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Chapter 1 The Scope of Our Investigation 

by 

John J. Gibbs 
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This is the final report of the "Man-Jail Transactions: 

Problems and Stresses of Jail Confinement Project" (Grant Number 

81-IJ-0070). This research enterprise was funded by the National 

Institute of Justice, and the study was conducted by members of the 

staff of the Research Center of the School of Criminal Justice of 

Rutgers, The State Lhiversity of New Jersey and members of the 

staff of the Research Center East of the National Council on Crime 

and Delinquency. 

As the title of the project jmplies, the main purpose of the 

study was to examine the psychological effects of jail confinement. 

Our research objective was to measure the impact of the jail as a 
, 

psychological environment or human climate.; Meeting our objective 

requi~ed mqasuring (1) the mental health or the kind and amount of 

psychological distress felt by our subjects before they entered jail, 

i.e. while theY~1ere in the community, and (2) the menta~ health of 

our subjects after confinement. A comparison of these measures 

yield~ a measure of the effects of incarceration; however, because 

we were interested also in exploring the association between the 

nature of the jail environment and the stresses experienced, we 

neededjto gather information on (1) the needs and concerns of our 

subjects while confined, (2) their perception of the environmental 

qualities of the jail which could satisfy their needs, and:(3) their 

satisfaction with the p~!rticular jail in wh!ich they were confined as 

a confinement setting. 

I~plicit in our simply stated research objectives are a number 

of methodologicaJltheoretical, and practical issues \'1hich will be 

discussed throughout this report, especially in the first two chapters. 

\) 
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The most compelling question raised by our research project, or 

any other research endeavor, is "Why do it?" Why should we study 

the problems of jail co.nfinement? Of course, cynics, might respond, 

IIBecause the National Institute of Ju'stice made funds available 

for the study of jai 1 s. II VJe assume, however, the NIJ had a reason 

for ~llocating funds to the study of jails, and we further assume 

the reason was that the agency realized that after years of low 

level attention, the problems of jails, which are almost exclusively 

local institutions, are having a national impact. 

There were encouraging. signs of Federal interest in the 

mental health of jai1 prisoners in 1978 when the National Instit~te 

of Corrections, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice, and the National Institute of Mental Health 

collaborated to sponsor The Special National ~!orkshop on t1ental 

Health Services in Local Jails (see Dunn and Steadman, 1982). 

Dunn and. Baunach point out that this conference took place in a 

climate of increasing national awareness of the prob'lems faced by 

local jails: 

The Special National Workshop occurred during a period 
when momentum for improving jails and local mental health 
systems It/as spa rked by qroader events. In 1977 ~ the , 
National Institute of Corrections (NIC) opened lts Jall 
Programs Center in Boulder, Colo.~ ~o provide the ~echn~cal 
assistance to State and locp.l offlc1als ..• The. Pres1dent s 
Commission on ~·1ental Health'was created in 1978 and began its 
broad series of i nves ti gat,.'; onsi nto all facets of mental 
health services in the country. The National Coalition 
for Jail Reform, a broad-based group of 28 national' 
organizations) was formed to lobby for the J'!lprovement of 
local jails; the Coalition articulated a pollcy preference 
for removing the mentally ill from jail •. And th~ General 
Accounting Office (GAO) undertook companlon studles to 

. investigate the federal role in provid!ng assis~a~ce for 
mental health problems in prisons and 1n local Jalls 
(Dunn and Baunach, 208: 1982), 
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Despite the efforts of these organizations, the undertaking of 

a national census of jails by the Census Bureau, and a good deal 

of press coverage (mostly bad) in local newspapers, by and large, 

jails have not received attention in proportion to their role in 

the American criminal justice system. 

Men were detained in jails lon~ before the construction of 

the first prison wall, yet prisons have received the bulk of national 

attention a.nd research money for the study of penal institutions jn 

this country. Jails have escaped scientific scrutiny. They remain' 

the :'dark i nsti tuti on" of the Ameri can correcti ona 1 system (see Flynn, 

1973; Goldfarb~ 1975; and Giottfredson, 1~82). 

It is difficul~ to reconcile the relative lack of attention paid 

to jails with their importance and their impact. Millions of people 

experience the r'eality of the. jail cell each year; for many of them, 

it is their first contact with the criminal justice system (Flynn, 

1973:68). It has been estimated that there are more than 10 times 

as many jails in this country as there are prisons l , and although 

the a~erage lo~al jail is much smaller than the average prison, 

jails, because of their much greater number and a few immense, larae 
... 

city jails, con-fine more people in this country than do prisons.2 

Yet relatively little research has been conducted in jails. 

As Don Gottfredson· sees it the amount of research money spent 

studying a SUbsystem of the American correctional system is inversely 

related to the number of persons who come into contact with the 
SUbsystem·: 

In cor~ection~, which consists mainly of programs of jails, 
probat10n, prlson, and parole, the investment of research 
efforts has been the opposite of that expected, if sheer 

_~ __ ~ __________________ ... ___ ~ . _ "C_ 
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numbers of persons involved were the major criterion for the 
selection of focus. Thus a good deal of stud~ has bee~ 
done of parole from prison, affecting a relatT~ely small 
number of persons; perhaps somewhat fewer,st~d!es ha~e been 
made of prisons, which involve ma'I1Y more lnd1vlduals, and 
very few studies of jail -- affecting a much larger number 
of persons -- are to be found. (The investment is, apparently, 
inversely proportional to the numbers of per~ons affected.) 
Hithin jails perhaps more' persons are held 1n custody 
awaiting adj~dication than are confined to serve sentences; 
and yet few studies of them are available (Gottfredson, 
1982: 175). 

The number of prisoners processed does not give a complete 

picture of the significance of jails in our criminal justice system. 

Not only do jails touch more lives than prisons" but also many 

believe they are more damaging to those lives. Jail prisoners, 

administrators, and custodians agree that the jail environment 

can be psych010gically devastating, especially for persons with 
N 

certain characteristics. 3 I,n a recent survey of New Jersey jail 
S (!, '("1/ I (J! 

administrators and social~providers, more than 85 percent reported 

that pre-trial prisoners had more problems than their sente'nced 

counterparts (Gibbs, 1981:26).4 In the same survey, 66 percen~ of 

the respondents rated prisoners with psychological difficulties 

as a substantial problem i~ their institutions (Gibbs, 1981:7).5 

The severity of the jail environment, which promotes feelings 

of 'loneliness, boredom, impotence, and anxiety (see Gibbs, 1978), 

is one reason for the seriousness of the problem in jails of persons 

who are psychologica!ly disturbed. Another reason often offered is 

that many people enter jails in a psychologically unst~ble condition. 

Jails are seen as dumping grounds. for persons who embody social or 

medical problems that other social control and social service agencies 

6 't . '1 do not, cannot, or will not deal with. As some see 1 , Jal s 

have become human junk yards in which we store those broken parts 
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of society that do not fit into other social organizations or social 

agencies. Counted among these people are some who suffer from 

severe Psychological disturbances and who have been confined in 

mental institutions (see Nagel, 1973; Mattick, 1974; and Goldfarb, 
1974) • 

The problems associated with storing the mentally ill in jails 

are not about to abate. The origins of the problem have been traced 

to the c1 vil liberties movement which resulted in the de-institutional

ization of mental hospitals and the development of more stringent 

criteria for civil commitment (Adler,. 1981). The theory is that this 

resulted in an influx of former mental patients into jail because 

there was no other place to put them when they were acting out on 

the streets. Morgan pred~cts that the trend is not likely to be 

reversed for the following reasons: 

One factor is the unlikelihood that the policies or procedures 
for state mental hospitalizations will drastically change in the 
near future. The resumption of vast psychiatric institutionali
zation of mental patients is improbable, due to the ongoing.de
bates oVer involuntary treatment, and commitment standards ... 
The other factor which indicates the continued jailing trend 
is the growing public intolerance with the repeated criminal 
acts of the psychiatrically released offenders and the recurrent 
nuisance behavior of the mentally retarded .. Consequently, law 
enforcement interVention has been increasingly requested by the 
community to resolve or remove the IIproblem" (Morgan, 1982:35). 

The information furnished so far should leave little doubt in 

anyone's mind that jails feature some serious problems that are in 
.. 

need of scientific investigation. However, up to this point, the 

data presented on the problems of people entering jails with psycho

logical difficulties and people experiencing psychological disturbances 

while confined in jails have been based on the observations of those 

who work in jails and others who are familiar with the operation of 
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jails. We will now turn our attention to the handful of systematic 

studies of psychological difficulties among jail prisoners. This 

will be followed by a discussion of how our approach to the study of 

the problem will fill some gaps in our knowledg~ about the impact of 

jails and ~ contribute to solving some jail problems. 

Studies of Intake Populations 

The few scientific investigations of jail populations at the 

entry stage have resulted in finding~ that support the unsystematic 

observations of jail administrators and custodians. The results of 

these studies suggest that a sizable proportion of those who enter 

,jail have been previously treated for mental heatlh problemVand an 

even larger proportion are in need of treatment. 

As part of a larger program at the Denver County .Jail, Swank 

and Winer (1976) conducted clinical interviews with 100 newly admitted 

inmates
7 

and classified them into psychiatric diagnostic categories.8 

The authors present data which show that 24 percent of the new 

arrivals t'eported a history of some type of psychiatric contact . . 
(evaluation, treatment, or hospitalization), 64 percent admitted no 

psychiatric history, and 12 percent were classified as undetermined. 

Of the 24 new admissions who reported psychiatric histories, 21 percent 

(n=5) were included in each of the following categorie;: evaluation 

only, outpatient/day care, and long-term inpatient care. The 

remaining 37 percent (n=9) had received short-term inpatient care 

(see Swank and Winer, 1976:Table 1). 

Swank and Winer report that 64 percent of ' the newly admitted 

prisoners fit one of several diagnostic categories. The antisocial 

personality and other personality disorder categories accounted for 

\ 
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i 

a combined 45 percent of those who received ~ diagnosis, and 37 

percent of the diagnoses were either alcoholi~m or drug addiction. 

None of the other categories represented more\than 5 percent of the 
. i 

I 

prisoner.s who were classified in a diagnosticilcategory (see Swank 

and Winer, 1976:Table 2). 

Schuckit, Herrman, and Schuckit(1977) conducted structured 

personal interviews with 199 white, male, newly admitted prisoners 

to the San Diego Jail who were arrested for non-drug related felonies 

and who did not have a previous felony conviction. 9 The interviews 

were classified by a psychiatrist into one of six categories: 10 

alcoholism, drug abuse! antisocial personality, affective disorder, 

organic brain syndrome, and no diagnosis. ll 

The authors report that almost half (48 percent) of the inter

viewees met the criteria of one of the five diagnostic categories. 

Of those receiving a psychiatric diagnosis, 34 percent were classified 

as antisocial personalities, and 26 percent, 32 percent, 3 percent, 

and 5 percent were categorized a~ sufferi ng from drug abuses, a 1 coho 1 ism, 
" 

organic brain syndrome, and affective disorders, respectively. The 
, . 

authors considered on1y 8 percent of those receiving a diagnosis 

(those suffering from organic brain syndrome or affective disorder) 

or 5 percent of the entire sample in need of immediate treatment. 

Schuckit, Herrman, and Schuckit1s data indicate that 44 percent 

of the sample12 had been hospitalized in a mental institution, 

48 percent reported that they had experienced depression for more 

than two weeks, and 24 percent had attempted suicide. All three 

diagnostic groups included in the analysis (antisocial personality, 

drug abuse, and alcoholism) were more likely than the no diagnOSis 
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group to report that they had experienced depression, and those 

receiving diagnoses of antisocial personality or drug abuse were 
. i3 more likely to have attempted suicide than the no diagnosls group 

(see Schuckit, Herrman, and Schuckit, 1977:Table 2). 

The authors also compared the groups by a number of background 

characteristics. The factors that differentiated the no diagnosis 

group from the three diagnostic category groups were as follows: 

~(~) the no diagnosis group showed a lower average number of nonviolent 

arrest? and average total arrests, (2) the diagnosis groups showed a 

higher average number of days per week drunk, and they were more 

likely to drive while intoxicated and to appear drunk in public, and 

;(3) the diagnosis g,roups were more likely to have taken drugs intra

venously (see Schuckit, Herrman, and Schuckit, 1977:Table 3). 

Obviously, there are some large discrepancies between the findings 

of Swank and Winer (1976) and Schuckit;, Herrman, and Schuckit (1977). 

For example, the authors of .the earlier study report that 14 percent 

of their sample had been hospitalized, whereas Schuckit, Herrman, and 

Schuckit indicate that 44 percent of the inmates they interviewed 

admitted psychiatric hospitalization; and Swank and Winer found that 

64 percent of the newly arrived prisoners met ~he criteria of one of 

their diagnostic categories, while Schuckit, Herrman, and Schuckit 

report that their diagnostic categories fit 48 percent of their sample. 

Although these'differences could reflect actual differences in the 

populations from which the samples were dra'lln, they could also be 

the result of differences in sampling designs or diagnostic schemes. 

Whatever the case, both studies suggest that a sizable proportion of 

the jail intake population can be considered as suffering from some 

9 

form of mental illness. 

Another indication of the number of persons who enter jails with 

psychological difficulties is the number of persons who are confined 

for mental observation,14 or awaiting transfer to a mental hospital, 

or not accused of a crime, but imprisoned for engaging in bizarre 

behaviors which suggest mental illness. Some of the jail surveys 

conducted in various states collected relevan~information in this 

area. 

Arnot1s survey of Nebraska county jails during 1968 and 1969 

suggested that approximately 2 percent of the state1s county jail 

population was confined for a mental health hearing (1969:Tabl~ IV,. 

11). An NCCD survey of 350 randomly selected cases at the Summit 

County Jail in Akron, Ohio shO\oJed that 7 percent of the sample was 

incarcerated for "suspicion of insanity" (NC.CD, 1972.:Table IV). 

Mattick and Sweet found in their 1967-1968 survey of Illinois jails 

that .2 percent of the jail population was being held for men~al 

health authorities. And, Goldfarb reported on a 1964 Oklahoma 

survey which indicated that 

... in each of 'forty jurisdictions, as many as 24 percent of 
the individuals who appeared in court for sanity hearings 
previously had been detained in jail; four jurisdictions 15 
reported a pre-hearing jail rate of over 75 percent (1975:97). 

Once again, we see that there is variation among the estimates. 

Some portion of the difference may reflect actual differences among 

the jurisdictions; the remainder i~ the result of differences in 

survey methodologies or counting rules. Hhile we cannot arrive at 

a useful lIaverage proportion" Qif people who enter jails with 

psychological problems, the studies reviewed reveal that a substantial 
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number of people manifest problems at the entry stage. " 

The next section will include a survey of the findings on what 

proportion of the total jail population experiences psychological 

difficulties while confined. Again, the issue is not clear cut. In 

most stu~ies, it is not possible to separate those people who enter 

jails with problems (the topic of the present section) from those 

persons whose problems emerge during confinement. 

At first glance, this chicken-egg dilemma may not appear to have 

great p~actical significance -- something has to be done for both 

groups. However, if one wishes to measure the impact of the jail 

environment on nonpsychotic inmates (prisoners considered healthy 

when they enter the institution), or if one wishes to develop 

inteY"vention or diversion programs for the two groups, information 

concerning the proportion of the population in each· group and the 

nature of their problems becomes important. 

Studies of Problems Experienced During Confinement 

The Swank and Winer study (1976), reviewed in the last section, 

a 1 so contained an ana lys is of 445 pri soners who \~ere referred to or 

requested to see the psychiatrist. If this figure is considered a 

measure of the number of people suffering from psychological problems 

in the jail population,the rate of psychiatric illness in the Denver 

County jail during 1974 was 35 per 1000 inmates ((445/12,453) (1000). 

If we consider only those referrals who received a diagnostic label 

(412) as ill, the rate becomes 33 per 1000 inmates. 

As mentioned above, 412 inmates or about 93 percent of the pri

soners evaluated were classified in a diagnostic category. The func

tional psychosis category contained the greatest number of persons 
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receiving a diagnosis (25 percent) followed by the categories of 

other personality disorder (22 percent), antisocial personality 

(16 percent), and alcoholism (13 percent). None of the other categories 

(;drganic psycho~is, neurosis, dt'ug addiction, transient situational 

disturbance, or mental defic1ency) contained more than 10 percent of 

the sample. The Swank and Winer data suggest that those inmates who. 

are referred to jail mental health personnel have substantial problems. 

ApPToximately bm-thirds of the inmates who were classified in a "diag

nostic category were considered either psychotics or personality dis
orders. 

The modal profile of the referred inmate was white (57.3 percent), 

single (38.9 percent), committed for a felony (41.4 percent), previous

ly convicted;(56.9 percent), and between the ages of 20 and 29 (52.9 

percent). Almost three-fifths of the inmates referred reported 

psychiatric histories, and two-fifths had a history of psychiatric 

hospitalization. 

l~hen the referral group was compared with a non-l~andom sampl e of 

newly arrived prisoners :{~=100),16 it was found that whites and men 

with psychiatric histories were overrepresented in the referral group, 

and those committed for a felony and those without prior convictions 

were underrepresented "(see Swank and Winer 1976:Table 1, 1132). 

Members of the referral group Were also mare likely to fit one of the 

diagnostic categories than were those included in the new admissions 

group (93 percent versus 64 percent), and they were comparatively 

more likely to be diagnosed as functional psychotics and less likely 

to be classified as alcoholics (see Swank and Winer, 1976:Table 2, 

1333). 
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Petrich:(l976) conducted a study of King County Jail, Seattle, 

inmates who were referred to the institutional psychiatrist from 

September 1, 1973 to January 31, 1974. ,The staff psychiatrist ex

amined 122 oi an estimated 200 individuals.17 Based on the number 

of inmates examined and the estimated number of people booked into 

jail during the five month study period:(2,625), Petrich computed 

a rate of psychi atri c morbi di ty of 46 p,er 1000 pri soners. 

The referral sample consisted of 102 males and 20 females. The 

male, referrals differed from the generul jail population in terms of 

age and ethnicity. Referrals were older and more likely to be members 

of a minori'ty group than were members of the general population. The 

modal picture of the referred inmate in Petrich's sample looks similar 

to that described by Swank and ~.finer'(1976). The majority of both 

male and female referrals were single,18 confined on felony charges, 

had prevtously been arrested and confined, and reported a psychiatric 

history., Approximately one~third of the referrals reported that they 

h d', 'd 19 ad attempte SU1Cl e. 

There are also some similarities between the Swank and Hiner study 

and the Petrich study in the distribution of the referred prisoners 

among 'the di agnosti c ca tegor'i es. 20 The functi ona 1 psychos i s category 

conta,i ned one:'fourth of the cases in the Swank and Hi ner study and 

about one-fifth of the cases in the Petrich study;21 alcoholics \'Iere 

approximately 13 percent of the diagnoses in each study;, there was only 

a 2 percentage point difference in mental defectives and neurotics in 

the two studies, and antisocial personality \</as the diagnosis in 16 

percent of the cases in the Swank and Winer study and 23 percent of the 

cases in the Petri ch study: Drug de~iendency, however, \"as di agnosed 
il 
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as the problem in 24 percent of the P2trich cases and in only 9 percent 

of the Swank and Winer cases. 

Some of the state jail surveys include estimates of the number 

of perso~s in the jail population who are experiencing psychological 

problems". A 1968 NCeD survey of -Wayne County Jail in Michigan found 

that over 8 percent '(80 per 1000 inmates) of the jail population 

were receiving some type of medication to help control psychotic and 

psychoneurotic disor.ders (NCCD, 1968:30). Olds' (1~56) survey of 

the Baltimore City Jail showed that approximately 19 percent of the 

.inmate population were afflicted with some type of mental disorder. 

Psychosis. represented the greatest disturbance (28 percent) followed 

by chronic brain syndrome:(13 percent), personality trait disturbance 

(l2 percent), sociopathi c personality (ll percent), and mental 

deficiency (4 percent).22 And, Mattick and Sweet report, 

Although survey statistics must depe'nd on the estimates 
and judgements of jailers not trained in psychiatry, 
they are indicative. More than 60 percent of county 
jails held from 10 to 50 of such persons (mentally ill) 
varying from a few hours to more than 48 hours (1970:12). 

The studies we have reviewed so far furnish us \·/ith information 

on the natu~e and extent of psychological problems among both intake 

populations and totaJ jail population~. Because these studies have 

neglected.the time dimension,23 however. they cannot answer questions 

that are r.elated to time. We need longitudinal stUdies to answer 

questions such as: As the amount of time incarcerated increases are 

prisoners likely to experience more intense or different problems? 

To find out what happens to a person in any environment over time, 
./ 

we need repeated measures of the same phenomenon at different points 

in time. 
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The only longitudinal study of the problems of jail prisoners 

that we uncovered \'/as conducted by 01 es ki in the Suffolk County Jail, 

Boston, Massachusetts (1977). Oleski administered The Institute for 

Pe~sonality and Ability Testing Anxiety Scale Questionnaire (Self 

Analysi~ Form) to a sample of 60 jail prisoners24 after one week and 

eight weeks of incarceration. The IPAT Anxiety Scale is a 40 item 

instrym~nt intended to measure subjectively experienced, free-floating, 

'f 't . t- 25 manl es anXle y. 

01 eski reported an average anxiety score of 6.4 after one \</eek and 

a correspondi~g score of 7.7 after eight weeks of incarceration. He 

conducted a one-\,/ay analysis of variance and a Ne\'/man-Keuls posttest 

comparison. In both cases, the findings were significant at the .001 

alpha-level. Oleski's findings suggest that anxiety increases with 
of 

exposure to the jail environment, and it can reach a level ~psycho-

logical morbidity in a period of eight weeks (Oleski, 1977:1008). 

Studies of Self-Injury and Suicide 

The last set of studies we will review deal with self-destructive 

behavior'among jail prisoners. Self-injury is not only the jail 

problem that has attracted the attention of the press and the public, 

but also it is an important measure of psychological disorder or 

breakdown for a number of reasons: 

(1) Self-destructive behavior is not uncommon in jail. Toch reports 

on the extent of self-injury in jails and prison: " ... with even the 

most conservative figures we can show that the problem of self-mutila

tion is endemic and that nothing commensurate occurs in other settings. 

If a problem even remotely similar were to arise, in the- outside world, 

'it would provoke outrage and emergency intervention Jl (1975:127). 
" 
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Johnson notes that 41 percent of the inmate crisis situations described 

to him by prison staff members involved self-injury (1976:30). Tr.e 

problem of self-injury also touches the lives of men who do not injure 

themselves. Inmates who report they are experiencing problems in con

finement often provide information about suicidal thoughts to indicate 
-
t~e depth of their distress;(Toch, 1975:283-284). 

(2) Self-injury is not only statistically associated with a number of 

ot~e~ indices of psychological stress (Johnson, 1976:30), but also 

goes -beyond these measures by representing a wider range of motives, 

symptoms, problems, and concerns (Toch, 1976:3). Other measures of 

psychological breakdo ... m -- requests for protective segregation or 

commitment to a mental institution, for example -- may reflect a more 

limited set of concerns, such as fear or psychotic difficulties 

(Johnson, 1976:30). Self-injury covers a broader spectrum of concerns. 

(3) Inasmuch as self-inflicted injury is an act that typically requires 

medical attention~ it is more likely to be reflected in institutional 

records than are some other actions that indicate breakdown. Other 

behaviors that represent a wide range of psychological difficulties 

may be less visable, handled informally, and therefore may never 

appear in official records. 

The few available investigations of self-injury have been 

character--ized by small sample size, restricted definitions of 

self-injury, emphasis on the method of self-injury, and efforts to 

develop a self-injury profile to identify self-injul~y prone inmates 

through analysis of demographic characteristics. Only three of the 

nine studies reviev/ed compare the self-injury group \'/ith a control 

sample drawn from the general jail population. Most of the research 
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reviewed is on the characteristics of the man who injures himself, 

and it tends to overlook system-individual interactions or trans-

actions. 

It appears that self-in,jury is a more serious problem in jail 

than in prison or in the community, and in those jails that contain 

both detention and sentenced pri~oners, detention prisoners are more 

likely to injure themselves. Esparza (1973) reported a suicide rate 

of 57.5 per 100,000 in a sample of the co~nty jails in a Midwestern 

state. He compares this with the suicide rate of 10.5 per 100,000 

in-federal prisons (Rieger, 1971), and with the 16-17 per 100,000 

suicide rate reported for the general male population (Hendin, 1967). 

Heilig found that 96 percent of the suicides committed in Los Angeles 

County jail sin the years he s'amp 1 ed occurred in the detenti on setting 

(Heilig, 1973:49). In New York City jails, 93 percent of the men 

who committed suicide between October, 1970 and September, 1971 did 

so in detention (Martin; 1971:1). The National Center pn Institutions 

and Alternatives (NCIA) reports that in 1979 over 90 percent of the 

suicides that occurred in jails were committed by detained prisoners 

(Hayes and Kajdan, 1981:25).26 

The amount of time incarcerated prior to the self-destructive act 

was found to be an important variable in s~~~ of the investigations. 

Danto (l973) reported that six of the ten suicides he studied occurred 

within 30 days of incarceration. Esparza (}973) found that 24 of 

the 60 attempted suicides on which he collected information happened 

within three weeks of confinement, and four of the six suicides in his 
I, 

sample occurred \'/ithin 90 days<>of confinement. Heilig (1973) reported, 

that'19 of his 26 cases committed sUic,ide within their first 24 hours 

of confinement. Fawcett and Marrs 1,/l1 973) data reveal that 52 perce~t . 

- ! 
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of their combined attempt and suicide sample (n=21) committed their 

self-destructive act within 30 days of confinement, including 

19 perce~t of the sample who injured themselves within the first 

three days of institutionalization. Death within the first 30 days 

of incarceration resulted in 69 percent of the suicide group (n=13). 

Beigel and Russell report, in their study that "all the suicide attempts 

(n=30) occurred in a period from the end of the first week to the 

end of the sixth week after placement in jail. None was found after 

six weeks, despite far longer stays in jail for many of the prisoners" 

(1973:110). MartinIs (1971) data show 62 percent of the suicides 

(n=13) occurring within the first 10 days of jail confinement. NCIA 

researchers found in their nationwide study that approximately 50 

percent of jail suicides (n=322) occur within 24 hours of confinement. 

. and almost one-third within 3 hours of incarceration (Hay~s and 
I 

Kajdan,1981:37). They report that suicide within a fe\'/ hours of 

confinement is especially prevalent among self-destructive prisoners 

who have-been charged with alcohol or drug related,offenses. Fifty 

fi ve percent of these pri soners commi tted sui ci de \'Ii thi n 3 hours of 

confinement. Less than 20 percent of the suicide victims in each 

of the other charge categories (serious property, minor other, 

violent/personal) committed suicide within this time period (Hayes 

and Kajdan, 1981: 39) . 

As previously mentioned, although most of the studies reviewed 

do not include comparisons between self-injury samples and samples 'of 

the general jail population, they do provide some data on the character

istics of those \'Iho injured themselves. Danto '(]973) reports that 6 

of the 10 suicides he studied at the Hayne County Jail \'Iere committed 
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by prisoners charged ... lith a violent felony. Esparza (1973) found 

that 84 percent of the cases he revie~ed (n=66) had a violent personal 

crime appearing on their record. Wilmotte' and Plat-Mend~icz (1973') 

noted tn their study of a Belgian jail that of the 137 crimes the 84 

members of the self-injury group were suspected of committing, there 

were 48 violent personal crime~, 57 property crimes and 18 drug 

offenses. Fawcett and Marrs (1973) discovered that 67 percent or l~ 

of the 21 prisoners who committed suicide or who made "high intent 

suicide attempts II were charged with violent personal crimes including 

homicide charges. And the data collected in New York City detention 

facilities by GiLbs (1978) indicate that men who injure themselves are 

more likely to have a history of ~rrest for a violent offense and a 

violent charge pending than are members of a randomly selected sample 

of the general jail population. 

In contrast to the findings reported above, Beigel and Russel 

0973) report. in their study of atte~Pted suicides in Arizona jails 

th0.t 50 percent of the control group was charged with a violent crime 

in comparison with 23 percent of the attempt group; the chi square 

comput~d for this difference was significant at the .05 level. Heilig 

(1973) found that of the 26 individuals who committed su'icide in his 

sample none was charged w~th a violent personal crime. Martin's 

(1971) analysis of 13 suicides that occurred in City of Ne\'I Yor.k 

Department of Corrections institutions between October 1970 and 

September 1971 indicates that the vast majority of the cases were 

not charged with a violent crime. NCIA reports that suicide victi~s 

are fairly evenly distributed among offense categories. Approximately 

one-third of their sample were charged with an alcohol or drug related 

i.-....-___________________________ _ 
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offense, about one-quarter were confined for a violent crime, and 

slightly more than two-tenths were charged with either a serious 

property crime or a minor offense (Hayes and Kajdan, 1981:23). In 

the same study, it was reported that only 11 percent of the 257 prior 

offenses charged against members of their sample were violent crimes 

(Hayes and Kajdan, 1981:26). 

Prisoners who injure themselves are not uniformly distributed 

among ethnic groups. Most studies show that whites represent a 

greater percentage of the self-injury population than blacks, and 

in jails that house a sizable PUerto Rican population Latins arg 

also more often included in the self-injury population than are 

blacks. 

Gibbs (1978) found that in comparison with the general jail 

population, the jail self-injury groups contained an underrepresenta

tion of blacks (23 percentage points), and an overrepresentation 

of whites (14 percentage points), and Latins (11 percentage points). 

Martin (1971) discovered that although whjtes comprised only 10 
l 

percent of the New York City jail population, they accounted for 38 

. percent of the sUicides. Puerto Ricans also represented 38 percent 

of the jail suicides while they accounted for 25 percent of the jail 

population. Blacks were extremely underrepresented; although blacks 

represented 65 percent of the jail population,' they accounted for 

only 23 percent of suicides. Esparza (1973) reported ah ethnic 

breakdown for suicid~s and attempted suicides of about 80 percent 

white and 2d' percent~lack. Heilig (1973) found that the overwhelming 

majority of the cases in his study were white. Only one black and 

two MeXican-American suicides were reported. Fawcett and ~1arrs (1973) 

reported that 52 percent of the cases studied were white followed by 
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33 percent black and 14 percent Latin. In the NCIA study, 67 percent 

of those who committed suicide were white, 22 percent were black, 

and 11 percent were classified as other (Hayes and Kajdan, 1981:19). 

The findings of two of the studies reviewed diverge from the tr~nd 

described above. Danto (1973) reported that 6 of the 10 cases he 

studied were black, and Beigel and Russel (1973) found that although 

the difference was not statistically significant, there were 17 percent 

more non-whites (predominately Mexican-Americans) in the attempt group 

compared with the control group. 

Many of the studies on self-destructive behavior in jails have 

examined the link beb/een self-injury and mental illness and self

injury and prior suicide attempts. Danto (1973) reported that 7 of 

the 10 suicides he st~died had a history of mental illness and 4 of 

the 10 cases had a history of prior attempts. Esparza comments, 

IIthese prisoners had also invariably received some type of psychiatric 

assessment and/or treatment since a high percentage of them had 

previousiy had a history of mental illness and previous attempts ound 
were known as 'mentals' to the jail authorities" (1973:35). He does 

not present a percentage figure to define what he considers a high 

percentage, and it is assumed "invariably" means all the cases received 

psychiatric evaluation or treatment. 

Wilmotte and Plat-Mendlewicz (1973) indicate that 25 percent 

of the 84 cases studied were considered to be suffering fro~ mental 

diseases: schizophrenics, epileptics \'iith character disorders,and 

heavy dri nkers. Fawcett and ~larrs' (1973) menta 1 i" ness category 

included recorded statements of suicidal threat or intent~ symptoms 

of clinical depression recorded by county jail officers, and a history 

---1 
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of psychiatric hospitalization. There were 22 indices of mental 

illness recorded for the sample .. Unfortunately, the number of cases 

displaying these symptoms cannot be determined because of the fashion 

in which the data were recorded, i.e., the categories were not mutually 

exclusive. Martin (1971) discovered that 46 percent of the suicides 

reviewed were committed by prisoners who had a history of a suicide 

attempt. The findings of the NCIA study show that in 17 percent of 

the cases of suicide jail officials were aware that the victim had 

injured himself on at least one other occasion, and 29 percent of 

those who committed suicide were known to be mentally ill (Hayes 

and Kajdan, 1981:35-36). 

Age is another variable that has been examined in 'conjunction 

with self-injury. Based on the 5 studie,s which furnished mean age 

information (Danto, 1973; Esparza, 1973; Fawcett and Marrs, 1973; 

Beigel and Russel, 1973; and Hayes and Kajdan, 1981), we computed 

a weight~d average age of 27. The modal age categories in Heilig's 

(1973) and Martin's (1971) studies were 20-29 and under 25, respectively. 

The two studies which compared self-mutilators with controls by age 

(Beigel and Russel, 1973; and Gibbs, 1978) present contrasting 

findings. Beigel and Russel (1973) found that those who committed 

acts of self injury were younger than controls; Gibbs (1978) discovered 

that self-mutilators were older than members of a randomly selected 

comparison sample. 

The findings surveyed suggest that there may be a relationship 

between self-destructive behavior in jail and violence, ethnicity, and 

mental illness. Ho\<Jever, because in most cases the self-injury sample 

is not compared with a random sample of the jail population, it is not 

• 
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possible to determine (1) whether the self-injury sample differs from 

the general jail population in terms of these factors, and (2) the 

strength of the association between self-injury and the variables 

of interest. 

In the one study (Gibbs, 1978) that did make extensive comparisons 

between a jail self-injury population (415) and a random sample of the 
~.~-

jail population '(1188 unweighted and 1537 weighted to reflect adolescent 

and adult populations), those who injured themselves were more likely 

to be older, married, and addicted to drugs. They were also more 

1 i kely to have (l) a hi story of previ ous arrest for a property, drug, 

or violent offense, (2) previous incarceration experience in jailor 

prison, and (3) a ~inlent charge pending (Gibbs, 1978:31). All,these 

differences ,were statistically significant at the .05 level using the . 
chi square statistic. However, the strength of association (phi) 

between self-injury and anyone of the above var'iables never reached 

a magnitude of .20. The unimpressiveness of the strengths of these 

relations indicates that knml/ledge of these personal history variables 

associated with self-injury in jail is not of great assistance in 

identifying or predicting self-injury prone inmates in jails. 

Few of thoS'e"\<Jno have studied self-destructive behavior in jail 

have explored the problems experienced by those who have injured them

selves. Danto n6tes guilt, hopelessness, and social isolation (1973)~ 

Esparza mentions the shock of family separation (1973). Fawcett and 

Marrs consider the self-destructive acts of inmates a "decisive and 

desperate action of control over the outcome of their lives ... " 

(1973:86) . Specifically, they contend that 
i'l 
! ,,' 

Feelings of isolation, helplessness and often hopelessness 
created by the inmate's isolation and loss of control over 
his situation make the experience of loss of suppo~t by 
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significant others outside the jail especially intolerable 
(Fawcett and Marrs, 1973:94) • 

••• the pressure caused by the unknown future and lack of 
control of the inmate over his own life, as vlell as the 
possible presence of depressive features creates the 
conditions that militate toward suicidal behaviors 
(Fawcett and Marrs, 1973:100). 

The only study to systematically explore motives for self-injury 

in jail was conducted by Gibbs (1978). Part of the data analyzed in 

this study were 105 tape recorded and t~anscribed clinical interviews 

with men who had injured themselves in jail. The interview content 

was classified by means of an elaborate typology containing 16 mutually 

. exclusive themes; each represents one of three psychological dimensions 

and one of three levels of crises. For present purposes, however, a 

general description of the themes associated with self-injury in jail 

will suffice. 27 

A content analysis of interviews with jail prisoners indicated 

that one component of the majority (53 percent) of self-destructive 

breakdowns in jail, was problems stemming from self-doubt, self-worth, 

or failure to measure up to self-imposed or more universal standards 

(a Self-Perception Crisis). One implication of this finding is that 

the jai 1 envi ronment cha 11 enges a man I s competence and adequacy. 

Tests of worth require assessment; and for some men, self assessment 

means certain failure. 

The finding that self-destructive men in jail report low self

esteem at the time of injury is not unexpected. Such problems are 

considered a common experi~nce among suicidal persons: 

In their review of the literature on suicide from 1945 to 
1956, Vitanza, Church, and Offendrantz (1957) find that . 
one of the few points upon which researchers generally 
agree is that suicidal persons hav!= self-derogatOl~y feelings, 



r 

I 
24 

feelings of worthlessness and self-hatred. Andics (1947), 
in a study of 100 persons who attempted suicide, found them 
to have feelings of unworthiness as well as a sense of 
meaninglessness (Kobler and Stotland, 1964:14). 

When the i ntervi e\'/s voJere exami ned to determi ne whi ch of three 

psychological dimensions (Impotence, Fear, and Need for Support) were 

represented in the content, it was found that I~potence was represented 

in 37 percent of the jail interviews, Need for Support emerged in 36 

percent of the i ntervi ews, and Fear \'/as the primary psycho 1 ogi ca 1 

dimension in 26 percent of the interviews. These findings suggest 

that in jail feelings of helplessness, resentment, loss of control, 

and need for emotional sustenance and tangible assistance are more 

important self-injury motivators than fear for onels safety. 

This concludes our review of the relevant research. Many of the 

studies we have examined suffer from methodological shortcomings. 

We have already menti oned. some of these problems, and in tht~ 'next 

secti on of th i s chapter we wi 11 exami ne these prob 1 ems and others. 

Our purpose is 'not to criticize researchers who in many cases have 

made important contributions to knm'/ledge on very limited budgets, 

but to suggest how our approach addressed some of these common 

methodological problems. 

The Basics of Our Approach 

The purpose of our study was not only to count and describe 

the problems that people have when they enter jails and the diffi

culties they encounter while in jail, but also to develop B set of 

tools that jail personnel ~an use to deal with people and their pro

blems. Our review of the literature convinced us that the classifica

tion schemes used in previous studies often have very little meaning 

to jail personnel who must deal with real world inmate problems. 
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Diagnostic classifications like functional psychosis, affective dis-• 

order, and transient situational disturbance do not convey useful 

information to the average jail employee or any non-clinjeian. The 

categories ~imply do not represent data upon which a judgement 

or decision can be made. For this reason~ we spent a great deal of 

our time developing some instruments that can be readily understood 

and used by jail personnel for classification and ,deployment purposes. 

In nearly all of the studies we reviewed, no attempt was made 

to link the problems to the context in which they occurred: the jail. 

Our view is that even the most extreme and internal psychological 

difficulties are in some way shaped by the enviY'orllnent in which 

they take place. Our theoretical perspective is that human problems 

and behaviors always occur in some social context or human environment. 

And the problems experienced are the product of the characteristics 

of the individual ~- his perceptions, sentiments, attitudes, and 

concerns -- and the environment (Lewin, 1951). The relation between 

the person and the enVironment is not simply additive; it is inter

active. People influence environments and environments influence 

people. The process is transactional (see Dewey and Bently, 1949; 

Ittelson, Proshansky, Rivlin, and \'lindel, 1974; and Toch, 1977). 

Combinations of different factors (persons and places) produce 

different kinds of problems and behaviors. From our perspective, 

understanding the problems experienced by jail inmates requires 

that we obtain information about persons and the environmental 

qualities or attributes that are important to these persons. Obtaining 

this infotmation was the thrust of our research. 
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Our study also differs from most others because we included a 

longitudinal component. He attempted to interview each subject twice 

to chart the effects of the environment on perceived problems and 

needs. 

In the next chapter, we will fill in the details of our methodo

logical approach. We will describe the instruments we used, discuss 

their uses and limitations, and show how they fit together into the 

research plan. We will also describe our sampling procedures, and 

discuss the problems encountered \<lhen conducting research in jail,s. 
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Notes 

IGoldfarb estimates that there are about 400 prisons in 
the United States and about 5,000 jails (1975:13). An Abt 
Associat~s study of jails and prisons in 1978 found there were 

. 559 prisons and 3,493 jai 1 s (r1ull en \'li th Carl son andSmi th, 1980: 
158). The National Center on Institutions and Alternatives National' 
Study on Jail Suicides discovered 16,909 jails; 3,343 county jails 
i;'l.nd 13,566 local jails. In their report, "County jails are defined 
as commitment and pre-trial detention facilities '(over 48 hours), 
and includ~ such euphemisms as house of corrections, workhouse, 
correction center, and farm. Local jails are defined as temporary 
holding facilities (less than 48 hours) and include city jails and 
pol ice department 1 ockups}"C I+~'je.s ~ Kn.dJCLr. } (qg ( " '1 ). 

2It has been estimated that jails process between one and 
one-half million and five and one-half million persons per year 
(Flynn, 1973:55; and Mattick, 1974:795). 

3This appeared to be the concensus among the jail personnel 
who attended the special National Workshop on Mental Health Service 
in Local Jails, Baltimore, 1978. 

4Thirty of the 35 jail custodians, administrators, and social 
service providers surveyed responded affirmatively to the question, 
"00 you think detained prisoners seem to experience more problems 
than do sentenced prisoners?" (Gibbs, 1981:26). 

SOn a 1 (not a problem) to 5 (serious problem) scale, over 65 
percent of the sample rated inmates who experience psychological 
problems as 4 or 5.- This item received the third highest average 
ranking of the 24 jail problems rated by the sample (Gibbs, 1981:7). 

6Eighty six percent of the sample responded,affirmatively to 
the question, "00 you think there has been an increase in the 
percentag~'of jail prisoners who are social and medical problems 
rather than criminal justice problems in the last few years?" 
(Gibbs, 1981:24). 

7Swank and \~iner report that the " ... 100 inmates were seen for 
psychiatric evaluation as they entered the jail in daily consignments. 
On these occasions all arriving inmates were seen ... " (1976:1332). 

8The diagnostic categories reported in the study were functional 
psychos is, organi c psychos is, anti soci a 1 personal i ty, neurosi,s, a 1 co
holism, drug addiction, transient situational disturbance, mental 
deficiency, and convulsive disorder. The authors do not provide 
definitions for the diagnostic categories nor do they indicate if 
more than one examiner evaluated the inmate for purposes of l'eliability. 

,) 
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9The restricted nature of the sample limits its usefulness for 
estimation purposes· because any variation in raten by ethnicity, 
charge, or prim" criminal history is eliminated. 

10liThe 199 subjects were divided into diagnostic categories based 
on the psychiatric disorder which appeared first chronologically" 
(Schuckit, Herrman, and Schuckit, 1977:199). There is no mention 
in the study of a reliability check on the diagnostic classifications. 

llThe authors defined their diagnostic categories as follows: 
"(1) Alcoholism· These individuals had evidence of a major life 
problem in at least one of four life areas. Thus, they demonstrated 
an alcohol-related marital separation or divorce', or two or more 
nontraffic alcohol-related arrests, or physical evidence that alco
hol had harmed health, or a job loss or layoff related to alcohol. 
(2) Drug abuse These individuals had a major life problem related 
to the abuse of drugs. Difficulties were the same as those outlined 
for alcoholism. 
(3) Antisocial personality (AP) These men demonstrated serious 
anti soci all i fe problems (not di rectly re'l ated to a 1 coho 1 or drugs) 
beginning before age 16 and occurring in all major life areas: 
problems in school (repeated suspension or expulsions), and diffi
culties with peers (frequent fights or using weapons, or hurting 
someone in a fight to a point requiring hospitalization, and 
problems with the family (frequent runaways or being considered by 
one or both parents to be incorrigible), and a history of seriou's 
police difficulties. 
(4) Affective disorder The exact criteria presented in the Woodruff 
text were utilized. To paraphrase, these persons showed a serious 
depressive mood lasting at least 2 weeks, along with changes in body 
functioning (fatigue, insomnia, 'constipation, etc.) and mind function
ing (feelings of hopelessness, inability to concentrate, etc.) 
occurring at a time when alcohol and drug abuse were absent. 
(5) orfianic brain syndrome (OBS) To meet this definition, the indi
vidual ad to demonstrate confusion as well as at least one of the 
following: impaired orientation or memory or· decreased intellectual 
functions ll (Schuckit, Herrman, and Schuckit, 1977:118-119). 

l2Those diagnosed as suffering from organic brain syndrome or an. 
affective disorder were not included in this analysis. 

l3ATthough the authors indicate statistically Significant dif~ 
ferences based on the chi square statistic, they do not provide any 
measures of strength of association between the diagnostic categories 
and psychiatric histories. In some cases, the strength of the rela
tion could be quite low, although the differences may be statistically 
significant due to a substantial number of cases. 

l4Measures s'uch c?"mental observation should be viewed with 
caution. In some jurisdictions, persons accused of certain offenses 
(e.g., homocide) are invariably placed on mental observation status 
independent of psychiatric diagnosis. 
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150f 't' t ' course: 1 1S no poss1ble to estimate the number of 
persons confined who are in this situation because the number of 
people upon which the percentages are based ~re not provided. 

, ) , 

16Since the members of the newly arrived group d'id not have as 
much exposure to the jail environment or as much opportunity to be 
referred to the jail psychiatrist as did inmates who had been con
fined for longer periods of time, the new admissions cannot be 
treated.as a sample of the.general jail population. 

-A \ " 
_1 'Petrich reports that'~~IIA number of individuals were ref~rred 
for trea~ment, but were released from the jail prior to examination 
or were Judged to need no psychiatric examination" (1976:1140). 

IS 'Th' t . 1 d 
1~ ca egory lnc u es those who were never married, and fhose 

who are dlvorced or separated. 
191 ' 

., Petric~ does not compare his referral sample with the general 
Jall populatlon on any of the variables mentioned in the mod~l profile. 

20: 
In the Swank and Winer study, the diagnostic categories (other 

than the convulsive disorder category, which is not considered in 
~his report) are ~utually exclusive. In the Petrich study, a'referred 
lnmate could recelve more than one diagnosis. The comparisons between 
the two studies referred to in the text of this paper are comp·arisons 
bebJeen the percentage of persons 'in each Swank and Wi ner di agnosti c 
category and the percentage of diagnoses in each Petrich diagnostic 
category. 

21 For the Petrich study, the mania and schizophrenia cases were 
combined to compute the functional psychosis percentage. 

2201ds defines his diagnostic categories as: 

IIpsych9sis (unpredictable disturbance in emotion, thought judgment, 
behaVior, with or without brain damage) 

,f.hr.onic brain syndrome w'jthout psychosis (relatively permanent brain 
damage due to alcohol, injury, or illness, with less than psychotic 
disturbances in emotion, thought, etc.) 

