiply some successes and to avoid some repetitive
errors, Millions of lives, outside as well as inside the prions' walls,

depend on such information.

E. Further Related Planning Studies

Several studies could follow from the present work. Threé sﬁgges-
tions that pertain to the predictive work of the present study will be
made. These will be followed by one that pertains to the present study's
finding about personal troublesomeness.

1. The present study could be cross-validated. This would entail
carrying out the study largely as described in the above pages; but
a new sample of sentenced adolescent homosexual inmates would be used,
preferably from the same, New York City, prison system, Baéed on the
present study's findings, more precise hypotheses about the predictors'

relative weights could be made beforehand, and thereby much of the first
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level of bias in the present study could be avoided.

2, The formulas obtained in the present work could be applied
immediately to a new sample, The would constitute a sort of cross-
validation, since the applicability of the present study's findings
would be tested. If the present study's cut-scores were also employed,
‘all three of the.present study's levels of bias would be avoided; if
new cut-scores were calculated from the néw sample's PRL scores, the
first two levels of bias would be circumvented. At the present stage
of the formulas' development, however, neither ofvthese attenuated
forms of cross-validation is recomménded.

3. The present study could be modified according to the sugges-
tions made earlier (see above, section A): clinical predictors could-
be used to fuller advantage, ambiguity about parental rejection and
beatings might be dispelled by determining the meaning the pa:ents'
behavior had for the inmate, and a more effective projective measure
might be employed. As a further step, the three kinds of modifica-
tions could be employed while widening the cross-validation procedure
described abové (#1) to include samples that are more representative
of the nation's prison popdlation as a whole.

4, Finally, in view of the present study's finding that personal
troublesomeness seeﬁs to be taking its own heavy toll within prison
systems, a carefully randomized sample of correction officers could be
studied with a view to determining the kinds of behavior that most
bother them ﬁersonally. To arrive at an ordered description of the
behavior it would probably be necessary to conduct repéated,interviews

or to administer repeated questionnaires, with each step's format de-

termined by the findings of the previous step. In addition to Spedi-

4
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fying the behavior that is most troublesome to officers, the study

would accomplish three other important objectives:

a)

b)

It would test the distinctive reality of the "personaily
troublesome behavior" discussed in the present study. That is,
it would discover whether the interviewed officers are indéed
troubled by a behavior that is -convincingly different from the
physically troublesome and assaultive behavior that administra-
tors generally view as their chief behavioral problem,

It would shift the focus of psychological prison research more
in the direction of inmates' personal, as opposed to strictly
physical, ways of behaving. This éhift, in addition to affec- .
ting inmates' personal behavior, could effect strong indirect
changes in their physical behavior as well.

It would also highlight the personal, as opposed to strictly

custodial, function of correction officers,



APPENDIX A

TREATMENT POSSIBILITIES FOR PHYSICALLY

TROUBLESOME AND ASSAULTIVE INMATES

A treatment plan for dealing with personally troublesome inmapes
was presented above, in Chapter IV. Insights gained from a relevant
predictor of the present study, Maternal rejection, and from Horney's
concept of intertwined attitudes toward others were presented as pos-
sible ways for correctional staff to view behavior objectively. More
specifically, it was suggested that staff be trained to recognize
and respond to the more hidden attitudes of the troublesome inmates,
as well as to their more conspicuous attitudes,

The purpose of this appendix is to provide a sampling of the kinds
of plans available for dealing with physically troublesome and assaul-
tive inmates. Several of the plans presented here have already been
implemente&, but with little piﬁpointing of reasons for success or
failure. The remainder constitute more strictly theoretical sugges-
tions for helping physically assaultive individuals modify their be-
havior.