Personality trait disturbance (emotionally unstable) 

Personality pattern disturbance (includes a variety of conditions 
which can rarely be altered such as lack of physical and emotional 
stamin~, inability to express feelings, inability to form significant 
relations with others) 

Sociopathic personality (inability to conform or to profit from 
punishment or ~o maintain group loyalties; at war with the \,/orld) 

~1ental deficiency (defect of intelligence since birth)1I (1956:19). 
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23We do not mean to imply that those who conducted the research 
we have reviewed were ignorant of the time dimension or intentionally 
overlooked it and cleverly forgot to mention it. In most cases, a 
longitudinal design was not necessary to answer the questions they 
posed, and in all cases, we assume that they did not have the time 
or the money to conduct a longitudinal study. 

24All members of Oleski·s sample wer~ volunteers, and he reports 
that IIIn order to maintain homogeneity in the sample and to avoid 
confounds due to prior extensive prison experience, all Ss had to 
meet the following criteria: 
(a) No S had more than one prior felony conviction; (b) No S who 
had been detained during the prior 6 months either .in jailor prison; 
(c) No S was used whose prior incarcerations totaled more than 2 years; 
(d) All Ss· educational level was sufficient to insure adequate 
comprehension at the IPAT Anx'tety Scale; Ce) All Ss v/ere held in 
the county jail at least 8 weeks before finally going to trial; and 
(f) Drug Abusers who had undergone detoxification were used. Those 
on methadone maintenance were excluded due to the possible influence 
of methodone on their anxiety levels ll (Oleski, 1977:1006). Obviously, 
these restrictions limit the generalizability of the findings. 

2501eski (1977) does not report reliability measures for the 
IPAT Anxiety Scale. 

26The National Center on Institutions and Alternatives 
National Study of Jail Suicides is the only national study of jail 
suicides. The study was conducted in 3 phases. The first phase 
consisted of an enumeration of all the jails in the U.S. The 
second phase included (1) a survey of state departments of correction 
to gather information on the number of jail suicides in each state. 
(2) a questionnaire survey of the 16,909 ja·ils enumerated in the 
first phase requesting estimates of the number of suicides which 
occurred during 1979 in each jail, (3) the hiring of a newspaper 
clipping service to collect articles on jail suicides. The second 
phase resulted in the identification of 419 incidents of suicide in 
jails. In the third phase of the project, qUE!stionnaires \'lere 
mailed to the jails identified in the second phase of the project. 
Jail officials \.,rere requested to furnish information on ea.ch suicide 
that took place in their institution. This effort resulted in 
information on 284 incidents. Data on an additional 50 cases was 
gathered from the reports of medical exmaineri and newspaper articles 
(Hayes and Kajdan, 1981). 

27Those interested in a detailed description of the themes 
contained in the typology should refer to Toch (1975) or Gibbs 
(1978) • 
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Chapter 2 

Method of Inquiry 

by 

John J. Gibbs, Laura A. Maiello, 

Kenneth S. Kolb, and Wa~ne J. Poburka 
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The Evolution of our Design 

As wa~ mentioned in Chapter 1, our research objective was 

to explore the psychological impact of the jail environment. The 

accomplishment of th'i~ objective required that we gather information 

on individuals before and during confinement and on the qualities 

of the jail environment. This meant that we would either interview 

subjects on one occasion and ask them to recollect hO\'I they felt 

in the community and during different stages of their incarceration, 

. a strategy that has obvious liabilities, or interview them more than 

once. 

Our original research plan called for three interviews with 

each available subject of entry cohorts from an urban, a suburban, 

and 'a rural jail. Initial interviews with members of the reception 

cohorts were to be conducted within the first few days of confinement. 

This first interview was to include measures, which will·be discussed 
p f"e.5 (; 1'\ tl '1 

in more detail ~, of symptoms of.psychopathology, history 

of psychological and substance abuse problems, and environmental 

needs. The main purposes of the first interview were to gather 

information on the subject's mental health history and stability 

in the community as well as to determine how he was reacting to the . " 

first few days of incarceration. 

Our design for the initial interview called for asking subjects 

only about personal characteristics, environmental preferences, 

psychopathological symptoms, and history of mental illness and 

SUbstance abuse because we assumed that during their first few days 

of confinement respondents would not have enough information about 

the jail to make judgements about our other areas of interest --

.. "'.- ...... -. 
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environmental qualities, satisfaction with the envi~onment, and 

the group structure of the institution. We thought it best to give 

subjects a chance to settle in before asking them to make these 

kinds of evaluations. 

Two follow-up interviews were to be conducted with cohort 

subjects who remained in the jail. The first follow-up was scheduled 

for five to seven days after the initial interview; the second was 

to be completed another two or three weeks later. Symptoms of 

psychopathology and environmental preferences were again to be 

measured in the fo'J1Gw-up intervie\'Js by the same methods used in 

the initial interviews. In addition, questions that measured 

environmental satisfaction and the perceived qualities of the 

environment were to be included in the follow-up interviews. 

We also intended to interview a cross-section bf prisoners 

who had been confined for at least one week about inmate group 

structure and attachment to an inmate code. Because these interviews 

were to be conducted during the same time period as the follow-up 

interviews with inmates in the entry cohort, we expected some 

overlap between the two groups. 

Another part of our design was to interview a small sample 

(n=10) of inmates in each jail who had been confined in mental 
.. 

hospitals. Our intention was to tape record their responses to 

queries about their lives on the streets and in institutions ~nd 

to content analyze transcriptions of the tapes. 

The final segment of our original research plan was to survey 

custodians, administrators, and social services providers in each 

jail about their perceptions of the problems in the jail and their 
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.evaluations of the jail environment. 

As is the case with most research enterprises, what we originally 

intended to do and what we did do are somewhat different. The 

complexity of conducting research in real world settings and human 

error forced' us to simplify our design. 

The first.change in our research plan was a misunderstanding 

that worked to our advantage. The Project Director, Gibbs, takes 
\ 

full rer;ponsibil ity for the error and no credit for the- resul t. 

The mistake was that those members of the staff who It/ere conducting 

the initial interviews adminis'~~red the full battery of instruments 
\. 

to subjects. The Project Directot was not aware of the error until 
'. 

one of the interviewers provJded him with an unsolicited description 

" of the initial interview. This took place when more than half of our 

initial interviews had been completed. 
\ 

The effects of this error were fortunately in our favor. As .. 
was mentioned before the reason that we did not plan to administer 

the full battery of instruments during the initial interview \'las we 

felt subjects would not have enough experience in the environment 

to evaluate the environmental qualities and group structure of the 

institution. We found, however, that the intake sample at one of 
) 

our i nsti.tut.wns d'j d have some confi nement experi ence just pr; or to 

thei r entry in the j ail in' whi ch they were i ntet~vi ewed. Because of 

the overcrowdin~ in the jajl, these men spent an average of one 

week in_cells at p61ice precincts before they entered the jail. 

According to· our interviewers, this week of confinement exp~rience 

provided them with enough ~nformation to make judgements comfortably 

nbout the jail environment. Our most experienced interviewers observed 
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that even prisoners who were straight from the streets or court 

were not hesitant about offering their evaluations of the qualities 

of the jail's environment. They felt that prisoners could make 

judgements and predictions about their environment soon after they 
, 

arrive in it. 
. 

We therefore revised and consolidated our research protocol to 

include the qdministration of all of our instruments during 

the,initial interviews. This made second follow-up interview 

unnecessary. Origi-nall.y, we proposed to administer the measures of 

environmental qualities and their evaluation by prisoners during 

the first follow-up interview and again in the second follow-up 

interview to provide a measure of change. Our modified design 

allowed us to measure thes~ changes in perception and evaluation of 

the environment by comparing the results of the initial interview 
\ . 

with the first follow-up interview . 

Our error also included asking questions about the social 

structure of the jail, expectations concerning confinement and 

the sources of these expectations, and previous confinement experience during 

the first interview. We decide~ to continue this practice and thereby 

eliminate the necessity for a cross-sectional component in our design. 

In some WQ.YS, \'le were very fortunate to have made the error. 
\ 

If we had not consolidated our design and eliminated the second 
f~' . 

follow-up interview and the cross-sectional aspect, either we would 

still be in the jails conducting interViews or our sample size would 

be considerably smaller. Indeed, we strained our human and financial 

resources to the l~mit conducting one and one-half to two and one-half 

hour interviews -- depending on the respondent's cooperativeness, 

L .... ____________________________ ~~ __ "'__ __ ~~ ___ ~ ___ __'_ __ ~ ___ ~~__'___~ __ ~ ___ ~~ ____ . __ . ____ ._n. ______ ~ . __ .•.. _ 
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intelligence, education, and loquacity -- with 339 initial subjects 

and 102 follow-up subjects. It is not surprising that the interviews 

were lengthy. The initial interview schedule (see Appendix A) contained 

7 instruments which included over 350 separate items Or questions. 

• The staff questionnaire survey and former menta'l patient interview 

components pf our orig'inal research were modified. Our intention was 

to conduct ~esearch in these areas in each of our sites. ,Due to 
• 

ov~rcrovming ~t one jail and a very small staff at another, we 

conQucted our staff survey in only, one institution. We also found 

that because of time, cost, and space restraints, it was possible 

to conduct interview~ with former mental hospital patients in only 

one i~stitution. We were not able to tape record interviews with 

these subjects, as we had originally planned. The changes in our 

staff survey and former mental hospital patient study will be 

discussed in more detail in subsequent chapters. 

The next few sections of this chapter will contain an overview 

of the questions we posed to our subjects. Estimates of the reliability 

of the in~truments based OD the results of our survey will be discussed 

in subseq.uent chapters, in whi ch we wi 11 descri be the response patt~rns 

to each set of questions. The ,purpose of this chapter is to provide 

the reader with a sense.of the nature and purpose of our questions. 

Per~onal History and Characteristics 

After introducing the project to the respondent and obtainin~ 

his written consent to participate in the study (see the instructions 

in Appendi.x A), we began requesting information from the subject by 

asking a series of standard questions abo~t demographic characteristics 

and personal history. He asked the subject about his age, race, marital 
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s~atus, employment, income, anq education. The personal history and 

characteristics section of our interview schedule also contained a 

number of inquiries concern'ing the respondent's legal and confinement' 

status. For example, vie asked the subject about his charges, lawyer, 

bail, and the amount of time he had been confined • 

The personal history and characteristics section of our interview 

was designed not only to elicit important information but also to 

introduce the project to the subject by asking familiar, e'asilyanswered, 

rel~tively non-threatening questions. One purpose of the questions was 

to establish some foundation for a respondent-interviewer relationship 

before exploring more sensitive areas of the subject's life, such as 

the questions contained in our mental 'health inventory. 

The Mental Health Inventory 

The questions contained in the mental health section of our inter

view schedule are intended to measure the nature, duration, and location 

of hospitalization or other treatment for a mental disorder. We also 

asked subjects about drinking, drug taking, and self-injury -_ behaviors 

that could be associated with serious psychological problems. 

SCL-·90 

The SCL-90 was used to measure the psychological problems with 

which people enter' jails and the problems they experience while confined. 

The SCL-90 is a symptom checklist consisting of 90 items intended to 

measure 1I ••• psychopatho1ogy in psychiatric and medical out-patients II 

(D~rogati~, Rickels, and Rock, 1976: 280). The items cluster into 9 

scales or.-symptom dimensions. Table 2.1 contains a definition of each 

dimension along with an estimate of the internal consistency of each 

and the identification of the items that represent each dimension. 
" 

: ,.:. 
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We selected the SCL-90 because it has a number of advantages over 

instruments such as the MMPI and the CPI which have been used more ex

tensively in crlminological and penological research. The greatest 
~ .. 

advanta~e is its brevity. Another benefit is the relatively straight-

forward relation between the content of the SCL-90 items and the defiini- . 

tions of the dimensions they represent. Even though SCL-90 is under

standable-to those who are not trai.ned in the administration and inter

pretation of sophisticated psychological test;s:. e.g. the f.iNPI,:the results 

of one study suggest ,that the SCL-90 can adequately measure some of the.\ 

same dimensions as the MMPI. Substantial associations were computed 

beb/een SCL-90 dimensions and MMPI scales intended to measure similar 

c6nstructs (Derogati;s, Rickel;s, and Roc~, 1976). 

We modified the SCL-90 protocol to suit our sample and their situ-
.0' 
ation~ Instead of self-~dministratiop, which is usually the procedure 

used with the SCL-9P, we read the items to each of pur subjects because we 

suspected that many members of our sample had language or literacy 

deficiencies. \4e felt that an oral atiministration of an of our 

instruments ... muld enhance their reliability" 

Another modification we made was to change the time period for 

\'1hich subjects are asked to report the severity of any of the symptoms 

described by the SCL-90 items. Typically, subjects are asked to rate 

how much they had been bothered by each problem listed in the SCL-90 

during the past week. Because vIe were interested in measuring symptoms 

at three distinct points in time--on the street, first few days of con-

((\ 
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finement, and after about a week of confinement -- we used a slightly 

different approach. Our subjects were asked, IISince youlve bee'n in 

here how much have you been bothered'by headaches (or any other 

SCL-90 symptom) .•. 11 

Not at all A little bit ~10derately Quite a bit Extremely 
1 2 3 4 5 

How about on the streets about a week before you got locked up ..• 

Not at all A little bit Moderately QUite a bit Extremely 
1 2 3 4 5 

Those subjects \,/i th whom we conducted fO,ll ow-up i ntervi ews were 

instructed to rate their symptoms since the last time we interviewed 

them, (the initial interview). 

Some of the SCL-90 items were not relevant to the confined population 

(e.g. 13, 25, and 47). These it~ms were modified so they would make 

sense to men who were incarcerated. For example, we changed item 47 

from "Feeling afraid to travel on buses, subways, or trains ll to "Feeling 

afraid to walk around alone. 11 We do not anticipate that the slight 

changes in the content of a few items will have a profound effect on 

how well they represent symptom dimensions. He \'Ii11 , however, explore 

any effects when we examine item-total correlations for the SCL-90 

in Chapter 1. 

The Jail Preference Inventory 

As we mentioned in Chapter 1, our p~rspective is that in order to 

understand problems and behavior we have to know something about the 

context within which they OCCUl'. This context is the interaction between 

L.,. ________________________ "'---_______ ~~~~~~ ___________ ~_~~_~ ___ ~ ___ ~ ___ ~ ___ ._ , 



\ 
1 -~' 

" 

0 

,~ 

\ 

. . 
Table 2.1 Descriptions of the 9 Primary Symptom Dimensions of ~he 

SCL~gO with Contributing Items and Internal Consistency 
Reliabilities. * 

Symptom dimension Coefficient Contributing' Dimension' Description 
(N=565) Items 

I. Somatization .86 1,4,12,27, The somatization dimension 
40,42',48,49, 'r~flects distress arising 
52,53,56,58 from perceptions of bodily 

dysfunction. Complaints 
focused on cardiovascular, 
gastrointestinal, respiratory, 
and other systems with marked 
autonomic mediation are 
included. Headaches, pain 
and discomfort localized in 
the gross musculature and 
other somatic equivalents 
of anxiety are also repre-
sented. 

II. Obsessive- .86 3,9,10,28, The obsessive-compulsive compulsive 38,45,46,51, dimension reflects symptoms 
55,65 that are closely identified 

with, the clinical syndrome 
, of this name. This dimension 

focuses on thoughts, impulses, 
and 'actions that are exper-
ienced as unremitting and 
irresistible by the individual, 
but are of an ego-alien or 
unwanted nature. Behaviors 
indicative of a more general 
cognitive difficulty also 
load on this measure. 
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III. Interpersonal .86 
sensitivity 

IV. Deptession .90 

V. Anxiety .85 

\ 

a 

6,21,34,36 
37,41,61, 
6~ ;73 . 

5,14,15,20, 
22,26,29,30, 
31';32,54,11 , 79 . . . 

2,1,7,23,33, 
39,57,72,78, 
80,86 

. The interpersonal sensitivity 
dimension focuses on feelings 
of personal inadequacy and 
inferiority, particularly in 
compariso~ to ot~er persons. 
Self-depr2cation, feelings of 
uneasiness, and marked dis
comfort during interpersonal 
interactions are characteristic 
manifestations, as are acute 
self-consciousness and nega
tive-expectancies regarding 
interpersonal communications. 

Scales comprisihg the de
pression dimension reflect 
a broad range of the concomi
tants of a clinical depressive 
syndrome. Symptoms of a dys
phoric mood and affect are 
represented as are signs of 
withdrawal of life interest, 
lack of motivation, and loss 
of vital energy. Feelings of 
hop~lessness, thoughts of 
suit'de and other cognitive 
and somatic correlates are 
also included. 

The anxiety dimension is com
prised of a set of symptoms 
and behaviors associated 
clinically with high m~nifest 
anxiety. General indicators 
such as restlessness, nervous
ness, and tension are repre
sented, as are cognitive signs 
of anxiety. Symptoms reflect
ing free~f1oating anxiety and 
panic attacks are also included. 
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VI. Hostil i ty 

VU. Phobic anxiety 

VIII. Paranoid ideation 

, 
t 

.84 

.82 

.80 

11,24,63,67, 
74,81" 

13,25,47,50, 
70,75,82 

8,18,43,68, 
76,83 

The hostility dimension reflects 
thoughts, feelings, or actions 
that are characteristics of 
the negative affect state of 
anger. The item selection is 
representative of all th~ee 
modes of,manifestation, and 
reflects qualities such as 
aggression, irritability, rage 
and resentment. 

Phobic anxiety is defined as a 
persistent fear response to a 
specific person~ place, object, 
or situation which is charac
terized as being irrational 
and disproportionate to the 
stimulus, and which leads to 
avoidance or escape behavior. 
The items of the present di-

,mension focus on the more path
ognimoc and disruptive mani
festations of phobic behavior. 

The present dimension represents 
paranoid behavior fundamentally 
as'a disordered mode of think
ing. The cardinal character
istics' of projective thought, 
hostility, suspiciousness, 
grandiosity, centrality, fear 
of 1 OSSQf autonomy, and de
lusions' are 'viewed as primary 
reflections of this disorder, 
and item selection was oriented 
toward ~epresenting this con
r.:eptualization. 
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IX. Psychot{ci sm .77 7 t 16,35,62, 
77,84,85,87, 
88,90 

',. 

The psychoticism scale was de
veloped in a fashion to repre
sent the construct as a contin
uous dimension of human exper
ience. Items indicative of a 
withdrawn, isolated, schizoid 
life style were included, as 
were first-rank symptoms of 
schizop'hren1a, such as hallu
cinations and thought broad-o 
casting. The psychotic;sm 

. sea 1 e provi des a gradua ted con
tinuum from mild interpersonal 
alienation to dramatic evidence 
of psychosis. 

*Source: Derogati~t Rickel~, and Roc~, 1976: 283 
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the needs of the person and the resources available in the environment 

to satisfy human needs. In some respects, the transaction between 

what the environment can supply and what the person demands shapes 

both problems and'behavior. In order to map fully the contours of 

the problems faced by jail prisoners, we need measures of the 

environmental needs of our subjects and the resources they see 

available in the environment. 

The Jail Preference Inventory (JPI) V·laS designed to measure the 

environmental needs and concerns of jail inmates. The JPI contains 

seven, dimensions and uses a comparison-by-pairs format. The advantages 

of this format for measuring the envi~nmental concerns of prison 
, 

inmates are described bel-O\<i. The same benefits are pertinent to ta,pping 

the concerns of jail prisoners. 

The procedure of forced-choice'paired comparisons has a 
number of advantages for our problem of measuring environmental 
preferences. 

Different aspects of environment are commodities that are 
conjointly desirable or undesirable to a person, and the 
paired.comparison procedure (unlike absolute ratings) is 
sensitive to minute differences in desirability. A man 
may individually rate the Devil and the Deep Blue Sea 
as unamhiguously noxious. But some environments feature 
Devils and Deep Blue Seas, and it is important to know 
which of 'the two su~-environments produces less anguish. 

It is also much,easier for respondents to make relative 
judgements, because absolute judgements (discrete items) 
provide less of ~'frame of reference against Which to 
judge. A ma·n may 'djslike spinach on the menu of a state 
dinner but may devour it when starved. A scale that 
features spinach ih the abstract creates a quandry about 
which context t~ assume. 

Finally; pair'ed comparisons permit reactions to a large 
universe of items in modest space and time. A pair of 
items provides hoJO' judgements and an item that is paired 
tvJice maps its status relative to two different sampling 
domains. Though the method is uneconomical if each item 
is to be paired with every other item (tne number of pairs 
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required becomes quickly astronomical) the method works 
nicely with categories -- such as environmental dimensions 
for which representative items are available (Tach and Gibbs, 1977:229). 

The dimensions measured by the JPI are defined below: 

Privacy: 

Safety: 

A concern about social and physical overstimulation; a 

preference for isolation, peace, and quite; the absence 

of environmental irritants such as noise and crowding. 

A concern about one's physical safety; a preference for 

social and physical settings that provide protection 

and that minimize the chances of being attacked. 

Certainty: A need for predictability and clarity; a concern about 

understanding what is expected and minimizing doubt about 

one's circumstances; a desire for clear and consistent 

rules and procedures. 

Assistance: A need for aid in dealing with concrete problems, a concern 

about help in solving practical problems, completing 

necessary tasks, or obtaining services \'Iithin the 

institution or from other criminal justice or social 

service agencies. 

Support: A need for understanding, empathy, warmth; a desire for 

emotional support and help with personal problems; a con

cern about personal relationships and communication. 

Activity: A concern about understimulation; a need for maximizing 

the opportunity to be occupied and to fill time; a need 

for distraction. 
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Autonomy: A need to be in control of onels life; a desire for mini

mum restraint and maximum freedom; a concern about 

circumscription of one~s independence. 

The JPI pairs an item representing each dimension with an item 

r'epresentative ·of every other dimension on four occasions. For exampl e, 

the copy of the JPI appearing in Appendix A shO\'1s a positive Safety 

item: (~Jhich would you prefer?) paired with a positive Autonomy item in 

two places: 

23. Staff who keep a close eye on 

you to'make sure you Ire safe 

25. Staff who protect an inmate 

from other inmates 

Staff who let you take care of 

yourself 

Staff who st.ay out of inmate 

affairs 

A negative Safety item (Hhich would· bother you more?) is compared with 

a negative Autonomy item on two occasions: 

50. Being housed where you Ire 

the only one of your race 

82. Inmates who are always trying 

to prove how bad they are 

Being housed where the guards 

are always busting you for some 

nonsense 

Guards\'1ho are ah'lays tl"'ying to 

sho\,1 you that they I re the boss 

Some of the items that comprise the JPI are modified items from 

other inventories which measure environmental needs. The instrument 

inc 1 udes items deri ved from the Pri son Preference· Inventory, PPI ,! 

(Toch, 1977), the Probationer Concern Inventory, PCI, (Gibbs, 1980), 

and Smith's Jail Prefet'ence Inventory, SJPI, (Smith, 1982). 

Some of the dimensions measured by our JPI have a different empha

sis and are represented by items that reflect different content than 

PPI, PCI, and SJPI dimensions. For example, the JPI ~sistance dimension 

47 

is represented by items that reflect concerns about legal representation 

and the operation of the institution. The PPI and SJPI equivalent, 

their Support dimension, emphasizes treatment and vocational programs. 

He felt that some change in emphasis was necessary to reflect the 

different circumstances of jail and prison inmates. 

The Self-Anchoring Striving Scale 

In jails, as in most human climates, the transactions between 

persons and the environment are not uniform. Environments with 

different qualities satisfy or impede different needs to various extents. 

Some environments accommodate persons with certain concerns and 

characteristics better than others., This is only one side of the 

picture, however. Environments not only vary in their ability to 

meet human needs but also people vary in their perception of the 

same environment. Environments are perceived and used in a variety 

of ways. 

Some measure of satisfaction is needed to indicate the accepti

bility of the man-environment transaction to the person. The satis

faction measure should reflect the relation between environmental 

supply and personal demand or the compatibility between psychological 

needs and environmental qualities. The ~easure of environmental 

.2.~tisfaction we used was the Self-Anchoring Striving Scale. 

This scale was developed by Cantril (1965). The scale has been 

modified and used to measure environmental satisfaction of prison in

mates (Toch, 1977), probationers (Gibbs, 1980), and graduate stUdents 

(Gibbs, 1981). Cantril describes the scale as a 

... technique for tapping the unique reality \'lOrld of an 
individual and learning what it has in common with that of 
others ... a person is asked to define on the basis of his 
own assumptions, perceptions, poals, and values the two 

. .:. 
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extremes or anchoring points of the spectrum on which some 
scale measurement is desired -- for example, he may be asked 
to define the top and bottom of the scale as the best and 
worst. This self-defined continuum is then used as our 
measuring instrument X~antril, 1965:22). 

The version of the Self-An~horing Striving Scale tailored for the 

jail setting requests the subject to rate the perceived position of 

his jail experience in relation to self-specified concerns of im-

portance. (The version of the scale we used appears in Appendix A.) 

It has a clear advantag~ over other measures of satisfaction: relevance 

to the subject is a built-in feature of the instrument. The subject 

himself specifies what is important to him~ and then evaluates his 

present situation in terms of the dimensions he has identified. 

The Environmental Quality Scale 

The JPI is intended to measure environmental needs or concerns .. 

The purpose of the instrument is to determine those features of the 

environment, broadly defined as the confinement situation, that are 

important to the confined. The jail version of the Self-Anchor scale 

is designed to measure satisfaction with the environment •. The assump

tion is that if needs are being satisfied by the environment, relatively 

high satisfaction will result. H~wever, this assumption may not be 

valid. For example, a man may express a high Activity need on the 

JPI, and rate the jail environment as very satisfactory. Does this 

mean he feels the environment supplies ample opportunity for activity? 

The high satisfaction score could be the result of unreliable instru

ments, or it could mean that our subject is evaluating his jail 

experience in light of some dimension of importance to him that our 

JPI failed to tap. 
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In order to test the assumption that our measure of satisfaction 

is related to our measure of need, a measure of the perceived qualities 

of the environment is needed. We explored a number of instruments 

designed to measure perceived environmental qualities. However, 

instruments that measure features of environments that are isomorphic 

with the environmental preference dimensions specified by the JPI do 

not exist. A number of instruments developed by ~100s, Henk, and their 

colleagues share many dimensions in common with the JPI scales (for 

example, the Correctional ·Institutions Environment Scale (CIES) Form C 

(Wenk and Moos, 1972); but proper modifications of any of these 

instruments to make them compatible with the JPI could not be made 

within our proposed project period. Instead, we developed the 

Environmental Quality Scale (EQS) to measure the same dimensions as 

the JPI. 

The EQS consists of 21 items, some of which were adapted from 

Smith's Definition of the Situation instrument :(Smith, 1982), that 

are intended to measure the perceived amount of eal~h quality in the 

environment. Each environmental dimension is represented by 3 state

ments which the respondent is asked to rate on a 5 point scale. For 

example, SaJety is measured in th~ EQS by the fo 11 owi ng items: 
1. You don't have to \'lOrry about your safety in this place. 

Strongly Agl~ee Disagree Strongly Don't Knm'J/ Agree Disagree No Opinion 
8. This is a pretty safe place. 

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Don't Knm'l/ Agree Di sagl~ee No Opinion 
17. This is a pretty dangerous. place. 

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly 'pon 't Know/ Agree Disagree No Opiniop 

.:.. 

~ 

~ 
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Measures of Expectations and Subcultural Values 

The final set of ~uestions we asked our respondents during 

the initial interview were intended to measure each subject's 

previous confinement experience; expectations about life in jail 

and the source of these expectations; and reactions to hypothe

tical situations that reflect various aspects of the inmate code 

described in the prison literature. Our purpose was to determine 

the extent of value consen§us and group affiliation in the jails 

we studied. 

Follow-up Interviews 

In all cases where it was possible to do so, we conducted a 

second i ntervi ew wi th members of the entry cohort who were still 

confined 5 days or more after their initial interview. The follow-up 

interview included the JPI, EQS, Self-Anchor Scale, and SCL-90. 

These second measures allowed us to determine if environmental, needs, 

perceptions of resources, satisfaction, and symptoms of pathology 

are related to the duration of time one is confined in jail. 

Charting Paths from Hospital to Jail 

We conducted unstructured interviews with a small sample of 

prisoners who had been confined in a mental hospital. The purpose 

of these interviews was to chart how these men found their way 

from the mental hospital to jail. Our interest was in reconstructing 

lives in the streets, and to some extent in the hospital, to see 

what life events paved their way to jail. 

We began each interview by administering personal history and 

characteristics and the mental health history question~aires. We 

then explored the following areas v-I;th each subject: a description 

--'---' - -- ,--------~~-:--------~------------------
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of the average day while in the hospital, on the street, and in 

jail; significant events while in the hospital', on the streets and 

in jail; relationships with family, friends, and staff; and events 

that led to incarceration. 

Staff Surve,Y 

In our staff questionnaire (see Appendi x B), we' asked resrondents 

to rate each of 40 problems on a J '(not a problem) to 5 (serious problem) 

scale. ,Some of the problems we inquired about included overcrowding, 

staff morale, shortage of social service staff, and inmates who 

experience psychological problems. We also asked staff members to 

rank order some of the most common problems experienced by inmates, 

and to rate their institution, using a modified version of the Se1f

Anchoring Sca1~, as a place in which to work and to do.time. 

14e also conducted informal interviews with staff members at 

each institution. The purpose of these interviews was to obtain a 

sense of the staff view of the organizational and political climate 

and the general operational atmosphere of each jail. These interviews 

also provided us with information on the services available to inmates 

and both the formal ~nd informal accommodations available for inmates 

with psychological problems. 

Research Sites -. 
One of the special features of our research design is the 

inclusion of an urban, a suburba~, and a rural jail. We are aware 

of nq other study of this kind that has included such a comparative 

cm~ponent. Most of the studies we reviewed in Chapter 1 gathered 

information from either one jailor a few jails of the same size. 

Although we certainly cannot estimate population parameters on the 

1 
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basis of' one jail of each kind, our comparisons among jails with 
. . 

different characteristics may generate some meaningful findings 

and important hypotheses that could be tested in surveys of large 

samples of jails. 

All the jails in which we conducted research. were located in 

Ne\'l Jersey. Our urban jail was located in Essex County. The popula

tion of Essex County is about 851,000, and it contaiDs the largest 

city in New Jersey, Ne\'lark.· The county correctional system operates 

two major facilities: a jail for detainees and prisoners sentenced 

to very short sentences (30-60 days); and a penitentiary for inmates 

sentenced to longer terms (up to 18 months). Our sample was dravm 

exclusively from the first institution, the Essex County Jail located 

in Newark. 

Our suburban jail was located in Murris County. The county has 

a population of about 408,OO~J. The per capita income is over one 

thousand dollars higher in Morris than in Essex, and the rates of 

crimes known to the police are much lower, particularly for violent 

crimes. The. Morris County Jail, located in Morristovm, houses both 

sentenced inmates and detainees. 

Hunterdon County, our rural site, is sparsely populated (80,000 

residents) wi th a strong 'rural orientation (about 40 percent of the: 

land area i$ devoted to farming). The county has one small jail, 

in the tOrm of Fl emi ngton, for sentenced pri soners and deta i nees . 

Table 2.2 displays the average daily inmate populations for 

our research sites dwting the time we were conducting our study. 

The data in Table 2.2 show that each institution was operating above 

capacity with Morris holding 100 percent more prisoners than it 

j 
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Table 2.2 Average Daily Inmate Population by Prisoner 
Status and Jail* 

Status of 'Prisoner 

Average Daily Pre-Trial 
Population 

Average Daily Sentenced 
County Population 

Average Daily State 
Prisoner Population 

Average Daily Total 
Population 

Rated Capacity 

Essex 
n 

(%) 

481 
(67.5) 

0 

(0.0) 

232 
(32.5) 

713 
(100.0) 

550 

Morris 
n 

(%) 

64 

(30.5) 

110 
(52.4) 

36 
(17.1) 

210 
(100.0) 

105 

Jail 

Hunterdon 
n 

(%) 

15 
(32.6) 

27 
(58.7)-

4 
(8.7) 

46 
(100.0) 

43 

*Source: Administrative Office of the Courts: Pre-trial Service 
Unit: This unit monitors the.New Jersey jail population, 
and l~sues a weekly County Jall Population Delineation" 
The flgures above reflect weekly population counts for 
our research sites from January 1,1982 through August 17, 
1982. . . 
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was designed to house, Essex confining 30 percent more prisoners 

than its rated capacity, and Hunterdon only slightly overcrowded 

(7 percent above rated capacity). Essex, the largest institution 

. of the three with an average daily total population of 713, held 

the highest percentage of pre-trial detainees (67.5 percent) and 

pris~ners who were waiting for vacancies in overcrowded state 

facilities (32.5 percent). 

The institutions in which we conducted our research differed 

in many more \'.Jays than populations size and the proportion of the 

population sentenced to the county, sentenced to the state, or 

detained. Later in this report, we will discuss differences 1n the 

characteristics of the populations confined based on the information 

collecte·d from our samples at each institution. Throughout our 

discussion of the findings, we will introduce information we gathered 

on the social and organizational climates of the institutions to 

help in understanding the patterns of responses. 

Sample Selectioll 

At each instituti o.n, our sampl i ng frall}e i ncl uded those inmates 

who had been admitted within the past 72 hours and had not come 

directly from another institution. We limited our sample to those 

who were admitted to the county jail from the "streets" -- i.e., from --
municipal or precinct lock-up (after arrest), county or municipal 

court (to serve a sentence), or from the streets on bench warrants. 

Inmates who arrived at the jail directly from other correctional 

institutions -- e.g., transfers from the county workhouse or state 

prison inmates remanded to the county jail for trial -- were not 

included in the sampling frame. All other new admissions ",ere 

potential candidates for our study. This included both sentenced 

and pre-adjudicated inmates. Also included were inmates who were 

re-admitted into the jail, even if they had previously spent some 

time in the institution for the same case prior to posting bail. 

A daily admissions log or roster was maintained at each 

institution. Typically, it contained the name, admissions number, 

date of admission, remanding authority, and date of discharge of 

each admission. Although there was some variation by institution, 

our normal procedure was to select candidates who met our selection 

criteria from the most current roster (usually the evening before 

the day on which the sample was selected). 

Each day we were present at an institution, we would interview 

as many new arrivals from the most recent rost~r as available timel 

space, and manpower allowed. The days we conducted interviews at 

each institution were not selected at random and neither were the 

subjects we selected. There were certain days and times when we 

could not interview at each institution. We were asked not to 

interview on Fridays in Morris County Jail, for example, because it 

was court day, and on Mondays at that jail there was only room for 

one member of our staff, instead of the usual two, because the 

bail unit interviewed prisoners who were admitted over the weekend. 

We were discouraged from conducting interviews during visiting 

hours in Hunterdon County Jail, Monday and Thursday afternoons, and 

we were not allowed to intervi8w in any of the institutions on 

weekends or holidays. 

On days that we could interview, we faced time restrictions. 

In Essex County, for example, the institutional schedule permitted 
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us to conduct research exclusively between the hours of 9:00 a.m. 

to 10:30 a.m. and 1:00 p.m. to 3;00 p.m .. Since each interview took 

approximately one and one-half hours to complete, this meant that 

each interviewer could conduct, at best, two interviews a day. At 

the other two re~earch sites, there was more time available for 

interviewing, but interview hours were understandably limited by 

institutional schedules and routines. 

Another aspect of our sampling procedure that varied was the 

method by which interview candidates were selected from the roster 

or admissions log. For instance, on the typical day in Essex County 

Jail, the officer assigned to t~e area where we conducted interviews 

(the auditorium) would review the daily admissions roster and select 

inmates to be called from their housing units to the interview area. 

The offi cer,1 s method of se lecti on was not random. Because of the 

limited interview hours, we sacrificed randomness for expeditiousness, 

and the officer selected inmates who could be escorted to the interview 

area with dispatch. The officer made his decisions on the basis 

of information gathered during phone calls to the various floors, and 

his general impression of institutional staffing and traffic patterns 

on a particular day. 

There were days when the officer was too busy to select names for 

us. On these occasions, we would select eligible candidates by 

choosing those persons from the roster of the previous night we thought 

had the best chance of remaining in the institutioh. This means that 

the sample that was selected when we were making the choices is probably 

biased in the direction of overrepresenting persons with non-petty 

charges --, one of our criteria for determining who was likely to have 
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remained confined overnight. Of course, if we selected randomly 

and if our assumption about the association between seriousness 

of charge and length of confinement is valid, the result would have 

been a smaller sample biased in the same direction. 

In spite of the inherently disorganizing nature of most jails, 

'we found our research sites accommodating settings in which to conduct 

research. At each jail, both the custodial staff and the administration 

were helpful and understanding. Thanks to the cooperation of inmates 

and staff our research went smoothly. 

Table 2.3 presents information on our sampling frame and sample 

by institution. Almost 3000 persons were admitted to the institutions 

during the tirpe \-/e were conducting interviews at them. Approximately 

8 percent of the admissions did not meet our selection criteria; 

another quarter were not available to be selected because 'they were 

released from the institution before we received the roster on which 

they were listed. (These subjects were either admitted and discharged 

on the same day or over the weekend.) The remaining two-thil'ds of 

those admitted during the interview period were potential interview 

candidates. 

Table 2.4 displays the percentages of interview candidates who 

were interviewed, refused to be interviewed, or were not contucted. 

About 17 percent of those who met the interview criteria and were 

available were interviewed. Four-fifths of the interview candidates 

were not interviewed 'or contacted. Two percent of the total interview 

can~idates or one-tenth of those who we approached for interviews 

(interviewees and refusals) declined our invitation to participate 

in the project. 
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There is considerable variation in the percentage of candidates 

intervie\'/ed by institution. Only about 13 percent of the candidates 

were interviewed in Essex;l approximately. 47 percent of the available 

pool were interviewed in Morris, and, the comparable figure for 

Hunterdon was about 23 percent. There are reasons for this variability. 

Some of it can be attributed to different combinations of time, space, 

manpower, and travel distance. 

In Essex, almost 1600 potential interview candidates passed 

through the institution during the time we were conducting interviews. 

As was mentioned before in this chapter, our interview 'time \.,ras 

restricted to three and one-half hours per day, and we could only 

interview Monday through F~iday. As was also noted previously in 

this chapter, each interview lasted at least one and one-half hours, 

which meant, on the average, each interviewer could complete two 

interviews per day in Essex County. Jail. This translates into 798.5 

interviewer days (J597/2) to interview every eligible interview 

candidate who entered Essex County Jail during time we were interviewing 

there. 

We conducted interviews (both initial and follow-up interviews) 

from April 7, 1982 to August 6, 1982. With weekends, holidays, and 

days \.,re were not allowed to i ntervi ew in the jai 1 because of unexpected 

contingencies (disturbances, escapes, broken elevators, etc., n=ll), 

this left us with approximately 78 interviewer days to complete 

798.5 interview days worth of work. 

Even if we coul d have afforded 10 i ntervi ewers (our budget \'1as 

$125,000 and about half of that was overhead costs), they all would 

not have been allowed in the institution at one time (only 4 interviewers 

1 
59 

Table 2.3 Total Admission~, Interviews, and Attrition by 
Institution 

Status 

Admissions 

Inappropriate 
for Sample 

Unavailable 

Interviewed 

Refused 

Appropriate 
But Not 
Interviewed 

Essex 
n 

(%)* 
[%]** 

2,360 

180 
(7.6) 

583 
(24.7) 
[26.7] 

202 
(8.6) 
[9.2] 

20 
(0.8) 
[0.9] 

1,375 
(58.3) 
[63.1J 

Morris 
n 

(%) 
[%J 

370 

19 ' 
(5.1) 

125 
(34.0) 
[35.9] 

105 
(28.4) 
[29.9J 

12 
(3.2) 
[3.4] 

108 
(29.2) 
[30.8J 

* Percentages based on admissions. 

'Hunterdon 
n 

(%) 
[%J 

222 

31 
(14.0) 

51 
(23.0) 
[26.7] 

32 
(14.4) 
[16.8J 

8 
(3.6) 
[4.2J 

100 
(45.0) 
[52.4] 

** Percentages based on number appropriate for interview 
(Unavailable, Interviewed, Refused, and Appropriate but 
not Interviewed). 

Total 
n 

(%) 
[%] 

2,952 

230 
(7.8) 

760 
(25.7) 
[27.9J 

339 
(11.5) 
[12.4J 

40 
(l.4 ) 
[l.5J 

1,583 
(53.6) 
[58.2J 
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Table 2.4 Interview Candidate Participation by Institution 

Participation 
Category 

Interviewed 

Refused 

Appropriate 
But Not 
Interviewed 

Total Interview 
Candidates 

Essex 
n 

(%) 

202 
(12.6) 

20 
(1.2) 

1,375 
(86.1) 

1,597 
(99.9) 

Morris 
n 

(%) 

105 
(46.7) 

12 
(5.3) 

108 
(48.0) 

225 
(100. 0) 

. Huntel'don 
n 

(%) 

32 
(22.8) 

8 
(5.7) 

100 
(71.4 ) 

140 
(99.9) 

Total 
n 

(%) 

339 
(17.3) 

40 
(2.0) 

1,583 
(80.6) 

1,962 
(99.9) 
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could comfortably work in the sp~ce allocated to us; we usually 

squeezed in a. fifth), and there still would ndt have ·been enough 

manpower to conduct follow-up interviews. The estimate of 10 

interviewers as an adequate force to do the job is based on the 

assumptions that (1) we never encountered delays or refusals, and 

(2) admissions and discharges were uniformly distributed throughout 

the .research period. Anyone who has ever set foot in a jail will 

tell you that these assumptions are unrealistic. 

In Essex County Jail, time, manpower, space, and admissions 

combined into a problem of plenty. We were faced with so many 

potential interview candidates that We could not complete interviews 

with a greater proportion than about 13 percent of them. In 

Hunterdon County Jail, we had a very different problem •. Admissions 

do not flow in Hunter'don, they trickle. Therefore, in order to 

insure we would have candidates to interview before we made the 50 

mile trip to the jail, we would call to find out how many ne",/ 

arr'ivals were available. Usually, we would not make the trip unless 

there were at least two new admissions available to be interviewed. 

The problem was, however, sometimes one or more of the candidates 

would be released before we arrived at the site. There were some 

days when it cost us 100 miles in travel time and one day of inter

viewer time for nothing. 

We interviewed the greatest proportion of candidates in Morris 

County Jai 1. Morri s \'1as close enough to us that it was not a burden 

to travel there, and its flow of admissions was large enough so 

that when we went there, there were candidates to interview. The 

108 candidates we did not contact or inter'view in Morris County Jail 

L. ".~ .... ~ .... _~_ ...... _._ ..... 
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can be attributed to limited resources (space, time; and manpower) 

combined with an uneven distribution of admissions. 

Table 2.5 presents information on our follow-up interviews. 

We conducted follow-up interviews with 30 percent of our subjects. 

We contacted another 3 percent but they declined a second interview. 

The two-thirds of our subjects we did not contact for a second 

interview were either released prior to the time that would have 

made them eligib1e for a follow-up interview (5 days of confinement) 

or released before we could contac.:t them. 

This ends our discussion of our method of inquiry.. However, 

throughout the report we will refer to issues discussed in this 

chapter and to other methodological information to help darify 

points and explain findings. In the next chapter, we present a 

statistical portrait of our subjects. 

I 
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Table 2.5 Initial Interviews, follow-up Interviews, and 
Follow-up Refusals by Institution 

-.----

Interview Institution 

-----

Initial 

Follow-up 

Refus~ns " 

Essex 

M 
(%)* 

202 

56 
(27.7) 

7 
(3.5) 

Morris 

M 
(%) 

105 . 

38 
(36.2) 

1 
(l.O) 

* Base equals numb,er of initial interviews 

Hunterdon 

M 
{%} 

32 

8 
(25) 

2 
(6.2) 

Total 

M 
(%) 

339 

102 
(30) 

10 
(2.9) 
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Notes 

lWe have evidence that suggests that the pool of potential 
i ntervi e\,l calldi dates in Essex Jail was not as great as was 
indicated by an examination of the daily rosters. We randomly 
selected 100 names from the list of those who were appropriate 
but not interviewed (1,135), and we examined their entry and 
di scharge. dates as they appeared in the offi ci all og. We found 
that 11 percent of those who were listed as available for interview 
on the daily rosters were admitted and discharged within a day or 
over a weekend. If the population parameter'is estimated by placing 
a 95 percent confidence intervai around our sample result, it 
shows that between 5 percent and 15 percent of the cases shown 
as appropriate but not interviewed in Table 2.3 may instead have 
been unavailable for interview. 

I 
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Chapter 3 

Denizens of Detention 

by 

John J. Gibbs, Kenneth S. Ko1b, and Laura A. Maiello 
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Conclusion 

The ana 1ys.i s Q,f.;;:rthe characteri sti cs produced what \'/as 

expected. Our subjects were in comparison with the general 

population poor, unemployed, and undereducated. They were 

likely to be black and veterans of jail. In the next chapter, 

we will describe'the stress levels ~~ measured by the SCL-90) 

of our subjects on the streets and in confinement. 

"\ .. ,, ,' .......... . 
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with a violent offense than were Morris or ~nterdon inmates~ 

whereas Morris and Hunterdon inmates were more likely to be 

cha rged \-,; th an offense class if; ed ; n the res i dua 1 category 

(possession of a weapon, non-indictables, traffic offenses, non

support~ probation/parole violations, and other) than were Essex 

prisoners. 

Memory loss due to drinking and current alcohol consumption 

were the only alcohol, drug, or mental health variables that 

distinguished among the samples. Rural inmates more often reported 

that they drank and drank to the point where they suffered memory 

loss than did suburban or urbarr inmates. 

Only one confinement experience characteristic discriminated. 

among urba,n, suburban, and rura'~ inmates. A greater proportion of 

Essex inmates had been previously confined in Essex County Jail than 

the proportion of suburban and rural inmates wh'o had been confined 

previou.sly in the jails in which they were interviewed; and 

the, percentage of Morri s interviewees who were veterans of .Morris 

County Jail was greater than the proportion of Hunterdon prisoners 

who ha d p rev i ou s'.Y been confi ,ned in that jail. 
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Introduction 

This chapter contains a statistical description of the subjects 

we interviewed including an analysis' of the differences among the 

samples selected at our three research sites. Since this is the 

first chapter in which we discuss our findings, this is an appro

priate juncture at which to make a few comments about our strategy 

th d of presentation, and the statistical techof analysis, our me 0 

niques we used. 

d d t ·1 d lIe have presented almost Our tables are large an e al e. w 

all of our findings' so the reader can examine what we have· examined 

and compare his conclusions with ours. For the same reason, we have 

provided a variety of summary statistics in some of our tables. In 

tables that present cross-classified dat.a, for exampl~, we furnish 

the chi square valu.e, the probability of occurrence, Cramer's V, 

and either lambda or gamma. Although we have .our ovm preferences 

lambda or gamma depending on the levei of measurement -- we include 

chi square and a measure of association b~sed on chi square because 

of their popularity and familiarity among some of our readers. We 

also include the probability of occurrence for those readers who 

judge the magnitude of differences among categories by this value. 

The inclusion of this value in our tables does not mean that we are 

attempting to generalize from our samples to the populations from 

which they were drawn; and it does not mean that \'/e are suggesting 

that others make statistical infe:ences using our data. The values 

are there only for the convenience of readers wt,·? are accustomed to 

using them for making decisions about the magnitude of differences 

within samples. 
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The statistic appearing most often throughout this report 

is the product-moment coefficient. Although in some instances the 

variables under study do not meet the assumption of bivariate

normality, which is required for using this statistical model, the 

violation is not serious because (1) we are not making inferences, 

and (2) the magnitude of the product-moment coefficient is not af

fected much unless there is a marked departure from the assumption 

(see Nunna 11,Y, 1967). 

We use the product-moment coefficient because it is one of the 

most familiar techniques for summarizing the association between 

. two variabl~s. Reducing distributions to a number of nominal cate

~ories and presenting percentages might be more familiar to some 

readers. We feel, however, that the efficiency of display and dis

cussion provided by the product-moment coefficient is of greater 

benefit, given the amount of data we have to present, than the 

simplicity of presenting percentage differences between nominal 

categories. In some cases, for clarity of'presentation or when it 

appears that a relation between two variables is not linear, we 

present both percentage distriLutions and the product-moment coef

ficient or its equivalent for a 2 x 2 table, the phi coefficient. 

The conventional interpretation of the product-moment coeffi

cient is that its square, the coefficient of determination, repre

sents the proportion of variance in the dependent variable that is 

explained by the independent variable. The magnitude of the co

efficients in our data makes presenting them in the conventional 

interpretative framework silly. Instead, we use the coefficient 

in a relative way to determine which of many associations between 
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variables are of a magnitude worthy of discussion. The measures 

are used to point out trends in the data. 

Th~are a number of reasons why the product-moment coefficients 

presented in this report are small. One is that associations between 

discrete items of information about personal charateristics, criminal 

history, and mental health seldom show strong associations with be

havior or measures of attitude or sentiment. HUman behavior, thought, 

and emotion are just too complex to expect a few bits of easily,ob

tainable information to explain much of their variation among people. 

A related reason is the dependent variables, behavior, thought, 

and emotion, are difficult to measure reliably. As the reliability 

of a measure decreases, the proportion of the total variance that 

is error variance increases. This in turn increases the amount of 

unexplained variance in the association between the measure and 

another variable. Since the strength of the association between 

two variables is a function of the proportion of total variance that 

is explaine~, and there is an inverse relation between explained 

and unexplained variance, any increase ~n unexplained variance will 

result in a weaker correlation coefficient. 

Another factor that restricts the magnitude of associations 

in our study is that some of our'independent variables are dicho

tomies. The highest value a product-moment coefficient can attain 

when a dichotomous variable is correlated with a normally distri

buted continuous variable is .80, and this will occur only when the 

sample is split equally between the categories of the dicotomous 

variable (p=.5 and ,=.5). If the distribution between the cate

gories of the dichotomous variable is less than equal 1 the maximum 

value of the coefficient will be even smaller. For example, when 
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one category of the dichotomous variable contains 90 percent of 

the cases and the other 10 percent, the maximum coefficient is .58 

(Nunnally, 1967: 132). 

Personal Characteristics of the Sample 

Table 3.1 presents i! summary of the responses to the first 

segment of our initial interview. The data in Table 3.1 show the 

modal profile of our subjects is 25 years of age or older (52.5 

percent), black (54.2 percent), single (54.3 percent), and employed 

(58 percent) .. The majori ty of our respondents reported that they 

had three or more persons in their household (64.5 percent), one 

or more dependents (64.3 percent), and one or more children (59.3 

percent). 

Our interviewees reported that they came from relatively large 

families' (6.3 median), and those who were at one time married se

lected mates from large families (5.8 median). Most of our subjects 

had contact with at least one family member every day prior to con

fi nement' (53.7 percent), and most of them turn~d to a family member 

first after arrest (55.7 percent). 

Although the majority of our subjects reported they were employed, 

about two-fifths of the sample were unemployed, a rate cons i derab 1y hi3her 

than the national average. Among employed subjects there is consider

able variation in the length of time they had been working at their 

most recent job (s=7l.8), however, the majority repoy'ted that they 

had been hired one year ago or less' ~4.5 percent). Four-fifths 

of those E!mployed worked at least 40 hours a \'Ieek, and they earned 

less than $10,000 a year (based on median average hourly wage). 

In general, the information presented in Table 3.1 indicates 

that the men who entered the jails we stuci~ed were drawn dispropor-

i 
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Table 3.1 
Table 3.1 (cont.) Personal Characteristics of the Sample 

r Persona 1 Characteristics of the Sample 
~~ 
'. 

Characteristic Classification Percentage Characteristic Classification Percentage (n) X Med. S (n) X Med. S 
Age Less than 42.5 

Number of 0 40.7 25 years (144 ) 
Children (138) 

1 20.6 28.3 26.1 9.4 
(70) 1.5 .95 2.2 2Jj years 2 or more 38.7 52.5 

"-'~ (131 ) and older (195) 

Ethnicity Wh'ite 3B.l Number of 1 - 3 12.2 
Persons in (41 ) (1128 ) 
Immediate 4 - 6 40.3 
Fami ly (137) 6.8 6.3 3.2 Black 54.2 

? 6 47.4 (182) 

Hispanic 7.7 
(160) 

(26) 
Number of 1 - 3 13.3 
Persons in (16), Marital Single W·ife's Immediate 4 - 6 43.3 54,.3 
Fami ly (52) 6.1 5.8 2.6 

Status (1B4) 
43.3 Married 28.3 (52) 

(96) 

Divorced, Number of 0 l8.6 
Persons in (63) Widowed, 17.5 
Immediate 1 -3 23.9 Separated (59) 
families (81) , 5.2 4.4 4.4 living in 4 - 6 24.1 Number of 1 20. " area (82) 

'j 6 33.3 
Persons in (68) 3.6 3.3 2.2 

(113) 
Household 2 15.4 

(52) 
3 18.9 

Average number 0 11.6 (64) 
of family contact (39) 4 or more 45.6 
days per month 1 - 4 19.6 (154) 
(six months prior (66) 18.5 29.6 13.1 
to incarceration) 5 - 29 15. 1 Number of 0 35.7 (51) 

30 53.7 Dependents (120) 
(181 ) 

(othel~ than 1 26.5 1.5 1.0 1.9 self) (89) 
2 or more 37.8 

(127) 

\ 
" ........ 

,.c~_~~~~~~~_~~_~_~_~~, _, ~ ____ _ 
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Table 3.1 (cont.) Personal Charact~ristics of Sample 72 

Table 3.1 (cont.) Personal Characteristics of Sample 

X Med. S Characteristic Classification Percentage 
(n) 

X Med. S Object of first Spouse 11.9 

Wage per Hour .:. 3.35 12.7 
call after (40) 
arrest Girlfriend 11.6 

3.36 - 5.00 
(39) 

Parents 26.8 
(23) 5.61 
46.4 

4.80 3.02 

(84) 
:;- 5 40.8 

(90) 
Other Relative 17.0 

(74) (57) 
Friend 5.1 

Education I.. 8 10.0 
(17) 

(Highest Grade (34) 
Legal Assistance 3.0 

Completed) 9 - 12 69.0 
(10) 

Other 3.9 
(234) 

G.E.D. 6.5 10.9 11.2 2.5 
(13 ) 

(22) 
No one 20.6 

') 12 14.4 
(69) 

(49) Employment Employed -- 42.3 
Status Taxes Wit~held (143 ) 

Employed -- 15;.7 

I , 

No Taxes Withheld (53) 
Unemployed -- 11.5 

(39) Collecting 
Benefits 
Unemployed -- 27.8 ~(,i 

Not Collecting 
Benefits 

(94) 

Student 2.7 
(4) 

f.'lonths Employed ( 6 mos. 40.9 
at Present Job (81 ) 

38.8 11.6 71.8 7 - 12 mos. 13.6 
(27) 

- , 45.4 
;v' 

~p 
~: 

\\ (90) 
•• f" ' 

' 12 mos .. 
'1': 

1';:-
;.;:. . 

.. 
~v 

." 
Hours per :. 40 18.8 

I VJeek Horked (36) 43.4 40.2 13.9 > 40 81. 2 
(155) t,. 
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tionately from those ranks of society represented by the poor, the 

less educated, the unemployed, and minority groups. The data in 

Table 3.1.1 show such findings are not unusual in samples of jail 

prisoners. 

Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics 

Table 3.2 presents the legal, offense, lnd confinement charac

teristics of our subject~. The data indicate that one-half of the 

respondents reported that they spent more than one day detained by the 

police before entering the county jail and the other half reported 
5P~n1' 

that they s~ less than a day (median = 24.2 hours). The median 

number of days detained at the county jail was approximately 7. This . 
value is, however, conservative because 82 subjects who were still 

confined at the conclusion of the research period were not included 

in the computation. 

Table 3.2 shows that the majority of the subjects had each of 

the following' characteristics: (1) Was in detention status, (2) had 

bail set, (3) was charged with a non-violent crime,' ~) did not have 

an attorney assigned or retained at the time of initial interview, 

and (5) was sharing a living area with orie or more prisoners. Table 

3.2 also indicates that one-half of those who had bail set required 

more than $1,000 for their release, and the majority of those who 

reported that they had an attorney were assigned counsel (68.2 percent). 

We supplemented the information furnished by our respondents 

in the interviews with inf8rmation co11ected from institutional files. 

For most variables of interest, this information was collected at only 

one of our facilities, Essex County Jail, and in most cases, the infor

matibn was available only for those persons who were still in custody 

at the time we were searching the files. 

'.' i 
f 
1 

I 

Table 3.1.1 
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Comparison of the Man-Jail Transactions Project 
Samp 1 e wi th the 1978 Survey of Jail Inmates Samp 1 e* 
by Age, Race, Employment, and Income 

--------------~--~-----------------------------------------

Characteristic 

Age 

Ra.ce 

White 

Black 

Other 

Education 

Employment 

Employed 

Not Employed 

Income 

Lhder 10,000 

Man-Jail 
Transactions 

(N=339) 

Median or 
Percent 

26.1 

38 % 

54 

8 

11.2 

58 % 

42 

71 %** 

Sample 

Survey of 
Jail Inmates 
(N=158 ,394) 

Median or 
Percent 

25.3 

57 % 

41 

2 

10.2 

57 % 

43 

82 % 

-Ir Source:' Census of Jails and'Survey of Jail Inmates. National 

Prisoners Statistics Bulletin No. SD-NPS-J-6P, February 1979. 

** Includes those employed persons who earn below the median hourly wage 

and those who reported they were unemployed. 
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'! Table 3.2 (cont.) Legal, Offense, & Confinement Characteristics .1 

I'! 1 II I .\ 

\ 
v. \, 

,I " Characteristic Classification Percentage 
X t4ed. 'S 

. ~ 
~1ost Seri ous Robbery 4.5 j Charge (cont.) (15 ) 

Burglary- 19.1 
Theft (64) 
Possession of 3.3 
A VJeapon (ll) 
Forgery .6 

(2) 
Sale of A 2'.1 

78 

Table 3.2 (cont.) Lega1, Offense, & Confinement Characteristics 

Characteristic Classification Percentage 
(n) X ~led. S 

Number of 1 26.4 
Persons in (87) 
Cell 1 , Dorm 10.0 4.4 5.7 2.2 

(33) 
Dorm or 63.6 
Converted Day (210) 
Room. · 

Controlled (7) 
Substance 
Possession of A 9.2 
Controlled (31 ) 
Substance' 
Non-Indictables 14.0 

(47) 

Housing General population -- 32.7 
Assignment Cell · . . · · · (111), 
on First General population -- 59.9 
Interview Dorm . · · , (203) 

Segregation . · · 7.4 
(25) 

Traffic Offenses 6.3 
(21 ) 

Non-Support 7.5 
(25) 

Probation/Parole 4.5 
Violation ( 15) 
Other 4.5 

(15) 

Housing General populati'on -- 50.0 
Assignment Cell · . . · · · (46) 
on Second General population -- 40.2 
Interview Dorm . · · · (37) 

Segregation •. · 9.8 
(9) 

Assigned or No 70.6 
Retained (230) 
Counsel Yes 26.1 

(85) 
Uncertain 3.4 

(11 ) 

Number of 0 75.4 
Changes in (150) 
Housing 1 18.1 

(36) .46 . 16 1.96 
7 1 6.5 

(13 ) 

Kind of Assigned 68.2 
Counsel (60) 

Retained 26.1 
(23) 

Number of 0 72.5 
Times Seen (145) .27 .19 .45 
hv .hd 1 ...... , n.., r-
-J ---, .' J (;,1.0 

Physician (55) 
Uncertain 5.7 

(5) Evidence of No 50.5 .::. Medican Problems (101 ) 
Yes 49.5 

(99) 
~ 

... 
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Table 3.2 (cant.) Legal, Offense, & Confinement Characteristics 

Characteristic Classification 

Number of 
Visits 

Number of 
Visits from 
Attorney 

Number of 
Requests to 
Soci a 1 Harker 

o 

1 - 10 

10 

0 

"/ 1 

, 
0 

1 

)- 2 

Percentage 
(n) 

58.4 
(97) 
30.7 
(51) 
10.8 
( 18) 

70.1 
(54) 
29.9 
(23) 

72.7 
(245) 
11.9 
(40) 
15.4 
(5l) 

X f1ed. S 

4.8 .36 11.4 

1.0 .21 2.3 

1.2 .19 5.5 

I 
! 
,! 
1 
j 
J 
\ 

I 
I 
1 
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The data appearing in Table 3.2 show that the majority of respon

dents in Essex County Jail did not (1) change their housing assign

ment, (2) receive an examination from the jail physician, or ~) re

ceive a visit from friends or relatives or their attorney. The infor

mation in Table 3.2 suggests that almost one-half (49.5 percent) of 

the subjects who entered Essex County Jail did show some evidence of 

a medical problem ranging from skin rashes to gunshot wounds. 

Table 3.2.1 compares our finds to the results of the 1978 Survey 

of Jail Inmates. Members of our sample are comparatively more likely 

to be (1) detainees, (2) charged with an offense classified ~s other, 

(3) without counsel, and (4) without bail ,set. These differences are 

largely due to our sample consisting of newly arrived prisoners. ,In 

compari son wi th a cross secti on of pri soners" (the 1978 Survey of Jail, 

Inmates), we would expect new arrivals to differ on these variables 

because they are associated with the amount of time incarcerated. For 

example, the longer a prisoner is in jail, the more likely it is that 

he has had bail set. 

Alcohol, Drug~ and Mental Health Characteristics 

Table 3.3 presents data on the alcohol ,drug, and mental health 

characteristics for the sample. The daily consumption units for beer, 

wine, and liquor are 8 to 12 ounce bottles or glasses~ pints, and 
' . 

arinks' containing one and one-half ounce shots, respectively. Total 

daily"alcohol consumptioh" (not shown in Table 3.3) was computed using 

the following formula: daily beer' consumption + qci'aily wine consump

tion x ~+ daily liquor consumption. The mean daily alcohol con

sumption for the sample was 7.1. The standard deviation of 14.2, 

however, reflects considerable variation in daily consumption: a to 
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Table 3.2.1 Comparison of the Man-Jail Transactions Project Sample 
with the 1978 Survey of Jail Inmates Sample* by Legal 
Status, Charge, Bail Status, and Legal Representation 

Characteristic 

Legal Status 

Detention 

Other 

Charge 

Violent 

Property 

Drug 

Other 

Bail Status 

Bail Set 

Bail Not Set 

lhcertain 

Legal Representation 

With Counsel 

Without Counsel 

lhcertai n 

Kind of Counsel 

Assigned 

Retained 

lhcertain 

Man-Jail 
Transactions 

(N=339) 

Percent 

80 

20 

29 

20 

9 

42 

66 

32 

2 

26 

71 

3 

68 

26 

6 

Sample 

Survey of 
Jail Inmates 

. (N=158 ,394) 
Percent 

42 

58 

30 

41 

9 

20 

81 

17 

2 

77 

.'2. ..... 

1 

82 

17 

1 

* Source: Census of· Jails and Survey of Jail Inmates. National Prisoner 
Statistics Bulletin No. SD-NPS-J-6P, Februa)'y 1979. 

--,,"".J-', "''--.:..:.4' ...... .:...:'O''~i.~;.':.'F~~'''-:'' ",--"-".,.,., ... ",,-,,,,,,,-_.~;, h "" _.' 'c;-'-' 

Table 3.3 

Characteristic 

Dai ly Beer 
Consumption 

Daily Wine 
Consumption 

Da ily Liquor 
Consumption 

Memory Loss 
from Drinking 
(per Month) 

Drinking 
Pattern 

82 

Alcohol, Drug, & Mental Health Characteristics 

Classification 

a 

1 - 6 

7 - 12 

'> 13 

a 
1 

...... 2 ,. 

0 

1 - 6 

> 12 

> 13 

a 
1 

2 - 4 

Abstinence 

11!eekends 

Daily 

Percentaqe 
(n) -

45.9 
(153 ) 
40.5 
(135 ) 
6.9 

(23) 
6.6 

(22) 

91. 7 
(309) 
4.2 

(14 ) 
4.2 
(14 ) 

88.1 
(297) 
4.7 

(16) 
2.8 

(9) 
4.4 
(15 ) 

70.0 
(182) 
9.6 
(25) 
13.5 
(35) 
6.9 
(18) 

23.7 
(79) 
8.4 
(28) 
67.8 
(226) 

X ~1ed. S 

3.9 .9 7.9 

.33 .04 1.9 

1.8 .07 8.1 

1.2 .18 3.2 
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j;! Table 3.3 (cant.) Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics Table 3.3 (cant.) Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics r! 
11 ~ 

I 
J 

C1assification Percentage Classification Percentage 
Characterist:ics Characteristic (n) X Med. S (n) X Med. S 

:-~ 

Monthly 0 48.2 Thoughts of No 69.4 ~1arijuana (162) Self-Injury (231 ) Use 1 - 12 23.8 Yes 30.6 (80) 8.9 .77 12.3 (102 ) -- 12 29.0 --- (94) 

Number of 0 40.4 
Self-Destructive (40) Monthly Cocaine 0 79.2 Thoughts in 1 25.2 Use (267) Last Year (25) 17.4 .85 72.1 1 - 12 14.5, 2.3 . 13 6.9 />1 34.3 (49) . 

(34) -. 12 6.2 ... 
(21) 

Act of 0 86.2 
Self-Injury (287) Monthly Amphetamine 0 92.8 

1 8 .• 7 .29 .08 1.1 Use (312) 
(29) 1 - 12 5.9 

/'1 5.1 (20) .50 .04 3.1 (.17) "-~ . 12 1.2 
(4) 

Age At t. 21 52.3 
First Act (23) Monthly Barbiturate 0 89.9 > 21 47.7 21.3 20.3 6.9 Use (302) (21 ) 1 - 12 8.0 1.8 .06 10.1 

(27) 
' . 12 2.0 Place of Community 74.4 
. 

(7) First Act (32) 
Institution 13.9 

I 
(6) Monthly Hallucinogen 0 95.2 Other 11.6 Use (320) (5) 1 - 12 4.2 1.1 .03 9.6 

, , 11 \ 1 
\ I 'T I , 12 .6 Self-Destructive No 86.1 (2) Acts in Detention (37) 

Yes 13.9 
Monthly Heroin 0 89.9 (6) 

Use (302) 
1 - 12 4.5 1.8 .06 6.7 

(15 ) . 12 5.6 
(19 ) 
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Table 3.3 (cont. ) Alcohol, Drug, &·Henta1 Health Characteristics 

Characteristic Classification 

Self-Destructive No 
Acts while 
S.el"ving A Yes 
Sentence 

Treated or No 
Evaluated by 
a Psychiatrist Yes 
or Psychologist 

Number of 1 
Treatments 

":1 , 

Age at First <- 21· 
Treatment 

7 21 

Length of One Evaluation or 
First Treatment Treatment Only 

Hospitalized 
for Mental 
III ness 

Number of 
Hospitalizations 

*Heeks 

/.. 6 mos. and 
-;>1 session 
~. 6 mos. 

No 

Yes 

Percentage 
(n) 

97.7 
(42) 
2.3 
(1) 

66.7 
(218) 
33.3 
(109 ) 

69.0 
(69) 
31.0 
(31) 

65.3 
(66) 
34.6 
(35) 

29.1 
(25) 
48.8 
(42) 
22.1 
(19) 

89.0 
(293) 
10.9 
(~(.;, 
\VV/ 

50.0 
(18 ) 
50.0 
( 18) 

X t,'ed. S 

19.4 16.8 10.0 

! 
4.4* 113.6* 

' ........ 

2.7 1.5 3.1 
I 
\ 

.:. 

\ 
( 

1\ l~ \ , 

I,; 

\] 
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Table 3.3 (cont.) Alcohol, Drug, & Mental Health Characteristics 

Characteristic Classification Percentage 

Voluntary 
Hospitalization 

Length of 
Longest Period 
of Hospitaiization 

Length of t~ost 
Recent Period 
of Hospitalization 

Year of Most 
Recent Release 

Residence Upon 
Release 

Medication 
Prescribed Upon 
Release 

Instructed to 
Contact Community 
Mental Health 
Center Upon 
Release 

No 

Yes 

L 6 mos. 

') 6' . mos. 

..:.. 6 mos. 

/ 6 mos. 

/ 

~ 1972 

1973 - 1977 

1978 - 1982 

Home with Family 

Other 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

(n) 

45.4 
(15) 
54.5 
(18) 

81.5 
(22) 
18.5 
(5) 

89.6 
(26) 
10.3 
(3) 

19.3 
(6) 
9.7 
(3) 
71.0 
(22) 

70.0 
(21 ) 
30.0 
(9) 

60.6 
(20) 
39.4 
(13) 

50.0 
(16 ) 
50.0 
(16 ) 

X Med. S 

5.1 1.5 9.4 

4.0 1.2 

120. The median number of drinks per day was 2.1, and approxi

mately one-third of the subjects reported that they consumed either 

less than one drink per day or six or more drinks per day. 

The data in' Table 3.2 indicate that about one-third of the 

subjects reported that they abstain or drink only on weekends, and 

about two-thirds of those interviewed reported daily drinking. Of 

those who admitted drinking, 30 percent reported that they got drank 

enough to forget some part of the night' at least once a month., Such 

memory loss is a symptom of alcoholism. 

Currently, we do not have any data on alcohol' consumption from 

the 1978 Survey of Jail Inmates with which to compare our findings. 

We do, however, have information from the Bureau of Justice Statistics 

(BJS Bulletin NCJ-86223, January 1983) on daily alcohol consumption for 

1979 Survey of Inmates of ,State Correctional FaC'ilities. The Bureau 

of Justice Statistics reports that 47 percent of male prison inmates 

reported that they consumed 1 ounce of ethanol' (approximately 2 

beers, one and one-half glasses of wine, or 2 ounces of 80 proof 

liquor) or more, and 14 percent of the general male population 

consumed this amount of ethanol 0 When we converted our alcohol 

consumption figures to approximate ethanol- equivalents, we found 

that 55 percent of our sample of jail prisoners consumed 1 ounce of 

ethanol or more per day. 

The Bureau of Justice StatisticS reports that 

The group characterized as livery heavy II drinkers 
had consumed 4 ounces of ethanol--the equivalent 
of eight cans of beer, seven 4 ounce glasses of 
wine, or nearly 9 ounces of 80-proof liquor. 
This level ,of consumption would almost certainly 
produce severe intoxication if consumed within a 
limited time. Indeed, 65 percent of all inmates 
who usually consumed at least 4 ounces of ethanol 
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in a typical drinking session characterized 
themselves as "pretty loaded" or "very drunk" 
when they stopped (Bureau of Justice Statistics 
Bull eti n, NCJ-86223, 1983). ' 

Thirty six percent of the 1979 Survey of Prison Inmates sample 

qualified as "very heavy" drinkers (Bureau of Justice Bulletin, 

NCJ, 1983). The comparable figure for our jail sample was 22.6 

percent. This comparison is somewhat misleading, however~ because 

our figure is based on reported daily consumption and the classifica

tion of prison inmates is based on amount consumed during a typical 

drinking session. "Ve~y heavy" drinkers are probably underestimated 

by our counting scheme. Currently, we do not have estimates on the 

number of livery heavy" drinkers in the male general population. ... .. 

The data on drugs consumption a~pearing in Table 3.3 suggest 

that the only substance that the majority of inmates report using 

once a month or more is marijuana (the maximum frequency for drug 

variables is 30). Approximately 30 percent of the subjects reported 

using cocaine one a month or more oftep, and about 10 percent of the 

sample used barbiturates, or heroin at leas~ once a month. 'Only 7 

percent of the respondents reported any amphetamine us~, and 4.8 per

cent used hallucinogens. One-third of pur sample took a drug 

other than marijuana on at least one occasion a month. We will not 

compare these drug findings to those of the 1978 Survey of Jail Inmates 

because the differences in the content of the questions asked about 

drugs would make comparisons misleading. 

Table 3.3 reports findings for a number of variables developed 

to measure the mental health of our respondents. We asked each of 

our subjects if he had ever thought about hurting himself or commit

ting suicide. Approximately 30 percent responded that they had self

destructive thoughts, and about three-fifths of this group had such 

89 

thoughts in the la~t year. 

Almost 14 percent of the men we interviewed admitted they had 

at one time committed an act of self-injury. Most of these men 

committed their fir~st self-destructive act while in the communit~ 

and when they were below the age of 21. Approximately 14 percent 

of those who committed an act of self-injury had at one time injured 

themselves while in detention. The comparable figure for acts of 

self-destruction while serving a sentence is 2.3 percent. Of course, 

these figures by themselves are not very meaningful because more men 

were at risk in detention than in sentenced institutions. 

We' see in Table 3.3 thc!,t one-third of the subjects we interviewed 

reported that they had been treated by a psychologist or a,psychia-

trist. The majority of those treated were under care only once ~9 

percent) when they were under the age of 21 (65.3 percent). In most cases
l 

subjects received more than one treatment or evaluation while 

under care of the psychiatrist or psychologist, and the median length 

of first treatment was over one month. One-fifth of the subjects 

were treated for more than six months. 

The data shown in Table 3.3 indicate that approximately 11 per

cent of our subjects reported that they had been hospitalized for 

mental illness, and fully half of these subjects had been hospitalized 

on more than one occasion. Forty five percent of those with a history 

of hospitalization had boen hospitalized involuntarily at least once •. 

The vast majority of those who had been hospitalized had been. 

released between 1978 and 1982 (71 percent), and 14 or 45 percent of 

. the subjects for whom we have information \.,rere released in 1982. 

This suggests that they may have been arrested and jailed during the 
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transitional period from hospital to community. 

Most of those who had been hospitalized resided with their. 

families upon relea5a (70 percent), and the majority reported that 

they were not prescribed any medication upon release (60.6 percent). 

One-half of the respondents indicated that they were instructed to 

contact a community mental health clinic upon release, and the other 

half of the subjects reported that they were not told to do so. 

How do our mental health findings comp.are with the revel ant 

studies reviewed in Chapter 1 of this report? The proportion of 

our subjects who had received sonle kind of treatment, 33.3 percent, 

ish i gher than that reported by Swank and ~li ner, 24 percent (Swank 

and \~i net, 1976). I-bwever, the proporti on of our subjects who had 

been confined in a mental institutio~, 11 percent, is lower than the 

14 percent reported by Swank and Winer (1976) and the 44 percent re

ported by Schuckit, !-erman, and Schuckit' (19?7). The relative fre

quency of admissions of acts of seJf-.injury, 13.8 percent, was also 

lower among our respondents than among those interviewed by Schuckit, 

l-erman, and Schuckit, 24 percent (Schuckit, !-erman, and Schuckit, 1977). 

Confinement Experience in Pe~al Institutions 

Table 3.4 contains the aggregate confinement history of .our 

respondents in penal institutions. ~he data indicate that the majority 

of our subjects are not unfamilial .... with the jail in which we intervievJed 

them. Almost two-thirds IOf ~:he men we interviewed reported'that they 

had previously been confined in the jail in which tHey were confined, 

and more than one-half of these men had been confined in th~t j~il 

on three or more occasions. Over one-half of the respondents ,dmitted 

to being previously confined in a jail other than-the one in which 

91 

Table 3.4· Confinement Experience in Penal Institutions 

". 

Characteristic 

Previous Commitment 
to Jail in Which 
Intervi e\'Jed 

Number of 
Pr~~v i ous Commi tments 
to Jail in Which 
Interviewed 

Previous Commitment 
to Other Jails 

Number of Previous 
Commitment to 
Other Jails 

Previous Commitment 
To Pri son 

C:I ass i fi cat; on 

No 

Yes 

1 

2 

? 3 

No 

Yes 

1 

2 

.. ;t 3 -

No 

Yes 

Percentage 
(n) 

37.5 
(127 ) 
62.5 
(212) 

30.8 
(65)· 
16.6 
(35) 
52.6 
(111) 

46.8 
(153) 
53.2 
(174) 

46.2 
(78) 
18.9 
(32) 
34.9 
(59) 

83.6 
(276) 
16.4 
(54 ) 

L-________________________ ~ _____________ ~~ __ ~ _________ ~~_ 
._--.l.. _______________ ~'___ _ _'___ __ ~_~_~ __ ~_~_._~~ __ . 
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Table 3.4' (cont.) Confinement Experience in Penal Institutions 

Characteristic 

Number of Previous 
Commitments to 
Prison 

Previous Commitment 
to Juvenile Detention 

Number of Previous 
Commitments to 
Juvenile Detention 

Previous Commitment 
to Juvenile Training 
Institution 

Number of 
Commitments to 
Juvenile Training 
Institutions 

Classif-ication 

1 

2 

No 

Yes 

1 

2 

7 3 

No 

Yes 

1 

2 

'7 3 

Percentage 
(n) 

59.6 
(31) 
34-.6 
(18) 
5.8 

(3) 

69.3 
(228) 
30.7 
(101) 

52.1 
(50) 
15.6 
(15) 
32.3 
(3l) 

86.6 
(284-) 
13.4 
(44) 

71.8 
(28) 
23.0 
(9) 
5. 1 
(2) 
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they were interviewed, and one-third of these respondents had been 

confined in these "other" jails three or more times. 

The prison experience picture is quite different from the one 

traced for jails. More than four-fifths of the sample had not been 

confined in a prison. Only 16.4 percent had served time in prison, 

and the majority (59.6 percent) of these men had ser~ed only one 

term~ 

Members of our sample did not report much experience in juvenile 

institutions. Sixty nine percent had never spent time in detention 

as a juvenile, and 86.6 percent ,could not recall a commttment to a 

juvenile training institution. 

Comparisons Among Counties 

As was mentioned in Chapter l~ samples were selected in jails 

in urban (Essex), suburban' (Morris), and rural' (Hunterdon). counties. 

In this section, we ·will review the differences among respondents 

fr.om the thl'ee counti es in personal characteri sti cs; 1 ega l!l offens~·, 
I , 

and confinement characteristics; alcohol, drug, and mental health 

characteristics; and confinement experience" (see Tables 3.5 and 3.6). 

The data in Tables 3.5 and 3.6 indicate that the personal char

acteristic that best discriminates among the samples ftom the three 

county jails is ethnicit.y.; The Essex County sample has a much higher .. . 
proportion of black prisoners'(82.5 percent) than is evident in 

either Morris' (13.3 percent) or Hmterdon' (9.7 percent). This finding 

is not sutprising because Newark, the largest city in Essex County, 
. . 

,has a predominately nonwhite population' (58.2 per'cent), and nonwhites 

constitute 37.2 percent of the Essex County population. ~orris County 

~has a nonWhite population of 2.5 percent. The corresponding figure 
I") 

for Hunterdon County is 1.3 percent. 
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Table 3.6 Comparison Among Jails -- Tabular Analysis -- for Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense, & 
Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, & Mental Health Characteristics; & Confinement 
Experience 

Character; st-j c Categor.ies Jail 
X2 P Cramer's V . Lambda 

Essex t,1orri s Hunterdon 
(Urban) (S~burb~m) (Rural) 

% % % 
(n) (n) (n) 

7.5 81.0 90.3 
Ethn; city White (15 ) . (85) (28) 199.50 0 .. 00 0.54 0.62 

82.5 13.3 9.7 
B1 a,ck (165) (14 ) (3) 

10.0 5.7 0.0 
Hjspanic (20) (6) (0) 

j 
70.3 72.4 78.1 

j1 Marital status Unmarried (142) (76) (25) .870 0.65 0.05 NA 

29.7 27.6 21.9 
Married (60) (29) (7) t 

First person Spouse, parents, 60.7 53.4 32.3 
1 

called after relatives (122 ) (55) (10 ) 10.14 0.03 0.12 0.01 

,~ 
arrest 

Girlfriend, 22.4 22.3 35.5 
fri end, 1 ega 1 , (45) (23) (11 ) 
other 

16.9 24.3 32.3 
No one (34) (25) (10) 

\ 

_,f' 

c 

Gamma 

NA 

lO 
0) 

-0.09 
I 

NA 

I' 
I , 

~j 
~ 
\. 

! 

--J 

<!; 

, 

\ 
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Table 3.6 (cont. ) Comparison Among Jails -- Tabular Analysis -- for Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense, ,-

& Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, & Mental Health Characteristics; & Confinement 
Experience 

Characteristic Categories Jail ~-' ---
X2 P Cramer's V Lambda Gamma Essex ~orris Hunterdon 

{Urban} (Suburban} (Rural} 
% % % 

(n) (n) (n) 

43.1 39.4 43.8 
Employment Not employed (87) (41) (14 ) 0.42 0.81 0.04 NA 0.04 

56.9 60.6 56.3 
L Employed (115 ) (63) . (18 ) 
I, 
I! 

Presemt 82.1 76.0 90.6 ~ 
-....J legal status Pre-trial (161) (76) (29) 3.73 0.16 0.11 NA 0.02 ' <; 

County or state 17.9 24.0 9.4 
sentenced, other (35) (24) (3) 

Most serious Homicide, 
charge aggravated sexual 

~ , assault, kid-;, ~ 

i napping, aggra~ . 17.0 12.6 6.3 
f ~ vated assault (34) . 

(13 ) (2) . 28.15 0.00 0.20 0.12 NA Ii 
'I 

\1 Armed robbery, 'I 

" arson, robbery ,~ " 

~ 
~ (no weapon), bur-
l glary '(theft), 41.5 18.4 37.5 " 

i forgery (83) (19 ) (l2) 
I 
I Sale of CDS II 1 
1 possession of 12.0 11.7 6.3 I 

,j CDS (24) (12 ) (2) 

~ 
1 
! 

\ 
j 

\ I 
~ 

~ 
:/ 
If 

~ 
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Table 3.6 (cant.) Comparison Among Jails -- Tabular Analysis -- for Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense 
& Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, & Mental Health Char'acteristics; & Confinement Experience 

Characteristic Ca tegori'es 

Memory loss 
No 

Yes 

Current 'alcohol 
consumption Don't drink 

Thoughts of 
self-injury 

Sel f-injury 
attempts 

Drink 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Essex 
(Urban) 

% 
(n) 

95.5 
(106) 

4.5 
(5) 

30.2 
(61) 

69.8 
(,141) 

74.3 
( 150) 

25.7 
(52) 

89.,1 
(180) 

10.9 
(22) 

Jail 
Morris 

(Suburban) 
% 

(n) 

95.0 
(57) 

5.0 
( 3) 

18.4 
( 19) 

81.6 
(84) . 

61.2 
(63) 

38.8 
(40) 

80.2 
(81) 

19.8 
(20) 

Hunterdotl 
(Rural) 

% 

P Cramer's V Lambda Gamma 

(n) 
78.3 ' 
(18), 9.45 0.01 0.22 NA 0.45 
21. 7 
(5) 

0.0 
(0) 15.86 0.000 0.22 , NA 0.48 

100.0 
(31 ) 

66.7 
(20) 

5.65 . 0.06 , 0.13 NA 0.23 

33.3 
(l0) 

86.7 
(26) 4.50 0.11 0.12 NA ' 0.24 
13.3 
(4) 

1.0 
1.0 

I, 
" 

i 
I 

f -, 

! 
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Table 3.6 (cant.) Comparison Among Jails -.- Ta,bular Analysis -- for Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense . & Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, & Mental Health Characteristi6s; & Confinement 
Experi ence . . . . .. ~. . . . . . . 

·Characteri sti c Categories Jaii 
X2 Essex Morris Hunterdon P Cramer's V Lam;~da Gamma 

(Urban) (Suburban) (Rural) 
%. % % 

(n) (n) (n) 

Previous commit- 62.8 70.2 78.1 
ment to a juvenile No ( 120) (73) (25) 3.74 O. 15 O. 11 NA -0.21 
institution 

J> 
37.2 29.8 21.9 

Yes (71) ( 31) ( 7) 
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The information presented in Table 3 5 suggests that two 

variables related to employment also differentiate among the samples. 

Morris County subjects reported that they have worked longer on 

their ~urrent jobs (X=65 months) than their Essex' (X=26 months) or 

funterdon (X=30 months) counterparts. Morris County inmates also 

reported a substantially higher wage per hour than was reported in 

the other two counties. 

The largest difference among the three samples for a legal, 

offense, or confine~ent characteristic is in the number of hours 

the inmate was detained by the police before admission to the county 

jail. Table 3.5 displays a mean number of hours for Essex County 

that is substantially higher than that for Morris or funterdon. 

On the averag,e, Essex inmates' reported that they,were held in police 

custody for more than six days. In contrast, Morris and llinterdon 

prisoners were detained by police for less than one day. This strik

;0'9 difference reflects variation in correctional policy in the three 

counties. In Newark, the largest city in Essex County, the proce

dure followed during the time of our study was to confine prisoners 

in police lockups until there was space for them in the jail. ,In 

Morri sand funterdon countie.s, a person usually remai ned in pol i ce 

custody only until the ~ecessary paper work was completed and trans

portation to the jails was arranged. 

Once they were admitted to the jail, Essex and HUnterdon inmates 

were likely to remain there for ·longer than were Morris prisoners. 

~wever, while in jail each funterdon prisoner shared his living area 

with less people than did inmates confined in Morris or Essex. These 

i 
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differences in number of persons per cell (a term used loosely to 

mean,housing or living area) reflect differences in the use and 

availability of different kinds of housing or living areas in th~ 

institutions from which our samples were drawn. 

In Hunterdon County, inmates were housed exclusively in cells, 

whereas dormitory housing was available both in Morris and Essex 

county jails. The availability of different kinds of housing in 

the three facilities is reflected in the distribution of the samples 

among the "housing assignment at first interview" categories present

ed in Table 3.6. All of the HUnterdon inmates were housed in general 

populction cells. In contrast, about two-thirds of the Essex and 

Morris prisoners were housed in'general population dorms. 

Table 3.5 indicates that for those subjects who had bail set 

at the time of their interview the mean bail in Morris was much 

higher than in the other counties: 199 percent higher than in 

Essex and 150 percent higher than in Hunterdon. When the m~J;an 

bail amount was used as the measure of central tendency (not 

shown in tabular form) a somewhat different pattern emerged. 

Hunterdon County had the hi ghest bail' ($2,326) fo 11 owed by Morri s 

($2,005) and Essex ($997). Perhaps judges felt in HUnterdon and 

Morris, where wages (see wage per hour in Table 3.5) are higher 

than in Esse?<, that comparatively substantial amounts of money must 

be posted to irisure that defendants will appear ~n court. 

Although Essex inmates received relatively low bails, the data 

appearing in Table 3.6 on most serious charge suggest that they 

are confined for more serious offenses than their Hunterdon and 

Morris counterparts. Essex prisoners were more likely to be charged 
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with a violent offense than were Morris or ~lnterdon inmates, 

whereas Morris a~d ~nterdon inmates were more likely to be 

charged with an offense classified in the residual category 

(possession of a weapon, non-indictabl~s, traffic offenses, non

supportr probation/parole violations, and other) than were Essex 

prisoners. 

Memory loss due to drinking and current alcohol consumption 

were the only alcohol, drug, or mental health variables that 

distinguished among the samples. Rural inmates more often reported 

that they drank and drank to the point where they suffered memory 

loss than did suburban or urban inmates. 

Only one confinement experience characteristic discriminated· 

among urba,n, suburban, and rural inmates. A greater proportion of 

Essex inmates had been previously confined in Essex County Jail than 

the proportion of suburban and rural inmates who had been confined 

previou,sly in the jails in which they were interviewed; and 

the percentage of Morris interviewees who were veterans of Morris 

County Jail was greater than the proportion of Hunterdon prisoners 

who had previously been confined in that jail. 
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Conclusion 

The analysis of the characteristics produced what was 

expected. Our subjects were in comparison with the general 

population poor, unemployed, and undereducated. They were 

likely to be black and veterans of jail. In the next chapter, 

we will describe the stress levels (a's measured by the SCL-90) 

of our subjects on the streets and in confinement. 

.. 
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Chapter 4 

The SCL-90 

by 

John. J. Gibbs 

and 

Laura A. Maiello 

" 
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The SeL-90 was described in Chapter 2. In this 

,chapter, some additional information will.be provided, 

and the statistical properties of the instrument, as 

used with our sample of prisoners, will be discussed" 

The chapter also contains comparisons be't;ween the sample:_ 

of jail inmates and samples of psychiatric outpatients 

and "normals", an examination of SCL-90 dimension scores 

in conjunction with 'the characteristics of: prison~rs, 

and an analysis of change scores. 

As was mentioned in Chapter 2, the SCL-90 is composed 

of 90 items which measure the following symptoms: 
. . 

Somatization , Obsessive-Compulsive, Interpe'rsonal Sensi-

tivity, Depression, AIlxiety, Hostility, Phobic Anxiety, 

Paranoid Ideation, and Psychoticism. Not all 90 items 

are representative of symptom dimensions. There al;'e 7 

items included in- the instrumen't tha.t are not intended 

to represent dimensions. One:purpos~ of these add;itional 

items is their examination in conjunc~ion with dimension 

scores to make clinical judgements. 

These items ••• are intended to be used con
figural1.y" Thus; a high DEP (depression) 
score with "early. morning awakening" and 
"poor appetite" (items that are not assoc
iated with a specific dimension) may mean 
something quite different from a similar 
score with these symptoms absent 
(Derogatis, 1977:12). 
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The clinical uses of these items do not have a great 

deal'of meaning for che research described in this report. 

However, another purpose of these unrelated items is 

relevant to thls research enterprise. The scores for 

these items are added to the scores for the other 83 

items and divided by the total number of items to com

pute-the Global Severity Index (GSI) (Derogatis, 1977:12), 

also(.known as the. General Severity Index (Derogatis, 

198:1). The GSI, wh~ch is simply the mean item score, 

is c0nsidered II .••• the best single indicator of the 

current level or depth of disorder, and should be 

utilized in most instances where a single surnma~~ measure 

is required" (Derogatis, 1977:12). 

The SCL-90 has been used with a variety of samp1e~ 

inc1~ding adult psychiatric Qutpatir.ants, adolescent 

psychiatric outpatients, "normals", psychiatric inpatients, 

high risk cardiac patients, females ?tttending a weight 

reduction clinic, alcoholic rehabili~ation center app1i-, 

cants, bypass patients, chronic pain patients, cancer, 

patients, and invested partners in sexual disorders 

(Derogatis,1977). Some of these studies measured symptoms 

at more than one point in time to determineif there were 

treatment or longitudinal effects. 

The sensitivity of the SCL-90 to changes in symptoms 

of distress is one of the reasons that we selected it 

for. our study. The pyschometric instruments more 

commonly us ':!d in penology, for example, the l'v1MPI, measure 

more enduring characteristics than does the SCL-90, and 

they are not as appropriate for charting changes related 

to treatment or environmental ,stress. According to the 

developer of the SCL-90, 

(T)he SCL-90-R is a.measure of current, point-in
time, psychological symptom status. 'It is not a 
measure of pers'onality iexcept indirectly, in that 
certain personality "types!' and "disorders" may' 
manifest a characteristic profile on the primary 
symptom dimensions ••• (Derogatis, 1977:5). 

The SCL-90-R may be used in a single., one-time. 
assessment .of the oatient's clinical status, or 
it, may be uti1ized"repeatedly, ei.ther to ,document 
trends through time, or in pre-post eva1'ua tions 
. (Derogatis, 1977:6). 

Stress reduction has come to occupy a significant 
place in current clinical. research and the, SCL-90 
has been shown to be highly sensitive to stress
related changes (Derogatis, 1981:4). 

Studies have. demonstrated that SeL-90 dimensions are 

sufficiently reliable, factoria11y invariant, and sub

stantially correlated with similar constructs in other 

instruments (Derogatis, 1977: 15-19). The instrument 

has also been shown to be clinically sensitive and to 

have the ability to discriminate among groups (Derogatis, 

1977:20-21). 
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Statistical' Properties of the SCL-90 

Throughout this report information will be presented 

on the reliability of the research instruments used in 

the study. Our assessment of reliabili~y is based on 

the domain sampling model. This model assumes that the 

items' representing each dimension are a random sample , 

from a hypothetical domain of an infinite number of i t,ems 

representing that dimension. If this is the case, measure

ment 'based on the· items-, selected - to represent each di

mension can be'used to estimate the subjects' true scores, 

the sc()re if the subj ect responded to every item in the' 

domain. The extent to which items in the. s~Inple statis

ically associate \-Ii th the domain is the reliability of' 

the instrument. Of course, because we never have sub

jects respond to every item in the domain, we estimate 

the relation of observed scores to true scores by com

puting a measure of reliability based on the observed 

scores, the items sampled from the domain. 