Some institutions are geared completely toward helping the assaul-
tive offender. Others' efforts are grossly inadequate. Three institq-
tional appro;ches will be considered here, as instances of the kinds of
thoroughgoing institutional efforts that can be made, An institution
geared totally toward helping dangerous offenders change is located at
Herstedvester, Denmark., Here inmates are encouraged to keep in touch
with the outside world; are provided with private rooms, in clusters of

twelve men to a living unit; and receive psychotherapeutic treatment

86
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plans tailored to their individual needs, with "anamnestic analysis"
being used most frequently, a therapy that aims to clarify habitual
antisocial behavior patterns through the recognition of those patterns
in conflicts within the institution itself (Stiirup, 1968; Berlin, 1972).
The Patuxent Institution in Maryland includes assaultive inmates in its
program of changing behavior through graduated privilege levels. Group
psychotherapy serves as the most frequent form of psychological treat-
ment here, and a staff treatment team supervises all the activities of
the inmates in a given unit (Goldfarb and Singer, 1970; Maryland, 1969;

Schreiber, 1970; and see The New York Times Magazine, Sept.3, 1972, for

a jaundiced report on the Patuxent program). Finally, and perhaps most
encouragingly, an open therapeutic community in India, composed of
staff and thirty well-behaved inmates, has succeeded in "resocializing"
13 of the 18 dangerously troublesome inmates introduced into the com-
munity in small groups over an 18-month period (Sandhu, 1970).

General rationales for the treatment of assaultiveness include the
following. Toch (1969), viewing violence "as a form of social conduct
comparable to other forms of social conduct,'" recommends providing the
violence-prone individual with both an insight into the motives for
his conduct and a retraining whereby alternative, non-violent responses
to old situations become firmly established as personal behavior patterns.
Bandura and Walters (1959), discussing this retraining for alternative
responses from the perspective of child-rearing, refer to the process
as a learning of "response displacement." Speaking from the socio-
cultural standpoint of the existence of a subculture within which violent
behavior is persistently encouraged, Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967) re-

commend doing whatever is needed to weaken the individual's ties to this
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subcultural value system and to replace them with ties to the larger
society. And Staub (1971) advocates teaching the violence-prone indi-
viduél to discriminate among the different kinds of internal arousal
that he experiences, thereby increasing his capacity for making cue-
appropriate responses. These four treatment rationales all spring
from a strongly interpersonal, as opposed to strictly intfapersonal

or physiological, understanding of violent behavior, and their thrust
is toward an increase in response flexibility, a flexibility that will
manifest itself in more appropriate, more non-violent, and more produc-
tive interpersonal responses.

More specific recommendations for bringing about this flexibility
include early recruiting of the budding violence-prone youth for some
regular non-violent activity; a therapeutic milieu in which violent
offenders learn to reeducate each other, primarily by supporting each
other's strengths; and opportunities for social service, in which
"doing for" can replace "doing to" others (Toch, 1969). Psychodrama-
tic reenactments of past "violent games'" (Toch, 1969) in which others'
emotional reactions, as well as one's own, can be empathically analysed
(Staub, 1971) are also recommended. Citing the exemplary work of
Aichhorn (1935) and of Redl and Wineman (1952), Bandura and Walters
(1959) advocaté implanting controls within the patient through the es-
tablishment of a prior, all-embracing relationship of dependency on the
therapist. For the patient who is too restrained or too tense in his
verbal and physical expression of himself -- for the "overcontrolled"
individual studied by Megargee (1966) -- desensitization procedures
and training in assertiveness (Wolpe, 1958) plus other forms of disin-

hibition training, 1ike small-scale public speaking exercises, might
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prove most helpful. Citing the cognitive therapeutic approaches of
Wolpe and Lazarus (1966), Ellis (1962), and Kelley (1955), Staub (1971)
suggests that.through "cognitive clarification' -- a verbal interchange
that clarifies one's assumptions about aggressive behavior -- patients'
inflexible value systems, whether they be individuals who exercise too
much or too little restraint, might be influenced for the better.

Inmates' inflexible reaction patterns might also be modified
through a kind of cognitive clarification in small group settings.
Within a day or two following a dispute between tﬁo inmates, one of
the two could be contacted. Provided the therapeutic relationship is
strong and that the inmate desires some improvement in his relagion-
ship with the other inmate, the second inmate in question could be
brought into the discussion. Then, working joiptly with one another
and with the therapist, the two inmates coul& examine what expectations
and feelings led to the‘dispute, noting especially the inflexibility in
their expectations that could lie behind other similar instances of
heated disagreement. Favoring this kind of therapeutic work is not
only the inmate's impulse toward self-improvement, but his need to be
able to co-exist wigh the other inmate as well, Af times, too, there
is a need to resolve guilt feelings. Whatever the need being met, a
cooperative exploration into the factors béhind a dispute should have
a definite positive effect the the participants'tlives.

Finally, the Hérnian framework discussed in Chapter IV for dealing
with personally ﬁfoublesome inmates applies with equal force to the
problem of physiéally troublesome and assaultive behavior. For example,
in the above instance of the inmates' need to co-exist with one another.

bringing them toggther to discuss problematic patterns of assaultive-



90

ness, it is their attitude of "moving toward" that makes it possible
for them to confront their attitude of "moving against." Generally
whenever some kind of collaboration is being uéed to modify assaultive
patterns -- whether it be a one-to-one therapeutic exercise, a group
experience, or an institutional emphasis on frequent family visits -~
the "moving toward" attitude is being acknowledged and used, Thus
attitudes like desires for collaboration, for commitment, or for com-
munity can be given éupport in order to help inmates temper their des-

tructive impulses.
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APPENDIX B

REFERENCE LIST OF VARIABLES USED IN PRESENT STUDY

Amount of good feeling for mother,
Amount of good feeling for father.
Maternal rejection (or attention).
Paternal rejection (or attention).
Frequency of beatings by mother.
Frequency of beatings by father.

Extent of interparental discord.
Degree of parents' expectations of S.
Age,

Age at first detention.

Drug addiction.

Suicide history and expectation,
Assault expectation.

Assaultiveness of crimipal record,
Assaultiveness of infraction record.
Interviewer's clinical judgment.
Officer's judgment after one week of contact.
Acting~Out Ratio of The Hand Test,

AGG (Aggression) score of The Hand Test.

Assault-Proneness score of The Hand Test.

Regular officer's judgment after three months.

Assaultiveness of infractions during three month period.

Sum of scores on Criterion 1 and Criterion 2.
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INTERCORRELATIONS OF ALL VARIABLES

Predictors
Predictors 1 2 3 T4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1 .13 .68 -.19 .32 -.05 .28 .08 -.00 -.08 .04 .20 -.05 -.08 .02
2 .13 -.02 .50 12 ~-.13 .10 .09 -,17 -.09 .08 04 ~-.12 -.16 .09
3 .68 -.02 -.16 .23 -.11 .20 .15 .10 -.02 .22 .12 .08 -.01 .09
4 -.19 .50 -.16 .02 -.Z1 .13 22 -.13 -.19 .27 A7 -.14 -.06 .13
5 32 .12 .23 .02 ~.23 .25 .14 -.30 .03 .06 .19 .37 .22 .15
6 -.05 -,13 -,11 -,21 -.23 -.12 .09 .08 .00 .03 -.18 .04 .17 .05
7 .28 .10 <20 .13 25 -,12 +11 -,12 .11 .20 .15 -,15 .09 .07
8 .08 .09 .15 .22 14 -.09 .11 -.27 24 A4 -4 -.14 -.01 .32
9 -.00 -=,17 .10 -,13 -,30 .08 -.12 27 .09 17 -.04 -.02 -.05 .18
10 -.08 -.09 -.02 -.19 .03 .00 .11 24 .09 .03 -.01 .12 .09 .15
11 .04 .08 22 -,27 -,06 -,03 -.20 .14 .17 -.03 22 .06 -.13 .20
12 .20 04 .12 .17 .19 -.18 .15 A4 -,04 -.01 .22 .03 -.06 .05
13 -.05 -.,12 .08 -~.14 .37 04 -.15 .14 -,02 .12 .06 .03 .31 .13
14 -.08 -.16 -.01 -,06 .22 .17 .09 .01 -.05 .09 .13 -.06 .31 .25
15 .02 .09 09 -,13 .15 .05 -.07 .32 -.18 .15 .20 .05 .13 .25
16 .23 .12 14 .12 .30 .09 .00 .08 -.11 .20 .17 .31 .27 .25 .13
17 .00 .29 .04 .28 -.16 .05 -.13 .03 .15 .08 .23 .06 .03 -.02 .02
18 -.06 -,21 -,02 -.,07 00 -.24 -.17 .28 -.15 .10 .06 -.07 .04 -.10 .02
19 -.03 .00 .05 .18 10 -.27 .05 .30 -.26 -.04 .20 .02 .03 -.01 .04
20 -.00 -.21 .06 .05 .00 -.14 -,08 A48 -.22 .13 A4 -,15 .15 .02 .17
Criteria
1 .15 .04 .35 .05 .06 -.11 .07 .15 .11 .19 .13 14 -,01 .19 .12
2 .04 -,03 07 -,10 -.,10 -.,03 -,12 .02 .26 .11 .19 -.03 .20 .01 .18
3 .11 -.01 .23 -.05 -.05 -.08 -.06 .06 .25 .18 W21 .05 14 .10 .20
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INTERCORRELATIONS (CONCL.)