Coefficient alpha is the estimate of reliability 

used i~ this report. It represents the expected assoc

iation of the items representing each dimension with 

any other group of the same number of items sampled from 

the same domain. The square root of coefficient. alpha 

represents the estimated association betw€en the ob-

I 
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s'erv:ed score (socre on the items selected to measure 

a dimension) 'and true score (the score that would have 

been recei·ved if the subject responded to every item 

in the hypothetical domain) ~ee Nunnaly, 1967). ., 

The model reflects the classical. assumptions of r* 

test theory that observed scores are composed of true 

scores and error ~cores, and the error scores are un

systematic or random noi.se. True scores, .like true 

love, . never wax or wane (wi thin reasonable time IiI rni ts) , 

and any differences between measures of the same ,t:hing 

are due to error or noise. The less noise in the 

measure, the more it reflects true score, and the 

more reliable the measure. The reliability of a 

measure is the proportion of the observed s.core that 

is true score. The higher the pr("portion of' observed 

score that is true score, the higher the correlation 

between observed score and true scor~. 

Error introduces inconsistency into a measure .. , 

If there is error in the measure, each time a measure

ment is taken the observed score will be either above 

or below the true score. .As the magnitude of the dis

tance of the observed score from the true score increases, 

reliability decreases. When this happens, the assoc

iation between the true score and observed score will 
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be weak. There will not be consistency among repeated 

measures. 

Table 4.1 presents the reliability for the first 

administration of the SCL-90 to our subjects. All of 

the symptom dimensions are sufficiently reliable for 

research purposes, and there is 'li t.tle difference in 

the reliabilities qf the dimensions when respondents 

were 'requested to rate their symptoms while still in 

the community (outside) and during ,the first few days 

of incarceration (inside). 

Table 4.2 contains reliability coefficients com-

puted for a sample of "symptomatic volunteers". 

Derogatis, Rickels, and Rock define "symptomatic 

vOlunteers" as 

••• individuals ,who are usually 
seen by private doctors and who at the 
time of pres.entation are experiencing 
the primary affective symptoms of de
pression and anxiety. They ~re nvolun~ 

, teers n in the sense tha'c they volunteer 
for a clinical drug trial with medication 
which may provide relief' for their' symptoms 
(1976:281). 

It is noteworthy that although the SCL-90 Adminis

tration, Scoring & Procedure >:-1anual--I contains symptom 

scores for a number of samples, the only reliabi~ity 

measures appearing' in the manual are for "symptomatic 

volunteers". Our guess is that the author of the 

" 
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Table 4.1 

Symptom 
Dimension 

Somatization 

Obsessive -
CQmpu1 sive' 

Interpersonal 
Sensitivity 

Depression 

Anxiety 

Hostil ity 

Phobic 
Anxiety 

Paranoid 

Psychoticism 

-112-

Reliability Estimates for the SCL-90 

Coefficient 
Alpha 

'Number 
of 

Cases 

Inside Outside Inside Outside 

.85 .81 310 310 

.76 .77 308 310 

.80 .76 307 309 

.82 .80 307 307 

.81 .75 305 307, 

.67 .71 309 309 

.75 .69 305 307 

.67 .68 306 305 

.70 .69 304 .307 

Number 
of 

Items 

12 

10 

9 

13 

10 

6 

7 

6 

10 
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manual selected for presentation that sample for which 

the reliabili ti..es of the symptom dimensions were the 

highest. 

A comparison of the coefficients (outside) appearing 

in Table 4.1 with- those presented in Table 4.2 indicates 

that on the average the coefficients for the "sympto

matic volunteers'" are l4·percent higher than those 

for the inmates samp.le. This;, . .difference may be 

accounte~ for by the differences in the relevance of 

the measures· to the members o·f the. two groups. We 

would expect symptom dimensions to be more relevant 

to a·group of "symptom volunteers" tha,n to 'a more 

diversified group of jail prisoners. Other things 

being equal, the more relevant measures are to. a 

subject, the higher the reliability of the measures., 

We will disc1.;lsS this issue in more detail in Cha:p·ter 5. 

Table 4.3 pre.sents the item-total. correlations 

for' the initial administration of the SCL-90. All 

the associations are satisfactory (.20 or above). 

The average item-total correlation when jail was the 

reference point is .46; the compa,rable value for the 

community as the reference point is .43. 

As was mentioned in Chapter 2, we modified some 

of the SCL-90 items to fit the situation of our sub-

.:Tab1e 4.2 

Symptom 
Dimension 

Somatization 

Obsessive-
Compulsive 

Interpersonal 
Sensitivity 

Depression 

Anxiety 

Hostility 

Phobic 
Anxiety 

Paranoid Ideation 

Psychotic ism 

-114-

Reliability Estinll.'ltes for 
. for a Group of Symptomatic 

Coefficient Number 
of Alpha Cases 

.86 219 

.86 219 

.86 219 

.90 219 

.85 219 

.84 219 

.82 219, 

.80 219 

.77 219 

Ic ..... ___________________________ --"-____________ ~_~ __ ~ ___ ~ __ ~ __ ~~"'___~ ___ ~ _______ • _____ ~ ... __ ..• ~ ____ •. 

'.~.:.-.-

the SCL-90-R 
Volunteers 

Nu..wer , 
of 

,. , 
Items 

12. ';' 

10 

- 9 x 

13 .:. 

10 

6 

T 

6 

10 
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I Table 4.3 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the SCL-90 

Item 
Number 

79 

2 

-17 

'23 

33 

39 

57 

72 

78 

80 

86 

11 

24 

63 

67 

74 

81 

13 

25 

47 

50 

70 

Item Symptom 
Dimension 

Feelings of worthlessness Depression 

Nervousness or shakiness inside 

Trembling 

Suddenly scared for no reason 

Feeling' fearful 

Heart pounding or racing 

Feeling tense and keyed up 

Spells of terror and panic 

Feeling so restless you couldn't sit 
still 

Anxiety 

II 

II 

It-

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Familiar·things seem strange and unreal 

Pushed to get things done 

.. 

.. 

Feeling annoyect or irritated Hostility 

Temper outbursts you cannot control II 

Having urges to beat or harm someone 

Having urges to break or smash things 

Getting into frequent arguments 

Shouting' or throwing things 

Feeling afraid in open spaces 

Feeling afraid to go out of your 
home (cell) alone 

Feeling afraid to walk around alone 

.. 
II 

II 

.. 

Phobic 
Anxiety 

II 

II 

Having to avoid certain things, places,' .. 
or activities because they frighten you 

Feeling uneasy in crowds, in open or 
publ ic pl aces 

II 

r' t . 1 -1 
Inside 

.56 

.52 

.54 

.52 

.45 

.58 

.43 

.47 

.46 

.53 

.40 

.'31 

.44 

.47 

.51 

.40 

.41 

.54 

.49 

.57 

.47 

.42 

r' t . 1 -1 
Outside 

.56 

'.41 

.39 

.47 

.43 

.50 

.. 47 

.44 

.37 

.46 

.33 

.27 

.43 

.40 

.55 

~49 

.55 

.41 

.42 

.51 

.45 

.37 
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Table 4.3 (cont.) Item-Correlations for the SCLw·90 

Item 
Numbfr 

75 

82 

8 

18 

43 

68 

76, 

83 

7 

16 

35 

62 

77 

84 

85 

87 

88 

90 

Item 

Feeling nervous when you are left 
alone 

Feeling afraid you will· faint in 
public 

Feeling others are to Drame for 
most of your troubles 

Feeling that-most people cannot be 
trusted 

Symptom 
Dimens.ion 

Phobic 
Anxiety 

.. 

Paranoid 

II 

Feeling that you are watched or talked 
about by others 

II 

Having ideas and beliefs that others 
do not share 

Others not giving you proper credit 
for your achievements 

II 

II 

Feeling that people will take advantage .. 
of you if you 1 et them. 

The idea that someone else can Psychoticism 
control your thoughts 

Hearing voices that others do not hear II 

Other people being aware of your private .. 
thoughts 

Having thoughts that are not your own 

Feeling lonely even when you are with 
other people 

Having thoughts about sex that bother 
you 

The idea that you should be punished 
for your sins 

The idea that something serious is 
wrong with your body 

Never feeling close to another person 

The idea that something is wrong with 
your mind 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

r' t . 1 -1 
Inside 

.48 

.38 

.30 

.49 

.50 

.41 

.33 

.41 

.24 

.21 

.27 

.42 

.37 

.51 

.32 

.45 

.37 

.• 45 

r' t . 1 -1 
Outside 

.39 

.31 

.22 

.44 

.49 

.39 

.. 38 

.52 

.30 

.24 

.28 

.. 40 

.37 

.40 

.26 

.41 

.• 43 

.45 
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jects. Table 4.4 presents the items we modified and 

compares them with the original items. Table 4.4 also 

compares the SCL-90, the version of the instrument we 

used, with the SCL-90-·R, a revised version of the in-

strument that we were not aware of when we began our 

research. 

The item-total correlations appearing in Table 4.4 

suggest that our changes in items did not severly 

damage the reliabili.ty of the. dimensions. they measure..: 

All of the correlations presented iri Table 4.4 are 

satisfactory. Of course, the definitive test to 

determine if the modifications had a negative effect 

on reliability would be to compare item-total Corre-

lations for the different versions of the items. Un-

fortunately, we do not have these associations for 

different versions of the items. 

Distribution of Responses to SCL-90 Items 

Table 4., S presents the distribution· of responses 

to SCL-90 items for r~tings of symptoms when our sub

jects were not incarcerated. The data indicate that 

the extreme category was used infrequently. Ten per-

cent or more of the subjects selected this response 

category for only 5 (5.6 pe:r:cent) of the symptoms. 

Moreover, 75 percent or more of the subjects reported 

'I 

~, 
\ 
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Table 4.4 

.-,1.~U . .,. 

Itern-~ota1 Correlations for Selected SeL-90 
Items and A Comparison of Item Content 
for Different Versions of the SCL-90 

Instrument 

SCL-90-R 

3. Repeated unpleasant 
thoughts that won't 
leave your mind 

13. ~eeling afraid in 
open spaces or·on 
the stre~ts 

21. Feeling shy or un
easy with the 
opposite sex 

25. Feeling. gfraid to 
go out of your 
house alone' 

SCL-90 

Unwanted thbughts, 
words, or ideas that 
won '.t leave your 
mind 

Same as 
SCL-90-R 

Same as SCL-90-R 

Same as SCL-90-R 

SCL-90-Jai1 

Same as 
SCL-90 

Feeling 
in open 

afraid 
spaces 

Feeling shy or un-
easy with people 

Feeling afraid to 
oQt of your house 
(cell) alone 

go 

47. Feeling afraid to 
travel on buses, 
subways, or trains 

Same as SCL-90-~ Feeling afraid to walk 

70. Feeling uneasy in 
crowds, such as 
shopping or at the 
movies 

dO. The feeling that 
something bad is 
going to happen to you 

86. Thoughts and images of 
a frightening nature 

Sames as SCL-90-R 

Feeling that familiar 
things are strange 
or unreal 

Feeling pushed to get 
things done 

around alone 

Feeling uneasy in 
crowds in open or 
pUblic places 

Same as SeL-90 

Sames as SCL-90 

Item - Total 
Correlation 

inside outside 

.42 .42 

.54 .41 

.54 .49 

.49 .42 

.57 .51 

.42 .37 

.53 .46 

.40 .33 

9 

--"-i 

o:; 

t, 

4 
.:. 

\ 

~. 

~ . 
\ 



\ 

; 

-. 

\ 

" 

:/ 
II 
~ 

Ii i. , 

( 

Table 4,5 

Item 
Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 0 

7 

8 

. 9 

10 
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. Di~tr;bution of Responses to SCl-90 Scale Items -- Outside 

Item. ."" ::- ~.' " . Not A 
at little Moderately 

all bit 
% % .. % 

Headaches 36.3 32.4 9.8 

Nervous"ness' or sha"kiness inside 52.0 27.5 3.9 

Unwanted thoughts, words. or ideas 
that won't leave your mind 32.4 36.3 12.7 

Faintness or dizziness 78.4 13.7 2.9 

Loss of sexual interest 64.7 16.7 6.9 

Feeling critical of others 52.0 24.5 8.8 

The idea that someone else can 
control your thoughts 77.5 0.8 4.9 

Feeling others are tQ blame 
for most of your troubles 70.6 12.7 7.8 

Trouble remembering things 63.7 25.5 3.9 

Worried about sloppiness or 
carelessness 52.9 25.5 8.8 

'-1 
r 

Quite 
A bit Extremely N X S 

% % 

15.7 5.9 102 2.23 1.25H 

13.7 2,.9 102 1.88 1. 17 i 
<!1' 

15.7 2.9 102 2.21 1.146 

3.9 1.0 102 1.35 0.80,1 

4.9 6.9 102 1. 73 1. 212 

11.8 2.9 102 1.89 1 .160 , 

. 
6.9 2.0 102 1.47 1.002 

4.9 3.9 102 1. 59 1.O~H 

3.9 2.9 102 1. 57 0.960, 

10.8 2.0 102 1 . ~33 1 .100 
~ 
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Tab1e4.5 (cont.) Distribution of Responses to SCL-90 Scale. Items -- -Outsid~ 

Item 
Number Item Not A Quite 0 at 1 ittle Moderately A bit Extremely N X S all bit 

% 0/ % % % 10 

23 Suddenly scared for no reason 67.6 20.6 3.9 6.9 1.0 102 1.53 0.930 
24 Temper outbursts that you could 

~ not control 69.6 20 .. 6 3.9 3.9 2.0 102 1.48 0.898 
25 Feeling afraid to go out of your 

!l 
-house (cell) alone 89.2 4.9 2.0 . 2.9 1.0 102 1.22 0.712 • 

,I Blaming yourself for things 41.2 29.4 13.7 rl 
26 

11.8 3.9 102 2.08 1.175 ~ i 
~'i 27 Pains in lower back 63.7 13.7 5.9 8.8 7.8 102 1.83 1. 321 i 

'I 
i 28 Feeling blocked in getting things 

done l.2.4 • ~ 28.4 10.~ 29.4 6.9 102 2.66 1. 316 .~ 
29 Feeling lonely 121.6 33.3 5.9 23.5 J 5.7 102 2.78 1 .42(-
30 Feeling blue \2~r;!i' 33.3 16.7 16.7 7.8 102 2.48 1 f),' I 

.... ~I 
31 Worrying too much about things 26.5 29.4 9.8 23.5 1.0.8 102 2.63 1 .3711 

A 
.;. 

32 Feeling no interest in things 44.1 31.4 13.7 7.8 2.9 102 1. 9'1 i .0711 , \ 33 Feeling fearful 62.7 22.5 3.9 . 7.8 2.9 102 1.66 1.067 
.;it\. 34 Your feelings being easily hurt 64.7 15.7 7.8 6.9 4.9 102 1. 72 1 • 17 \' 

'f 
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Table 4.5 

Item 
Number 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 
~, 41 

42 

, 43 0 

44 

45 

'\ 

---- -----------------~------------------------
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(cont.) Distribution of Responses to SCL-90 Scale Items -- Outside 

Itefll Not A Quite 
at little Moderately A bit Extremely N 

all bit 
% 0/ % 0/ 0/ 

10 10 ,0 

Other people being aware of your 
private thoughts 70.6 14.7 5.9 7.8 1.0 102 

Feeling others do hot understand 
you or are unsympathetic 47.1 27.5 9.8 10.8 4.9 102 

Feeling that people are unfriendly 
or di.s1ike you 48.0 29.4 11.8 . 4.9 5.9 102 

Having'to do things very slowly 
to insure correctness 45.1 2~.5 11.8 13.7 3.9 102 

Heart pounding or racing 73.5 15.7 2.0 6.9 2.0 102 

Nausea or upset stomach 64.7 20.6 4.9 6.9 2.9 102 

Feeling inferior to others 72.5 17 .6 3.9 2.~ 2.9 102 

Soreness of your muscles 43.1 33.3 6.9 9.8 . 6.9 102 

Feeling that you are watched 
. or talked about by others 46:1 35.3 5.9 10.8 2.0 102 

Trouble falling asleep 38.2 25.5 9.8 16.7 9.8 102 

Hav;'ng' to' ch'eck" ahd"d6ub 1 e-check 
\'Ihat you do 49.0 31.4 8.8 8.8 2.0 102 

. 
f) 

X S 

1. 54 0.982 

1. 99 1 .206 

1. 91 1 .153 ,-

2.06 1. 217 

1.48 0.972 

1.63 1.052 

1.46 0.930 

2.04 1 .2 3'l It 
\ 

I. 

I, 

1.87 1.059 : i 
i 

2.34 1.389 
~ 

,;. 

\ 

1.83 1.044 ~~ 

~ 

.. ---.~ . - '''-
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Table 4.5 (cont.) Distribution of Responses to SCL-90 Scale Items ~- .Outside 

Item 
Number Item Not A Quite 

at 1 ittl e Moderately A bit Extremely N X S 
all bit 
% % % % % 

46 Difficulty making decisions 52.9 29.4 7.8 8.8 1.0 102 1. 76 0.999 

47 Feeling afraid to walk arQund alone 84.3 6.9 4.9 2.0 2.0 102 1.30 O.Bh~ 

48 Trouble getting your breath 83.3 1] .8 2.9 1.0 1.0 102 1. 25 O. G5,' 
"" 

49 Hot or cold spells 78.4 8.8 5.9 5.9 1.0 102 1.42 0.917 

• 50 Having to avoid cdrtain things, 
places, or activities because they 
frighten you 77.5 10.8 2.9 7.8 1.0 102 1.411 O.95n 

51 Your mind going blank 76.5 15.7 2.9 3.9 1.0 102 1.37 0.n07 
I 

, 52 Numbness or tingling in parts of ,. your body 60.8 23.5 8.8 5.9 1.0 102 1.63 0.941 

53 A lump in your throat 78.4 13.7 3.9 2.0 2.0 102 1.35 0.816 

54 Feeling hopeless about the future 52.9 24.5 10.8 6.9 4.9 102 1.86 1.161 

55 . Trouble concentrating 39.2 32.4 10.8 16.7 1.0 102 2.08 1. 123 , 

56 Feeling weak in parts of your booy 56.9 23.5 6.9 10.8 2.0 102 1~78 1.098 
~ 

~ 
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Table 4.5 (cant. ) Distribution of Responses to Sel-90 Scale Items -- Outside 

Item 
Number Item Not A Quite ... 

at. 1 i ttl e Moderately A bit Extremely N X S all 'blt 
% % % % % 

57 Feeling tense or keyed up 40.2 28.4 11.8 12.7 6.9 102 2.18 1.277 
Heavy feelings in Jour arms or legs - 62.7 23.5 . 58 

6.9 4.9 2.0 102 1.60 0.957 
59 0 Thoughts of death or dying 74.5 17.6 2.9 3.9 1.0 102 1.39 0.81U 

~ <:r 60 Overeating 73.5 17.6 2.9 5.9 0.0 102 1.41 0.813 ' . 
l\ 
;" 

61 Feeling uneasy when people are 
, 
" 

watching or talking about you 45.1 33.3 9.8 7.8 3.9 102 1. 92 1.10!) :, 
" !' 62 Having thoughts that are not 

your own 73.5 18.6 3.9 3.9 0.0 102 1.38 0.745 
63 Having urges to beat, injure, 

or harm someone 71.6 18.6 2.0 . 5.9 2.0 102 1. 48 0.941 
64 Awakening in the early morning 34.7 23.8 7.9 20.8 '12, •. 9 102 2.54 1.467 

,f). 

65 Having to repeat the same actions 
such as touching. counting, washing 60.0 23.0 7.0 8.0 2.0 102 1.69. 1.042 

66 Sleep that is restless or 
disturbed 27.5 41.2 7.8 14.7 8.B 102 2.36 1 .273 

~ '" 
, \ 
~ 

~ .. 
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, . Table 4.5 (cont. ) Distribution of Responses to SCL-90 Scale Items -- Outside 

Item 
Number Item Not A Quite 

. at 1 ittle Moderately A bit Extremely N X S 
all bit 
% % % 

-_ .. __ .. _-- - .... 
% % 

67 Having urges to break or smash 
things 68.6 20.6 2.9 6.9 1.0 102 1. 51 0.920 

68 Having ideas or beliefs that 
others do not share ... 44.1 38.2 B.B 6.9 2.0 102 1.84 0.982 

69 Feeling very self-conscious -:; 

with others 49.0 31.4 9.8 7.a 2.0 102 1.82 1.028 

70 Feel ing u'neasy in crowds. in 
open or public places 54.0 24.0 11.0 7.0 4.0 100 1.83 1 .129 

71 Feeling everything is'an effort 4B.O 31.4 10.B 7.8 2.0 102 1.B4 1.032 

72 Spells of terror or panic 81.4 12.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 102 1. 30 0.781 

73 Feeling uncomfortable about eating 
~. 

or drinking in public . 
• ' ' • "If {_ ,'. ,.' ... , 

71.6 19.6 2.9 3.9 2.0 102 1.45 0.886 

74 Getting intQ frequent arguments 73.5 16.7 3.9 5.9 0.0 102 1.42 0.826 

. 75 Feeling nervous when you are left 
alone 81.4 10.B 3.9 2.0 2.0 102 1. 32 0.810 

76 Others not giving you proper 
credit for your achievements 62.7 20.6 6.9. .8.B 1.0 102 1.65 1.011 
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Table 4.5 (cont.) Distribution of Responses to SCL-90 Scale Items -- Outside 
.-

Item 
Number Item Not A Quite 

at little ~10derately A bit Extremely N X S 
all bit 
% % % 0) , 

I~ 
c/ 
I~ 

, 77 Feeling lonely even when you are 
with people 39.2 34.3 7.8 , 5. 7 2.9 102 2.09 1.170 

, 

78 Feeling so restless you couldn't 
·t· t'" .. ' . 31.4 35.3 12.7 15.7 4.9 102 2.28 1.20·t S1 S 1 ' .,.. ~ 

79 Feeling of worthlessness 58.8 24.5 6.9 5.9 3.9 102 1. 72 1.084 

• 80 Feeling that familiar things are ~. 

strange or unreal 58.8 25.5 5.9 9.8 0.0 102 1.67 0.968 

81 Shouting or throwing things 85.3 . 8.8 2.9 2.0 1.0 102 1.25 o .G9(, 
\ 

82 Feeling afraid you will faint i 
/. 

n 
in public 84.3 8.8 4.9 1.0 1.0 102 1.26 O.68S .; 

'l 

83 Feeling that people will take 
advantage of you if you let them 32.4 33.3 9.8 12.7 '11 .8 102 2.38 1.365 

./ 

'" 84 Having thoughts about sex that \ bother you a lot 60.8 23.5 2.9 7.8 4.9 102 1. 73 1.1:,: 

85 . The idea that you should be 
punished for your sins 46.1 30.4 11.8 4.9 6.9 102 1. 96 1 . 1 pI; 

\ 
\ 
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. Table 4.5 (cont.) Distribution of Responses to SCL-90 Scale Items -- Outside 

Item 
Number Item 

Quite Not A 
X at 1 ittle Moderately A bit Extremely N S all bit 

% % ., % % % 
86 Feeling pushed to get things 

done 61.8 20.6 9.8 7.8 0.0 102 1.64 0.952 
87 The idea that something serious 

is wrong with your body 61.8 15.7 3.9 10.8 7.8 102 1.87 1. 340 88 Never feeling close to another 
person 63.7 15.7 8.8 7.8 3.9 102 1. 73 1. 153 89 Feelings of guilt 52.0 31.4 7.8 6.9 2.0 102 1. 76 0.999 90 0 The idea that something is 
wrong with your mind 72.3 12.9 7.9 3.0 4.0 101 1. 54 '1.035 . -~ 
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that they were symptomatic (rated the symptom "A little 

bit" or greater) for ~mly 3 items: "Feeling that most 

people cannot be trusted", "Feeling blocked in getting 

things done", and "Feeling lonely". 

Table 4.6 presents the percentage of subjects who 

made a symptomatic response to each item for a psychi-

atric outpatient sample, a non-patient sample, and 

our jail sample. ;:"The data in Table 4 •. 6 indicate that 

psychiatric outpatients are the most symptomatic 

foll'owed by jail inmates and non-patients or "normals". 

The data also suggest that jail inmates look more 

like outp'atients than like "normals". There are 14.8 

percentage points between the average percentag.e 

symptomatic for all 90 items for psychiatric out

patients (X= 56.2) and jail inmates (X = 41.4.) .. 

The corresponding difference between the averages for 

jail inmates and '~norrnals" (X= 21.1) is 20.3 percentage 

points. Another way of looking at the difference is 

the average percentage symptomatic for jail prisoners 

is 96 percent greater than the average for "normals", 

and the average for outpatients is 36 percent greater 

than the average for jail prisoners. 

SCL-90 Average Dimension Scores 

Table 4·. 7 dis'plays the average item score for each 

SCL-90 dimension for our subjects' retrospective 

Table 4.6 

SCL-90-RSymptom 
or 

SCL Symptom 
(Abbreviated) 

1 Headaches 

2 Nervousness or shakiness inside 

3 Unwanted thoughts 

4 Faintness or dizziness 

5 Loss of sex interest 

6 Feeling critical of others 

7 Someone else control thoughts 

8 Others to blame for troubles 

9 Trouble remembering things 

10 Worried about sloppiness 

11 Easily annoyed 

12 Pains in heart or chest 

13 Afraid in open spaces 

14 Feeling low in energy 

15 Thoughts of ending life 

16 Hearing voices others don't 

17 Trembling 

18 Feel people cannot be trusted 

-131-

Percentages Symptomatic on SCL-90 

Items in Samples of Psychiatric 

Outpatients, Non-Patient Normals, a~d 

Jail Prisoners (outside Ratings).~ 

Psychiatric . Non- Jail 
Outpatients . Patients Prisoners 

'(N=1002) (N=973) I (N:::339) 

Percent Percent Percent 
Symptomatic Symptomatic Symptomatic 

67.0 54.8 _ 63.7 

89.8 39.4 48.0 

79.0 39.4 67.6 

41.6 17.2 21.6 

53.1 21.1 35.3 

75.8 42.5 48.0 

28.5 6.9 22.5 

51.4 14.9 29.4 

68.8 42.3 36.3 

60.3 36.2 47.1 

85.6 56.8 68.5 

37.7 16.2 29.4 

30.7 11.3 22.5 

81. 7 51.5 65.7 

45.5 3.0 10 •. 9 

10.1 1.1 9.8 

54.5 8.3 22.5 

57.3 27.4 78.4 

*The source for the information on the psychiatric outpatients and non-patients is 
the SCL-90 Administration, Scoring and Procedures Manual-I (Derogatis, 1977). 

.;. 

Ii\. 



Table 4.6 (continued) 

SCL-90-R Symptom 
or 

SCL Symptom 
(~breviated) 

19 Poor appetite 

20 Crying easily 

21 Shy with-opposite sex 

22 Feeling trapped 

23 Suddenly scared for no reason 

24 Temper outbursts 

25 Afraid to go out of house 

26 Blaming yourself for things 

27 Pains in lower back 

28 Blocked in getting things done 

29 Feeling lonely 

30 Feeling blue 

31 Worry too much about things 

32 Feel no interest in things 

33 Feeling fearful 

34 Feelings easily hurt 

35 Others aware of private thoughts 

36 Others don't understand you. 

37 People unfriendly 

-132 .... 
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Percentages Symptomati.c on SCL-90 

Items in Samples of Psychiatric 

Outpatients, Non-Patient Normals,and 

Jail Prisoners (outside Ratings). 

Psychiatric 
Outpatients 

(N=1002) 

Non
Patients 

(.N=973 ) 

Percent Percent 
Symptomatic· Symptomatic 

44.1 11.1 

61.1 16.2 

54.2 14.3 

59.7 12.3 

50.8 8.6 

53.7 25.3 

25.9 9.9 

82.4 33.9 

40.5 37.0 

74.8 35.7 

81.5 24.9 

88.2 32.6 

92.3 55.7 

69.4 19.3 

69.6 14.5 

80.6 37.4 

39.0 9.4 

68.6 22.0 

52.2 13.2 

Jail 
Prisoners 

(N=339) 

Percent 
~ymptomatic 

37.3 

13.7 

40.2 

58.8 

32.4 

30.4 

10.8 

58'.8 

36.3 

75.5 

78.4 

74.5 

73.5 

55.9 

37.3 

35.3 

29.4 

52.9 

52.0 

! 
J 
! 

1 
I 

Table 4.6 (continued) 

SCL-90-R Symptom 
or 

SCL Symptom 
(Abbreviated) 

38 Have to do things slowly 

39 Heart pounding or racing 

40 Nausea 

41 Feeling inferior 

42 Soreness of muscles 

43 Feeling watched or talked about 

44 Trouble falling asleep 

45 Double check what you do 

46 Difficulty making decisions 

47 Afraid to travel 

48 Trouble getting your breath 

49 Hot or cold spells 

50 Having to avoid persons, places etc. 

51 Mind going blank 

52. Numbness in parts of body 

53 Lump in throat 

54 Feeling hopeless about future 

55 Trouble concentrating 

56 Feeling weak in parts of body 
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Percentages Symptomatic on SCL-90 

Items in Samples of Psychiatric 

,Outpatients, Non-Patient Normals, and 

Jail Prisoners (outside Ratings). 

Psychiatric 
Outpatients 

(N=1002) 

!, c' Percent 
,} Symptomatic 

56.9 

51.3 

69.;3 

48.9 

52.9 

68.5 

61.8 

79.4 

21.2 

32.9 

40.3 

48.7 

52.3 

38.0 

38.8 

77 .9 

79.0 

53.5 

Non
Patients 
(N=973) 

Percent 
~ymptomatic 

26.2 

20.0 

22.7 

15.8 

29.9 

13.1 

31.3 

28.2 

28.8 

7.5 

13.9 

18.0 

10.2 

15.8 

23.6 

9.1 

18.2 

27.2 

22.1 

gail 
Prisoners 

(N=339) 

?ercent 
Symptomatic 

54.9 

26.5 

35.3 

27.5 

56.9 

53.9 

61.8 

51.0 

47.1 

15.7 

16.8 

21.6 

22.5 

23.5 

39.2 

21.5 

47.1 

60.8 

43.1 
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Tab~e 4.6 (continued) 

SCL-90-R Symptom 
9r 

SCL Symptom 
(Abbreviated) 

57 Feeling tense 

58 Heavy feelings in arms or legs 

59 Thoughts of death or dying 

60 Overeating 

61 Feeling uneasy when watched 

62 Having thoughts not your own 

63 Urges to beat someone 

64 Awakening in early morning 

65 Having to repeat actions 

66 Sleep restless or disturbed 

67 Urges to break things 

68 Ideas others don't share 

69 Feeling self-conscious 

70 Feeling uneasy in crowds 

71 Feeling everything is an effort 

72 Spells of terror or panic 

73 Uncomf. eating or drinking in public 

74 Frequ~nt arguments 

75 Nervous when left alone 
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~ercentages Symptomat~c on SCL-90 

Items on Samples of Psychiatric 

Outpatients, Non-Patient Normals; and 

Jail Prisoners (outside Ratings) •. 

~sychiatric Non- Jail 
Outpatients Patients Prisoners 

(N=1002) (N=9'73) (N=339) 

Percent J?ercent Percent 
Symptomatic Symptomatic ~yroptomatic 

89.0 47.8 59.8 

38.8 17.4 37.3 

58.4 19.9 25.5 

46.0 38.4 26.5 

66.2 24.0 54.3 

29.3 7.6 26.5 

33.5 7.4 28.4 

59.1 30.4 65.3 

36.1 11.4 40.0 

71.7 35.5 72.5 

39.4 10.7 31.4 

57.0 33.4 55.9 

74.2 21. 3 51.0 

46.6 9.3 46.0 

69.0 19.1 52.0 

45.4 5.8 18.5 

34.1 5.5 28.4 

49.3 17.7 26.5 

51. 7 10.0 18.6 
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Table 4.6 (continued) 

-~-----------------,,--,-----------
SCL-90-R Symptom 

Percentages Symptomatic on SCL-90 

Items on Samples of Psychiatric 

Outpatients, Non-Patient Normals,and 

Jail Prisoners (outside Ratings). 

or 
SCL Symptom 

(Abll;r.evia ted) 

76 Others not giving credit 

77 Feeling lonely with people 

78 Feeling restless 

79 Feelings of worthlessness 

80 Something bad is going to happen 

81 Shouting and throwing things 

82 Afraid will faint in public 

83 People will take advantage 

84 Thoughts about sex that bother you 

85 Idea you should be punished 

86 Frightening thoughts and images 

87 Idea something wrong with body 

88 Never-.feeling close to another 

89 Feelings of guilt 

90 Idea something wrong with mind 

~sychiatric 

Outpatients 
(N=1002) 

Percent 
Symptomatic 

50.3 

68.8 

68.3 

70.8 

68.6 

38.7 

18.1 

62.9 

44.9 

33.5 

61.1 

46.2 

59.4 

68.2 

73.0 

Non- Jail 
Patients Prisoners 

(N=973) (N=339) 

Percent 
~ymptomatic Symptomatic 

26.7 37.3 

10.9 60.8 

23.3 68.6 

11.3 41.2 

12.1 41.2 

15.6 14.7 

3.8 15.7 

30.4 67.6 

10.4 39.2 

17.9 52.9 

11.1 38.2 

19.3 38.2 

9.6 36.3 

17.3 48.0 

5.8 27.7 
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Table 4.7 Average Dimens~on Scores for the SCL-90 (Outside) 

Dimension N Median Mode 

Somatization 310 1.4 1.2 1.0 

Obsessive-Compulsive 310 1.7 1.5 1.0 

Interpersonal Sensitivity 252 1.7 1.6 . ~ 1.2 

Depression 307 .1.6 1.4 1.0 

Anxiety 307 1.5 1.4 1.0 

Hostility 265 1.6 "1.3 1.0 

Phobic Anxiety 278 1;3 1.1 1.0 

Paranoid 278 1.9 1.8 1.7 

Psychoticism 307 1.5 1.4 1.0 

S 

.487 

.615 

.553 

.563 

.542 

.705 

.507 

.784 

.512 
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symptom ratings for the week befo:ce they were confined. 

The highest average symptom score is for Paranoid 

Ideation (1.9) which is characterized by n ••• projective 

thought, hostility, suspiciousness, grandiosity, cent-

ra1ity, fear of loss of autonomy, and delusions ••• " 

(Derogatis, 1977:11). Of course, this does not mean 

that .our subjects were suffering from full blown para-

noia'when they were in the community. The severity of 

symptoms will be discus.sed later in this chapter where. 

the 'average SCL-90 scores for jail prisoners will be 

compared with those of "normals" and, psychiatric Qut-

patients. 

The lowest average item score appearing in Table 

4.7 is for Pl;\obic Anxiety. As was' mentioned in Chapter 

2, Phobic Anxiety is considered " ••• a persistent fear 

response to a specific person, place, object, or 

situation which is cparacterized as being irrational 

and disproportionate to the stimulus, ••• " (Derogatis, 

1977:10). 

~12~able 4.8 compares the average' item dimension 

scores for psychiatric outpatients, non-patients or 

II normals", and jail prisoners. You have noticed no 

doubt that the average scores for the jail sample 

appearing in Table 4.8 differ from those appearing in 

Table 4.7; and you have probably noticed also that 

-----------. 

, 
J' 
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A Comparison of SCL-90' 'Average Dimension Scores 

Among Jail Pri'soners (outside), "Normals It , 

and Psychiatric Outpatients 

Psychiatric 
Outpatients 

(N=1002) 

.87 

1. 47 

S 

.75 

. ~l 

1.41 .89 

1.79 .94 

1.,47 .88 

1.10 .93 

.74 .80 

1.16 .92 

.94 .70 

Non
Patients 
(N=473) 

.36 

.39 

S 

.42 

.45 

.29 .39 

.36 .44 

.30 .37 

.30 .40 

.13 .31 

.34 .,44 

.31 .31 

Sample 

;rail 
Prisoners 

(N=339) 

~38 

.. 66 

.70 

S 

.49 

.62 

.55 

F,' 

I. "' 

205 

596 

p 

'.ood 

.000 

eta 

.30 

.58 

683 .000 .62 

.60 

.54 

.56 1051 .000 .6~ 

.60 

.35 

.91 

.50 

.54 

.70 

.51 

.78 

.51 

805 .000 .64 

312 .. 000 .,46 

258 .000 .42 

318 .000 .47 

346.000.48 
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the difference. between the scores is those appearing in 

Table 4.8 are carried out to the hundreth place, and 

they are one point lower than those contained in Table. 

4.7. 

The scores for the jail sample displayed in Table 

4.8 were converted from those in, Table 4.7 to make 

mean scores for the jail sample comparable to those 

r~poxted by Derogatis (1977) for the pyschiat~ic out-" 

patient sample and the non-patient sample. The con

version was necessary because of a difference in scoring 

rules. The following numerical values were assigned 

to response categories for the jail sample: 1 not 

at all, 2 a little bit, 3 moderately, 4 quite a bit, 

and 5 extremely. For the psychiatric outpatient 

sample and non-patient sample the scoring scheme was 

.as follows: 0 not at all, 1 a little bit, 2 moderately, 

3 quite a bit, and 4 extremely. The conversil::)I'l was 

accomplished by simply subtracting' 1'from each original 

dimension score for jail prisoners (see Table 4.7). 

The standard deviations for the dimensions we:r:e not 

adjusted because they are not affected by the trans

formation. 

Some substantial associations (eta) between kind of 

respondent and dimension score appear in Table 4.8. 
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The data suggest that for most symptoms the scores of 

the jail sample are greater than those of "ndrmals" and 

smaller than those of psychiatric o~tpatients. On the 

ave~age, the jail prisoner dimension scores ~ere 96 pecent 

greater than "normal" scores. The largest differences 

are for Phobic Anxiety (169 percent) and Paranoid Ideation 

(168 percent), and the smallest .difference is for 

somatization (6 percent). The Global Severity Index (GSI) 

score (average score for all-90 items) for jail inmates, 

.55 '(not shown in tabular form), is 77 percent greater 

than the GSI score of "normals." c .31. 

The average difference between average dimensions 

scores for jail inmates and psychiatric outpatients is 

117 percent. Depression accounts for the larg~st 

diffe:r::ence bett-teen the two groups (198 percent)·, and the 

smallest difference is for Paranoid Ideation (27 percent). 

The GSI score for psychiatric outpatients, 1.26, is 129 

percent greater than that for jail prisoners, .55. 

The differences between the jaiL sample and the 

"normal" and psychiatric outpatient samples just presented 

are somet-1hat misleading because the IT normal" and psychiatric 

samples include both males and female~, and females score 

higher on all symptom dimensions than do males (Derogatis, 

1977). If we had compared only males, in the "normal" and 

psychiatric outpatient samples to the jail sample, which is 

all male, the differences between jail prisoners and psychi-

atric outpatients would -have been smaller th,anthose 

appearing in Table 4.8, and the differences between the 

inmates and II normals" \'lould have been larger. 1 

i· , 

I 

The differences between the average d' lmension scores for 

"normalsll and jail prisoners do not mean that the average jail 

prisoner is abnormal. The differences between the scores for 

the two groups may reflect differences ~n l~fe ..... ..... circumstances. 

Many jail prisoners live in ghettos where poverty, illness, and 

violence are common problems. We would expect these people :-ta-

score higher on measures of stress than people who live in more 

stable and affluent neighborh~ods, and the data available 

indicate that members of the "normal" 1 samp e are comparatively 

more likely ·to reside in such places. D erogatis reports that 

the "normal" subjects who were.adm';n~stered ..... .... the SCL-90 con-

stituted a "stratified random sample from a single county in 

one of our large eastern states" (1977 .. 27). The limited data 

he provides suggest that they are demograph~cally ..... very differ-

ent from the profile of our subjects presented in Chapter 3. 

The rna]' ori ty of hi" 1" b s norma su jects were white (87 percent) 
- ' 

and he reports an average age of 46 years' (Derogatis, 1977:27). 

Associations Between SCL-90 Dimensions -- O'uts~de ..... Ratings 

The product-moment coefficients presented in Table 4.9 

indicate that there are - b some su stantial associations between 

SCL-90 dimensions. The average correlation between dimensions 

is .62, and 6 of the 36 assoc'at~ d' 1 . l .... ons lSP ayed are above .10, 

which means that almost on.e-half of the ' varlance in one dimen-

sion is explained by another dimension. 
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Dimension Dimension 
Obsessive Interpersona 1 
Compulsive Sensitivity Depression Anxiety 

r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p 

Somatization .63 .53 .67 .73 
(308) (251 ) (305) (305) 
;000 . .000 .000 .000 

Obsessive .66 .69 .72 
Compulsive (252 ) (307) (307) 

.000 .000 .000 

Interpersonal .71 .66 
Sens i ti vi ty (250) (250) 

.000 .000 

Depression .75 
(304) 
.000 

Anxiety 

Hostil ity' , 

Phobic Anxiety 

Paranoid 

" ! 

)' 

r1 

Phobi'c 
Hostil i ty Anxiety Parana; d Psychotic;sm 

r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p 

.59 .57 .45 .61 
(263) (276) (276) (305) 

, .• 000 .000 .000 .000 

.66 .60 .68 .67 
(265) (278) (278) ( 307) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 

.52 .58 .61 .59 <!} 

(212) C220) (226) . (259) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 

.64 .55 .63 .. 67 
(263) (276) (275) (305) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 

.71', .66 .61 " 71 
(263) (276) (275) (304) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 

.44 .65 .58 
(239) (239) (263) 
.000 .000 .000 

.50 .57 
(2:4~) (275) 
.000 .000 

~ 
.:. 

(+ 

.65 \ 

(275) ~ 
.000 

1. 

0 



r .. , 

I 
I 

r r r 

f 

:li I I, 

I 
!' 
illl 

l~ 
~ 

-143-

The dimension that shares the most variance with others is 

Anxiety. Five of the eight correlations ~ppearing in Table 4.9 

between Anxiety and other SCL-90 dimensions are above .70. 

These relatively high associations could mean that problems 

associated with other symptom dimensions could produce Anxiety 

symptoms or Anxiety is a component'of other problems -- e.g., 

Depression. 

Associations Between SCL-90 Scores :"(Outside Ratings) and, 

Respondent ~haracteristics 

Tables 4.10 and 4:.11 contain the associations between 

respondent characteristics and SCL-90 dimension scores, and 

Tables 4.l0.A and 4.1l.A present the associations between 

respondent characteristics and SCL-90 Global Severity Index 

scores. Only two associations between characteristics and 

Global Severity Index scores are .20 or above. The data in 

Table 4.l0.A indicate that those who reported having thoughts 

of self-injury register higher G~obal Seve·rity Index scores 

than those who did not (r'=. 34), and respondents who reported 

that they received some form of psychiatric or psychological 

treatment felt more distress while living in the community than 

there counterparts who did not undergo treatment (r=.27). 

These global findings are reflected in the associations 

between respondent characteristics and SCL-90 dimension scores, 

which appear in Table 4.10.. six of the nine associations 

between psychiatric treatment and SCL -90 dimensions are above 

.20, and eight of the nine correlations between thoughts of 

self-injury and SCL-90 dimensions are above .20. The strongest 

, 
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Table 4.10 (cont.) Associations Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Qutside) and Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense, 
and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement 
Expel"i ence 

Characteristic Dimension 

Somatization Obsessive/ Interperson~l Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
Compul sive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) , (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p p 

, # of Family .00 .01 - .01 -.04 -.02 -.05 .01 ,·.05 -.00 
Members Living (310) , . . (310)' .- ... .;, (252) (307) (307) (265) (278) (278) (307) 
In Area 1.00 .839 .814 .438 .771 .391 .905 .442 .984 

# of Fam; 1y .01 -.01 .01 -.06 -.01 -.00 -.04 -.03 -.01 
~ 

, . 
Contacts (308) (308) (251) (305) (305) (264) (276) (276) (305) 
Per Month .898 .826 .907' .310 .852 .970 .476 .676 .891 

Employment -.05. - lOi,·. -.09 ' -.08 -.09 - .16 .04 -.10 -.10 
(309) '.1 .• (09)" .. ,. (251) (306) (306) (265) (277) (277) (306) Status .365 .069 .155 .146 .124 .007 .500 .113 .067 

·#.of Months -.14 -.11 -.11 -.17 - .17 - .14 - .19 -.07 - .18 
At Present (181 ) (181 ) (147) (180) (180 ) (155) (159) ( 162) (179 ) 
Job .066 .135 .168 .022 .020 .088 .018 .402 .018 

# of Hours .07 -.08 -.48 .05 -.02 .04 -.03 - .13 -.03 
Worked (174) (174) (140) ( 173) (173 ) (149) (152) (156 ) (172 ) 
Per Week .348 .325 .570 .493 .784 .597 .704 . 115 .740 

.10 -.04 .00 -.00 .03 .08 -.06 .07 .03 
Wage Per Hour (164) (164) (133 ) (163) (163 ) (140) (142) (147) (162) 

.206 .626 .983 .968 .679 .363 .463 .382 .750 

~ 
.:; 

" . 
\ 

~ 

~ 
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Table 4.10 (cont.) Associations'Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Outside) and Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense 
and Confinement Characteristtcs~ Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement 
Experience -

Characteristic 'Dimension 

Somatization Obsessive! Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 

Number of 
Self Injury 
Attempts 

Psychiatric 
Treatment 

r 
(n) 
p 

.06 
(308) 
.291 

.14 
(301 ) 
.014 

P h' t ' .12 syc la rlC I~n~\ 
Hospitalization \JV~I 

.038 
Previous 
Commitment 
to Penal 
Institution -, 

.02 
(298) 
.784 

Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

, , 

r 
(n) 
p 

_ .12 
(308) 
.032 

.31 
(301) 
.000 

~ 18 
(303) 
.002 

.02 
(298) 
.681 

-', 

r 
(n) 
p 

. 15 
(250) 
.020 

.17 
(247) 
.008 

.07 
(248) 
.267 

.03 
(242) 
.650 

t1 

r 
(n) 
p 

. 13 
" (305) 

.021 

.25 
(298) 
.000 

.18 
(300) 
.002 

.04 
(295) 
.442 

r r 
(n) ,. I (n) 
p p 

.14 
(305) 
.018 

.22 
(298) 
.000 

.14 
(300) 
.016 

.01 
(295) 
.9?2 

.11 
(263) 
.080 

.25 
(257) 
.000 

.09 
(258) 
.142 

.05 
(255) 
.387 

r 
(n) 
p 

.08 
(277) 
• 171 

.13 
(269) 
.037 

.06 
(271 ) 
.350 

.04 
(267) 
.477 

r 
(n) 
p 

.02 
(276) 
.700 

.22 
(269) 
.000 

.04 
(271) 
.560 

.06 
(266) 
.295 

r 
(n) 
p 

.17 
(305) 
.003 

.28 
(298) 
.000 

18 
(300) 
.002 

-.01 
(296) 
.880 

~'1 
I 
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Table 4.l0.A. Associations Between SCl-90 Global Severity Index Scores 

(Outside) and Personal Characteristics; legal) Offense, 
and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and 
Mental Health Characteristics; and Confineme~t Experience 

Characteristics 

Age 

Marital Status 

-
Number of Persons in Household " 

Number af Dependents , 

Number of Children 

Number of Persons in Immediate 
Family 

Number of Family Members living 
in Area 

Number of Family Contacts Per 
Month 

Employment Status 

Number of Months at Present Job 

Number of Hours Worked Per Week 

Wage Per Hour 

Highest Grade Completed 

r 
(n) 

p 

.08 
(310) 
.135 

.02 
(310) 
.705 

.03 
(309) 
.649 

.03 
(308) 
.595 

.04 
(310) 
.531 

.01 
(310) 
.823 

.01 
(310) 
.823 

-.02 
(308) 
.735 

. 1 5 
(309) 
~008 

-.18 
(181 ) 
.017 

- . 01 
(174) 
.850 

.OA 
(184 ) 
.628 

-.08 
(310) 
'~"7 

I '~, 
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Table 4.10.A. Assoclations Between SCl-90 Global Severity Index Scor'es 

(Outside) and Personal Characteristics; legal, Offense, 
and Con fin em en t C h a r act e r i s tic S; A 1 co h 01, Dr u g, and 
Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

Characteristics 

Memory loss From Drinking 
(Per Month) 

Alcohol Consumption 

Frequency of· Marijuana Use 

Drug Consumption 

Thoughts of Self Injury 

Number of Self Injury Attempts 

Psychiatric Treatment 

Psychiatric Hospitalization 

Previous Commitment to a Penal 
Institution 

r 
(n) 

p 

.12 
(229) 
.074 

.. 
• 18 

(305) 
.001 

.07 ~: " 

(309) 1", 

.191 

.04 
(308 ) 
.501 

.34 
(310) 
.000 

.14 
(308) 
.017 

.27 
(30 1 ) 
.000 

.15 
(303) 
.007 

.04 
(298) 
.535 
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Table 4.11 Comparison of Average SCL-90 Outside Dimension Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Ethnicity and 
Institution 

Character-
istic Categor,~ Dimension 

Somati- Obsessive/ Inter- Depres- Anxiety Hostil- Phobic Paranoid Psycho-
zation Compulsive personal si on ity Anxiety ti c; sm 

Sensitivity 

X, X, Xl Xl Xl Xl Xl Xl Xl 
~-2 - X2 X2 ¥.-2 X' X2 X2 X2 X2 \t2 
X3 X3 X3 X3 1\3 X3 X3 X3 X3 
nl n1 n1 n1 J11 n1 n1 n1 n1 
n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 "2 
113 n3 n3 n3 n3 n3 n3 n3 n3 
F F F F F F F F F 

~ 

P P P P P P P P P 
eta eta eta eta eta eta eta eta eta 

Ethn;city White 1.38 1.64 1.63 1.60 1.51 1.62 1.27 1.83 1.47 
Black 1. 39 1.67 ' 1.72 1.59 1.55 1.56 1.4,0 1.96 1.52 

Hispanic 1. 32 1. 70 1.82 1.54 1.52 1. 75 1.32 2.02 1.53 
(339) ( 339) (339) (339j (339) (339) (339) (339) (339) 
.193 .121 1.343 .134 .216 .677 ] .931 .988 .469 
.825 .886 .263 .874 .806 .509 .147 .374 .626 
.04 .03 .10 .03 .04 .07 . 12 .08 .06 ,-

Institution Essax 1.38 1.67 1. 71 1.60 1.'56 1.58 1.37 1. 96 1.52 
.~- Morri s 1. 38 1.68 1.69 1.57 1.48 1.60 1.35 1.86 1.46 

Hunterdon 1.38 1.54 1.68 1.72 1.62 1.72 1.23 1.80 1.51 
(339) (339) (339) ( 339) (339) (339) (339) (339) (339) 
.003 .595 .049 .851 1.028 .472 .939 .780 .359 
.997 .552 .952 .428 .359 .624 .392 .459 .698 
.00 .06 .02 .07 .08 .06 .08 .08 .05 

~ 
..; 

\ 
\ 

~ 

-~ , . 
'1 

0 

'1 

, 
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Table 4.l1.A Comparison of SCL~90 Global Severity Index Scores 
(Outside) By Ethnicity and Institution 

-152-

XI 
X2 
·X3 
Nl 
N2 
N3 
F 
P 

Characteristics Ef."A 

Ethnic1ty White 1 .52 

Black 1 .57 

Hispanic 1.59 

122 

164 

22 

.538 

.585 

.06 

Institution Essex 1.56 
~ 

Morris 1 .52 
. 

Hunterdon 1 .55 

180 

.100 

30 

.242 

.785 

• 04 
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association appearing in Table 4.10 is between thought~ of 

self-injury and Depression (r=.38). 

Hostility is the SeL-gO dimension that correlates with 

respondent characteristics most often at the .20 level or above. 

Table 4.10 shows that there are relatively substantial associa-

tions between Hostility and alcohol consumption, frequency of 

marijuana use, thoughts of self-injury, and psychiatric 

treatment. 

Percentage Symptomatic and Average Dimension Scores for SCL-90 

Inside Ratings 

Table 4.12 displays the percentage symptomatic '(percent of 

subjects who reported that they were bothered by· the symptom 

"a little bit" or more) for SCL-9'O inside ratings (ratings for 

the first 72 hours or less of jail confinement). The average 

percentage symptomatic of 37 is slightly less than the average, 

41 percent symptomatic, reported for outsid"e ratings (see 

Table 4.6). 

Table 4.13 presents the average dimension scores for 

BCL-90 inside ratings. Depression shows the highest average 

score, 2.1, and Phobic Anxiety receiv.ed the lowest average 

score, 1.4. Phobic Anxiety was also the lowest ranking dimen-

sion for outside ratings (see Table 4.6). The coefficient of 

concordance (W=.83) computed for the rank orders of the mean 

dimension scores for inside and outside ratings suggests that 

there is considerable similarity between the two distributions • 

Associations Between SCL-90 Dimensions -- Inside Ratings 

As was the case for the dimension-dimension correlations 
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Table 4.12 Percentage Symptomatic on SCL-90 Items (Inside) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 . 

6. 

7 • 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11 • 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

1 6. 

1 7 . 

Items 

Headaches 

N e r v 0 usn e s S 0 r s h a kin e s sin s'i de 

Faintness or dizziness 

Unwanted thoughts 

Loss of sexual interest 

Feeling critical of others 

The idea that someone else can control 
your thoughts 

Feeling others are to blame for most of 
. yr;,u r t r 0 u b 1 e s 

~roub1e remembering things 

Worried about sloppiness or carelessness 

Feeling easily annoyed or irritated 

Pains in heart or chest 

Feeling afraid in open spaces 

. 
Feeling low in energy or slowed down 

Thoughts of ending your life 

I 

Hearing voices that other people do 
not hear 

Trembling 

Percent 
Symptomatic ill 

40 
(125 ) 

59 
(185 ) 

18 
( 56) 

68 
(215) 

29 
( 90) 

39 
(123 ) 

26 
( 82) 

'23 
( 71) 

30 
( 94) 

51 . 
(159) 

61 
(192 ) 

23 
( 71) 

21 
( 67) 

Sa. 
(181 ) 

'1 5 
( 46) 

1 2 
( 39) 

29 
( 91 ) 
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Table 4.12 Percentage Symptomatic on SCL-90 Items (Inside) 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21 • 

2.2. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31 • 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35 ~ 

Items 

Feeling that most people cannot 
be trusted 

Poor appetite 

Crying easily 

Feeling shy or uneasy with people 

Feeling of being trapped or·caught 

Suddenly scared for no reason 

Temper outbursts that you could not 
control 

Feeling afraid to go out of your 
house (cell) alone 

Blaming yourself for things 

Pa.i ns in .1 ower back 

Feeling blocked in getting things alone 

Feel i ng lonely 

Feeling blue 

. 
Worrying too much about things 

Feeling no interest in things 

Feel i ng fearful 

Your feelings being easily hurt 

Other people being aware of your 
private thoughts 

Percent 
Symptomatic (n) 

66 
(206) 

41 
(128) 

18 
( 56) 

44 
(137) 

68 
(213) 

37 
(115) 

27 
( 86) 

·16 
( 49} 

60 
(1 89) 

40 
(125 ) 

68 
(212) 

75 
(237) 

'75 
(236) 

75 
(235) 

43 
(l 36) 

42 
(130 ) 

34 
(1 07) 

22 
( 70) 

,--
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Table 4.12 Percentage Symptomatic on SCL-90 Items (Inside) 

36. 

37. 

Items 

Feeling others do not understand 
you or are unsympathetic 

Feeling that people are unfriendly 
or dislike you 

38. Having to do things very slowly to 
insure correctness 

39. Heart pounding or racing 

40. Nausea or upset stomach 

'''; 

41. Feeling inferior to others 

42. Soreness of your muscles 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

Fee·' ing.·that yo'u are watched or 
talked about by others 

Tr 0 u b 1 e fa 11 i n g as 1 e e p 

Having to check and double-check 
wtlat you do 

Difficulty making decisions 

Feeling afraid to walk around alone 

Trouble getting your breath 

Hot or cold spells 

Having to avoid certain thing~, places, 
or activities because they frlghten you 

Percent 
Symptomatic i!ll 

49 
(155 ) 

43 
(1 36) 

41 
{129 } 

36 
(113) 

32 
( 99) 

22 
( 68 ) 

45 
(142 ) 

41 
(129) 

57 
078 ) 

34 
(107 ) 

39 
{l23 ) 

17 
( 54) 

1 6 
( 50) 

22 
( 69) 

25 
( 77) 

j 

I 

I 
1 
I 

I 

.. . -
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Percentage Symptomatic on SCL-90 Items (Inside) 
Table 4.12 

51. 

52. 

Items 

Your mind going blank 

Numbness or tingling in parts of 
your body 

53. A lump in your throat 

54. Feeling hopeless about the future 

55. Trouble concentrating 

56. Feeling weak in parts of your hody 

57. Feeling tense or keyed up 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

Heavy .feelings in your arms or legs 

Thoughts of death or dying 

Overeating 

Feeling uneasy when people are watching 
or talking about you 

Having thoughts that are not your own 

Having urges to beat, injure, or harm 
someone 

Awakening in the early morning 

Having to repeat the same actions such 
as touching, counting, washing 

Sleep that is restless or disturbed 

" 

Percent 
Symptomatic ill 

21 
65) 

29 
(- 89) 

22 
( 69) 

50 
(156 ) 

47 
{l47 } 

44 
(138 ) 

61. 
(i 90) 

26 
( 82) 

25 
( 78) 

1 8 
{ 57} 

48 
(148 ) 

28 
( 86) 

21 
( 65) 

58 
(180 ) 

36 
(113 ) 

59 
(183 ) 



... 

r 
~ ----~~--~-------~------------------------------

Table 4.12 , Percentage Symptomatic on Sel-90 I,tems (Inside) 

-~~-~~---------------------------------------------------

Items 

67. Having urges to break or smash 
things 

68. Having ideas or beliefs that others 
do not share 

Feeling ve,ry sel f-conscious wi th 
others 

69. 

70. Feeling uneasy in crowds in open or 
public places 

71. Eeeling everything is an effort 

72. Spells of terror or panic 

73. Feeling uncomfortable about eating or 
drinking in public 

74. Getting into frequent arguments 

75. Feeling nervous when you are left alone' 

76. Others not giving you proper credit 
for your achievements 

77. Feeling lonely even when you are with 
people 

78. 

79. 

80. 

Feeling so restless you couldn't sit 
still 

Feelings of worthlessness 

Feeling that familiar things are 
strange or unreal 

81. Shouting or throwing things 

Percent 
Symptomatic hl 

24 
( 73) 

43 
(133 ) 

44 
(137 ) 

35' 
(11 0) 

37 
(116 ) 

19 
( 60) 

20 
( 61 ) 

16 
( 51 ) 

22 
( 69) 

33 
( 1 01 ) 

62 
(161 ) 

60 
(186 ) 

42 
(i 30) 

32 
(100) 

13 
( 39) 
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Table 4.12 -158-
Percentage Symptomatic on SCl-9D Items (Inside) 

-'-'-'--------

82. 

83. 

84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

89. 

90. 

Items 

Feeling afraid you will faint 
in publ ic 

Feel ing' that peopl e will take advantage 
of you if you let them 

Having thoughts about sex that bother 
yo u Ci lot . 

The idea that you should be punished 
fdr your sins ~ 

Feeling pushed to get things done 

The idea that something' serious is wrong 
with your body 

Never feeling close to another person 

Feelings of guilt 

The idea that something is wrong with 
i' ",' your mind 

Percent 
Symptoma tic ill 

12 
( 38) 

61 
(189 ) 

28 . 
( 87) 

48 
(148 ) 

37 
(115 ) 

30 
( 92) 

31 
(: 95) 

48 
(148 ) 

26 
( 81) 

-
·~t· .: 
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Tab1e4.13 Average Dimension Scores for the SCl-90 (Inside) 

Dimension N X Median Mode S 

Somatization 310 1.6 1.4 1.0 .67 

Obsessive-Compulsive 308 1.9 1.8 1.5 .70 

, Interpersonal SensitivHy 261 1.8 1.6 1.1 ~:. 67 

Depression 307 2.1" 2.0 1.9 .75 

. Anxiety 305 1.8 1.6 1.4 .72 

Hostility 273 1.5 1.3 1.0 .65 

Phobic Anxiety 284 1.4 1.1 1.0 .59 

. Paranoid 278 2~0 1.9 1.0 .81 

Psychoti ci sm 304 1.6 1.5 1.0 .,58 



r 
-160-

for the outside ratings for the SCL-90, there are sUbstantial 

associations between dimensions for insid~ ratings, and the 

Anxiety dimension shows the strongest relations with other 

SCL-90 dimensions. The average correlation contained in Table 

4.14 is .64, and five of the eight associations between Anxiety 

and other SCL-90 dimensions are .70 or greater. 

Associations Between SCL-90 Scores (Inside Ratings) and 

Respondent Characteristics 

The relations between respondent characteristics and 

SCL-90 dimension scores are presented in Table 4.15 and 4.16, 

and the associations between Global Severity Index scores and 

characteristics are displayed in Tables 4.l5.A ap-'d 4.l6.A. 

Only three of "the correlations between GSI scores and charac-

teristics attained a level of .20 or greater. The data in 

Table 4.l.S.A indicate that older inmates are less stressed dur-

ing their initial period of confinement than are their younger 

counterparts (r=-.22), and the associations appearing in Table 

4.15 suggest that this is especially the case for Depression 

(-.20), Anxiety (-.22), and Psychoticism (-.21). 

There are also relatively strong positi"ve associations 

between GSI scores and thoughts of self-injury ~29)and GSI 

scores and number of self-injury attemps (.26). Table 4.15 

shows that six of the nine associations between SCL-90 dimen-

sions and number of self-injury attempts are .20 or above, and 

five of the nine associations between thoughts of self-injury 

and dimension scores reached a magnitude 9f at least .20. The 

strongest association between a characteristic and a dimension 
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,l Table 4.14 Associations Between SCL-90 Inside Dimension Scores , 
I 
I , 
!. 

Dimension Dimension 
...... ."..,.-,1. 

Obsess iva Interpersop.~l Phobi c ; Compulsive Sensitivity Depression Anxiety Hosti1 i ty Anxiety Parano; d Psychoticism 
r r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (Ii) . (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
e E E E E E· E E 

.65 .60 
., 

.61 .68 .56 .57 .51 .63 
Somati zation (307) (260) (306) (305) (273) (283) (278) (303) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
.. -

Obsessive .70 .75 .70 .62 .68 .65 .70 
Compul s i ve (260) (306) (304) (272) (283) (277) (303) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Interpersona 1 .63 .70 .62 .74 .71 .66 
Sensitivity (260) (258) (226) (236) (237) (257) 

.000 ~OOO .000 .000 .000 .000 ~ 

Depression .74 .55 .58 .60 .73 
{304} (271 ) (282) (277) (300) 
.000 \ .000 .000 ,000 .000 

Anxiety .66 .71 .60 .73 
(270 ) (280) (275) (300) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 

Hosti1 i ty .60 .51 .61 
.,. (250) (247) (269) 

.000 .000 .000 

Phobic Anxiety .58 .64 
(254) (279) 
.000 .000 

Paranoid .64 
(274) 

~ 
.. 

\ .000 , 

~ 

__ -....... <"_ ~ .• __ "<'_'" "<"_">. _MO- •• ,. ~ ...... ' ,,~, ~ .. . ~- '-~""""'''-''''~''M""1'·'''''~==~;;:n.,;;~~:,~~;l.~-:~::.:;:';!1.t·,t 

t , 

• ~ J .' 

Iw..... ______________________ ---:'--____________ ~'__'_ __ ~ _____ .__'_'___~~_~ __ ~_~ __ ~ ._'._,~_. 
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Table 4.15 Associations Betweeri SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Inside) and Personal 'Characteristics; Legal, Offense, 
and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, Mental Health Characteristics~ and Confinement 
Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 

Somatization Obsessive/ Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n )' (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p p 

-.11 -.15 -.13 -.20 -.22 - .19 - .19 - .16 -.21 
Age (310) (308) (261) (307) (305) (273) (284) (2,'S) (304) ~ 

.052 .010 .030 .000 .000 .002 .001 .009 .000 

Marita 1 .11 .06 .. 07 .12 .08 .08 .06 .01 .09 
Status (310) (308) (261) (307) (305) (273) (284) (278) (304) 

.048 .304 :267 .039 .144 .177 .317 .850 .129 

# of Persons .04 .07 -.00 .05 .06 .ll .08 .03 .13 
In Household, (309) (307) (260) (306) (304) (272) (283) (278) (303) 

.433 .193 .983 .342 .281 .080 .160 .630 .020 

fl· .07 '.08 .01 .07 .03 .02 .04 .00 .02 # of (308) (306) (259) (305) (303) (271 ) (283) (276) (302) Dependents .241 .170 .817 ~212 .602 .768 .420 .941 .766 
:.~. .., t ., , 

.I 
# of -.02 -.03 -.10 -.08 - .10 -.05 -.08 -.06 -.10 

Ii/ 

(310) (308) (261) (307) (305 ). (273) (284) (278) (304) 'I' Children I' .661 .560 .124 .167 .081 .434 .162 .352 .094 

\ 
# of Persons .15 • 12 -.00 . 11 .13 .14 .10 .05 .08 

~ 
.. 

tn Immediate (309) (307) (260) (306) (304) (272) (283) (277) (303) 
Family .006 .031 .913 .054 .026 .020 .100 .417 .147 \ 

.. f}f\ 

~ 

~ 
\ 

11 
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Table 4.15 (cont.) Associations Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Inside) and Personal Characteristics; Legal, 
Offense, and Confinement Characteristics. Alcohol, Drug, Mental Health Characteristics, 
and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 

Somatization Obsessive! Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n )" (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p P 

# of Hours .00 .09 .01 .03 .05 .08 .08 .10 .03 
Detained (285) (284) (241) (283) (281) (251 ) (260) (256) (279) 
By Police .969 .111 .866 .576 .395 .231 .205 .122 .675 

":: 

# of Hours .05 .01 .07 -.00 .08 .03 -.02 .10 -.00 Detained at (305) (303) (257) (302) (300) (268) (279) (274) (299) Sampled Faci1- ,\; 

ity Before .389 .800 .236 .932 .190 .683 .794 .088 .937 , , 

Interview I! 

Legal -.04 -.08 -.06 -.05 - .10 -.09 -.06 - .10 .03 
(300) (298) (254) (297) (295) {265} (274) (269) (294) ,fJ, Status .483 .171 .322 .403 .098 • '144 .338 .095 .568 

Previous .04 .09 .05 . .13 .08 0,05 .08 .14 .02 
Confinement (308) (306) , (260) (305) (303) (272) (282) (276) (303) 
For Same Case .536 .137 .430 .021 .167 .436 .191 .024 .748 

Bail -.00 .06 .07 .09 .06 .09 -.00 .09 - .01 
(285) (284) (242) (283) (281) (252) (262) (258) (280) 

\ 
Set .958 .308 .290 .114 .300 .170 .954 .142 .912 

Amount .•. . 02 .' - .05 .. .05 .02 .00 .00 -.11 .05 .10 

of Bail (193 ) (193) (164 ) (l92) (191 ) (169) (179) (176) (189) 
~ 

.:. 

.762 .514 .506 .810 .978 .962 .151 .472 .171 
\ 

~~ 

• ...::0 '_ •• "'": .... -. '~'-~'=:7::':.'-'-~~~.' ~":,",- .. '." '7.'·~ .__ - , . 
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Table 4.15 (cont.) Associations Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Inside) and Personal Characteristics; Legal, 
Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, Mental Health Characteristics, 
and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 

Somatization Obsessive/ Interpersonal Depression Anx'iety Hostil it,Y .Phob; c Paranoid Psychoticism 
Compulsive Sensitivity .Anxiety 

r r r r r . r r r r 
(n) (n) en) en) (n) .. (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p p 

-.03 '" ; 

Number of .01 -.03 -.02 .02 .00 -.04 -.04 -.02 
(308) (306) (259) (305) (303) (271 ) (282) (276) (302) Charges .885 .833 .614 .795 .713 .975 .523 .550 .752 

Assigned -.06 - .01 -.03 -.00 .03 .02 -.02 .02 .01 
or Retained (287) (286) (245) (285) (283) (253) (263) (258) (282) 
Counsel .336 .825" .636 .999 .641 .761 .771 .756 .858 

Kind of -.14 -.21 -.08 - .16 - .12 - .13 -.21 -.14 -.14 
Counsel (77 ) (77) (63) (76) (75) (70) (70) (70) (75) 

.222 .072 .546 .155 .302 .277 .083 .253 .228 

# of Persons -.04 .02 .01 ~.07 -.06 -.02 -.01 .00 -.01 
(301) (299) (253) (298) {296} (265) }(276) (270) (296) In Cell .500 .7.49 .821 .204 .282 .778 .911 .953 .906 

Memory Loss .07 .11 .05 .15 .08 .06 .02 .01 .05 
From Dr'inking (228) {22?} (194) (226) (224) (204) (209) (204) (224) 
(Per Month) .280 . 113 .465 .023 .218 .427 .736 .838 .447 

Level of . 12 .08 .02 .04 .02 .11 -.03 -.05 .07 
. Alcohol (305) (303) (257) (302) (300) (268) (280) (274) (299) 
. Consumption .032 .161 .710 .499 .684 .076 .579 .386 .225 

'<c'-" -', - -:-:::.:..-~ •• ~. ~..:.~. 
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Table 4.15 (cant.) Associations Between SCL~90 Dimension Scores (Inside) and Personal Characteristics; Legal, 
Offense, and Confinement Characteristics, Alcohol, Drug, Mental Health Characteristics, 
and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristics Dimension 

Somatization Obsessive/ I nterpersona,l Depression Anxiety Hostil i ty Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
\jI Compu1 sive'l' Sens;itivity I\nxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p p 

Frequency of -.01 
• , ... f . ~02 .-.00 .07 .05 .09 .11 .09 .04 

t~arijuana (309) (,307)' " " (261) {306} (304) (272) (283) (277) (303) ..... 
Use . 915 .721 .973 11198 .375 .155 .066 .139 .450 

Level .01 -.01 -.01 .06 .06 .08 .03 .08 .07 
of Drug (300) (298) (252) {297} (295) (265) (275) (270) (294) 

~ I 

Consumption .923 '.908 .818 .343 .341 . 187 .635 .178 .261 

.. 19 :',27 .. .23 .33 .27 . 16 .16 . 14 .24 Thoughts of (310) (308) (261) (307) (305) (273) (284) (278) (304) Self Injury .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .007 .009 .021 .000 

~ 
Number of .01 .22 .26 .22 .28 .28 .14 .07 123 
Self Injury (308) (306) (260) (305) (303) (271) (282) (276) (302) 
Attempts .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .020 .270 .000 

. ~ ~ . 
Psychiatric . 09 .22 .17 .20 .1[5 .17 .06 . 12 .19 

(301) (299) (256) (298) (296) (265) (275) (270) (295) Treatment . 110 .000 .007 .001 .005 ,·005 .350 .043 .001 

# of .02 .13 .09 .09 . 12 .07 .01 -.03 .05 
\ ~ Psychiatric (303) (301) (258) {300} (298) (266) (277) (272) (297) , 

ft Hospitaliza- .700 .023 .153 .117 .043 .247 .827 .663' .350 
Ii tions H 
~ I 

~ 
\ 

i, 

f 
1 
" I 
! 

~ 
... 
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Table 4.15 (cont.) Assoc;at;qnsBetween SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Inside) and Personal Characteristics; Legal, 
Offense, and ~onfinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, Menta"l Health Characteristics, 
and Confinement Experiences 

\ 

Characteristics Dimension 

J 
Somatization Obsessive/ InterpersQn~l Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 

Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r t' r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) ·(n) en) en) (n) 
p p p . p p p p p p 

Time (In -.06 .06 ~04 .06 .04 .09 -.04 .09 .01 Hours Between (307) (306) '(26l) (305) (303) (271 ) (282) (276) (302) Admission and 
Interviews .273 .284 .475 .300 .476 .148 .474 ~ 122 .815 

Previous .07 • 13 -.04 .04 -.00 .02 .00 .08 .04 
Confinement in (310) (308) (261) (-307) (305) (273) (284) (278) (304) 
Sampled .193 .022 .511 .438 .986 .744 .988 .168 .458 '" Facility 

-( 

Previous .03 .07 -.10 -.00 -.03 -.05 -.06 -.00 .02 
Confinement (299) (297) (251) (296) (294) (265) (273) (268) (294) 
"in Any Jail .622 .250 .101 .973 .643 .387 .342 .967 .767 

~ 
Previous .06 .07 .06 .. 11 .06 .16 .07 .09 .11 Confinement 

, (~90t "(2~?k < '. ~252) (297) (295) (265) (274) (270) (295) in Juvenile " " I 

Facil ity .315 .242' ' • .383 .062 .268 .011 .279 .144 .052 

Previous .03, .07 -.05 .04 .01 .06 -.00 .03 .07 Confinement (298) (296) (250) (295) (293) (265) (272) (268) (293) ;n Any Penal 
\ Institution .561 .207 .472 .486 .911 .306 .964 .631 .209 

~. 
,;,. 

\ 

~ 
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Ass 0 cia t ion s Bet wee n S C L -9 a G lob a 1 OeYO!! ry I n de x S cor e s . 
(Inside) and Personal Characteristics; Lt1gal,Offe.nse, 
and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and 
Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

Characteristics 

Age 

Ma ri ta.l Status 

Number of Persons in Household 

Number of Dependents 

Number of Children 

Number of Persons in Immediate 
Family 

Number of Family Member Living in 
Area 

Number of Family Contacts Per 
Month 

Employment Status 

Months Employed at Present Job 

Number of Hours Worked Per Week 

Wage Pe.r Hou'r 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.22 
(309) 
.000 

-.13 
(309) 
.019 

.09 
(308) 
.101 

.06 
( 307) 
.31: 6 

-.08 
(309) 

.• 161 

. 13 
(308 ) 
.024 

.03 
(309) 
.564 

.08 
(307) 
.187 

.09 
(308) 
• 12 6 

-. 18 
(180) 
• 016 

- . 11 
(173) 
• 154 

-.07 
(164) 
.349 

II 
\1 

II 
1 

I 
1 

I , 
1 
! 
I 
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Table 4.1S.A Asso~iations Between SCL-90 Global ,,€~~ Index 'Scores 
( Ins 1 de) . and Per son a 1 C h a rae t e r i s tic s; Leg a 1) 0 f fen s e , 
and Conflnement Cherac~er~stic~; Alcohol, Drug, and 
Mental Health Characterlstlcs; and Confinement Experien~e 

Characteristics 

Highest Grade' Completed 

Number of Hours Detained By 
Police 

Number of Hours Detained at 
Sampled Facility Before Interview 

Legal Status 

Previous Confinement for Same 
Case 

Ba 11 Set· 

Amount of Bail 

Numb&r of Charges 

Assigned or Retained Counsel 

Kind of Counsel 

Number of Persons in Cell 

Memory Loss From Drjnking 
(Per Month) 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.05 
(309) 
.380 

.0 7 
(284) 
• ;~43 

.02 
(304) 
.764 

-.05 
(299 ) . 
• 420 

.10 
(307) 
• 111 . 

.07 
(285) 
.224 

-.00 
(193 ) 
.985 

-.02 
(307) 
.725 

,:".02 
(287) 
.755 

- .18 
(77) 

• ';'18 

-.03 
(300) 
.553 

- . 01 
(228) 
.827 

-

j 

. .:. 
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Ass 0 cia t ion s Bet wee n S C L - 90 G 1 0 ~ a 1 . 6e'tetil7i I n de x S cor e s 
( Ins ide) and per son a 1 C h a r act e r 1 s t 1 C s; L.e gal, 0 f fen s e , 

Table 4.l5.A. 

and Confinement Characteristics; Alcoho~, Drug, and. 
Mental Health Charatteristics;and Conflnement Experlence 

--------------~~-------

Characteristics 

Level of Alcohol Consumption 

Frequency of Marijuana Use 

Thoughts of Self-Injury 

Number of Self-Injury Attempts 

Psychiatric Treat~ent 

Number of Psychiatric 
Hospitalizations 

Previous Confinement in Sampled 
Facility 

Previous Confinement in Any Jail 

Previous Confinement in Prison 

Previous Confinement in a Juvenile 
Facility 

Previous Confinement in AnYf 
Penal Institution 

r 
Cn} 

--.E_ 

.• 05 
(304) 
.371 

.07 
(308) 
.218 

.29 
(309) 
.000 

.26 
(307) 
.000 

• 19 
(301 ) 
.001 

.05 
(302) 
.390 

.07 
'(309) 
.• 2.24 

.01 
. (298) 

.789 

-.04 
(300) 
.434 

• 11 
(299) 

.06 

.06 
(297) 
.333 

.. 

t
····! 
. I 

," i 
.' ! 

I 
\ 

[l 

I 
! 
f 
I 

i 
1 
I 
~i 
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Table4.16 Comparison of Average SCL-90 Scores (Inside) (Analysis of Variance) by Selected Characteri sti c 
Character_ 
fstfc Category 

Somati:--U~.esslve 
zation Com~ulsive 

Etl1l1i cf ty 

Fi rst 
Personl 
Cailed 

Institu
tion 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 

Relative 
Othel' 
No one 

Essex 
MorrIs 

Hunterdon 

1.57 
1.65 
1.49 

121 
164 
22 

0.87 
.42 
.08 

1.63 
1.50 
1.70 
169 
75 
62 

1,,63 
.llO 
.10 
1.6i 
1.51 
1.49 

181 
99 
30 

2.19 
.11 
.12 

Housing General 
Assignment pop~la-
at First tion.cell 1.58 
Interview General 

Most 2. 
Serious 
Charge 

POj)ula-
ti on-dorrA 1.60 
Segrega-
tion 1.67 

103 
183 

24 
0.14 

.87 

.03 

Person 1.66 
Property 1.63 
Drug 1.65 
Other 1.56 

46 
11.)6 

33 
121 

0.36 
.78 
,06 

1F1rst Person Called Categories 

l.isu 
1.98 
2.00 
121 
163 
22 

2.63 
.07 
.13 

1.98 
1.82 
1.87 

167 
76 
62 

1.71 
• 18 
.11 

2.03 
1.75 
1.82 
179 
100 
29 

5.54 
.00 
.19 

1.94 

1.95 
10'i 
183 
24 

0.27 
.76 
.04 

1.86 
2.04 
1.81 
1.86 

46 
106 
33 

119 
1.76 

.16 

.13 

1.73 
1.87 
1.79 

97 
141 

21 
1.14 
.32 
.09 

1.85 
1.71 
un 
144 
60 
53 

0.96 
.. 'i8 
.09 

1.86 
1.72 
1.76 
158 
79 
24 

1.20 
.30 
,10 

1.80 

1.78 

2.12 
83 

161 
17. 

1.94 
.14 
.12 

1.91 
1.84 
1.67 
1.78 

39 
95 
27 
97 

0.81 
.49 
.10 

2.08 
Z.17 
2.08 
122 
161 
22 

0.52 
.60 
.06 

2.20 
2.01 
2.12 
166 

76 
61 

1.71 
.18 
.11 

2.19 
1.96 
2.34 
177 
100 
30 

4.47 
.01 
.17 

2.17 

2.11 

2.14 
102 
182 
23 

- 0.20 
.82 
.04 

2.03 
2.28 
2.17 
2.05 

45 
105 
33 

120 
2.06 
.n 
.14 

1.74 
1.88 
1.77 
120 
161 
22 

1.35 
.26 
.09 

1.87 
1. 78 
1.79 

Hi7 
73 
61 

0.49 
.61 
.06 

1.90 
1.66 
1.88 
177 
98 
30 

3.44-
.03 
.15 

1.85 

1.79 

1.93 
102 
179 
"24 

0.27 
.60 
.06 

1.75 
2.00 
1.85 
1.70 

45 
104 
33 

199 
3.51 

.02 

.19 

. ~ 

1. Relative includes: Spouse. Parents. and Other Relatives 
2. Other includes: Girlfriend. Friend. Legal Assistance, and Other 

2seriousness of Charge Cate90ries 

1.44 
1.60 
1.50 

111 
153. 
17 

1 ~79' 
.17 
.n 

1.55 
1.49 
1.58 
144 
68 
57 

0.30 
.74 
.05 

1.59 
1.40 
1.63 

155 
91 
27 

2.85 
.06 
.14 

1.54 

1.52 

1.53 
92 

'159 
22 

0.02 
.98 
.01 

T .58 
1.66 
1.49 
1.44 

40 
87 
33 

10!) 
1.96 
.12 
.15 

eta 
1.34 
l,46 
1.43 

110 
152 
20 

1.43 
'.24 
- .10 
J.45 
1.37 
1.34 
151 

72 
57 

0.~7 
.38 . 
.08 
1.48 
1.33 
1.25 
167 
90 
27 

2.83 
.06 
.14 

1.38 

1.41 

1.49 
95 

166 
23 

0.32 
.72 
.05 

1.36 ._ 
1.51 . 
1.32 
1.37 

41 
98 
33 

lOS 
1.39 

.24 

.12 

eta 
1.84 
2.10 
1.92 
107 
149 

21 
3.35 
.04 
.15 

2.03 
1.97 
1.94 
153 
65 
56 

0.32 
.73 
.05 

2.13 
1.80 
1..75 
163 
87 
28 

6.06 
.00 
.21 

1.93 

2.01 

2.10 
98 

158 
22 

0.56 
.58 
.05 

2.12 
2.08 
2.01 
1.87 

43 
96 
29 

106 
1.54 
.20 
.13 

1. Offenses against person include: Homicide. Aggravated Sexual Assault, Kidnapp
in

9, and A9gravated Assault 

2. Property offenses include: Armed Robbery. Robbery, Bur91ary-Theft and Forgery 
3. Orug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance and PosseSSion ~1 Controlled Dangerous Substance . 

sychO
ticism 

eta 
1.56 
1.68 
1.52 

121 
160 

21 
1.64 
.20 
.10 

1.67 
1.51 
1.62 
163 

75 
62 

2.18 
.12 
.12 

1.64 
1.57 
1.52 
175 
100 
29 

0.83 
.44 
.07 

1.58 

1.62 

1.53 
100 
181 

2:1 
0.19 

.82 

.04 

1.67 
1.69 
1.64 
1.53 

46 
103 
32 

119 
".60 

.19 

.13 

4. Other offenses include: ~ossession of Weapon. rlon-Indfctables, Traffic Offenses, Non-SUDIJOrt. 
Prpbatinn/P" .. n1" Vinh.t'i,," . '".! n ...... _ . . .... ... .._'---. __ "._': .. ' .. _ ........... ~ ... ' , ... ~. ~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~ 
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Table 4.16.A Comparison of SCL-90 Global Severity Index Stores (Inside) 
(Analysis of Variance) by Selected Characteristics 

--
C h a r act e r i. s tic Ca tegory 

Ethnicity White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Institution Essex 

Morris 

HUl1terdon 

Xl 

1 .71 

1 .86 

1.75 

122 

163 

. 22 

2.418 

.091 

• 13 

1 .87 

1 .66 

1 .76 

179 

100 

30 

4.6 

.011 

• 17 

; t 

1 
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h, 
1! 
I 
i" 

! 
j 

~ 
f 

I 
i 
1\ t 
Ij j 

~ 
! 
J 
I. 

ii 

L ~ 
i 

;r 

I 
I 

I 
! 
I 
1. 

, 
: 

Table 4.l6.A Compari~on of SC~-90 Global Severity Index Scores (Inside) 
~ ,. , (AnalyslS of Varlance) by Selected Characteristics . 

. 
Nn 
F 

Characteristic 
p 

~gory E.'fA 
Housing Assignment General 
at Fi rst Interview P.opulation--Cel1 1 .77 

General Population-- 1. 79' 
Dorm 

Segregation 1 .89 

102 

183 

24 

.412 

.663 

.05 

Most Serious Charge Person 1 .79 

Property 1 .90 

Drug 1 .76 

Other 1 .69 

46 
106 

33 

108 
2.374 

.070 
. 1 6 

_______________________ ,_~-----.:I.--~---~~---~-~-~--~.~-----~-'---_~~~~~~. __ ~ _____ ~ ____ ~ _____ . __ _ 
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score is the .33 association between Depression and thoughts of 

self-injury. Other relativ1aly strong associations appearing in 

T"able 4.15 are between psychiatric treatment and the Obsessive!-· 

Compulsive dimension and psychiatric treatment and Depression. 

Comparison Between SCL-90 outside and Inside Scores 

Table 4.17 compares SCL-90 outside ratings with ratings 

for the first few days of (~onfinement or less •. The most strik-

:' ing difference is that bet'ween outside and inside scores for' 

Depression -- a dimensj.on that reflects 

a broad range of the manifestations of clinical 
depression. symptom::; of sysphoric mood and affect 
are represented as are signs of withdrawal oj life 
interest, lack of motivation,and loss of vital 
energy. In addition, feelings of hopelessness, 
thoughts of suicide, and other cognitive and somatic 
correlates of depression are included. (Perogatis, 

1977:9). 
There ar.e also relatively substantial differences between 

outside and inside Anxiety, Obsessive-compulsive, and 

somatization scores. We would expect Anxiety to increase when 

a person is incarc~rated not only because'it is highly corre-

lated with Depression (see Table 4.9 and 4·.14) but also because 

we would expect persons who have recently lost their liberty 

and who are facing criminal charges to feel increased levels . 
of tension and apprehension. The rapid transition from street 

to jail and the uncertainty associated with detention can 

promote anxiety-provoking ruminations about many issues. In 

Chapter 1, we described the jail situation as one that spawns 

redundant reviews of the past, usually past failures, and 

unproductive dwelling on problems of the present and the 

future. The person has difficulty escaping from his own 

~ 
\ ' 

, 
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--Comparisop of Mean Dimension Scores for the SCL-90: putside With Inside Ratings 
Table 4.17 

Dimension N 

Somatization 308 

Obsessive-Compulsive 308 

Interpersonal Sensitivity 236 

Depression 304 

Anxiety 302 

Hostility 240 

Phobic Anxiety 260 

Paranoid Ideation 253 

Psychoti ci sm 303 

-. Xo 

1.38 . 

1.66 

1. 71 

1.60 

1.54 

1.58 

1.34 

1..92 

1.50 

. So 

.488 

.617 

.559 

.564 

.545 

.689 

.509 

.799 

.513 

1.60 

1.92 

1.85 

2.13 

1.83 

1.53 

1.39 

2.01 

1. 61 

.663 . 
... 695 

.675 

.742 

.722 
, .639 

.5B2 

.826 

.578 

Differenc? 
of 

Means 

-.22 

-.26 

- .14 

-.53 

-.29 

.05 

-.05 

-.09 

-.11 

t p 

-6.67 .000 

-7.69 .000 

-3.47 .• 001 

-13.68 .000 

-7.61 .000 

1.00 .319 

-1.39 .167 

-'.90 .059 

-4.18 .000 

I 

'" 

, 
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thoughts. This kind of thought difficulty or disord.er, which 

is related to increas ed le.'<1e15 of anxiety, is a component of 

the Obsessive-Compulsive dimension. The data in Table 4.17 

indicate that the average inside score for the Obsessive

Compulsive Dimension is 16 percent greater than the outside 

score. 

We would expect Somatization 'scores to increase upon 

initial confinement because (1) many of the somatization 

symptoms are " ••. somatic equi"alents uf anxiety"'(Derogatis, 

1977:7), and (2) the disruption of daily routines and schedules 

can prompt somatic complaints. Changes in work and sleep 

schedules, dietary changes, and other changes in work or home 

envirorunents can resu~t in headaches, lower back pain, 

intestinal distress, and other ailements. Initial confinem~nt 

in jail, which upsets most personal schedules and habits, 
" 

results in a 16 percent increase in Somatization (see Table 

4.17) • 

The difference between Global Severity Index (not shown in 

tabulor form) outside (X=l. 55) and insider (X=1.79) scores 

(t=8.6l; p=.OOO) represents a 15 percent difference. This 

finding suggests, as was expected, that our subjects conside.red 

jail a more stressful setting than the community. The average 

value of outside minus inside score was about -.22, and 67 

percent of the subjects had negative ch~nge scores. The 

remaining 33 percent of the sample registered scores which 

indicated either they felt no difference in stress between .the 

outside and inside' (9.1 percent) or they felt less stress in 

,-178-

jail in comparison with the outs~de (23.9 ..... percent) . 

Associations Between SCL-90 Change Scores (Outside Hinus 

Inside) and Respondent Characteristics. 

The data contained in Table 4~18, 4.l8.A, 4.19, and 4.l9.A 

indicate that chan,'ges in both dimension and global SCL-90 

scores from Jutside to inside ' d occur ~Jl ependently of respon-

dent characteristics. The only associations that are 

relatively substantial are number a,f persons in household and 

Phobic Anxiety (-.21) and Psychoticism (-.20), previous con

finement for the same 'case and Depress~on ( ... -.20), and number of 

self-injury attempts and Anxiety (-.20). A negative associa-

tion means that those who possessed a certain characteristic 

(e.g., had been previously conf~ned f h ..... or t e same case) had 

higher negative change scores on a particular dimension (eogo l 

Depression) than did those who ~id not have the . characteristic 

(e.g., had not been previously confined for the same case) ... 

negative change score is the result of the subject's inside 

score being larger than his outside score, which means he is 

more distressed in J'ail than ~n the ..... community. 

A 

Table 4.20 compares the mean item scores for SeL-90 inside 

and outside ratings. There was an absolute difference of .90 or 

more between outside and inside scores for 5 of the 90 items, 

and in each case the inside score was greater than the outside 

score. Table 4.20 shows that subjects rated "Feeling of being 

trapped or caught" higher on the inside than on the outside, 

and they were more bothered by "Feeling lonely" and "Feeling 

blue" when in jail than when on the streets. The data in 
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Table 4.1B Associattons Between' eifference~oi SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Outside minus Inside) and Personal Characteristic~ 
Legal, Offense and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug and Mental Health Characteristics; and 

.. .. Confinement Experiences. . 

Characteristic Dimension 

Somatization Obsessive/ Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p P 

.OB .09 .15 .19 .1B .06 .16 .11 .14 
Age (308) (30B) (236) (304) (302) (240) (260) (253) (303) 

.143 .105 .018 .001 .002 .391 .012 .0Bl .013 

-.16 -.10 -.06 -.11 - .10 - .12 - .13 -.05 -.10 ~ 

Marital (30B) (308) (236) (304) (302) (240) (260) (253) (303) Status .006 .065 .334 .066 .OB8 .05B .039 .425 .069 

# of Persons -.07 - .10 .04 -.12 -.10 -.12 -.21 -.02 -.20 
in Household (307) (307) (235) . (303) (301 ) (239) (259) (253) (302) 

.214 .093 .519 .031 .082 .062 .001 .743 .000 

# of -.11 -.03 .07 -.10 .00 .00 .02 .02 -.08 
Dependents (306) (306) (234) (302) (300) (238) (259) (251) (301) 

.058 .• 580 .287 .096 .996 .978 .814 .819 .181 

" .03 .03 .16 .04 .07 .02 .06 .06 .02 # of (308) (30B) (236) (304) (302) (240) (260) (253) (303) Children .627 .609 .013 .466 .227 .e15 .315 .379 .709 

# of Persons - .12 - .11 .02 - .12 -.11 - .13 1 -.07 .07 -.04 In Immediate (307) (307) (235) (303) (301) (239) (259) (252) (302) Family .134 .• 060;., ...... 728 .029 .065 .044 .234 .271 .450 

~ 
.:. 

\ , , 
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Table 4.18 (cont.) Assoctations Between Difference of SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Outside minus Inside) and Personal 

.. ' , 
Characteristics; Legal, Offense an9 Confinement Characteristics;·Alcohol, Drug and Menatl Health 

i Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 
,,' 

Characteristic Dimension 

Somatization Obsessive/ Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostil ity Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

p p p p p p p p P 

# of Persons .10 . '10 . , .23 .05 . 15 .13 .11 -.09 • 16 
r: ' 

In Wife1s ( 108) (108) (84) ( 108) ( 106) (96) (92) (90) (108) 
Immediate 
Fami ly .346 .347 .036 .628 .130 .205 .308 .386 .094 

~ 

# of Family -.01 -.06 .00 - .11 -.04 '- .17 .03 .02 -.01 
Members Living , (308) (308) (236) (304) (302) (240) (260) (253) (303) 
In Area .842 .336 .956, .050 .531 .009 .601 .805 .860 

.. I' t *' •• 

# of Family -.08 - .14 -.03 -.07 - .10 -.10 - .12 .02 -.09 
Contacts (306) (306) . (235) (302) (300) (239) (258) (251) (301) 
Per .Month .158 .017 .682 .228 .075 .126 .063 .805 .109 

Employment ':.08 -.09 -.03 -.06 -.07 -.07 .05 -.05 -.03 
(207) (307) (236) (303) (301) (240) (259) (252) (302) 

" 
Status .172 .107 .. 628 . .• 295 .206 .278 .384 .401 .657 

Months .01 .10 .05 .04 .06 .02 -.01 .04 .04 
Employed At ( 180) (180) (136) (179) (177) (14l) (147) (148) ( 177) 
Current Job .923 .186 .571 .622 .421 .780 .887 .600 .629 

# of Hours .01 .10 .19 .14 .11 .03 .14 .04 .13 
Worked (173) (173) (130) (172) (170) (135) ( 140) (143 ) (170) 
Per Week .926 .201 .029 .068 .152 .754 .115 .593 .101 

\ ~ 
,;. 