Predictors Criteria
Predictors 16 17 18 19 20 1 2 3
1 .23 .00 -.06 -.03 -.00 .15 04 .11
2 .12 29 -.21 .00 -.21 04 -,03 -.01
3 14 04 -.02 .05 .06 .35 .07 .23
4 .12 .28 -.07 .18 051 .05 -,10 -.05
5 .30 .16 .00 .10 .00 06 -.10 -.05
6 .09 05 -,24 -,27 -.14 .11 -,03 -.08
7 .00 13 -,17 .05 -.08 .07 -.12 -,06
8 .08 .03 .28 .30 48 .15 -.02 .06
9 .11 15 -,15 -.26 -.22 W11 .26 .25
10 .20 .08 .10 -,04 .13 .19 .11 .18
11 .17 .23 -.,06 -.20 -.14 .13 .19 .21
12 .31 06 -,07 .02 -.15 .14 -,03 .05
13 27 .03 .04 .03 .15 .0l 20 14
14 .25 .02 -,10 -.01 .02 .19 .01 .10
15 .13 02 -,02 .04 .17 .12 .18 .20
16 .29 -,15 -.13 -.08 .38 .20 .35
17 .29 -.10 .05 .11 .19 .46 A
18 .15 .10 .65 42 .08 .13 .06
19 .13 .05 .65 52 .13 .08 -~.01
20 .08 o111 42 .52 .03 .12 .11
Criteria
1 39 .19 -,08 -,13 .03 .23 .68
2 20 .46 .13 .08 «12 23 : .87
3 «35 A4 06 -,01 .11 .68 .87




APPENDIX D

SUBJECTS' REMEMBERED RELATIONSHIPS WITH PARENTS

In The Brothers Karamazov, the renowned lawyer from Moscow,

Fetyukovitch, defends the impulsive Mitya Karamazov against a parri-
cide charge by challeﬁging the applicability of "parricide" to the
act Mitya is charged with:
It's a fearful thing to shed a father's blood -- the father
who has begotten me, loved me, not spared his life for me, grieved

over my illnesses from childhood up, troubled all his life for my
happiness, and has lived in my joys, in my successes. To murder

such_a father -- that's inconceivable,
/But/ why depict my client as a heartless egoist and monster?
He is uncontrolled, he is wild and unruly -- we are trying him now

for that -- but who is responsible for his life? Who is respon-
sible for his having received such an unseemly bringing up, in
spite of his excellent disposition and his grateful and sensitive
heart? Did any one train him to be reasonable? Was he enlightened
by study? Did any one love him ever so little in his childhood?
My client was left to the care of Providence like a beast of the
field. . . .He was met by cynical taunts, suspicions and wrangling
about money. He heard nothing but revolting talk and vicious pre-
cepts uttered daily over the brandy, and at last he saw his father
seducing his mistress from him with his own money. . . .

Such a father as old Karamazov cannot be called a father and
does not deserve to be. Filial love for an unworthy father is an
absurdity, an impossibility. Love cannot be created from nothing:
only God can create something from nothing. . . .(pp. 900-903).

Fetyukovitch's forensic argument resonates with many of the psychological
emphases of the present work. The purpose of this appendix is to con-
cretize the emphasis on parental determinants of troublesome and assaul-
tive behavior by sketching some of the Ss' remembered relationships

with their parents, We shall consider the family backgrounds of two

Ss who obtained the lowest composite restraint score possible on Criterion
3 (1), one with the next lowest score (2), and two with the highest score

possible 4).
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1. #1-24

Inmate #1-24 received a score of l(troublesomej on Criterion 1, 0
(assaultive) on Criterion 2, a;d thus a sum of l(assaultive) on Criterion
3. He is black, a bit larger than average, and said he was 18 years old.

- He seems quiet and easy-going in éveryday matters, but manifests a rather
flat affect when discussing his life history. When first interviewed he
reported having very little good feeling either for his father or his
stepmother. He said both of them gave him lots of beatings, and that he
had thoughts both of suicide and homicide in his cell area. The inter-
viewer rated him as "assaultive," or "dangerous.”

Wheﬂ‘quéégioned further several months later, #l-Zéwsgid he was
serving a 3-year sentence for two armed robbery convictions, rébberies
he had executed at knifepoint with the aid of five female impersonators.
Previously he had been arrested four times for auto theft (grand larceny);
he said, "I stole 600 and some cars, just to drive 'em -- I was a car
fiend." He said he killed three people during robberies "cause they:
wouldn't give me any money'" and added "it doesn't affect me -- not if I
don't know em."” He told me, "I could kill you and not feel at all bad
about it'" and "If I could get away with it over half that quad l;ell arq§7
up there would be dead." Repeating that he_doésn't feel bad about the
killings, he contrasted himself with people who "drop a dime on them-
selves'" (confess) or "break~down" with remorse. Hollow bravado? or the
voice of a hardening psychopathic personélity? Unfortﬁnatély his famiLy-
background and the lack of affect while he spoke both point. toward the
latter.

There were four significant adults in‘his life. The "first and iast“

he saw of his mother: "I was in diapers on the floor, crawlin, and I
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seen two men in white coats take my mother by the arms, and carry her
out the door. . .to the hospital. How I remember that I don't know."

A stepmother filled in immediately. First he said of her, "Whag

I remember of her I don't wanna remember." She beat him often, and once
‘tried to beat and kill him Qith a baseball bat. When he was 9 their
apartment caught fire from a burning mattress thrown from next door,
and #1-24 phoned the police and fire departments. She then blamed him
for having started the fire.

The things he most remembers about his father: '"Used to drink a
lot; used to kick my goddamn ass when I was bad in school, punch the
shit outta me,.tore up a whole mother bed tryin to get to my ass."
Contrasting the father to the stepmother he said, "He wasn't half as bad --
he beat me when I was bad, to let me know I was bad." He said he remem-
bers nothing good about the stepmother, and of his father only that. he
himself "went crazy, hysterical and shit'" at 8% when he was told of his
father's death shortly after having walked him to a hosptial.

After his father's death and until his current stay in prison,
#1-24's grandfather took charge of him. Of him he stated, "He never
stayed around any women, never drank, never smoked, always in perfect
health." I said, "Sounds like he might have been good for you." "Uh
huh -- he's the only one that means anything to me." The problem, though,
is that the grandfather may not mean enough to #1-24, and that he may

have started to mean it too late.

2, #1-31

Like #1-24, Inmate #1-31 received a score of l(trogblesome) on :

Criterion 1, O(assaultive) on Criterion 2, and a sum of l(assaultive)
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on Criterjon 3., At the first interview he reported that as long as he
can remember he lived with his grandparents and that they served as his
"mother" and "father." He then proceeded to answer all the quetions in
terms of a home sitution in which "everything was beautiful," as he
summed it up in the follow-up interview. He had "a lot" of good feelings
for both his grandmother and grandfather, both paid attention to him,
both gave him "almost no'" beatings; there was very little conflict be-
tween them, and they expected "a lot" from him.

Yet at 11 #1-31 was sent away to a youthhouse for setting fire to
his school, and at 13 to a training school for fighting with the school's
principal, Why had he set the fire? 'Cause I hated the school -- the
teachers and the principal." Today, at 24, he feels 'the same way"
toward the prison officers as he did then toward the school personnel:
"Don't like the police, the way they dish out orders." This was one of
the few unelicited statements made by the large, black, and very taci-
turn inmate. #1-31 is quietly and immovably angry. Quietly, perhaps,
because he lacks the verbal adroitness to be supercilious, caustic, or
manipulative. And immovable because he feels that for him to adjust
his angry posture toward the world would be to change himself and thus
be untrue to himsélf -- a primitive ethic bound to a primitive fear.