\ 

~ 
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Table 4018 {cant.} Associations Between Difference of SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Outside minus Inside) and Personal 
Characteristics; Legal, Offense and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug and Mental Heal th 
(haracter1st1cs~ and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 

Somati+ation Obsessiv~/. Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
Compulsive . Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p P 

.11 .16 .10 , .06 • , 1 .14 .06 .04 -.01 
Wage Per Hour (164) (164) (124) (163) (161 ) (127) (131) (135 ) (161 ) 

.150 .044 .253 .422 .156 .128 .488 .617 .869 
~, 

Last Grade -.03 .03 12 .00 -.02 .01 -.04 -.07 -.04 
Completed (308) (308) . (236) (304) (302) (240) (260) (253) (303) 

.632 .588 .070 .959 .751 .837 .555 .282 .521 

-.03 .02 - .01 .01 .00 -.11 -.03 -.01 - .10 
Legal Status (298) (298) (229) (294) (292) (232) (250) (245) (293) 

~559 .726 .881 .834 .998 .084 .686 .910 .090 

Previous -.08 -.05 - .15 -.20 - .14 -.11 -.11 -.12 -.04 
~ Confinement (306) (306) (235) (302) (300) (239) (258) (251) (302) 

Fot~ Same Case .143 .362 .018 .000 .013 .087 .083 .051 .503 

.07 .00 .03 -.02 .02 .Q,5 .06 -.01 .05 
Bail (284) (284) (220) (280) (278) (222) (239) (236) (279) 

.236 .983 .705 .765 .781 .486 .395 .922 .441 

Amount -.11 .00 -.09 -.06 - .12 -,08 .02 -.07 -.16 

\ of Bail (192) (193) (146) (190) ( 189) (146 ) (163 ) (161) (189 ) 
.136 .946· .285 ,.400 .095 .344 .766 .363 .028 

~ 
.. 

\ 

.. ~ . 
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Table 4.18 (cant. ) Associations'Between Difference of SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Outside minus Inside) and Personal 
Character.istics~ Legal, Offense and Confinement Characteristics'; Alcohol, Drug and ~1ental realth . 
Characterlstics; and Confinement Experiences , 

Characteristic Dimension 

Somatization Obsessive/ Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n} (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p P 

.06 .04 .10 .04 . 00 .07 . .11 .02 .00 
# of Charges (306) (306) (234) (302) (300) (239) (258) (251) (301) ~ 

.332 .534 .118 .541 .952 .314 .068 .771 .994 

Assigned or .05 .06 ... 02 -.04 -.05 -.05 .03 .01 -.02 
Retained (285) (286) (222) (282) (280) (224) (239) (236) (281) 
Counsel .421 .316 .798 .451 .373 .426 .613 .923 .709 

Kind of .18 .09 .03 .16 .12 .04 .13 .14 .14 
Counsel (76) (77) (56) (76) (73) (65) (62) (64) (75) 

.120 .418 .820 .171 .331 .774 .305 .284 .227 

~ Memory Loss .03 .11 .04 . -.01 .08 .12 .14 .17 .11 
From Drinking . (227) (227) (174) (225) (223) (179) (191 ) (184 ) (223) 
(Per Month) .623 • 112 .620 .852 .234 .098 .047 .023 .101 

-1 t. '" 
Level of .05 .06 .06 .08 .11 .12 .19 .11 .10 
Alcohol (303) (303) (232) (299) (297) (236) (256) (249) (298) 
Consumption .357 .. 286 .402 .197 .055 .062 .002 .096 .085 

.. 
-.11 -.02 -.07 Level of .03 .00 .01 .02 -.02 -.06 

'1 \ Drug (298) (298) (230) (294) (292) (232) (252) (246) (293) ~ I 

Consumption .595 .957 .881 .718 .695 .343 .093 .819 .217 \ . 
.., 
~ 

J • 
,~ ...... -, ,~, , ,~. """'='-<:·~-':·::;''!:-~:~:';rl't.~~=::::.~,~" . 
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Table 4.18 (cant.)· Associations Between Difference of SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Outside minus Inside) and Personal 
Characteristics; Legal, Offense and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug and Mental Health 

.- :Cha?acteristics;.and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 

Somatization Obsessivel Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic paranoid Psychoticism 
Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p P 

F f .00 .06 .01 -.02 .00 .06 -.02 .05 -.06 
reg~ency 9 •. (307) "'. J,,\ .~ 30p) G; I.', • ... ,{236) (303) (301) (239) (259) (252) (302) MarlJuana Use .964 .300 .911 .715 .993 .357 .717 .430 .329 

," 

Thoughts of .02 .02 ' .04 -.06 -.09 .06 .03 . 12 .03 
(308) (308) (236) (304) (302) (240) (260) (253) (303) Self Injury .668 .656 .545 .301 .110 .327 .598 .067 .610 

# of -.15 ... 13 - .16 - .14 -.20 - .17 - .11 -.07 - .10 
Self Injury (306) (306) "(235) (302) (300) (238) (259) (251) (301 ) 
Attempts .0lD .019 .016 .014 .001 .010 .083 .243 .088 

Psychiatric .03 .06 .02 -.01 . 01 .02 .05 .09 .08 
(299) (299) (231) (295) (293) (232) (251 ) {245} (294) Treatment .627 .279 .811 .896 .848 .710 .473 .162 . 190 

~ # of Psychia- .07 .04 -.02 .05 -.01 -.03 .03 .04 .13 ~ 

tric Hospita1i- (301) (30l) (233) (297) (295) (233) (253) (247) (296) 
zations .216 .550 .735 .419 .814 .622 .612 .556 .030 

Previous - .10 - .12 -.02 -.03 .01 -.05 ' -.01 -.07 -.04 
Confinement (308) (308) (236) (304) (302) (240) (260) (253) (303) 
to Sampled .079 .043 .734 .619 .838 .482 .918 .281 .452 

~ 
,;, 

Faci 1 i ty 
\ 

\ ... ffo 

, 
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Table 4.1B.A Assoc i a ti ons Between Di fference in SCL- 90 &eX 
Scores (Outside Minus Inside) and Personal 
Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and Confinement 
Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 
Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

Charactej"i sti c 

Age 

f4arita 1 Sta-tus 

Number of Persons in Household 

Number of Dependents 

Number of Children 

Number of Persons in Wife's Immediate Family 

Number of Family Members Living in Area 

Employment Status 

Months Employed at Cur'rent Job 

Number of Hours Worked Per Week 

Wage Per Hour 

r 
(n) 
p 

.18 
(309) 
.002 

.. lB 
(309) 
.002 

- .14 
(30B) 
.016 

-.04-
(307) 
.464 

.06 
(307) 
.277 

.14 
(109) 
.160 

-.11 
(307) 
.063 

.04 
(30B) 
.477 

.06 
(180) 
.453 

• 13 
(173) 
.089 

.13 
(164 ) 
.096 

"1'" • 

1 
1 
I 
1 . I 
! 
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Tab'l e 4.1B.A (cant.) Associ ations Between Di fferences in SCL-90 (j6I 
Scores (Outside Minus Inside) and Perso~al 
Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and Confinement 
Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental He~lth 
Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

Characteristic 

Last Grade Comp~ted 

Le g.a 1 Status 

Previous Confinement for the Same Case 

Bail 

Amount of Bail 

Number of Charges 

Assigned or Retained Counsel 

Kind of Counsel 

Memory Loss F'rom Dri nki n-9 Per Month 

Level of Alcohol Consumption 

Level of Drug Consumption 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.02 
(309) 
.713 

-.03 
(299) 
.583 

- .15 
(307) 
.009 

.01 
(285) 
.917 

'-.07 
(193) 
.303 

.06 
(307) 
.334 

.01 
(287) 
.926 

.15 
(77) 

.178 

.13 
(22B) 
.046 

.12 
(304) 
.042 

-. 01 
(307) 
.875 J t _ 

I 

I 
i 
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Table 4.l8.A (cont.) Associations Between Differences in SCl-90 ~c;J: 
S~ores (Outside Minus Inside) and Personal 
Characteristics; legal, Offense, and Confinement 
Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 
Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

Characteristic 

Frequency of Marijuana Use 

Thoughts o(Self-Injury 

Number of Self-Injury Attempts 

Psychiatric Treatment 

Number of Psychiatric Hospitalizations 

Previous Confinement to Sampled Facility 

Previous Confinement in Another Jail 

Previous Confinement in Any Jail 

Previous Confinement in a Juvenile Institution 

Previous Confinement i~ State Prison 

Previous Confinement in Any Penal Institution 

r 
Cn) 
p 

- .01 
(308) 
.848 

-.02 
(309) 
.780 

- .18 
(307) 
.001 

.03 
(300) 
.554 

.09 
(302) 
.122 

-.08 
(309) 
.182 

.05 
(299) 
.374 

-.01 
(299) 
.838 

-.04 
(299) 
.478 

.00 
(300) 
.977 

-.03 
(297) 
.606 

I 

I 

O}F'FSeEJJ(£ , . -
Table ~.19 1c3e:'-~~ Average SCL-90 Scores (Outside-minus Inside) (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 

Character1StlCS 

Character-
istic Category Oimension 

Somati- Obsessive/ Interper- Depres- Anxiety Hos- Phobic Paranoid Psycho-
zation Compulsive sonal Sen- sion tility Anxiety ticism 

... -
Ethnicity White 

Black 
Hispanic 

-0.19 
-0.25 
-0.16 

First 
Personl Called 

Housing 
Assign
ment at 
First 
Inter
view 

Most 
Seriou~ 
Charge 

Relative 
Other
No one 

General 

121 
162 
22 

0.40 
.67 
.05 

-0.26 
-0.16 
-0.18· 

167 
75 
6a 

0.96 
.37 
.08 

Popula
tion/Cell -0.24 
General 
Popula
tion/Donn -0.21 
Segrega-
tion -0.24 

Persc\O 
Property 
Drug 
Other 

103 
181 
24 

0.11 
.90 
.03 

-0.22 
-0.23 
-0.26 
-0.20 

46 
105 
33 

120 
0.10 

.96 

.03 

lFirst Person Called Categories 

-0.16 
-0.32 
-0.31 

121 
163 

22 
2.62 

.07 

.13 

-0.30 
-0.30 
-0.10 

167 
76 
62 

2.83 
.06 
.14 

-0.31 

-0.24 

-0.18 
101 
183 

24 
0.68 

.50 

.07' 

-0.17 
-0.37 
-0.28 
-0.19 

46 
106 

33 
119 

1.98 
.12 
.14 

sitivity 

-0.11 
-0.19 
0.01 

87 
127 
20 

1.11 
.33 
.10 

-11.17 
-0'.18 
-0',,02 

132 
\;2 
~,9 

1.18 
.31 
.10 

-0.18 

-0.13 

-0.08 
74 

147 
15 

0.26 
.76 
.05 

-0.22 
-0.24 
-0.12 
-0.03 

37 
82 
21 
93 

2.07 
.10 
.16 

jl -
x~ -
n1 
n2 ' 

~. 
p 

eta • 

-0.4!V 
-0.58;' 
-0.43 

122 
158 
22 

0.95 
.39 
.08 

-0.61 
-0.53 
-0.27 

163 
76 
61 

2.89 
.06 
.14 

-0.58 

0.53 

-0.33 
100 
181 

23 
1.34 

.26 

.09 

-0.42 
-0.67 
-0.68 
-0.43 

45 
103 

33 
119 

3.36 
.02 
.18 

'-0.24· 
-0.33 
-0.25 

119 
159 
22 

0.77 
.46 
.07 

-0.32 
-0.34 
-0.16 

165 
72 
61 

1.62 
.20 
.10 

-0.31 

-0.28 

-0.29 
101 
177 

24 
0.06 

.95 

.02 

-0.20 
-0.38 
-0.42 
-0.2'1 

44 
102 

33 
119 

1.96 
.12 
.14 

1. Relative include5: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 
2. Other includes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, and Other 

2Seriousness of Charge Categories 

0.18 
-0.07 
0.12 

102 
121 

15 
3.85 

.02 

.18 

0.08 
0.00 
0.03 

127 
60 
50 

0.26 
.77 
.05 

-0.03 
-0.05 
-0.15 

102 
137 

19 
0.39 

.68 

.06 

-0.11 
-0.01 
0.05 
138 
66 
53 

1.65 
.19 
.11 

0.05 -0.09 

0.03 -0.02 

0.24 -0.09 
80 88 

141 150 
19 22 

0.19 0.39 
.45 .68 
.08 .06 

0.09 
0.01 

-0.01 
0.06 

36 
73 
30 
98 

0.17 
.92 
.05 

-0.01 
-0.10 
0.00 

-0.03 
38 
91 
29 
98 

0.42 
.74 
.07 

-0.03 
-0.17 
0.12 

99 
135 

19 
1.79 

.17 

.12 

-0.10 
-0.16 
-0.01 

139 
59 
52 

0.70 
.50 
.08 

-0.06 

-0.12 

-0.01 
90 

144 
1~ 

0.31 
.74 
.05 

-0.05 
-0.16 
-0.21 
-0.04 

43 
83 
26 
97 

0.65 
.58 
.09 

1. Offenses against person include: HomiCide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, Kidnaoping, and 
Aggravated Assault 

2. Property offenses include: Armed Robbery, Robbery, Burglary-Theft and Forgery 
3. Drug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance and Possession of 

Controlled Dangerous Substance 
4. Other offenses include: Possession of Weapon, Non-Indfctables, Traff1c Offenses, Non-Support, 

Probation/Parole.Violation, and Other 

-0.10 
-0.16 
0.02 

121 
159 

21 
l.47 
.23 
.10 

-0.19 
-0.10 
-0.03 

162 
75 
62 

4.74 
.01 
.18 

-0.08 

-0.15 

0.02 
99 

181 
23 

1.66 
.19 
.10 

-0.10 
-0.14 
-0.22 
-0.08 

46 
102 
32 

119 
0.77 

.51 

.09 

I 
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Table 4.19.A. 

Characteristic 

Institution 

Race 
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£;, FF€~&itJc.[ 
~rm~~ Global Severity InC~x Scores 

(Outside-Inside) (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 
Characteristics 

Category 

Essex 

Morris 

Hunterdon 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Nn 
F 
P 

eta 

- .31 

-.13 

-.21 

180 

100 

30 

4.49 

.012 

.17 

- .19 

-.29 

- .16 

122 

164 

22 

1.874 

.155 

.11 

-190-

])JFFe~'i" 
Table 4.l9.A. (cant.) ~e7'w~ Global Severity Index Scores 

(Outside-Inside) (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 
, Characteristics 

Characteristic 

First Person Calledl 

.Most Serious Charge2 

Category 

Relative 

Other 

None 

1 

2 

3 

4 

.J . 
" 

X,l 
' . 

Xn 
Nl 

.Nn 
'F 

.. p' 
eta 

-Al 

-.16. 

-.32 

.34 

38 

81 

2.385 

.096 

.18 

-.19 

- .. 32 

-.30 

-.13 

47 

106 

33 

108 

3.054 

.029 

.18 
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bIFF~ 
Table 4.l9.A. (cant.) 12>erM.J~ Global Severity Index Scores 

(Outside-Inside) (Analysis of Variance) by 'Selected 
. Characteristics 

Characteristic 

Housing Assignment 
at First Interview 

lFirst Person Called Categories 

" 

Category 

General 
Popul a:tipn/Cell 

General 
Popuration/Dorm 

Segreg~tion 

. . . .. 

1. Relative includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 

X·l 
' . 

Xn 
Nl 

.Nn 
",F 
p' 

eta 

-.25 

-.24 

-.21 

103 

183 

24 

.101 

.904 

.03 

2. Ofh~r includes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, and Other 
2Seriousness of Charge Categories 

1. Offenses against person include: . Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, 
Kidnapping, and Aggravated Assault 

2. Property offenses include: Armed Robbery, Robbery, Burglary-Theft, and 
Forgery , 

3. Drug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance 
and Possession of Controlled Dangerous Substance 

4. Other offenses include: Possession of Weapon, Non-Indicables, Traffic 
Offenses? Non-Support, Probation/Parole Violation, and Other 

;. 

.. 

~, , 
\. 

\ 
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Tab 1 e 4.20 (cont. ) Comparison of Mean Item Scores for the SCL-90 ~ Outside with Inside 

Difference 
Item 

Number Item N Xo So XI SI 
of t p 

Means 

( 

11 Feel ing easily /annoyed or 
irritated 314 1.77 1.081 2.24 1.317 0.47 5.87 0.000 

12 Pains in heart or chest 314 1.36 0.831 1.48 1.043 0.12 1.92 0.056 

13 Feeling afraid in open 
spaces 314 1.25 0.724 1.40 0.938 0.16 2.72 0.007 ~l 

14 Feeling low in energy or 
slowed down 314 1.48 0.933 2.22 1349 0.74 8.76 0.000 

15 Thoughts of ending your 
1 ife 314 1.22 0.672 1.30 0.831 0.09 1. 76 0.079 

" 

16 Hearing voices that other 

I, 

.\ 

people do not hear 314 1.22 0.768 1.25 0.771 0.02 0.59 0.556 

'tJ, 17 Trembling 3;4 1.36 0.832 1.58 1.105 0.22 3.31 0.001 

18 Feeling that most people 
cannot be trusted 314 2.25 1.400 2.55 1.497 0.30 3.73 0.000 . 

19 Poor appetite . 314 1.47 1.036 1.97 1.415 0.51 5.73 0.000 

20 Crying easily 314 1.25 0.690 1.37 0.944 0.11 1.97 0.049 

\ 21 Feeling shy or uneasy with r ~ 
people 314 1.49 0:,912 1.81 1.179 0.32 5.18 0.000 , 

~~ 

~ 
.-. ~ --.",-,. ,,',,-..:',"::". ~ ·.;.:~.1:;;"._:;'(.::~M·;'.:;';.;;;:;:;=:; ~:.:...:::\';,~. '.~.~::::-~:...'; «'-"'~'" 
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Table 4.20(cont.) ~omparison of Mean Item Scores for the SC~-90S Outside with Inside 

Item Difference 
Number Item N Xo So XI Sr 

of t p Means 

33 Feeling fearful 312 1.49 0.935 1.71 1.086 0.21 3.13 0.002 
34 Your feelings being easily 

hurt 312 1.64 0.9S8 1.65 1.135 0.01 0.19 0.848 
35 Other people being awar~ 

of your private thoughts 313 1.55 0.960 1.38 0.851 -0.17 -3.11 0.002 ~ 

36 Feeling others do not under-
stand you or are unsympa-
thetic 315 1.77 1.074 1.91 1.210 O. , 4 2.25 ().O25 

37 Feel ing that people' are 
.. , \Jnfr.i en~ly' .or. qls.Jj ~~ .yOU 314 1.63 1.032 1.78 1.125 0.15 2.28 0.023 

38 Having to do things very 
s 1 o~/1y to insure correct-
ness 314 ,. 1. 74 1.147 1.80 1.206 0.05 0.88 0.381 

39 Heart pounding or racing 313 1.48 0.974 1. 73 1.182 0.25 3.95 0.000 
40 Nausea or upset st'omach' • 313 1.43 0.975 1.67 1.179 0.24 3.30 0.001 
41 Feeling inferior to o~hers 314 1.39 0.862 1.42 0.957 0 103 0.60 0.550 

" 42 Soreness of your muscles 313 1.48 0.909 2.01 1.373 0.53 6.81 0.000 
~ 

.:. 

Feeling that you are watched , \ 43 
or talked about by others 313 1. 73 1.170 1.82 1 . 22~! 0.09 1.11 0.267 (fA, 

~ 

, 
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" Table 4.20 (cant.) Comparison of Mean Item Scores for the SCL-90 : 
~ 

Outside with Inside 
lfJ 

Item . Di fference 
Number Item N X'O So X'X 5r 

of t p Means 
" •• I:. 

44 Trouble falling asleep 313 1.52 1.041 2.52 1.585 1.00 10.37 0.000 

45 Having to check and doub1e-
check what you do 313 . 1.71 1.116 L67 1.122 -0.04 -.062 0.534 

46 Difficulty making decisions .313 1.60 1.002 1.72 1.099 0.12 1.97 0.050 . 

47 Feeling afraid to walk 
around alone 313 1.24 0.692 1.35 0.893 0.11 1.94 0.053 

oM 

48 Trouble getting your breath 313 1.26 0.727 1.29 0.786 0.03 0.65 0.514 

49 Hot or cold spells 312 1.30 0.764 1.42 0.969 0.12 2.28 0.023 

50 Having to avoid certain 
things, places, or 
activities IJecause they 
frighten you 311 1 ~48 0.990 1.45 0.949 -0.03 ,-0.43 0.666 

51 Your mind going blank 312 1.31 0.763 1.36 0.860 0.05 0.88 0.380 
~. 

52 Numbness or tingling in 
parts of your body 312 1.31 0.724 1.55 1.035 0.24 4.31 0.000 

53 A lump in your throat 312 1.27 0.748 1.35 0.800 0.08 1. 53 0.126 

54 Feeling hopeless about 
the future 312 1. 71 1.53 2.08 1.380 0.36 5.07 0.000 

A 
.:. 

\ , 

~ 

;, 
• 

~ 
\ 

d 
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Table 4.20 (cont.) Comparison of Mean Item Scores for the SCL-90 I Outside with Inside 
.-

( 

Difference 
Item 

Number Item N Xo So XI SI 
of t p 

f'1eans 

55 Trouble concentrating 312 1.47 0.889 1.92 1.232 0.45 6.72 0.000 

56 Feeling weak in parts of 
your body 312 1.44 0.835 1.85 1.206 0.41 6.32 0.000 

57 Feeling tense or keyed up 311 1.69 1.045 2.24 1.333 0.55 7.85 0.000 

58 Heaving feelings in your' 
arms or legs 312 1.32 0.772 1.56 1.115 0.24 4.06 0.000 

59 Thoughts of death or dying 312 1.40 0.891 1.49 1.027 0.09 1.58 0.115 
~ 

60 Overeating 312 1.46 0.913 1.32 0.798 -0.14 -2.19 0.029 

61 Feeling uneasy when people 
are watching or talking 
about you 310 1.62 0.950 1.84 1.147 0.22 3.53 0.000 

62 Having thoughts that are 
not your 0\0'10 310 1·42 0.876 1. 51 0.991 0.09 1.88 0.062 

.~. 
63 Having urges to beat, 

. i'njure;' 0)" harm 'someone 310 1.53 1.054 1.44 1.012 -0.09 -1.41 0.160 

64 AV/akeni ng in the early 
morning 310 1. 75 1.23 2.48 1.553 0.74 7.72 0.000 

65 Having to repeat the same 
actions such as touching, 
counting,. washing 310 1.51 1.014 1.77 1.234 0.26 3.70 0.000 

\ 
~. 

.; 

\ 
, 

~ 
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Table 4.20 (cant.) Comparison of Mean Item Scores' for the SCL-90 ~ Outside with Inside 

Difference 
Item 

Number Item N X· So Xl Sr 
of t p 

0 t~eans 

66 Sleep that is restless 
or di sturbed . 310 1.54 0.990 2.44 1.510 0.90 9.90 0.000 

67 Having urges to break or 
.smash things 310 1.48 0.920 1.47 1.020 -0.01 -0.10 0.924 

<!'; 

68 Having ideas or. beliefs 
that others do not share 309 1.80 1.13 1.88 1.266 0.08 1.40 0.161 

69 Feeling very se1f-consciou~ 
with others 310 1.66 1.026 1. 79 1.12 0.13 2.31 0.022 

70 Feeling uneasy in crowds in 
open or public places 310 1.53 0.997 1. 70 1.156 0.17 3.05 0.003 

71 Feeling everything is an 
effort 309 1.79 1.199 1. 70 1.098 -0.10 -1.42 0.157 

72 Spells of terror or panic 310 1.28 0.743 1.35 0.872 0.07 1.47 0.144 

73 Feeling uncomfortable about 
eating or drinking in 
public 309 1.26 0.700 1.34 0.820 0.08 . 1.87 0.062 

74 Getting into frequent 
arguments ' 310 1.59 0.974 1.25 0.694 -0.34 -5.45 0.000 

~ 
.. 

, 
1 

75 Feeling nervous when you 
are left alone 310 1.35 0.834 1.42 0.940 0.06 1.08 0.28G 

""~ 

~ , 

' ~"'" _:: ,-~:,", \'':-::'', \~:t':""',.~,~';-=X'-~l.;\"4:.:;.~_'t.':~.; :.-~:,.:: ... ". ;; .. ':'% ~. ,.,.: . 
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Table 4.20 (cont.) Comparison of Mean Item Scores for the SCL-90 : Outside with Inside 

. Item Difference 
Number Item N Xo So XI 51 of t p 

Means 

76 Others not giving you 
proper credit for your 
achievements' . 308 1.87 1,186 1.61 1.079 -0.26 -3.57 0.000 

77 Feeling lonely even when 
you are with people 309 1.61 1.012 2.12 1.369 0.51 6.42 0.000 

78 Feeling so restless you -
couldn't sit still 310 1.77 1.122 2.37 1.446 0.60 6.73 0.000 

79 Feelings of worthlessness· 310 1.48 0.916 1.90 1.286 0.42 6.07 0.000 

80 Feeling that familiar 
things are strange or 310 1.43 0.878 1.60 1.059 0.16 3.05 0.002 
unreal 

81 Shouting or throwing t~ings 310 1.44 0.932 1.24 ' 0.728 -0.21 -3.42 0.001 

~ 82 Feeling afraid you will 
faint in public 309 1.30 0.771 1.23 0.722 -0.07 -1.57 0.118 

. 
83 Feeling that people will 

take advantage of you if 
you let them 30~ 2.11 1.398 2.37 1.443 0.26 3.11 0.002 

84 Having thoughts about sex 
that bother you a lot 309 1.45 1.014 1.61 1.150 0.16 2.44 0.015 

,~ 
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Table 4.20 (cont.) Comparison of Mean Item Scores for the SCL-90 Outside with Inside 

Item Pifference 
Number Item N X, s~ XI SI 

of t P 0 0 ~1eans 

85 The idea that you should 
be punished for your sins 310 1. 79 1.160 1.93 1.241 0.15 ..... 2.83 0.005 

86 Feeling pushed to get 
things done 309 1.89 1. 179 1. 71 1.162 -0.18 -2.38 0.018 

87 The idea that something 
serious is wrong with 
your body 310 1.56 1.074 1.64 1.163 0.07 1.30 0.194 

"' 

88 Never feeling close to 
another person 310 1;64 1.174 1.68 1.222 0.04 0.53 0.600 

89 Feelings of guilt 310 1.70 1.000 1.94 1.246 0.24 3.59 0.000 
90 The idea that something 

is wrong with your mind 310 1.41 0.933 1.54 1.090 0.12 2.13 0.034 

\ 

\ 
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Table 4.20 also suggest tha't jail affects sleeping patterns. 

The scores for IITrouble falling asleep" and "Sleep that "is 

restless or disturbed ll are substantially higher- for inside 

ratings than:fo~ outside ratings. 

The Follow-up Administration of the SCL-90 

As was mentioned in Chapter 2, we tried to contact each of 

our inib~l interview subjects (n=339) after f£ve days of 

confinement or more to conduct follow-up interv~ews with them. 

We were successful in gathering follow-up information from 30 

percent (n=102) o,f our initial subjects, and part of the data 

collected was the result of a second administration of the· 

SCL-90. In this administration, we asked subjects to rate how 

much they had been bothered by each of the 90 symptoms since 

the last time we had interviewed them. 

Table 4.21 presents the reliability coefficients for the 

second administration of the SeL-90. The coefficient alphas 

for the follow-up administration indioate that the dimensions 

are sufficiently reliable for research purposes, and the 

average coefficient for the follow-up administration (X=.8l) is 

slightly higher than the average coefficients for both the 

inside (X=.76) and outside (X=.74) ratings that were required 

in the initial administration (see Table 4.1). 

The item-total correlfltions for the follow-up administra-

tion of the SeL-90 are presented in Table 4.22. All the cor

relations appearing in the table are respectable (.20 or above), 

and the average item-total association for the follow-up 

interviews, .48, compares favorably with those for the initial 

~\ 
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Table 4.21 Reliability Estimates far the SCL-90 -- Follow-up Interviews 

Dimension Coefficient Number Number 
Alpha of of 

Cases I/,cI'JiS 

Somatization 0.86 102 12 

Obsessive-Compulsive 0.81 100 10 

Interpersonal Sensitivity 0.83 102 9 

Depression 0.84 102 13 

Anxiety 0.87 102 10 

Hostility 0.83 102 6 

Phobic Anxiety 0.84 100 7 

Paranoid 0.67 102 6 

Psychoticism 0.73 101 10 
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Table 4.22 Item-Tota1 Correlations for the SCL-90 Sc&le Follow-up Interviews 

Item' 
Number 

1 

4 

12 

27 

40 

42 

48 

49 

52 

53 

56 

58 

Item 

Headaches 

Faintness or dizziness 

Pains in heart or chest 

Pains in lower back 

Nausea or upset stomach 

Soreness of your muscles 

Trouble getting your breath' 

Hot or cold spells 

Numbness or tingling in parts of your body 

A lump in your throat 

Feeling weak in parts of your body 

Heavy feelings in your arms or legs 

o 

Dimension 
Represented 

Somatization 
II 

II 

" 
II 

II 

II 

II 

" 

II 

r' t . 1 -1 

.44 

.38 

.52 

.42 

.66 

.54 

.47 

.68 

.73 

.51 

.77 

.57 

\ 
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Table 4.22 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the SCL-90 Sacle Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number 

3 

9 

10 

28 

38 

45 

46 

51 

55 

65 

6 

21 

Item 

',Unwanted thoughts, words Qr ideas that won1t leave 
your mind 

Trouble remembering things 

Worried about sloppiness or carelessness 

Feeling blocked in getting things done 

Having to do things very slowly to insure correctness 

Having to check and double-check what you do 

Difficulty making decisions 

Your mind going blank 

Trouble concentrating 

Havi ng to repeat the same acti ons such cIS touchi ng, 
counting, washing 

Feeling critical of others 

Feeling shy or uneasy with people 

Dimension 
Represented 

Obsessive-Compulsive 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Interpersonal Sensitivity 

II 

r' t . 1 -1 

.62 

.56 

.23 

.36 

.58 

.56 

.60 

.50 

.61 

.33 

.38 

.50 

~r' 

r 
l' .I 
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Table 4.22(cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the SCL-90 Scale Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number 

34 

36 

37 

41 

61 

69 

73 

5 

14 

15 

20 

22 

26 

Item 
. Dimensi on 

Represented 

Vou~ feelings being easily hurt Interpersonal Sensitivity 

Feel ing others do not understand you 01" are 
unsympathetic 

Feeling that people are unfriendly or distrust you 

Feeling inferior to others 

Feeling uneasy when people are watching or talking about you 

Feeling very self-conscious with others 

Feeling uncomfortable about eating or drinking in public 

Loss of sexual interest 

Feeling low in energy or slowed down 

Thoughts of ending your life 

Cryi ng ea~ii ly 

Feeling of being trapped or caught 

Blaming yourself for things 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Depression 

II 

II 

II 

1\ 

II 

r't ' 1 -1 

.61 

.49 

.72 

.53 

.68 

.51 

.49 

.30 

.35 

.46 

.31 

.54 

.38 

f, 
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Table 4.22(cont.) Item-TotaJ Correlations for the SCL-90 Scale Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number Item 

29 Feeling lonely 

30 Feeling blue 

31 

32 

54 

71 

79 

2 

17 

23 

33 

39 

57 

Worrying too much about things 

Feeling no interest in t~ings 

Feeling hopeless about the ,future 

Feeling everything is an effort 

Feelings of wOl'thlessness 

Nervousness or shakiness inside 

Trembling 

Suddenly scared for no reason 

Feeling fearful 

Heart pounding or racing 

Feeling tense or keyed up 

Dimension 
Represented 

Depression 
II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Anxiety 
II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

r' t . 1 -1 

.63 

.63 

.56 

.63 

.54 

.39 

.68 

.60 

.69 

.56 

.72 

.64 

.55 

\ 
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Table 4.22(cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the SCL-90 Scale Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number Item Dimension 

Represented 

72 Spells of terror or panic 
Anxiety 

78 Feeling so restless you couldn't sit still 
/I 

80 Feeling that familiar things are strange or unreal 
/I 

86 Feeling pushed to get things done 
/I 

.50 

.57 
1:; .58 

11 Feeling easily annoyed or irritated 
Hosti 1 ity " 

24 Temper outbursts that you couldn't control 
/I 

.50 

.55 

63 'Having urges to beat, injure or harm someone /I 

67 Having urges to break or smash things 
/I 

74 Getting into frequent arguments 
II ~ 

81 Shouting or throwing things 
II 

13 Feeling afraid in open spaces 
Phobic Anxiety 

25 Feeling afraid to go out of your house (cell ) alone 

.69 

.58 

.68 

.62 

.57 

.69 

II 

47 Feeling afraid to walk around alone 
/I 

f 

J 

A '" .64 
\ .79 
~ 

~-- ... -_ ... _-- -_. 
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Table 4.22(cont.') Item-Total Correlations for'the SCL-90 Scale Follow-up Interviews .' 

Item 
Number 

50 

70 

75 

82 

8 

18 

43 

68 

76 

33 

7 

16 

Item ., " 

Having to avoid certain things, places or activities 
because they frighten you 

Feeling uneasy in crowds or open or public places 

Feeling nervous when you are left alone 

Feeling afraid you will faint in public 

Feeling 'others are to blame for most of your troubles 

Feeling that most people cannot be trusted 

Feeling that you are watched or talked about by others 

Having ideas or beliefs that others do not share 

Others not giving you proper credit for your achievements 

Feeling that people will take advantage of you if 
you let them . 

The idea that someone else can control your thoughts 

Hearing voices that other people do not hear 

Dimension 
Represented 

Phobic Anxiety 
II 

II 

II 

Paranoid 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Psychoticism 

II 

r' t . 1 -1 

.68 

.55 

.51 

.41 

.24 

.46 

.55 

.30 

.42 

.45 

.29 

.32 

.~ , 

" 
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Table4.22{cont. ) Item-Total Correlations for the SCL-90 Scale Follow~up Interviews 

Item 
Dimension r· t . 

Number Item 
Represented 

1 -1 

'\ 

35 Other people being aware of your private thoughts Psychoticism .27 

II .52 
6" Having thoughts that are not your own ... 

77 Feeling lonely even when you are with people 
II .47 ':: .. 

84 Having thoughts about sex that bother you alot 
II .48 

85 The idea that you should be punished for your sins 
\I .40 

87 The idea that something serious is wrong with your body. 
II .38 

I I, 
I 

" .47 
88 Never feeling close t~ another person 

if!. 90 The idea that something is.wrong with your mind 
.. .37 

'\ ,~ 
\ . 

,. 

\ 
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interview (inside=.46 and outside=.43). 

Percentage Symptoma~ic and Average Dimension Scores for SCL-90 

Follow-up Ratings 

The percentage symptomatic is the proportion of subjects 

who respondeiJ. that an item bothered them at least "a little 

bit". It is the percentage of respondents who rated the . 

symptom as something other than "not at all". Table 4.23 

presents the percenta~;e symptomatic for the fo.ilow-up item 

-ratings. The average percentage symptomatic, 42 percent, 'is 

comparable to percentages for the outside (41 percent) and 

inside (37 percent) ratings. 

Table 4.24 displays the average dimension scores for the 

SCL-90 follow-up ratings. Para~oid Ideation is the dimension 

with the highest ranking mean (X=2.07), as it was for the 

outside ratings (see Table 4.8), and Phobic Anxiety shews the 

lowest ranking mean (X=l. 38) • Phobic Anxiety also ,had, the 

lowest ranking mean for ou,tside (see Table 4.8) and inside 

(see Table 4.13) ratings. The coef~icient of concordance 

. th relat~on between the three rank order computed to st.tmma:r~ze e ..... 

distributions for dimension means (i.e., outside, inside, and 

follow-up) was .98. This indicates a great deal of similarity 

betw'een the three distributions . 

Associations Between SCL-90 Dimensions Follow-up Ratings 

Table 4.25 contains the correlations between seL-90 

h f 11 ample The average association din\ensions for teo ow-up s . 

~(Y}/)P& dimensions of .55 is lower than for outside (.62) and 

inside (.64) ratings. Only one association appearing in 

!ii 
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Table 4.23 Percentage Symptomatic on SCL-90 Items 
for Follow-Up IntervievJs (N=102) 

Item 

Headaches 

Nervousness or shakiness inside 

Unwanted thoughts, words, or ideas that won't leave 
your mind 

Faintness or dizziness 

Loss of sexual interest 

Feeling critical o'f others 

The idea that someone el !;e can control your thoughts 

Feeling others are to blame for most of your troubles 

Trouble remembering things 

Worried about sloppiness or carelessness 

Fee'ling easily annoyed or irritated 

Pains in heart or chest 

Feeling afraid in open spaces 

Feeling low in energy or slowed down 

Thoughts'of ending your life 

Hearing voices that other people do not hear 

Trembling 

Feeling that most paople cannot be trusted' 

Poor appetite 

Crying easily 

Feeling she or uneasy \oJith people 

Feeling of being trapped or caught 

Suddenly scared for no reason 

Temper outbursts that you coul d not contro'l 

% 

63.7 
.: 

48.0 

67.6 

21.6 

35.3\' 

48.0 

22.5 

29.4 

36.3 

47.1 

68.6 

29.4 

22.5 

65.7 

10.9 

9.8 

22.5 

78.4 

37.3 

13.7 

40.2 

58.8 

32.4 

30.4 
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Table 4.23 (cont.) Percentage Symptomatic on SCL-90 Items 
for Follow-Up Interviews (N=102) 

Item 

Feeling afraid to go out of your house (cell) alone 

Blaming yourself for things 

Pains in lower back 

Feeling blocked in getting things done 

Feeling lonely 

Feeling blue. 

Worryi ng too' muc'h about thi ngs 

Feeling no interest in things 

Fee 1 i ng fea r.fu 1 

Your feelings being easily hurt 

Other people being aware of your private thought 

Feeling others do not understand you or are unsympathetic 

Feel ing that, peopl e are unfri endly or di sl ike you 

Having to do things very slowly to insure correctness 

~eart pounding or racing 

Nausea or upset stomach 

Feeling inferior to others 

Soreness of your muscles 

Feeling that you are watched or talked about by others 

Trouble falling asleep 

Having to check and double-check what you do 

Difficulty making decisions 

Feeling afraid to walk around alone 

Trouble getting your breath 

~ ~-~-'-------..,----------------~---

_%-

10.8 

58.8 

36.3 

75.2 

78.4 

74.5 

73.5 

55.9 

37.3 

35.3 

29.4 

52.9 

52.0 

54.9 

26.S 

35.3 

27.5 

56.9 

53.9 

61.8 

S1.0 

47.1 

15.7 

16.7 

n 
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Table 4.23 ·(cont.) PerCentage Symptomatic on SCL-90 Items 
for Follow-Up Interviews (N=102) 

Item 

Hot or cold spells 

Having to avoid certain things, places, or activities 
because they frighten you 

Your mind going blank 

Numbness or tingl ing 'in parts of your body 

A lump ir. your throat 

Feeling hopeless about the future 

Trouble concentrating 

Feeling weak in parts of your body 

Feeling tense or keyed up 

Heavy feelings in your arms or legs 

Thoughts of death or dY'ing 

Overeating 

Feeling uneasy when people are watching or talking about you 

Having thoughts that are not your own 

Having urges to beat, injure, or harm someone 

Awakening in the early morning 

Having to repeat the sa~e actions such as touching, 
counting, washing 

Sleep that is restless or disturbed 

Having urges to break or smash things 

Having ideas or beliefs that others do not share 

Feeling very se'lf-conscious with others 

Feeling uneasy in crowds in open or public places 

Feeling everything is an effort 

% 

21.6 ' 

22.5 

23.5 

39.2 

2L6 

47.1 

60.8 

43.1 

59.8 

37.3 

25.5 

26.S 

54.9 

26.5 

28.4 

6S.3 

40.0 

12.5 

31.4 

55.9 

51.0 

46.0 

52.0 
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Table 4.23 (cont.) Percentage Symptomatic on SCL-90 Items 
for Follow-Up Interviews (N=102) 

Item 

Spells of terror or panic 

Feeling unc~mfortable about eating or drinking in public 

Getting into frequent arguments 

Feeling nervous when you are left alone 

Others not giving you proper credit for your achievements 

Feeling lonely even when you are with people 

Feeling so restless you couldn't sit still 

Fee 1 i ngs of worthl ess.ness 

Feeling that familiar things are strange or unreal 

Shouting or throwing things 

Feeling afraid you will faint in public 

Feeling that people will take advantage~of you if you let them 

Having thoughts about sex that bother you a lot 

The idea that you should be punished for your sins 

Feeling pushed to get things done 

The idea that something serious is wrong with your body 

Never feeling close to another person 

Feel ings of guil t 

The idea that something is wrong with your mind 
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Table 4.25 . seL-gO Dimension with Dimension Correlations 
(Follow-uP Sample) 

Dimension 
Dimension 

Obsessive- Interpersonal Depression Anxiety I-bstil i ty Phobic Paranoid Psychoti ci sm 

Compulsive Sensitivity 
Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r 

(n) . (n) . (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

p p p p p p p p 

Somatization .49 .42 .42 .59 .38 .39 .43 .46 

000) . (86) (: (102) (102) (94) (92) (92) (101 ) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Obsess;ve-
.60 .67 .68 .47 .47 .54 .60 

Compulsive 
. (84) (100) (100) (92) . (90) (90) (99) 

.-;;; 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Interpersonal 
.64 .67 .54 .69 .56 .51 

Sensitivity 
. (86) . (86) (79) (78) (79) (85) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Depression 
.69 .51 .50 .56 .66 

(102) . (94) (92) (92) (101 ) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Anxiety 

.65 .60 .62 .71 

(94 ) . (92) (92) (101 ) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 

I-bsti 1 i ty 

.43 .48 .50 
(85) (84 ) (93) 
.000 .000 .000 

\ 
Phobic 

.54 .54 

Anxiety 

. (83) (91 ) ~ 
.000 .000 

\ 
, 
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Table 4.25 .icont.) SCL-90 Dimension with Dimension Correlations (Foll~w-up) Sample 

Dimension .Dimension 

Obsessive- Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Jbstil ity Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r 
(n) . (n) . (n) (n) (n) . {n} (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p P 

Paranoid .62 
(91 ) -:; 

.000 

~ i 

~ 
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Table 4.25 (Anxiety and Psycheticism) attained a magnitude of 

.70 er abeve. Anxiety was the "fellew-up dimensien that was 

mest highly cerrelated with ether dimensiens. This was also. 

the case "fer outside and inside ratings (see Tables 4.9 and 

4.14) • 

Asseciatiens Between SCL-90 Sceres (Fellew-up Ratings) and 

Respendent Characteristics 

Tables "4.26, 4.26.A, 4.27, and 4.27.A pre~ent the rela-" 

tions between SCL-90 fellew-up ratings and respendent charac-

teristics. In this sectien, we will peint out the mest 

substantial asseciatiens appearing in these tables. Our 

.criteria fer substantiality are magnitude and stability'. We 

will enly describe cerrelations that are .20 er abeve and have 

a prebability ef occurrence ef .05 er belew. 

Table 4.26 shews ·that age is negatively cerrelated with 

Paraneid Ideatien and P~ycheticism. Other factors that act as 

shelters frem relatively high Psycheticism sceres are the 

number ef persens who. are heused in a cell and previeus 

cenfinement in a state prisen. The data in Table 4.26 indicate 

that persens who ceme frem large heusehelds are less lik1ely to. 

express seme symptoms ef distress after a week er so. ef incar-

ceraticm than are inmates who. are members ef smaller heuseholds. 

There are negative cerrelttiens between number ef persens in 

househeld and Sematizatien, Anxiety, Hestility, Phebic Anxiety, 

and Obs€lssive-Cempulsive. Highest grade cempleted is also. 

negatively asseciated with the Obsessive-Cempulsive climensien. 

A.no.'ther facter that is asseciated with lewer levels ef 

.. 
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Table 4.26 Associations Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Follow-up Sample) and Personal Characteristics; Legal, 
Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol t Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and 
Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic '" 

.Somatization Obsessive! 
Compulsive 

r r 
(n) (n) 
p p 

Age .09 -.'0 
(102 ) (100) 
.355 • 344 

Marital .01 .05 
Sta tus (102 ) (100) 

.950 .609 

# of Persons -.27 -.09 
in Household (102) . (100) 

.007 .393 

# of .05 .08 
Dependents (102) (100) 

.586 .455 

# of Kids .03 -.11 
(102) (100) 
.802 .290 

# of People in "·10 ... 04 
Wife's Immediate (27) (26) 
Family .634 . .842 . 

If' " 

Interpersonal 
Sensitivity 

r 
(n) 
p. 

.09 
(86) 

.403 

-.06 
. (86) 
.558 

-.10 
(86) 

.384 

-.06 
(86) 

.560 

... 15 
(86) 

.170 

-.33 
(23) 

.130 . 

Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 
Anxiety 

r r r r l~ r 
(n) (n) (n) . (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p 

. '6 - .11 - .13 -.02 -.24 -.21 
(102) (l02) . (94 ) (92) (92) (101 ) 
.1l}3 . .255 .225 .872 .023 .032 

-.06 .10 .03 ". 01 -.01 .06 
(1 02) (102) (94) (92) (92) (101 ) 
.528 .338 .738 .933 . .940 .541 

-.09 -.23 -.24 -.21 -.08 -.08 
(102) (102) (94 ) (92) (92) (101 ) 
.375 .021 .022 .042 .463 .432 

-.05 ~'. 03 . 12 -.10 -.04 - .11 
(102) .(102 ) (94 ) (92) (92) (101 ) 
.608 .770 .239 .341 .724 .290 

-. 17 -.06 -.10 -.16 -.17 -.15 
(102) (102) (94 ) (92) (92) (101 ) 
.083 .530 .342 . 129 .103 .145 
. -.- ........ ,----, -" . 
-.09 -.21 -.03 -.21 -.32 -.40 

(27) (27) (26) (23) (22) (26) 
.648 .284 .891 .333 .153 .042 
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Table 4.26 (cont.) Associations Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Follow-up Sample) and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; A1cohol~ Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and 
Confinement Experiences 

I 

I' 

Characteristic I Somatization Obsessive! Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoi d Psychotic;sm I 

Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety I 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) {h) 
p p p p p p p p P 

# of Family -.14 -.04 ':" .14 ... 01 -.11 .02 ... 20 .05 .01 
Members Living (1 02) (laO) _ (86) (102 ) (102) (94 ) (92) (92) (101 ) 
in ,lI.rea. .157 .674 .199 .930 .252 .888 .055 .653 .945 

# of Fami ly ... 15 
-\~ 

- .14 -.02 -.06 -.11 - .13 • 05 .01 .04 
Contacts per (101) (99) (85) (1 01 ) (101 ) (93 ) ( 91) (9J) (101 ) 
Month . 125 .160 .861 .522 .268 .231 .650 .960 .708 .. 
Employment -. 03 .00 -. 01 .00 -.01 -.03 -. 04 .02 -.05 .\ 
Status (102 ) (100) (86) {102} (102) (94 ) (92) (92) (101 ) ~; 

~. 785 .998 .959 1.000 . .956 .748 .725 .875 .603 
~ 

1/ 0 f :·lonths in .20 - .24'; -.28 -.27 -.26 -.24 -.03 - .19 - .14 \ 

Present'Job (60) (58) . (51 ) ( 60) (60) (57) (54) (53) (59) 
.132 .075 .048 .038 .046 .071 .853 .168 .289 

#. of Hours .05 - .14 -.06 -.05 -.11 .18 -.05 -.12 - .07 
Harked per Week (60) (58) (51 ) (60) (60) ( 57.) (54) (53) ( 59) 

.712 .293 .651 .710 .388 .192 .725 .393 .622 

Wage per Hour -. 01 - .12 : -.09 .04 -~b7 .17 -.08 .06 -.02 
(52) (51) {43} (52) (52) (49) (46) (45) (59) 

.952 .385 • 549 ~ .774 .615 . .240 .577 .686 .887 

Highest Grade -.05 -.21 ... 14 ... 14 ... 12 - .14 -.06 -" 10 -.11 
Completed (102) (100) (86) (102) (102) (94) (92) (92) (101 ) 

.604 .032 .215 .153 .23'7 .189. .601 .359 .272 ~ 
.:. 

\ 
\ 

~ 
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Table 4.26 (cont.) Associations Between SCl-90 Dimensioh Scores (Follow~up Sample) and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug,' and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

Character; stic 

Somatization Obsessivel Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism' 
Comp'ulsive . Sensitivity Anxiety 

Legal Status 

Previous 
Con fi nement 
for Same Case 

Bail Set 

Amount of Bail 

# of Charges 

r 
{n} 
p 

'.06 
(98) 

.545 

.11 
(102) 
.262 

-.17 
(95) 

.098 

-.19 
(60) 

.147 

-. 04 
(102) 
.719 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.07 
(96) 

.515 

.10 
(loa) 
.336 

.04 
(93 ) 

.674 

. -.17 
. (60) 
.192 

.02 
(100) 
.865 

r r 
(n) (n) 
p p 

-
-.01 .02 

(83) (98) 
.958 .838 

• 07 .25 
(86 ) (102) 

.496 .011 

.10 - .12 
(82) (95) 

.351 .267. 

-. 08 -.07 
(48) ( 60) 

,607 .584 

• 03 .07 
(86) (102) 

.808 .461 

.. , 

r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p 

-.00 -.03 -.08 . 06 .10 
(98 ) (90) (8 Q) (88) ( 97) .990 .799 .43i .563 .340 
.16 . 17 .13 .06 .11 (102) (94) ( 92). (92) (101 ) . 110 .097 .220 .593 .285 

. -. 13 .10 -.10 -.15 -. 16 . (95) (87) (86) (86) (95 ) .223 .382 .376 .164 .129 

-.22 -.11 . 03 -, 08 -.04 (60) (54) (54) (56) (60) .085 .419 .841 .543 .742 
-.10 -.00 -.01 -.04 .02 (102) (9l~ ) (92) (92) (101 ) .301 .987 .898 .712 .836 

I j 

~, 
~; 
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\ 

\ 



r 
.. , 

;1 
... ,~-". 

-~{o 

\~I 
I 

V ~ .. , ~ ._"-; 
I . ..~ 

Table 4.26 (cont.) Associations Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Follow-up Sample) and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol. Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and 
Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic 

"Somati zation Obsessive/ Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility phobic Paranoid Psychoti ci sm 
Compuls ive Sensitivity A,nxi ety 

r r r r r r r r r 
{n} (n) ,( n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p p 

La \'1yer .09 .00 .01 .00 .12 .12 .02 .07 . 05 
(95) l( 93) (81) (95 ) (95) (87) (86) (86) (94) 

.036 .1969 .949 I. 000 .236 .265 .874 .532 .622 
\ 

# of Peopl e -.02 -.11 ... 04 -.27 - .13 - .12 -.11 -. 18 -.20 
in Cell (99), (9n (83)' (99) ( 99) (91) (90) (90) (98) 

.858 .280 .748 .008 .193 .266 .296 .09~ . 046 
"" 

Memory Loss . 1 a • 13 .22 .26 .22 . 07 . 09 ' • 09 .23 
From Dri n ki n9 (79) (77) ( 69) (79) (79) (70) (70) (74 ) (78) I 

(per Month) .373 . 273 .067 .021 . .057 .461 .461 .428 .039 ~:: 
~[i 

Level of .11 . 13 . 04 . 07 . 08 . 05 . 04 - .12 . 16 
~', 
\ 

Alcohol (i 00) (98) , (84) (100) (100) (92) (90) (90) (99) 
Comsurnption .271 .186 .737 .520 .408 .635 .739 .270 .11.5 

Level of -.06 -.01 .05 .09 .00 .22 -.01 . 12 .10 
Marijuana (102) (100) (86) (102) (102) , (94 ) ( 92) ( 92), (101) 
Consumption '.543 .925· .643. .379 .978 .032 .914 .261 .335. 

, 

Level of -: 06' ~ 03 . .02 -.02 -.03 ,.00 -.07 .07 .18 
Drug (102) . (100) (86) (102) (102) (94 ) (92) (92) ('I 01 ) 
Consumption .564 .760 .825 .• 817 .778 .982 , .500 .479 . 068 

Thoughts of . 17 .25 .21 .30 .23 .21 .29 .22 .30 
5e1 f- Injury (102) (100) (86) (102) (102) (94 )' ( 92)' (92 ) (101 ) 

.090 .011 .057 .002 .021 .038 . 005 .032 .002 l \ \ 

~'\, 

~, 's,.c~·-:"'l •. -:;.-:;::~-~;.::::::=::-::~~' ,. 
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Table 4.26 (cont.) Associations Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores (Follow-up Sample) and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol. Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and 
Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic 

Somatization Obsessivel IntC/lrpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychotic;sm 
Compulsive Seltls it i vi ty Anxiety 

r r r r r r r l~ r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) {n) 
p p p p p p p p P 

41 of .02 .14 .12 .11 .13 .11 .41 .07 .17 
5el f- Injury (102) (100) (86) (102) (102) {94 } (92) ( 92) ('01) 
Attempts .861 .178 .264 .266 .184 .298 .000 .523' .094 

: '". 
Psych; a tri c .03 .10 • 17 .21 . 15 .14 .28 .30 .35 
Treatment (98) ( 96) (84) (98) (98) (99) (88) (88) ( 97) 

.748 .355 .129 .041 .141 .183 .009 .004 .000 

# of • 11 .20 .31 .21 .22 . .23 .40 .22 .19 \ 
Hospital (101) ( 99) (86) . (101) (101 ) (93) ( 91). ( 91) (.1 OO) ~i 
Visits .272 .046 .004 .034 .030 .026 .000 .040 .054 ~; 

----'- ~., 

Previous . 15 .23 .05 .15 .20 .22 .03 • 11 .20 
Confinement (l 02) , (l00) (86.) (102) (102) (94) (92) (92) (101 ) 
in 5~mpled .137 ',021 .623 .139, .043 .036 .768 .300 .041 

.~ Facil i ty 

Previous .00 .04 .09 .04 - .11 .01 -.10 -.12 - .14 
Confi nement (95) (93 ) (79) (95) (95) (87) (85) (85) (94) 
in Other Jail .993 .675 .456 .673 .311 .929 .350 .255 .172 . 

\ 
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Table 4.26 (cont.) Associations Between SCL·90 Dimension Scores (Follow-up Sample) and Personal Characteristics; 
Legals Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, 
COhfinement Experiences 

Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and 

Characteristic 

'Somatization Obsessivel Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostil ity Phobic Paranoid psychoti ci sm 
Compulsive Sensitivity Anxiety 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p p 

Previous .10 .18 . 12 • 14 .07 • 17 .07 .00 .05 
Confi nement (95) (93) (79) (95) (95) (87) (85) (85) (94) 
in Any Jail .355 .076 .311 .178 .500 .120 .544 .967 .599 

Prev; ous ..• 14 .10 -.01 .13 -.01 .12 .04 .18 .18 
Confinement (95) (93) (79) (95) (95 ) (87) (86) (85) (94) ~" 

in Juvenile . 187 .358 • 919 . 217 • 956 .287 • 712 .092 . 075 
Faci 1 i ty 

Previous '-.04 -.06 -.10 - .13 - .19 .00 -.15 -.04 .... 21 
Con fi nement (95) (94) (80) ( 96) (96) (88) (86) (86) (95 ) \ 
in State Jail .665 .538 .399 .192 .064 \.000 .167 .727 .036 ~ 

~ 
Prev; ous ,·.05 • , 4 .02 .11 -.02 .14 -.10 .09 .08 't:... 

Confinement (94 ) (92) (78) (94) (94 ) (86) (85) (84) (93) \ 

~ 
in Any Penal ,,648 .191 .860 .309 .856 ,1'85 .346 .403 .436 
Institution' 

\ 

Q 
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Table 4.26.A. 

. ' 

Associations Between SCL-90 Global Severity Index 
Sc,ores (Follow-up) and Personal Characteri'stics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; 
Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinement Experience • 

Characteristic 

Age 

Marital Status 

Number of Persons in Household 

Number of Dependents 

Number of Children 

Number of People in immediate Family 

Number of Family Members Living in Area 

Number of Family Contacts Per Month 

Employment Status 

Number of Months in Current Job 
, 

.' 

-.09 
(102) 
.379 

.. 02 
(102) 
.814 

-~17 
(l02) 
.089 

.01 
(102) 
.911 

-.05 
(102) 
.582 

.18 
(102) 
.076 

-.07 
(102) 
.466 

-.00 
(101) 
.980 

.03 
(l02) 
.759 

-.27 
(60) 

.039 

I 
I 
! 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

Table 4.26.A. (cont.) Associations Betv/een SCL-90 Global Severity Index 
Scores (FollO\'I-up) and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; 
Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinement Experience. 

r 
Characteristic (n) 

p 

Number of Hours Worked Per Week -.07 
(60) 

.600 

~age Per Hour -.02 
, (52) 
.887 

Highest Grade Completed - .19 
(102) 
.059 

Legal Status -.02 
( 96) 

'.814 

Prev'ious Confinement For Same Case .14 
(l02) 
.176 

Bail Set .:..10 
( 95) 

.315 

Amount of Bail - .15 
(60) 
.24 

.02 
(102) 

Number of Charges 

.830 

.02 
(95) 

Lawyer Assigned 

.80 

- .15 
(35) 

Kind of Lawyer 

.399 

;. 
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Table 4.26.A. (cont.) Associations Bet\'leen SCL-90 Global Severity Index 
Scores (FollO\'I-up) and Personal Characteri!:!tics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; 
Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinement Experience. 

r 
Characteristic (n) 

p 

--
Number of People in Cell -.1/4 

11 (99) 
.. 162 -f 

Memory Loss From Drinking (Per Month) .05 
r. (79) 

,.635 

Alcohol Consumption • 10 
(100) 
.302 

Marijuana Consumption .02 
(102) 
.814 . 

Drug Consumption .01 
(102 ) 
.875 

Thoughts of Self-Injury .30 
(102) 
.002 

Number of Self-Injury Attempts .15 
(102) 
.142 

Psychiatric Treatment .18 
(98) 
.07 

Number of Psychiatric Hospitalization .16 
(101) 
.113 

Previous Confinement at Sampled Facility .19 
(102) 
.061 

1 

• 

1 

Table 4.26.A. (cant.) Associations Beb/een SCL-9.0 Global Severity Index 
Scores (Follow-up) and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; 
Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinement Experience. 

r 
Characteristic en) 

p 

Previous Confinement in Other Jail J -. 02~ 
(95) 

.850 

.10 
( 95) 

Previous.Confinement in Any Jail 

.324 
I' -

Previous Confinement in State Prison -.12 
(96) 

.232 
. 

Previous Confinement in Juvenile Institution ,.12 
.( 95) 

.233 

• 08 
(94) 

Previous Confinement in Any Penal Institution 

.422 
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Table -- 4.27 Comparison of Average SCL-90 Follow-up Dimensiori Score&.{Analysis·of Variance) by Selected 

Character-
Personal, Legal and Institutional Characteristics 

.. 
ist;c Categor~ 

Somati- Obsessive/ Inter- Depres- Anxiety _ Hostil- phobic Paranoid Psycho-
zation Compulsive personal s;on ity Anxi et.y ticism 

Sensitivity 

First Relative 1.67 1.92 2.00 2.04 1. 72 1.54 1.44 2.11 1.65 . 
Personl Other 1.50 1.96 1.66 1.96 1.63 1.43 1.18 1.87 1.50 
Called No one 1.68 2.00 1.85 2.00 1.82 1.63 1.53 2.20 1. 78 

54 52 46 54 54 50 48 48 53 
24 24 18 24 24 23 23 22 24 
22 22 20 22 22 19 19 20 22 

0.48 0.10 1.19 0.09 0.32 0.33 1.60 0.99 0.93 
.62 .91 .31 .91 .73 .72 .21 .38 .40 
• 10 .04 .17 .04 .08 .09 .19 • 15 . 14 

-t} 

Housing General 
Assign- popula-

1.98 1. 70 1.38 1.34 1. 98 1.56 ment at ti on cell 1.59 1.93 1. 75 I ,; 
2nd Genera 1 ., I. e fi 

~ ii 
Inter- popula- ~li 
view tion dorm 1.68 1.86 1.87 1.90 1.63 1.50 1.28 2.07 1.63 ~l\ 

" I f ~ Segrega-
2.00 2.00 2.11 2.33 1.89 ti 

tion 1.67 2.00 2.50 2. 1'1 ') 

46 '45 37 415 46 .43 42 42 ,45 
37 36 32 37 37 34 32 31 37 
9 9 8 9 9 7 9 9 9 

,~, 0.16 0.18 2.91 
" 

0.3.3 . 2. 76 2.29 5.66 0.72 0.90 
.85 .84 .06 .72 ' .47 • 11 .01 .49 .41 
.Q6 .06 .27 1 09 .13 .23 .35 . 13 .14 

I 

1 Fi rst Person 
., 

Called Categories 1 

1. Relative includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 

I 2. Other i nc1 udes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance~ and Other . 
~. 

.. 
i 

\ 1 \ 
. 

~ 

~ ~ 
tt .l 
~ \ 
\' 
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Table ~- 4.27 Comparison of AverageSCL-90 Follow-up Dimension Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 
Personal, Le al and Institutional Characteristics Character-

istic Cate or .. . , 

Somati- Obsessive/ Inter-. Depres- Anxiety Hosti - Phobic Paranoid Psycho-zation Compulsive personal sion ity Anx,iety ticism Sensitivitl 
Person 1.85 2.07 1.84 1.86 1.82 1.39 1.50 2.36 1.82 Property 1.45 1.91 1.84 1.88 1.67 1. 70 1.25 1.86 1.49 Drug 1.85 2.08 2.10 2.38 2.00 1.77 1.55 2.25 1.85 Other 1.38 1.62 1. 78 L71 L38 1.28 1.21 1. 79 1.43 33 33 32 33 33 31 32 31 32 33 33 25 33 33 30 28 28 33 13 13 10 13 13 13 11 12 1.3 21 21 18 21 21 18 19 19 21 2.93 2.22 0.41 1.53 ' 2.13 1. 92 1.29 3.13 2.55 .04 .(:)9 .75 .03 .10 .13 .28 .03 .06 .29 .26 .12 .29 .25 .25 .21 .31 .27 

2t.1ost Serious Charge 
. 

1. Offenses against person include~ Homicide. Aggravted Sexual Assault, Kidnapping and Aggravated Assault 
2. Property Offehses include: Armed robbery, Robbery, Burglary-Theft and Forgery 
3. Drug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance and Possession 

of Controlled Dangerous Substance 
4. Other offenses include: Posse~sion of Weapon, Non-Indictables, Traffic Offenses, 

Non-Support, Probation/Parole Violations, and other 

'\ 

'. 'i ' " ,.. ". 

'" 

t 
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I ' 
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Table 4.27.A 

Characteristic 

Ethnicity 

Fi rst Perso:n 
Call ed 

Comparison of Average SCL-90 Global Severjty Index 
Follow-up Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 
Characteristics 

Xl 

N 
Nl .. ' 

Nn 
F 

Category 
p . 

eta 

White 1.61 

Black 1.82 

Hi span; c 1.66 

40 

52 

9 

.968 

.383 

.14 

Relative 2.14 

Other 1.45 

None 1.75 

7 

11 

29 

1.962 

.153 

.29 ( .. 

" 

i.i 
! , 
I 

Table 4.27.A. (cant.) Comparison of Average SCL-90 Global Severity Index 
Follow-up Scores (Analysis of Variance) by S~lected 
Cht;'racteristics 

Characteristic 

Institution 

Housing Assignment 
at 2nd Interview 

Category 

Essex 

Morris 

Hunterdon 

General Population 
-- Cell 

General Population 
-- Dorm 

Segregation 

x· I 

tin 
F 
P 

eta 

1.88 

1.53 

1.75 

56' 

38 

8 

2.895 

.06 

.24 

1.68 

1.73 

2.00 

46 

37 

9 

.785 

.459 

.13 

!, 

~ 
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I Table 4.27.A. (cont.) Comparison.of Average SCL-90 Global Severity Index 
Follow-up Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 
Characteri sti cs 

Characteri.sti c 

Most Serious 
Charge2 

lFirst Person Called Categories , 

Category 

1. Relati~e includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 
2. Other includes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, and Other 

2Seriousness of Charge Categories 

• 

1. Offenses against person include: Homicide, Aggravat~d Sexual Assault, 
Kidnapping, and Aggravated Assault 

2. Property offenses inc1ud.e: Armed Robbery, Robbery, Burglary-Theft, and 
Forger,Y . . 

3. Drug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance. 
and Possession of Controlled Dangerous Substance 

4. Other offenses include: Possession of Weapon, Non-Indictables, Traffic 
Offenses, Non-Support, Probation/Parol e Vio.l ation, and Other 

distress is job stability among those who are employed. Table 

4.26.A shows a negative association between this factor and 

Global Severity Index scores (-.27), and negative correlations 

appear in Tanle 4.26 between number of months in current job 

and Interpersonal Sensitivity, Anxiety, and Depression. Those 

who have held jobs for a relatively long period feel more 

adequate and less tense and hopeless than those who had been 

working relatively short periods of time before their 

incarceration. Table 4.26 shows that number of persons in cell 

is also negatively associated with :Depression. This could mean 

that having otherl~ around for conversation and support reduces 

depressi,on or tho.se who are depressed are housed. by themselves 

because of their symptoms. 

The strongest association contained in Table 4.26.A is 

between thoughts of self-injury and GSI (.30), and the data in 

Table 4.26 show that thoughts of self-injury is s.ubstantially 

associated with each SCL-90 dimension except Somatization. The 

highest correlation appearing in Table 4.26 is between number 

of self-injury attempts. and Phobic Anxiety, and the same table 

indicates that psychiatric treatment is relatively strongly 

associated with Depression, Phobic Anx~ety, Paranoid Ideation, 
-"""""""'~."'"' 

rind Psychoticism. Another measure of psychological problems, 

psychiatric hospitalization, shows sUbstantial associations 

with. seven of the nine SCL-90 dimensions -- the only correla-

tions that are not .20 or above are between psychiatric 

hospitalization and Somatization and Psychoticism. 

The associations appearing in Table 4.26 suggest that 
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those who have been previously confined- in the -in-stitution in 

which they were interviewed score higher ~n Obsessive-Compulsive, 

Anxiety, Hostility, and Psychoticism than those who do not have 

a history of prior confinement in the institution, and memory 

loss from drinking is relatively strongly linked to 

Psychoticism and Depression. 

The information in Table 4.27 suggests that distress 

,levels for some SCL-90 dimensions vary by institution and 

seriousness of charge.' Morris county inmates scored lower on 

the Obsessive-Compulsive and the Paranoid Ideation dimensions 

than did Eunterdon or Essex prisoners, respectively. 

Depression scores increased as the extent of urban.ization of 

county in which the jail is located increased. Hunterdon 

inmat-es expressed the least amount ,of D~pression followed by 

Morris and Essex prisoners. 

'The most substantial association appearing in Table 4.27.A 

is between GSI and most ser,ious charge (eta=.3l). Those . 
charged with drug offenses and crimes aga1nst persons are more 

distressed than those who are confined for property and other 

offenses. The data in Table 4.27 indicate that personal and 

drug offenders have higher scores than those charged with 

d th offenses for Somatization, Paranoid Ideation, property an 0 er 

and Psychoticism. Drug offenders have co~siderably higher 

scores on the Depression dimension than do the other three 

offender groups. 

The data in Table 4.27 indicate that those who are 

assigned to segregation have substantially higher Phobic 

~\ 
i\ 
\ 

.1 
;} 
~ 
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Anxiety scores .than those housed in the general population. 

There are two possible interpretations of this finding: (1) 

the setting (segregation) produces the symptoms, or (2) people 

,who are suffering from phobic anxiety are placed in segrega:tio,n 

either at their own request or for some other reason. The 

second interpretation seems to be the most plausible. The 

Phobic Anxiety dimension is represented by itemS' which describe' 

~,- fear of open spaces I crowds, and general fears about appea~ing 

'. . in public. We would expect people who suffer from phobic 

anxiety to seek isolation or manifest symptoms that wou~d 

result in their assignment to segregation. 

Distribution of SCL-90 Scores Over Time 

Earlier in this chapter (see Table 4el7), we co~pared 

outside with inside SCL-90 scores for our' entire sample. We 

found that inside scores were substantially greater for, the' 

Depression, Anxiety I Obsessive-Compulsive, and, Somati:?:ation 

dimensions, ~nd the insi~e Global Severity Index score repre

sented a 15 percent increase over f:he outside score. In, this 

section, we will discuss changes in sC~-9ci scores- for our 

follow-up sample. We can examine patterns of follow-up scores 

for three points in time because for most follow-up subjects 

we have SCL-90 outside, inside, and follow-up ratings. 

Table 4.28 compares the outside with inside ratings for 

the follow-up sample. Inside scores are greater than outside 

scores for each dimension. The largest increase from outside 

to inside is for Depression (46 percent) followed by Obsessive

Compulsive (24 percent), Somatization (20 percent), Anx~ety 

(17 percent) and Interpersonal Sensi.tivity (17 percent). None 

of the increases for the remaining dimensions is more than 10 

_~~_~------"- __ ~_-----''-----------_____ ~ ___ _ oL __ _ 
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Table --4.28 

Table --4.28 'Compar1soh of Mean Dimension Scors$ for the SCL-90 Scale: Outside with Inside 

Dimension N Xo S XI 0 

Somatization 99 1.39 .586 1.67 

Obsessive-Compulsive ' '100 1.67 .753 2.07 

Interpersonal Sensitivity 76 1.64 .626 1.92 

Depressio~ " 97 1.53 .663 2.23 

Anxiety' . 98 1.61 .66B 1.88 

Hostility 75 1.43 .681 1.53 

Phobic Anxiety 85 1.39 .599 1.41 

Paranoi d 81 1.98 .851 2.12 

Psychoticism 98 1.55 .644 1.70 

Difference 
51 

of t P Means 
--. ,. .857 -.27 3.98 .000 

.782 -.40 5.23 .000 

.845 -.28 3.10 .Ob3 

., .907 -.70 8.18 .000 

.777 -.27 3.36 .001 

.664 -.11 1.38 .172 

.603 -.02 0.34 .734 

.941 -.15 1.68 .096 

.707 - .15 2.53 .013 
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percent. The difference between the outside and inside GSI is 

24 percent' (1.52v! 1.88., t= 6.23, p= ,0000). 

Table 4.29.presents a comparison between inside and 

follow-up scores ,for the follow-up sample. The data indicate 

that for most dimensions· (Interpersonal s~nsitivity and Phobic 
h 

AnXiety.are the." exceptions) follow-up scores are lower than 

outsid.e scores. However, these decreases are slight compa~ed 
with the increases in dimension scores between outside and 

" inside ratings (see Table 4.28) •. The la~gest decrease appear

:. ing in Table 4.29,' .25 - for' Depression, ~epresents an 11 per.~ent 
reduction from the inside ScoreD The difference b~tween the 

inside and" outside Del?ress'ion score contained; in Table 4",28, 

.70, reflects a 46 percent increase. 
The difference (not shown in tabular'form) between the 

~, 

inside (X=1.88, s=.656) and follow up (X=1.73," s=.,709) GSI 

scores is approximately an 8 percent decrease (t=2.69, .p=.(f08). 

This difference is smaller than that between the. outside and 

inside r,;SI scores for the follow-uP sampl7'"and this p~tteI;n 

--outside- < inside? follow-uP -- is represen~ative of most of 

of the dimension"s (Phobic Anxiety is the .. only exception) ~ The 

patte~n is best represented by an inverted J curve. DistresS 

levels sharply increase upon confinement and d~nish after 

five days or mor~ of confinement, but they do not retreat to 

the outside levels. Of course, because we did not measure 

symptoms at a fourth or fifth point in time, we do not know 

if eventually symp.tom scores would return t,o.butside levels. 

The inverted J curve pattern of SeL-SO" scoreS supports 

the conclusion, drawn from the studies df:elf-injury in jail and 
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Table 4.29 Comparison of Mean Dimension Scores for the SCL-90 Scale: Initial Interview with 
Follow-up Interview 
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I 
the informal observations of jail experts, that the initial 

period of confinement is the most stressful. Our findings, 

however, are at odds with those of Olenski (1977) who reported 

that anxiety increased with amount ~f time incarcerated (see 

Chapter 1, p. 14).2 

Associations Between SCL-90 Change Scores (Inside Minus 

Follow-up) and Respondent 

Tables 4.30, 4. 30A, 4.31, and.A. 3lA present the associa

tions between the differences in SCL-90 inside and follow-up 

scores and the characteristics of ,the subjects. The dimension 

that shows substantial associations with the most character-

istics is Phobic Anxiety, which is negatively correlated with 

thoughts of self-injury and psychiatric treatment and posit:J,.vely 

associated with number of family members' living in the area, 

number of self-injury attempts, psychiatric. hospitalization, 

and confinement in a juvenile institution. The highest associ

ation between. any characteristic and a dimension is between 

Phobic Anxiety and housing assignment (eta=.46). The data 

in Table 4.31 indicate that the Phobic Anxiety scores of those 

in segregation decrease subst~ntially more from initial interview 

to follow-up interview than those of their counterparts housed 

in o'ther settings. This sugges·ts that assignments to segre

gation, which is more isolated and less public than other 

institutional settings, reduces the tension and fear associated 

with public places for some individuals. Segrega·ted inmates 

also show greater decreases in Hostility scores than do those 

housed in other areas (see Table 4.31); however, generally their 

stress level increases over time (see Table 4.3lA). Other 

characteristics that are associated with Hostility are 

'. ~ 
\ 

\. 



I :--
U - __ e'j 

~ 
i 

Tab 1 e '(30 . A'ssoclatfcihs"l:fetween'SCL-90 Change !)cOres ~lnslae Mlnus tOIlOW-UP} anu rer-::iUllcl\ \.,lIcll'Cll.I.t::I'\;,I.I\,;', L.t::~al) 
"--"1 

Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug and Mental Health Characteristics; and Mental 
Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

.. 
~Characteristics Dimension 

Obsessive Interpersonal Phobi c 
Somatization Com~ulsive Sensitiv1tx De~ression Anx;et~ Hosti 1 i tl Anxiety Paranoid Psychoticism 

r r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p p 

Age -.lS - .19 -.04 - .11 .03 -.02 -.11 -.01 .07 
(99) (9S) (SO) (99) (9S) (7S) (80) (7S) ( 9'8) 

.069 .066 .739 .287 .798 .838 .348 .933 .517 

Marital Status .00 .06 .27 -.01 -.03 -.08 .12 .02 -.05 
(99) (98) (80 ) (99) (98) (78) (80) (78) (98) 

.969 .579 .015 .914 .711 .481 .280 .848 .642 

Persons in -.02 .10 - .08 .06 .07. .03 - .01 -.03 -. 01 
Household (99) . ~ (9'8}.;:. , .... '0.# (80) (99) (98) (78) (80) (78) (98) 

.859 .353 .495 .553 .507 .771 .916 .798 .898 
o!.; 

# of Dependents -.09 - .10 .04 .05 .04 .19 .16 '.00 .12 
(99) (98) (80) (99) (98) (78) (80) (78) (98) \ " 

.372 .330 .713 .654 .725 .104 .150 .97'7 .246 ~l') 

~:I 
# of Children -.09 -.08 -.08 -.04 -.08 .• 00 .04 .01 .06 i' 

(99) (98) (80) (99) (98) (98) (78) (80) (99) \ . 

.358 .421 .468 .707 .460 .975 .699 .93,9 .532 

~ # of Persons in .10 .06 -.06 .01 .12 - .12 , .14 - .17 .05 
Immedi ate Family (99) (98) . (80) (99) (98) (98) (80) (78) (98) 

.327 .530 .608 .902 .242 .306 .203 .149 .612 
.-._--- .-

# of Famny Members -.01 .13 .04 .1-5 .09 -.08 .25 -.22 -.02 
Living in Area (99 ) (98) (80) (99) (9B) (78) (80) (78) (98) 

.921 ·196 .756 .148 .408 .464 .026 .051 .821 

\ 
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Table 4.30 Associations Between SCL-90 Change Scores (Inside Minus Follow-up) and Personal Characteristics; Legal, 

Offense; ~nd .Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics;. and Mental 
Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience . . . 

Cha racteri sti cs Dimension 
Obsess1·ve In terpersona 1 Phobi c 

Somatization Compulsive Sensitivitl DeEression Anxiet~ Hosti 1 i ty Anxiet~ Paranoid Psychoticism 
r r r r r r r r r 

(n) (1'1 ) (n) {n} (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p P 

Thoughts of Self -.02 .17 .02 .23 .07 .... 15 -.22 .10 - .13 Injury (99) (98) (80) (99) (98) (78) (80) (78 ) (98) 
.824 .093 .853 .021 .473 .183 .047 .359 .188 

Number ' of Sel f .10 .11 .00 .14 -.04 -.07 - .37 .00 .06 
Injury Attempts (99) (98) (80) (99 ) (98) (78) (80) (78) (98) 

.350 .264 .978 .182 .689 .567 ,,001 .971 .534 

Psychi atric ,-.01 .• 03 -.02 .06 .08 -.05 -.26 -.09 -.24 
Tr~atment (95) (94) (78) (95) (94) (74) (76) (74) (94) 

.963 .793 .879 .568 .453 .702 , .021 .444 .021 

# of Psychiatric -.08 -.09 - .17 -.03 . 01' -.11 - .34 -.09 -.21 
Hos pi ta 1 i zat'ions (98) (97) (80) (98) (97) (77) (79) ( 77) (97) 

.423 .395 .141 .739 .937 .330 .002 .452 .037 

Previous Confinement .10 -;05 .05 -.05 - .16 -.10 -.06 - .12 - .12 in Sampled Fac'ility (96) (95) (78) (96) (95) (76 ) (77) (75 ) (95) 
.309 .621 .648 .6~9 .117 .375 .618 .297 .265 

Previous Confinement -.05 - .11 - .19 -.02 -.01 -.20 .00 -.09 .03 
in Another Jail (92) (91) (73) (92) (91) (73) (73) (72 ) (92) 

.653 .295 .115 .859 .908 .098 .100 .458 .781 

Previous Confinement .08 - .05 .07 .10 .04 -.16 .27 -.04 -.10 in Juvenile Institu- (92) (91) (73) (92) (91) (73) (74) (73) (92) . tion .456 .669 ~583 .341 .744 . i 74 .019 .724 .337 I , , 
I Previous Confinement - .18 - .17 .07 -.08 .10 -.10 .11 -.20 .00 I in State Pri son (93) (92) (74) (93) (92) (73) (74) (73) (93) 
I .094 .pO .573 .452 .347 .392 .365 .088 .993 
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Table 4.30 Associations Between SCL-90 Change Scores (Inside Minus Follow-up and Personal Characteristics; Legal,) 
Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol. Drug and MentaT Health Characteristics; and Mental 

; .. Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

\ Characteristics Dimension 
t Obsessive Interpersonal Phobi c 

Somatization Com~ulsive Sensitivitl De~ression Anxiet~ Hosti 1 ; ty Anxiet~ Paranoid Psychotic;sm 
r r r r' r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (0 ) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p e ~ e E E E P 
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Table 4.30 Associations Between SCL-90 Change Scores (Inside Minus Follow-up) and Personal Characteristics; Legal 

Offense, and Confinement Charac~eristics; Alcohol, Drug and Mental Health Characteristics; and Mental ~ 
Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

I Characteristics Dimension 
Obs~s.si ve Interpersonal Phbbi c 

SIDmati zati on Comeulsive Sensitivitl Deeress;on Anxietl Host; 1; tl Anxietl Paranoid Psychoticism 
r r r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) I (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p p p 

Bail -.02 .02 -.09 .05 .03 .03 .06 .10 .06 
(92) (~l.) . (76) (92) (91) (73) (75) (75) (92) 

.877 .889 .43.2 .631 .768 .815 .642 .395 .542 

# of Charges .10 - .11 -.06 -.08 .05 -.03 -.06 .00 - .03 
(99) (98) (80) (99) (98) (78) (80 ) (78) (98) 

.312 .274 .5S1 .444 .623 .788 .597 .967 .790 

. Ass i gned or - .13 .07 .03 .06 -.05 -.10 - .01 .07 - .11 
Retained Counsel (92) (91) (75) (92) (91) (73) (74) (74 ) (91) 

.234 .489 .802 .545 .616 .391 .914 .535 .292 ,1 ..., 

I 
.' Kind of Counsel -. 15 . -.03 .08 -.02 .02 .10 .03 -.06 .24 

I 

I 

(35) (33) (28) (34) (34) (31) (26) (29) (34) I 
.407 .883 .682 .892 .924 .573 .905 .762 .168 ~', 

Memory Loss from .19 -.02 -.15 -.01 -.16 . 16 .00 -.10 -.04 ~> Drinking (76) (75) (63) (76) (75 ) (59) (61) (62) (76 ) \ ::;>' 

.109 .842 p234 .934 .183 .218 .990 .446 .726 

Level of A1 coho1 .16 -.05 - .11 -. 10 . - .10 .06 - .11 .06 -.06 

~ 
Consumption (97) (96) (78) (97) (96) (76) (79 ) (76) (96) 

.121 .613 .336 .310 .326 .609 .341 .608 .581 

Level of Dr~g .06 :03 .05 .18 .17 -.04 .02 .17 -.03 
Consumption (99) (98) (aD) (99) (98) (78) (80) (78) (98) 

.526 .804 .646, .069 • 1 01 .750 .890 .130 .790 ':.1 

Frequency of \ .14 - .01 - .11 -.05 .03 -.14 .08 -.02 .06 
Marijuana Use \(99) (98) (SO) (99) (98) (78) (80) (78) (98) 

~ 
,:. ~ 

\ 
.160 .'. .946 .337 .637 .. 761 .217 .510 .892 .538 
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Tabte 4.30.A Associations Between Global Severity Index Change 
Scores (Inside Minus Follow-up) and Personal 
Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and Confinement 
Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 
Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

r 
(n) 
p Characteristic 

- •. 09 
(102) Age 
.371 

-.17 
(102) 

Ma~~i ta 1 Status 

.08 

.02 
(102) 

Number of Persons in Household 

.864 

-.04 
(102) Number of Dependents 

.718 

-.11 
(102) Number of Children 

.265 

-.22 
(102) 

Number of persons tn Immedi ute Fami ly 

.025 

-.14 
(101 ) 

Number of Family Contacts Per Month 

.15 

-.06 
(102) 

Number of Family Members in Immedi ate Area 

.530 

.03 
.( 102) Employment Status 
.764 

-.09 
(60) Number of Hours Worked Per Week 

.486 

·1 
1 

~ 

1 
~ 
~l I 
I 

'J 
\ 

1 , 
I 

! 
.1 

J 
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1 
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Table 4.30.A (cant.) Associations Between Global Severity Index Change 
Scores (Inside Minus Follow-up) and Personal 
Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and CDnfinement 
Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Hental Health 
Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic 

Hourly WA-G-t 

Highest "Grade tompleted 

Legal Status 

Confined for Same Case 

Bail Set 

Amount o'f Bail . 

Number of Charges 

Attorney Assigned or Retained 

Kind of Attorney 

Number of Persons in Cell 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.02 
(52) 

.900 

.25 
(102) 
.009 

-.02 
(98) 

.859 

.06 
(102) 
.569 

.04 
(95) 

.680 

.17 
(60) 

.185 

.04 
(102) 
.703 

.01 
(95) 
.94 

.11 
(35) 
.52 

.09 
(99) 

.390 
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Table 4.30.A (cont.) Associations Between Global Severity Index Change 
Scores (Inside Minus FollO\'1-up) and Personal 
Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and Confinement 
Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 
Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

r 
Characteristic (n) 

p 

-.11 
(79) 

Memory Loss From Drinking 

.352 

-.01 
(100) 

Alcohol Consumption 

.884 

.04 
(102) 

Drug Consumption 

.709 

• 06 
(102) 

Frequency of Marijuana Use 

.531' 

.01 
(102) 

Thoughts of Sel f-Injury 

.946 

~ - .00 
(102) 

Number of Self-Injury Attempts 

.971 

-.05 
(98) 

Psychiatric Treatment 

.598 

.002 
(101) 

Number of Psychiatric Hospitalizations 

.979 

-.08 
(102) 

Previous Confinement in Sampled Institution 

.392 

-.02 
(95) 

Previous Confinement in Other Jail 

.865 

1 
! 

j. 
,I 
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Table 4.30.A (cont.) Associations Between Global Severity Index Change 
Scores (Inside Minus Follow-up) and Personal, . 
Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and Confinement 
Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 
Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

r 

Characteri sti c (n) 
p 

-.04 
(95) 

Previous Confinement in Any Jail 

.726 

.04 
(96) 

. Previous Confinement in State Prison 

.701 

Previous Confinement in Juvenile Institution -.04 

-.03 
(94) 

Previous Confinement in Any Penal Institution 

.780 

.. -~- -,..-
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.. ; 
k Tao1~ 4.31 "Compar;son of"Av~'rage SCL-90"[)im~ns;on Score Changes --Initial minus Fulluw-up-- {Ana lys is uf i 
i . Variance)-by-Se1ected-Persona1, ~ega1, and Institutional Characteristics. 

! Character-
i istic Categorl:: Dimension 
it Somati- Obsessive/ Inter- Depres- Anxiety' Hosti1- Phobic Paranoi d Psycho-

za,tion Compulsive personal sion ity Anxiety ticism 
Sensitivit~ 

X' Xl Xl Xl ~, Xl Xl X- X, -1 --1 
~ !2 v & ~ ~ K2 K2 ~ ~2 
X3' X3 X3 X3 v X3 1: X3 "3 n3 n3 n . n1 n1 ", n, nl n1 n1 n1 n' 
n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 2 n2 
F3 n3 n3 n3 n3 n3 F3 n3 n3 

F F F F F F F 
P P P P P P P P P 
eta eta eta eta eta eta eta eta eta ":C 

Ethnicity White 0.00 0.30 -0.10 0.32 0.24 0.09 -0.07 0.14 0.07 
Black 0.14 0.08 0.07 0.26 0.19 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.16 

Hispanic -0.22 0.34 -0.12 -0.23 -0.11 -0.40 -.043 -0.12 -0.50 
39 40 28 40 39 32 30 28 40 
50 48 43 49 49 40 40 41 49 
9 9 8 9 9 5 5 8 8 

1.26 4.40 0.37 2.05 0.94 0.80 0.80 0.40 3.80 
.28 .02 .69 .13 .40 .45 .45 .68 .03 
.16 .29 .10 .20 . 14 .15 .15 .10 .27 

"~ Institu- Essex 0.07 0.04 -0.06 0.19 0.13 0.07 -0.04 -0.09 0.02 
tion Morris 0.03 0.18 0,00 0.34 0.24 0.03 0.04 0.24 0.11 

Hunterdon 0.00 0.34 0.17 0.12 0.12 0.12 -0.16 0.00 0.12 
54 52 48 53 53 42 45 44 53 
37 38 26 38 37 28 29 26 37 
8 8 6 8 8 8 6 8 8 

0.08 1.29 0.17 0.58 0.31 0.04 0.29 1.17 0.24 
.93 .28 .84 .56 .73 .96 .75 .32 .79 
:04 .16" .07 .11 .08 .03 .09 .17 .07 ~ 

.:. 
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Table 4'''31 (cont. ) 

Most Person 
Seriou~ Property 
Charge Drug 

Other 

Fi rst Relative 
Person2 Other 
Called No one 

,,~ " \ ~. , I 

Housing General 
Assign- popul a- . 
ment at tion cell 
2nd In'ler- General 
view popula-

tion donn 
segrega-
ti on 

«,,"_, +_ ,~..,. M.,. 

, ' 
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; 

0.05 0.10 0.21 
0.00 0.10 0.00 
0.08 0.00 -0.22 
0.05 0.29 -0.20 

20 20 19 
44 42 36 
12 12 9 
21 21 15 

0.23 0.64 0.72 
.88 .59 .54 
.08 . 14 .17 

-0.02 0.11 -0.11 
0.04 0.21 0.18 
0.23 0.00 0.06 

53 51 43 
I 22 . 23 17 

22 22 18 
1.06 0.66 0.66 

.35 .52 .52 

.15 • . 12 .13 

. 
0,16 0~09 0~15 

0.00 0.20 0.10 

0~22 0!33 0.62 
44 44 : 34 . 
36 . .. 35 30 
9 9 8 

1.39 2.60 2.22 
.25 .08 .12 
.18 .24 .25 

o 

0.16 0.27 0.30 -0.13 0.18 -0.05 
0.31 O. 16 0.10 0.11 0.06 O. 11 
0.09 O. 17 -0.16 -0.20 -0.20 0.08 
0.34 0.19 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 0.05 

19 19 17 15 17 20 
45 44 33 37 35 43 
12 12 12 10 10 12 
21 21 14 16 14 21 

0.48 0.11 0.83 0.95 0.46 0.29 
.70 .96 .48 .42 .71 .83 
. 12 .06 .18 . 19 .14 .10 -. 

0.27 0.27 0.00 0.00 ,0.05 0.06 
0.18 0.23 0.37 0.05 0.25 0.17 
0.24 -0.09 -0.20 -0.16 -0.18 -0. 15 

53 53 39 40 43 51 
23 22 22 19 16 23 
21 21 15 19 17 22 

0.12 2.23 2.25 0.57 1.03 0.61 
.89 . 11 .11 .57 .36 .54 
.05 . .21 .24 .12 .17 .11 

" " 
" 

'" 
0~25 0.27 o 16 0.08 0,22 0.05 

0.32 0.14 0.20 0.11 0.00 0.15 

Ot OO 0.11 0.86 0.87 0.56 0.33 ~ 

45 44 36 37 36 44 ~" 
35 35 25 28 23 35 \ 

9 9 7 8 9 9 
~ 0.61 1.33 . 5.82 9.61 2.97 1.81 

.54 .27 .01 .00 .06 . 17 

. 12 .17 .39 .46 .29 .20 
.~ 
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Table 4.31 (cont. ) 

Housin!J No 0.10 0.08 0.02 0.30 0.20 0.09 0.03 Assi gn,· Yes 0.11 0.11 0.15 0.06 0.12 0.00 0.07 ment 72 70 59 71 71 54 58 Changed' 17 18 13 18 17 14 15 
1.38 0.02 0.21 1.45 O. 19 O. 14 0.28 .24 .88 .65 .23 .66 .71 .60 .12 .02 .05 .13 .05 .05 .06 

lSeriousness of Charge Categories 

1. Offenses against person include: Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, Kidnapping, and 
Aggravated Assault 

2. Property offenses include: Armed Robbery, Robbery, Burglary-Theft and Forgery 

3. Drug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance and Possession of 
Controlled Dangerous Substance 

0.07 
0.08 

55 
13 

0.30 
.59 
.07 

4. Other offenses include: Possession of Weapon, Non-Indictables, Traffic Offenses, Non-Support, 
Probation/Parole Violation, and Other 

2First Person Called Categories 

1. Relative includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 

2. Other includes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, and Other 

-1 
t 

0.06 
0.00 

70 
18 

0.10 
.75 
.03 

~ 
\ 

\ 
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Table 4.31.A. 

J 

Characteristic 

Ethnicity ; 

Institution 

-253-

Comparison of Change in Global Severity Index Scores 
(Inside minus Follow-up) (Analysis of Variance) by 
Selected Personal, Legal and Institutional 
Characteristics 

White 

Black 

Category 

Hispanic 

Essex 

Morris 

Hunterdon 

'. 

Xl 
X2 
X3 
Nl 
N2 
N3 
F 
P 

eta 

.20 

.14 

-.09 

40 

,-,53, 

9 

0.99 

.38 

.14 

.09 

.21 

.13 

56 

38 

8 

0.46 

.63 

.10 

" , 

! 
I 
I 
I 
:1 
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~ 
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Table 4.3l.A. (cant.) Comparison of Change in Global Severity Index Scores 
(Inside minus Follow-up) (Analysis of Variance) by 
Selected Personal, Legal and Institutional 

Characteri.stic 

Most Serious Charge 1 

2 First Person Called 

Cha racteri st i cs 

Category 

Person 

Property 

Drugs 

Other 

Relative 

Other 

No one 

. x,', 
X2 
X3 

Nl 
N2 

N3 

F 
P 

eta 

.21 

.15 

-.15. 