The enigma of #1-31's "beautiful" home life leading into a violently
hated school life and life of crime serves as #n instance of the problems
encountered when making predictions. #1-31 does not seem to have been
deceptive in his responsés to the questionnaire. For one thing, he still
considers his grandparents' home to be his home, and plans to return there
when released. Secondly, he answered "23" to the age question, an ‘answer

that could have him removed from his present housing area if communicated
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to appropriate authorities. Thus chances are that from his standpoint
his homelife was indeed "beautiful," especially when compared to his ex-
periences outside the homei The possibility of cognitive impairment
suggests that school constituted a particularly threatening reality for
him, He was probably unprepared from home to deal with the reality, and
was then forced to deal with it in the only way he was capable. Home,
on the other hand -- with its uneducated, permissive, and unthreatening
adults -~ probably served as a haven from the competition and repeated
failings experienced in the outside world. The enigma, then, suggests,
among other things, that some measure of the Ss' intellectual abilities

might serve well among the predictive instrument's variables.

3. #1-12

Inmate #1-12 received a score of l(troublesome) on Criterion 1,
l(troublesome) on Criterion 2, and a sum of 2 (very troublesome) on
Criterion 3, He is a white, 18-year-old femal impersonator who wears
his blond hair in aponytail and bangs. His walk and gestures are
feminine; he is friendly and noisy in the impulsive and ﬁysterical
sense, His mother has been the dominant adult in his life, and when
interviewed he reported having very little good feelings for her,
having been rejected by her, having had lots of beatings from her
("for anything"), and having experienced '"very very very little" by
way of ekpectations from her.

#1-12's natural father was an alcdholic.. When the inmate was very
young the court had both the father and mother put in a mental hospi-

tal for observation where it was decided the father was the source of

the problem. The mother was told to choose between the children (#1-12
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and three older brothers) and the father, and she chose the children.

From the time #1-12 was 3 years old until he was 16 he was con-
stantly "put away'" by his mother. Between 3 and 6 he lived in two
different foster homes. At 7 his mother shuttled him back and forth
between home and Kings County Hospital. He doesn't remember why. At
8 his mother transferred him from Kings County to Creedmoor State
Hospital, where he was admitted and released five times before he was 16.

‘At times I don't consider her my mother. It's the first
thing that ever pops in my mind, it always bothers me: she
had me put away when I was small; she never paid me any atten-
tion; she always had me put away, put away, put away. . . .

I was in Creedmoor 8 years, 8 years -- I was 16 when I got
out. In and out for 8 years.

At 16 he left home because "I felt like I wasn't wanted." His
three natural brothe;s had also left home, but his stepsister with
whom he was raised and his stepbrother ('"the pets") remained. He
became a prostitute ("I didn't particularly want to, but that's what
you do at that age"). He was first arrested for assault with a deadly
weapon ("That man found out what I was and started beating me, and he
had a knife on the table. . ."). Bellevue Hospital found him sane,
released him, but his mother would nog accépt him at home. He was then
arrested for grand larceny, and bargained in court to his current 10-
month sentence.

#1-12 has been living in a hotel, a "nice, very big place," paid
for by a man friend. I asked if he plans taufégurn to this place.
"What else can I go back to? My life is destroyed. But sometimes I
wonder why -- why do I feel this way and why did my mother feel that

way? . . .I lay back at night and ask myself what's the first thing

I'1l do when I get out, and I don't know."
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4, #1-112

Inmate #1-112 received a score of 2 (restrained) on Criterion- 1,
2(restrained) on Criterion 2, and a score of 4(restrained) on Criterion
3. He is a slight, black, 21-y§ar~oid man with strong feminineidenti-
fications. He has completed high school and is more intelligent than
the averége inmate., He has had no psychiatric contacts since coming to
prison ("I got common sense"). He also shows a marked personal con-
cern for another inmate whoﬁ he says he is in love with,

When #1-112 was 4 or 5 his mother gave him to another family
because she '"didn"t want me.”" Shortly thereafter #1-112's grand-
mother took him to live with her and his aunt, where hé has lived till
the present. The gr;ndmother "picked me out," he said, adding, "And
I'm glad she did 'cause I love her -- I was her pet." "Though the
stay with the grandmother and aunt was punctuated with several
runnings-away to visit his brothers, sistef, and mother at home, he
said he received "good treatment, the best treatment" from the two
ladies. "They wouldn't let anything happen to me -- never beaﬁ me,
except once because I broke a watch I experimented with." He said he
"got along good in school," and that he seeé himself as having been a
"good boy who never got in fights and never got beat up." His chief
problems during school were "love problems" that arose from his con-
suming interest in other boys. His first prison term began at 18 for
shoplifting, and he is currentiy serving a fifth relatively light ‘
sentence fdr naréotics sales,

#1-112 feels he “"inherited" his homosexuality. His mother always
wished for a girl. When he was born he was accompanied by a twin sis;

ter who died shortly thereafter. Then, he stated, "I grew up with
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feminine ways.'" He said his grandmother and aunt did not encourage his
femininity, though his grandmother restrained the aunt when the latter
tried to beat him for dressing in women's clothing. He has fathered a
son by a masculine lesbian.,

#1-112 says he wishes to become a tailor or clothing designer.
Bewailing a recent dispute between inmates and prison authorities over
meal procedures, he exclaimed: 'Why did God let it happen -- people
trying to take over each other -- I just want to love people." Though
a radical improvement in life does not seem imminent for #1-112, he
does possess a positive orientation toward his world, and thus seems
capable of such an improvement, shou}d his maturation and life condi-

tions meet to make the improvement possible, -

5. #1-38

Inmate #1-38 received a score of 2(restrained) on Criterion 1, 2
(restrained) on Criterion 2, and a sum of 4 (restrained) on Criterion 3.
He is a 20-year-old, larger than average, black, masculine inmate who
depicted homosexuality as a "jailhouse thing" for himself. He spoke
about his life with a note of nervousness in his voice, as if he were
short of breath.

His mother died when he was 13. There are clues that his homelife
was marked by serious difficulties during the 13 years: he began,schdol
late, at 8 or 9 and in the 2nd grade; his parentsdisagreed and fought
"a lot" Between themselves; when he moved to his aunt's home at 13 she
expressed bewilderment at his mother's having beaten him so often, since
she, the aunt, found him so well behaved. These arevmerely clues of an

atmosphere of negligence, discord, and arbitrary treatment, since #1-38"
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did not elaborate on any of them, repeating 'that was so long ago"
several times. He attributed his memory difficulty to his overriding
concern about his immediate future.

There is some reason for hope in this future. He is completing a
3-year sentence for robbery, the only sentence he has ever received, He
started robbing in order to support a drug habit that developed in 1969.
When released he plans to live with his older brother, recently re-
leased from Sing Sing and now holding a job. #1-38 has taken the high
school equivalency tests, and plans to enter a training school to.learn
a trade, Though his plans may contain some self-deception, he does take
his life seriously. After the second interview he sought feedback from
me. And he seems determined to avoid the mistakes he'made the last
time he received parole.

Thus the life of #1-38, like that of #1-112, lacks the thorough-
going deprivation and hopelessness that characterize those of the first
three inmates interviewed. The difference is reflected both in the
inmates' respective criterion scores and in the feelings engendered in
me during the follow-up interviews. With #1-24 the feeling was one of
fear-for-peoples'-lives. With #1-31 I felt a despair at the lack of
dissatisfaction he showed about his angry stance toward the world. With
#1-12 the feeling was one of deep disappointment that this lively person
did not, and probably will not, receive some stable parental guidance.
With the last two the feeling was one of respect -- respect for #1-112's
childlike concern ("love'") for others and for #1-38's determination to
avoid past mistakes. The last two engendered in me s;me sense of hope
in their future. Perhaps some such "hope'" measure could sefve as a

variable within the predictive instrument.
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