.24 

33 

33 

13 

21 

1.43 

.24 

.21 

.14 

.27 

& 14 

7 

11 

29 

0.32 

.73 

•. 12 
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Table 4.3l.A. (cont.) Comparison of Change in Global Severity Index Scores 
(Inside minus Follow-up) (Analysis of Variance) by 
Selected Personal, Legal and Institutional 
Characteristics 

Characteristic 

Housing Assignment 
at 2nd Interview 

Category 

General ' . 
. population/Cell 

General 
Popul ation/Oorm 

Segregation 

Xl 
Xz 
Xl 
Nl 
NZ 
N3 
F 
P 

eta 

.24 

.13 

-.33 

47 

37 

9 

3,.36 

• 04 

.26 

lSeriousness of Charge Categories 
1. Offenses against person include: Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, 

Kidnapping, and Aggravated Assault . 
2. Property offenses include: Armed Robbery, Robbery, Burglary~Theft, 

and Forgery , 
3. Drug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance, 

and possession of Controlled Dangerous Substance 
4. Other offenses include: possession of Weapon, Non-Indictables, 

Traffic Offenses, Non-Support, Probation/Parole Violation and Other 

2First Person Called Categories: 
1. Relative includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 
2. Other includes: 'Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, ,and Other I I 

I 
I 

I ,! 
.1 , 

J 
I 

\j 
--~ 
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are highest grade completed (:24) and legal status (-.23). 

The data, in Table 4v30 indicate that those who have had 

some psychiatric treatment and those who have been hospitalized 

for mental illness show greater increases in psychoticism 

scores than do those who were not treated or hospitalized, and 

~the information provided in Table 4.31 suggests that Hispanics' 

Psychoticism scores increase whereas those for blacks and 

whites decrease. The data in Table 4.31 also indicate that 

Hispanics and whites show greater decreases in Obsessive-

Compulsiv~ scores than do blacks. 

A number of factors, including number of family members 

living in area, number 'of family contacts per month., and number 

hours worked, are ~elated to increases (negative correlations) 

in Paranoid Ideation scores from initial to follow-up inter

view. Depression is also negatively correlated with number of 

hours worked per week. 

Marital status and highest grade completed are pos'itively 
: . 

correlated with Interpersonal Sensitivity, and hig~est grade 

completed is also positively correlated with GSI. The largest 

negative association appearing in Table 4.30.A is between GSI 

and number of persons in immediate family. 

summ'ary 

This chapter has presented analyses of the results of our 

administration of the SCL-90 to our initial (n=:?,39) and follow

t1.p (n=102) samples. We have demonst';rated that although the 

~iCL-90 was sufficiently reliable with our samples, the high 

correlations between some dimensions makes the claim that these 

i 

--1 
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constructs are independent suspect. 

The most important finding presented in this chapter is 

the inverted J CurVE! pattern that describes the relation 

between outside, inside, and follow-up scores for :the Global 

Severity Index and some of the SCL-90 dimensions. Ther~ is a 

relatively sharp increase in the level of distress expressed 

,upon initial incarceration (outside score minus inside score), 
, 

and although stre.s·s diminshes after five days of confinement 

(inside score minus follow-up score), it does :not return tO,the 

pre-confinement level (outside score). 

This chapter does not conclude our discussion of the 

SCL-90. In Chapter 8, we will examine the relation between the 

SCL-90 and the other instruments used in the study, and in 

Chapter II, we will discuss the practical applications and 

limitations of the instrument. 

, I 
! 

Chapter 5 

The Jail Preference Inventory 

by 

John J. Gibbs 

" 



r 
--~--- ~----~ ---

, -258-

As was mentioned in Chapter 2 the Jail Preference Inventory 

(JPI) was designed to measure seven environmental concerns that 

are relevant to those who are confined in jails. Although the 

environmental dimensions measured by the JPI (privacy, Activity, 

Certainty, Safety, Auto~omy, Support, and Assistance) are important 

to people in many human climates, the specific items developed to 

represent the dimensions are tailored for the jail setting. 

This chapter will contain analyses of the results of the JPJ. 

The ~hapter will present information on how reliably the JPI dimen

sions were measured, how well individual items performed, relations 

among dimension~, comparisons of JPI results with those of similar 

instruments, and how environmental preferences change over time. 

Statistical Properities of ' the JPI 

The first issue to be discussed is the reliability of the JPI 

dimensions. Table 5.1 presents the reliability coefficient for each 

of the JPI dimensions. For most of the dimensions, the coefficient 

alpha computed is above the .50 level, which is considered respect-

able for the early stages of research in constructing measvres of 

hypothesized dimensions (se.e Nunna1\y, 1967). For two of the dimen-

sions, Certainty and Assistance, modest coeff;cien~appear in Table 

5.1. 

Although most of the reliabilitycoeffici!n-ts appe.aring in Table 

5.1 are respectable, especially for a first effort, those who wish 

to use the JPI should attempt to increase the reliability of the 

dimensions by deleting, modifying, and adding items. If the instru

ment in its modified form is to be used to make classification or 

management decisions that have associated human costs, the reliabil-

(! 
U 
H 

1 
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Table 5.1 Reliability Estimates for the Jail Preference 
Inventory 

Dimension 

Privacy 

Activity 

Certainty 

Sa,fety 

Autonomy 

Support 

Assistance 

Coeffi ci ent 
Alpha 

.64 

:.. . .67 

.30 

.79 

.56 

.73 

.44 

Number 
of 

Ca,ses 

322 

320 

318 

320 

318 

321 

323 

Number 
of 

Items 

24 

24 

24 

24 

24 

24 

24 
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ity of each dimension should be improved. 

The decision to delete or modify an item should be based on the 

correlation between the item and the score on thedim~nsion it repre

sents. The higher the item-total correlation the better the item. 

Any association that is .20 or higher is respectable. 

Table 5.2 presents the adjusted item-total correlations for the 

JPI. The contribution that each item made to its total dimension 

score was eliminated before the correlation was computed. We see in 

Tab"le 5.2' that about half the items have a substantial correlation 

with their dimension score, and the dimensions that proved to be the 

most reliable are represented by items with respectable item-total 

correlations. For example, Safety, our most reliable dimension, is 

represented by only two items that have an item-total correlation 

below .25. The two items that are poor representatives of the Safety 

dimension are "Being housed where you're the only one of your race" 

and IIToo many games and bad feelings". The first item, which shows 

a correlation withj;afety of -.04, .may not be a good measure of Safe

ty because inmates may miss the safety component of the item for the 

racist one. Although choosing not.to be housed in an area in which 

you are the only, one of your race may enhance your safety, it also 

requires you to make a generalization about those who, are not of your 

race. You must be willing to admit, at least to yourself, that you 

see them at best as less desirable than those of your own race and 

at worst as undesirable. Inmates, many of whom are minority group 

members, may be reluctant to make judgements on the basis of race. 

The item probably would have been a much better measure of 

Safety if race had been left out and replac~d with terms more 

f;. 

I" 

1 
1 
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1 
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Table 5.2 Item-Total Correlations for the Jail Preference Inventory 

Item 
Number 

1 

4 

7. 

11 

19 

21 

23 

25 

27 

35 

67 

77 

85 

88 

90 

91 

103 

105 

117 

14"/ 

147 

Item 

A quiet place all to yourself 

A housing assignment that gives you 
privacy 

A cell block with very little noise and 
comnotion 

A cell block where you have privacy 

Staff who respect your privacy 

Time alone to think your problems thrdugh 

A place to think all to yourself 

Knowing that you'll have the chance to get 
'away by yourself each day 

Staff who allow you some privacy 

A lot of privacy 

A jail that has places to go when you need 
a place to think 

A jail that has places where you can go to 
get away from noise and commotion 

Too much noise and talk 

Having no time alone 

A jail where you can never get any privacy 

Little privacy 

Staff who don't give you any privacy 

Never a moment alone 

Not ever feeling that you're by yourself 

Inmates who are always making noise and 
commotion 

No relief from the talk and noise 

Dimension rit- i 
Represented 

Privacy 

\I 

II 

\I 

'II 

II 

\I 

" 
.. 
.. 

\I 

II 

\I 

\I 

.. 
\I 

\I 

.. 
II 

II 

.40 

.24 

.16 

.19 

.14 

.28 

.11 

.16 

.23 

.40 

.19 

.17 

.31 

.23 

.17 

.15 

.06 

.19 

.13 

.08 

.35 
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Table 5.2 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Item Item 
Number 

Dimension 
Represented 

151 No place where you can go to be alone 

161 Too much noise and commotion 

,165 

2 

6 

10 

13 

36 

41 

51 

57 

60 

63 

75 

82 

86 

87 

93 

95 

97 

108 

111 

A jail where you can never get a quiet 
place to be alone 

A busy place with plenty to do 

Housing where you're busy 

As much to do as possible 

A facility where inmates can keep busy' 

A lot. of activity 

Staff who help you keep active and occupied 

A cell block where you have no trouble 
finding things to do 

A jail where they let you work every day 
until you're too tired to thin~ 

A schedule that keeps you busy all day 

A jail in which you can keep busy all day 

Staff who will help you find things to do 
to fill the time 

Staff who help you keep busy 

Too much time to think 

Having nothing to do 

Nothing to break the monotony 

Being idle every day 

Sitting around dwelling on your problems 

A jail where there's nothing to do to pass 
the time 

A jail that doesn't offer anything to 
occupy your time 

Privacy 

" 

Activity, 

" 
II 

II 

II 

" 

II 

\I 

II 

II 

" 
II 

" 
II 

II 

II 

\I 

rOt ° 1 -1 

.35 

.14 

.27 

.22 

.39 

.20 

.33 

.33 

.18 

.15 

.21 

.28 

.21 

.12 

.24 

.25 

.29 

.23 

.28 

.13 

.23 

.28 

--:2.63-

Table 5.2 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Item Item· 
Number 

113 A jail where you sit around all day with 
nothing to do 

119 Not being able to stop thinking negative 
thoughts 

123 

139 

157 

3 

26 

33, 

37 

40 

43 

59 

61 

65 

73 ' 

79 

81 

89 

98 

Long bor'ing days and nights ~lith nothing 
to do 

Nothing to do to keep your mind off of 
your problems 

Nothing to do to keep your mind,off things 

A set of rules you c~n understand 

Knowing when you'll see your lawyer 

An institution with clear and consistent 
rules 

Staff who let you know what's happening 
with your case 

A jail in which inmates .always know what 
to expect from staff 

A tightly run institution with definite 
rules 

A set of rules that tell you what to expect 

A definite court date that won't change 

Being certain about what's happening with 
your case 

Knowing exactly what you're up against in 
court 

Staff who you can count on to act the same 
way every day 

Staff who are consistent 

A jail with rules that change all the time 

Not knowing what to expect in court 

Dimension 
Represented 

Activity 

\I 

" 

II 

" 
Certainty 

\I 

" 

" 

" 

\I 

II 

" 
" 

" 

" 

" 

" 
II 

rOt' 1 -1 

.28 

.13 

.13 

.18 

.21 

-.03 

.11 

.05, 

.08 

-.03 . 

.01 

-.03 

.,14 

.14 

.0-5 

.15 

.18 

.09 

.13 
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Table 5.2 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Item Item 
Number 

107 A jail where the rules and regulations 
change from day to day 

· 118 Not sure when you III go to court 

121 

133 

138 

143 

149 

154 

159 

168 

Not kno\'1i ng whether or not your people. 
are going to visit you while locked up 

A j ail that's run doj fferent 1 y from one 
day to the next 

Not knowing what your lawyer is doing 
\'1; th your case 

Staff who keep changing rules 

Not knowing if your woman is still 
with you 

Guards who let you go on something one 
day and write you up for it the next 

Not understanding what your lawyer is 
doing 

Unexplained postponements and adjourn
.ments with your case 

Housing where you're safe 

A cell block where you have safety 

A facility in which there is little danger 

Guards who protect you from danger 

Dimension 
Represented 

Certainty 

II 

\I 

.. 

.. 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Safety 
II 

II 

II 

5 

12 

14 

17 

28 

29 

39 

45 

Staff who are concerned about your safety 

Knowing that you're safe from violent inmates 

II 

II 

49 

55 

A jail in which inmates can't harm one another II 

Staff who keep a close eye on you to make 
sure you're safe 

II 

Staff who protect an inmate from other inmates II 

Knowing that you're safe from harm II 

rOt ° 1 -1 

.05 

.16 

.04 

.14 

.03 

.04 

.07 

.05 

.04 

.11 

.38 

.35 ' 

.39 

.29 

.27 

.38 

.34 

.40 

.32 

.38 
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Table 5.2 (cant.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Item Item 
Number 

66 Being in a cell block that's safe 

71 Fee 1 ing safe 

96 Being threatened by another inmate 

99 

110 

120 

127 

131 

142 

145 

160 

162 

163 

Being housed where you're the only one of 
your race 

A violent' cell mate 

Housing where' inmates want to settle 
everything with their hands 

Having a gang out to rape you 

Having people after you in jail 

Inmates who are always looking for a fight 

Someone out to get you on the tier 

Not feeling safe 

Too many games and bad feelings 

Inmates who are always trying to prove how 
bad they are 

Lots of tension among the inmates 

A cell block with very few rules 

As few rules as possible 

Staff who stay off'your back 

Dimension 
Represented 

Safety 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

" 
II 

II 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Autonomy 

II 

II 

167 

8 

9 

15 

24 

31 

34 

44 

Unescorted movement throughout the institution II 

46 

Staff who stay out of your business 

An institution with very few rules 

An institution in which the inmates call the 
shots 

Staff who let you take care of yourself 

.. 
II 

II 

II 

rOt . , -1 

.40 

.38 

.32 

-.04 

.44 

.31 

.29 

.36 

.28 

.43 

.44 

.06 

.32 

.26 

.32 

:17 

.20 

.02 

.22, 

.33 

.29 

.38 
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Table 5.2 (cant.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Item 
Number 

50 

52 

53 

83' 

94 

100 

101 

104 

106 

124 

125 

129 

135 

137 

153 

164 

20 

22 

Item Dimension 
RI=presented, 

Staff who stay out of inmate affairs. Autonomy 

A cell block where the guards won't write 
you a ticket for every little thing 

Guards who mind their own business 

. Staff who bel i eve· that you shaul d take 
care of your own problems 

Always being told what to do 

Being housed where the guards are always 
busting you for some nonsense 

A guard who is always on your back 
, 

Staff who are always quoting the institutional 
rules to you 

All kinds of rules and regulations 

A camel·a 'f/atchi ng you 24 hours a day 

Being sent to the hole for a m~nor infraction 

Staff who are always telling you when and how 
to do everything 

A jail where you have to get t~e guards per
mission to do just about anyth1ng 

Someone telling you what to do every minute 
of the day 

Guards who write you up for infractions for 
little stuff 

Guards who are always trying to show that 
they're the boss 

Staff who really care about how you feel 

An understanding person you can tell your 
problems to 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

1\ 

Support 

11 

r' t . 1 -1 

.36 

.20 

.29 

.19 

.10 

-.12 

.07 

.06 

.18 

.15 

.13 

.15 

.15 

,.09 

.09 

.19 

.18 

.22 

... _,._ .... " ... ",,~- -."-"·.-~'-"'I."l""'-~_""Io4'_ 
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Table 5.2 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Item 
Number 

30 

48 

54 

68 

i70 

72 

74 

76 

80 

84 

115 

122 

126 

128 

130 

132 

140 

148 

150 

Item Dimension 
Represented 

'Knowing that you're loved by your family 

Knowing your family cares 

Guards who show a genuine interest in how 
you feel ---

A jail where they let you have visits 
all day every day 

Staff who can help you with family or . 
emotional problems 

Feeling loved 

Having people who believe in you no matter 
what 

Staff who will help you with family problems 

Staff who you know cay'e about your emotional 
we]l being 

Staff who feel that they should help you 
when you're feeling down 

Family who don't care what happens to you 

Knowing for sure your people aren't going to 
visit you while you're locked up 

Finding out your family won't come to .see you 

Knowing your people hate you 

Staff who couldn't care less if you're having 
problems with your family 

Having your people think you're worthless 
because you're in jail 

Nobody to talk to about your problems 

Nobody who understands how you feel 

Knowing for sure that your woman has left you 

Support 

11 

" 

" 

" 

" 
11 

" 
11 

" 

" 
1\ 

" 
1\ 

1\ 

" 

1\ 

1\ 

1\ 

r' t . 1 -1 

.40 

.33 

.22 

.05 

.24 

.36 

.29 

.30 

.22 

.27 

.17 

.12 

.36 

.27 

.32 

.30 

.32 

.36 

•. 10 
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Table 5.2 (cant.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Item 
Number 

152 

156 

158 

16 

18 

32 

38 

42' 

47 

56 

62 

64 

68 

69 

78 

92 

102 

109 

Item Dimension 
ReQresented 

Nobody who understands what's' going on 
in your head 

Support 

People who don't stick by you when you're 
locked up 

No visits from family and friends 

II 

II 

Staff who respond quickly when you have 
a r'equest , 

Assistance 

Social workers who get things done for 
you 

Staff who help YOLl take care of business' 

Staff who advise you on the best way to 
act in court 

Staff who help you fill out important 
'forms and papers 

Knowing your lawyer cares 

Knm'ling that your' 'lawyer knows what he's 
doing' 

A jail program that teaches you about legal 
matters 

A jail in which you can get good medical 
attention 

A jail that has programs where you can learn 
something of use for when you get out 

Staff who can help you with legal matters 

A jail that has programs which help you take 
care of business like welfar~, etc. 

Limited medical services 

Medical services that aren't always available 

An incompetent lawyer 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 
" 

" 

" 

" 

" 
.. 

" 
II 

" 

r' t . ,1 -1 

.35 

.42 

.32 

.01 

.10 

.05 

-.08 

.. 13 

008 

.22 

.02 

.32 

.19 

.06 

.14 

.15 

.26 

.10 

. 
·i. 

-269-

Table 5.2 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Item Item Dimension rit- i 
Number 

112 

114 

115 

134 

136 

144 

146 

155 

166 

ReQresented 

A jail that doesn't have a good system 
for channeling requests and complaints 

Assistance .20 

A jail that doesn't have a designated , 
staff member you can go to with requests 
or for advice 

A lawyer who doesn't care what happens' 
to you 

A jail in which there aren't any programs 
to help you out 

A jail where you seidom get action when 
you make a request or complaint 

Staff who are slow to respond to requests 

A lawyer who's judgement you don't trust 

A lawyer who doesn't defend you in court 

A jail in which complaints and requests never 
.get to the right person 

II 

" 

" 

" 

II 

II 

II 

II 

.18 

.12 

.08 

.05 

.12 

.12 

.01 

.18 

, 
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directly linked to danger. For exampie, IIBeing housed in a very 

dangerous place. 1I 

The second S,;;o.fety item that showed a very low association (.06) 

with the Safety dimensi.on may also be one that contains words which 

are not directly enough associated with danger. IIToo many games and 

bad 'f.eelingsll may suggest interpersonal tension that would result:;:n 

i rri ta hi n ty rather than moves and countermoves that woul d degener

ate into violence. ., 

Imp'licit in the discussion of -the two Safety items is'an illus

tratton of item anar.y'sis. The procedure we followed was (1) compute and 

examine the item-total correlations, (i) compare the good (or in some 

cases better items) for each dimension with the bad ones, (3) try to 

glean" what it is that the gO'od items have in COtmllon and what it is 

that the bad items are lacking by comparison, (4) think of ways that 

bad items cou'l d have been inteit:'r~-'ced by. subjects to measure some-

thing other than the dimension they were intended to measure, and (5). modify 

the bad items to incre.ase their chan.~es of becoming good items. 

Sometimes it pays to examine the correlation between an item· ' 

and dimensions it is not intended to measure. In some instances, 

the correlal:ion w)ll be respectable or encouraging, and an item that 

is not a good representative of its intended dimension can be modifi

ed to be a good item for another dimension. Whenever an item is modi

fied or replaced with a new item~ the item it is paired with must be 

! . ! 
I 
I 

taken into consideration. When pairing item.s, one shoul d try to achieve com- I 

parable syntax and tempo in the items, and make sure one item does 

not have much more desirability than the other. 

I 
\ 

I 
I 

.I 

1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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We consider the JPI in the public domain. Anyone can 'use it 

in its current form or, better yet, use a modified version to enhance 

its reliability. Our only request is that users always compute 

measures of internal consistency to see of th 
1 ey are measuring dimen-

sions reliably. 

~ributions of Responses to·JPI Items 

Although our primary concerns are how well our items represent 

their dimensions and relations that make sense between the dimensions 

and other measur.es, the variance on the items themselves is some

times of interest. In some cases,' the items that-contribute the 

least to the reliability of the dimensions, item pairs with extremely 

skewed distributions~ can have meaning in themselv~~. 

We see in Table 5.3 that for 9 of the 84 JPI pairs ~O percent 

of the .subjects or more selected one of the alternatives while 20 

percent or less chose the other. In 6 of the 9 pairs Autonomy items 

were selected 20 percent of the time or less, and in the remaining 

3 pairs, privacy items were the infrequently selected ones. The dimen

sions r~rresented by the items that were s~lected as alternatives 

to the items mentioned above were Assistanc~ (4 pairs), Support (2 

pairs), Certainty (2 pairs), and Safety (1 pair). We would expect 

. Autonomy ana Privacy items to be among the least popular items and 

Support, Assistance, and Certainty items to be among the most popular 

because, as can be seen in Table 5.4, Autonomy and privacy have the 

lowest average dimension scores whereas Support, Assistance, and 

Certainty are the most popular dimen~ions. There are, however, more 

specific reasons for the response distributions for the 9 pairs. 

Listed b~low are the 4 pairs with skewed distributions that 

.. 
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Table Distribution of Responses·to.the Jail Preference 
(cant.) Distribution of Responses to the Jail 

I 
iii 5.3 

Table 5.3 ;1 Inventory 
Preference Inventory t" r J 

l' 

Responses 
Responses 

I' 

Pair Item 
Pair Item 

, 

Number Pairs (%) 
Number Pairs (%) N 

N 

1 A quiet place all to 37.1 
10 Staff who respect your 20.1 yourself (124) 

privacy (67) A busy place with plenty 62.9 
Staff who really care about 79.9 to do (210) 

how you feel (266) 
53.7 ~ 

32.1 
2 A set of rules you· can 

11 Ti~ alone to think your understand (180) 
problems through~ (107) f A housing assignment that 46.3 

An understanding person you 67.9 gives you plenty of privacy (155) 
can tell your problems to (226) 

3 Housing where you're safe 49.4 ~ 

'I 
12 A place to think all to your- 46.2 (165) 

, 

(154 ) self Housing where you're busy 50.6 
Unescorted movement through- 53.8 (169) 
out the institution (11.9 ) I 4 A cell block with very little 71.9 

13 Knowing that you'll have 31.8 noise and commotion (240) 
the chance to get away by (106) A cell block with very fe\'J 28.1 
yourself each day rules. (94) 

Knowing when you'll see 68.2 
your lawyer (227) 5 As few rules as possible 26.3 

(88) 
14 Staff who allow you some· 28.8 As much to do as possible 73.7 

pr.ivacy (96) .. (246) 
Staff who are concerned 71.2 

6 A cell block where you ha~e 39.5 about your safety (237) 
privacy (132) 

15 Knowing that you're safe 35.4 A cell block where you hav~ 60.5 
from violent inmates (118) safety (202) 

Knowing that you're loved 64.6 
by your family (215) 7 A facility in which inmates 61.1 

can keep busy (204) 
16 Staff who stay out of your 10.2 A faci 1 ity in which there is 38.9 

business (34) little danger (130) 
Staff you help you take care 89.8 

Staff who stay ~ff your back of business (299) . 8 12.6 
(42) 

17 An institution with clear 77.7 Staff who respond quickly 87.4 
and consistent rules (258) when you have a request (292) 

An institution vlith very few 22.3 
..:. rules (74) 9 Guards who protect you from 26.0 

danger (87) 
18 A lot of. privacy 25.8 Social workers who get things 74.0 

(86) done for you (247) 
A lot of activity 74.2 

(247) 
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,., Table 5.3 (cant.) Distribution of Responses to the Jail 
:'1 Table 5.3 (cant.) Distribution of Responses to the Jail Preference Inventory !; 

!, Preference Inventory 
J 

I Pair Item Responses -., Pair Item Respon~es Numbers Pairs (%) Numbers Pairs (%) N 
N 

27 Guards who mind their own 11.1 19 Staff who let you know what's 74.1 business (37) 
happening with your case (246) Guards who show a genuine 88.9 

l' Staff who advise YOIl on the 25.9 !\' interest in how you feel (295) 
best way to act in court (86) 

" ....... ~ 28 Knowing that you're safe 35.2 20 A jail in which inmates 61.6 fr.om harm (1l7) }' can't harm one another (204) ,~ { Knewing that your ,lawyer 64.8 ·s A jail in which inmates 38.4 .i kno\'/s what he's do; ng (2l5-} 
always know what t.o expect (127) 

'i: 

from staff 29 A uail where they let you 34.8 
.' work every day until you're (115) 21 Staff who keep you active 52.4 too tired to think 

and occupied (174) A jail where they let you 65.2 
Staff who help you fill out 47.,6 have visits all day every (215) 
important forms and papers (158) day 

22 A tightly run institution 81.5 30 A set of rules that tell you 43.1 
with definite rules (269) what to expect (143) 

An institution in which the 18.5 A schedule that keeps you 56.9 
inmates call the shots (61) busyall'day (189) 

23 Staff who keep a close. eye 71.9 31 A definite court date that 52.1 
on you to make sure you're (238) won't change (173) 
safe A jail program that teaches 47.9 

Staff who let you take care 28.1 you about legal matters (159) 
of yourself (93) , 

,32 A jail in which you can keep 35.6 24 Knm'ling your lawyer cares 41.3 busy all day (118) 
(137) A jail in ~hich you can get 64.4 

Knowing your family cares 58.7 good medical attention (213) 
(195) 

Being certain about what's 74.4 33 25 Staff who protect an inmate 86.7 ha.ppening with your case (247) 
from other inmates (288) Being in a cell block that's 25.6 

Staff who stay out of 13.3 safe (85) 
inmate affairs (44) 

34 A jail that has places where 19.3 26 A cell block where you have 72.9 you can go when you need a (64) 
no trouble finding things (242) place to think 
to do A jail that has programs where 80.7 

A cell block where the guards 27.1 you can learn something of (286) 
won't write you a ticket for (90) use for when you're released 
every little thing 

---"_._---
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Table 5.3 (cant.) Distribution of Responses to the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Pair Item Responses 
Numbers Pairs (%) 

35 

'36 

38 

. '39 

40 

41 

42 

Staff who can help you with 
legal matters 

Staff who can help you with 
family or emotional problems 

Feeling Safe 

Feeling Loved 

Knowing exactly what you're 
up against. in court 

Having people believe in you 
no matter what 

Staff who will help you 
find things to do to fill' 
the time 

Staff who will help you with 
family problems 

A jail that has places where 
you can go to get a'l/ay from 
noise and commotion 

A jai 1 that has progral\is 
which help you take care of . 
business like welfare and 
social security 

Staff you can count on to act 
the same way every day 

Staff you know care about 
your emotional well-being 

Staff who are consistent 

Staff who help you keep busy 

Staff who believe that you 
should take care of your own 
problems 

Staff who feel that they 
should helR when you're 
feeling down 

N 

61.1 
(203) 
38.9 
(-129 ) 

49.2 
(16~ ) 
50.8 
(168) 

47 ... 3 
(157) 
52.7 
(175) , 

72.3 
(240) 

27.7 
(92) 

33.4 
(111 ) 

66.6 
(221) 

41.0 
(136) 
59.0 
(196) 

50.9 
(169) 
49.1 
(163) 

18.1 
(60) 
81.9 
(272) 
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Table 5~3 (cant.) Distribution of Responses to the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Pa,ir Item Responses 
Numbers Pairs (%) 

43 

44 

·45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

Too much noise and talk 

Too much time to think 

Haying nothing to do 

Having no time alone 

A jail with rules that 
change all the time 

A jail where you can never 
. get any privacy 

Li~tle privacy 

Limited medical services 

Nothing to break the 
monotony 

Always being told what 
to do 

Being idle every day 

Being threatened by another 
inmate 

Sitting aroun~ dwelling on 
your problems ~ 

Not knowing what to expect 
in court 

Being housed where you're 
the only one of your race 

Being housed where the 
guards are always busting 
you for nonsense 

A guard who is always on your 
back 

Medical services that aren't 
always available 

N 

62.2 
(206) 
37.8 
(125) 

75.2 
(249) 
24.8 
(82) 

57.7 
(191 ) 
42.3 
(140) 

40;.5 
(134 ) 
59.5 
(197) 

50.2 
(166) 
49.8 
(165) 

38.1 
(126) 
61.9 
(205) 

27.5 ' 
(91) 
72.5 
(240) 

27.8 
(92) 
72.2 
(239) 

47.1 
(156) 
52.9 
(175) 







~ '1 " , 

r 
'" 

'1 I Ii 

f 

I Ii • 

~ ----~--~-~-

Table 5._3 (cont.) Distribution of Responses to the Jail 
Preference Inventory 

Pair Item Responses 
'Numbers Pairs (%) 

N 

83 A jail in which you can 17.3 
never q~iet place to be (56) 
alone 

A jail';n which complaints 82.7 
and requests never get to (268) 
the right staff members 

0'84 Lots of tension among the 26.3 
inmates (85) 

Unexplained postponements 73.7 
" and adjournments with (238) 

your case 
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Table 5.4 Average Dimension Scores for the Ja'il Preference 
Inventory 

Dimension N Median Mode S 

Privacy 291 8.8 8.0 8.0 3.9 

299 12.7 13.0 13.0 4.0 

Certainty 308 14.0 14.0 13.0 2.6 

Safety 302 12.5 12.5 12.0 . 4.7 

Autonomy 282 7.9 7.4 7.0 3.4 

Support 305 14.2 14.4 - 12,,0 4.2 

Assistance 319 14.7 14.7 14.0 2.9 

" 
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. contain an Autonomy item and an Assistance or a Support item: 

8 Staff who stay off your back (12.6%) Staff who respond quickly 

16 Staff who stay out of your 
business (10.2%) 

27 Guards who mind their own 
their own business (11.1%) 

42 Staff who believe that you should 
take care of ,~!Ou·r own problems 
(18.1 %) 

when you have a req'uest (87.4%) 

Staff who help you take:car~ 
of business (89.8%) 

Guards who show a genuine 
interest in how you feel (88.9%) 

Staff who feel that they should 
help you-when you're feeling 
down (81..9%) 

One aspect that all these items have in common is that they are all 

related to staff, an'd the choice is between staff who do somethi;l1g 

to help and those who do noth'j ng to help. Th~ Autonomy items may not 

have been interpreted as representatives of a dimension that is inde

pendent of the helping dimensions (Support or Assistance). Instead, 

they may have been considered by the subjects to be the opposite of 

the helping item. People either help you or they don't. They are 

either warm or cold. The question of what else the cold people are 

never arises, it b~comes irrelevant after the choice for warmth is 

made. Unless worded carefully, Autonomy items may appear to be a 

cold contrast to items representing other dimensions. 

It is not only when kindness and help are at stake that inmates 

personal safety is the issue, inmates would rather have gUards take 

action than do nothing. When subjects were given the choice between 

"Staff who protect an inmate frum other inmates" or IIStaff who stay 

out of inmate affairs", 87 percent choose the first alternative. 

With this pair, once again, the subjects have selected a humane res

ponse to'a situation rather than no response. The way this pair is 

I 
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structured it could be interpre~ed to mean that "Staff who stay out 

of inmate affairs" are staff who will stand by and watch inmates inti

midate fellow prisoners. This is a cold contrast to "Staff ~ho pro

tect an inmate from other inmates." 

-The last Autonomy item that was selected by 20 percent or less 

of the subjects was paried with a Certainty item'" When asked to 

choose between IIA tightly run institution with definite rules" or 

"An institution. in w.hich the inmates call the shots", over four

fifths of the subjects chose the former. To some inmates, this 

choice may have appe~red to be one of anarchy or no anarchy; in a 

less extreme fonn, a choice of the locus of power in the institutJon. 

In either case, the inmates cast their votes in favor of the current 

administration. 
, 

The three pairs that have an 80-20 percent split or more extreme 

and involve a ,Privacy item are as follows: 

34 A jail that has places where you 
can go when you need a place to 
think (19.3%) 

59 Not ever feeling you're by your
self (17.3%) 

83 A jail in which you can never get 
a quiet place to be alone (17.3%) 

A jail that has programs where 
you can learn something of use 
for when you're released (80.7%) 

Not sur'e when you III get to 
court (82.7%) 

A jail in which complaints and 
requests never get to the right 
staff member (82.7%) 

In pairs 34 and 83, a privacy item is paired with an Assistance item. 

As was mentioned before, Assistance was generally more desirable than 

Privacy in our samp1e~ and we would expect this especia'ly to be the 

case with Assistance items as concrete and attractive to confined men 

as those appearing in pairs 34 and 83. There is considerable social 

pressure on an inma'te to respond favorably to any item that reflects 

~. 
1 
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chances for self-improvement, educat'ion, or employment, such as 

"A jail that has programs where you can learn something of use 

for when you1re released." Not at least giving lip service to 

these cherished American correctional values is like admitting 

you are a Catholic in a roomful of Baptists. An i'nmate would be 

admitting that he is beyond redemption if he did not show approval 

for opportunities to advance intellectually, socially, and occu

pationally. 

,IIA -jail in which complaints and requests never get to the 

right. staff member" would be a nightmare for most inmates. In 

jails, more than in prisons or other total institutions, inmates 

are dependent on staff for many services. If communications are 

not be.ing received by the correct staff member, an inmate can go 

without basic servic~s. 

The distribution of responses to pair 59, "Not ever feeling 

you're by yourse.1f" or "Not sure when you ' 1l get to court", can 

be accounted for by either member of the pair. Court dates are a 

major topic in jail because one's future hinges on what happens 

in court. We would expect, then, that uncertainty about a court 

date would be bothersome to most prisoners. On the other hand, 

the- first half of pair 59, "Not ever feeling you're by yourself," 

co!!ld- m"" ... · .... ::>n •• all1.l~\/!=t .f'ool;nn +h=ai- \Jl'\u'V't.o n"of=. I=o..u 'iAI'Vt~.o'+ , .... 1,...;,.,'"- .:_ .... u __ - n_J- 1 ..... '- •• ':I "' ....... '" JV I ~ ,.v\#- LlJ JVUI..,l;;'. n.1 I \..01' III '-UJ~lI 

could be interpreted to mean that you always have emotional support. 

Why should this bother anyone? 

JPI Average Dimension Scores 

Each item in the JPI received a score of 1 when it was selected 

by a subject and 0 if it was not the chosen item. With this scoring 

scheme the highest possible score a subject could receive for any dimension 

is 24 and the lowest possible score is zero. 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
'! 

The data appearing in Table 5.4 show that Assistance has the 

highest mean score (14.7) followed by Support (14.2) 

and .Certainty (14.0). Middle range average scores were computed 

for Activity (12.7) and Safety (12.5). ,P.rivacy (8.8) and AU,to

nomy (7.9) show the 10\'Iest average scores. 

'These findings support our predictions that (1) the disruption 

and disorganization that result from entry into jail promote depen

dence on outside links and strong needs for Assistance and Support, 

(2) doubts about one's status with the courts and control over events 

in tne street, which are still very much a part of one's world, would 

result in a strong desire for Certainty, and (3) the lack of programs 

in jails and the boredom of the jail cell in conjunction with intru

sive thoughts about the pressing problems discussed above ~reate a 

demand for Activity. (see Gibbs 1975, 1978, 1982a, 1982b, 1982c). 

Table 5.5 compares the average item score for each dimension 

of the JPI to average item scores on comparable dimensions that 

.were measured in other studies. The Prison Preference Inventory 

(PPI) (Toc,h, 1977) was administered to over 1600 prison inmates jn 

state and federal corrections facilities, and SmitH's Jail Prefer-

ence (SJPI) (Smith, in press) was completed by 201 inmates in three 

Virginia jails. The PPI and the SJPI are intended to measure the 

same environmental dimens'jons, and as was mentioned in Chapter 2, 

most of these constructs are similar to those measured bv the JPI. - '---'~--~ --- .~- --.-- -~ --

Definitions of the PPI/SJPI and JPI dimensions are provided in Figure 

5.1. 

Most of the dimensions measured by the JPI remain true to the 

definitions originally developed by Toch (1977). The three exceptions 

are Assistance, Certainty, and Social Stimulation. As was mentioned 
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Figure 5.1 
A Comparison of PPI/SJPI Dimensions and JPI Dimensions 

PRIVACY: 

SAFETY: 

STRUCTURE: 

SUPPORT: 

EMOTIONAL 
FEEDBACK: 

PPI/SJPI Dimensions 

A concern about social and phYsical Over
stimulation; a preference for isolation, 
peace and qUiet, absence of enVironmental 
irritants such as noise and crowding. 

A concern about one's physical safety; 
a preference for Social and phYsical 
iettings that provide protection and that 
minimize the chances of being attacked. 

\" L ,), I ,,·1<,1 taJ . •. ' ••• 1. 

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

A concern aoout reliable, 'tangible assis
tance from significant others, and about 
serVices that facilitate self-advancement and self-improvement. 

A concern about being loved, appreCiated 
and cared for. A desire for intimate 
relationships that,provide emotional sustenance and empathy. 

PRIVACY: 

SAFETY: 

JPI Dimensions 

A concern about social and physical over
stimUlation; a preference for isolation, 
peace 9 and quiet; the absence of environ_ 
mental irritants such as noise and crowding. 

A concern about one's physical safety, a 
preference for social and physica1 settings 
that provide protection and that minimize 
the chances of being attacked. 

CERTAINTY: A need for predictability and clarity; a 
concern about understanding what is eXpected 
and minimiZing doubt about one's circum
stances; a desire for clear and consistent rules and procedUres. 

ASSISTANCE: A need for aid in dealing with concrete 
problems, completing necessary tasks, or 
obtaining serVices within the institution 
or from other criminal jUstice or social serVice agencies. 

SUPPORT: 
A need for understanding, empathy, warmth; 
a desire for emotional support and help with 
personal problems; a concern about personal 
relationships and communication. SOCIAL A concern with congeniality and preference NO COMPARABLE DIMENSION STIMULATION: for settings which prOvide opportunity for 

social interactions, companionship and gregariousness. 
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Figure 5.1 (cont.)A Comparison oT.PPI/SJPI Dimensions and JPI Dimensions 

PPI/SJPI Dimensions 

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

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

" 

.« 1 .I 

JPI Dimensions 

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

A need to be in control of one's life; 
a desire for minimum restraint and maxi
mum freedom; a concern about circumscrip
tion of one's independence. 

t , 
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Table 5.5 Comparison of Jail Preference Inventory (JPI) Average Dimension Scores with those of the Prison 
Preference Inventory (PPI) and Smith's Jail Preference Inventory (SJPI) 

Dimension Instrument 

JPI (N=339~ PPI {N=1653} SJPI {N=201) 

X Rank N 
'"'- Rank N X Rank X 

Item of of Item of of Item of 
Score X Items !)core X It.ems Score X -.--

Privacy .37 6 24 .38 6 14 .48 4 
. ~.. . 

Safety .52 5 24 .52 4 14 .47 5 

Structure! .58 ·3 24 .45 5 i4 .32 7 
Certainty 

.. 'J~ 'i--1 ~ 
Support! .61 1 24 .71 1 14 .76 1 
Assistance 

Emotional .59 2 24 .59 2 14 .62 2 
Feedback! 
Support 

Activity .53 4: ., 
24 .56 3 14 .48 'l 

\J 

Freedom! .33 7 24 .32 7 14 .40 6 
Autonomy 

Q 

N 
of 

Items 

21 
<t\ 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

21 

~ 
\ 

~~ 
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in Chapter 2, the JPI Assistance construct is measured by items 

that represent concerns about legal representation and the opera

tion of the jail, whereas the Support dimension, which is the PPI 

and SJPI equivalent, is primarily repr-esented by items,which reflect 

opportunities for educational and vocational advancement and self-

improvement. 

The JPI equivalent of the PPI and SJPI Structu.re dimension is --
Certainty. Certainty contains some.of the 'same isspes as Structu:e, 

for example, predictability and clarity, but the Gertainty dimension 

has a' broader content than Structur.e. Structure is limited to clarity 

and predictability within the institution. Certainty encompasses a 

broader world including the streets and the courts. 

A ~ocial Stimulation dimension was not included in the JPI be

cause nothing was found in the literature or in interviews with jail 

inmates that strongly suggested that it was an important concern among 

jail prisoners. In the prison interviews,which were conducted as 

part of Toch's (1977) study of prison environments, there was not 

enough social stimulation content tp be coded as an indep~ndent category for 

interview classification. 

The overall picture provided by Table 5.5 is one of similarity. 

The distribution of ranks for mean item scores for dimensions is 
_ __ _ • .. _I. ___ .r.-.~..!,~~ __ ..L. _..t!. ~_, ___ ~-t~ __ _ 

f,airly similar for eacn sample. Ine COeTrlCH::f1{; 01 l.UIII. .. uruo.m .. c 

(W = .84) computed for ~he ranks appearing in Table 5.5 attests to 

this similarity. The major difference is for the structure/Certain

ty dimension. The JPI mean item score is considerably higher than 

thmt for the PPI or SJPI, and the difference is reflected in the 

rank of the mean in each sample. The differences could be attri

buted to differences in the Structure and Certainty constructs and 

I 
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their measurement or differences among institutional populations. 

If the differences were the result of population differences, how

ever, we would expect the JPI and SJPI scores, which are based on 

jail ~amples, to be closer ~n magnitude and rank than either is to 

the PPI score, which is based on prison samples. 

The problem with making comparisons between the JPI and SJPI 

~amples is that JPI dimensions like Certainty were specifically . 

devel~ped to tap the concerns of jail inmates. The SJPI measures 

the domparable Structure concern which was originally developed for 

use with prison inmates in the PPI. The reason for the low average 

item score for Structure in the SJPI sample may be that prison struc-

ture;s not relevant to jail inmates. If we therefore base our 

conclusion on the difference between the JPI and PPI samples, it 

appears that jail inmates are more concerned with predictability than 

are their prison counterparts. 

We should not let the differences overshadow the importance of 

the similarity among samples. These data do not support the argu

ment that different institutions (i.e. jails and prisons) promote 

different environmental demands. 

The argument has never been that jails and prisons are wholly 

different environments. .Indeed, jails and prisons have many common 

ch~racteristics, and pose some similar problems for the inmates they 

confine. Both-jails and prisons (1) are places of involuntary con

finement, (2) are single sex worlds, and (3) deprive persons of per

sonal autonomy, heterosexual companionship, and various material 

comforts. Incarceration in either setting can threaten a person's 

self-esteem and undermine his identity (Sykes, 1958; Toch, 1977; 
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<Goffman, 1961; Gibbs, 1975; Fawcett and Marrs, 1973}. And, both 

jails and prisons are reputed to be envir?nments in which violence 

and threats of violence are not uncommon (Davis, 1968; Cox, 1974; 

Cohen, 1976). The literature and observations by experts in the, 

field,: however, suggest that there are differences in the nature of 

jail and prison stresses. 

The impression gathered from reviewing much of what was avail

able on jails and prisons is that jail confinement,is characteriz~d 

by an~abrupt transition from street to jail which· can promote person

al disorganization and anxiety. The jail prisoner is between worlds. 

He sti 11 has a strong investment in the stree,t, but 1 ooki ng after 

it is difficult from a jail cell. The transition can also spawn 

introspective journeys that promote overwhelming feelings of guilt 

or remorse. Under these conditions, the support of significant 

others maY be a crucial coping reDource. 

The jail prisoner does not have much control over his immediate 

future. The amount of time he will spend in jail is determined by 

judges, prosecutors, and others. This set bf circumstances can 

result in a strong desire for closure and certainty, and it can 

promote dependence on friends and relatives to provide information 

and assistance. 

Jails feature a high population turnover and a diverse popula

tion. Compared with prison, jails do not have much stability. And 

because jails are primarily detention facilities, they offer few 

programs. They are not considered rich in opportunities for activity. 

In comparison with jails, prisons house more men with histories 

of convictions for crimes of violence, and they confine these men 

for longer periods of time. Prison populations are more stable and 
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homogeneous than those housed in jai'ls. It is this homogeneity 

that necessitates prudent awareness of the moves and motives of 

fellow inmates. 
';' 

'The initial concern upon entry, into pr'ison is "How to make 

it?1I or "How tD do the time?1I The focus is predominantly on the 

inside. Attention;s centered on how to deal with the deprivations 

and challenges of confinement. Although prison inmates cope with 
; .. 

confi'nement in many way,s, the preferable strategy is to assume a 

manly posture. 

"Manliness may be established through tests or reputation, and 

f~om the day of arrival to the day of release~ the prison inmate 

lives in an all male world, where tests of masculinity are almost 

inevitable. This is a world in which legitimate authorities are 

seldom appealed to, and disputes are settled by v~ndetta. 

If a manly stance is the desired one and there is variation 

in how well individuals match the model, it would be. ~xpected that 

. some pri'soner,s, those who oversubscribe to the rnodr.il and those who 

overreact to danger cues or slights to masculinity, would be dispro

portionately involved in violent behavior, while others, the timid, 

the frightened, and the dependent, would live in fear. 

If it is true that jails are disorganizing and anxiety produc

ing environments in which the support of significant others may be 

a crucial coping resource and prisons are dangerous places in which 

the maintenance of a manly image may be important for effective 

coping, we would expect jail prisoners to be concerned with Support 

and prison inmates to be concerned with Safety. This is not what 

the data in Table 5.5 show. However, the hypothesis did receive 
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some support in another study (Gibbs, 1978). 

A study directed by Toch (1975) resulted in 333 tape-recorded 

and transcribed clinical interviews with men who had injur~~d them

selves in jail (105) and prison (228). The interview content was 

classified by means of a typology constructed by ~Toch'. The complete 

version of the typology contains 16 mutually exclusive sets of crisis 

motives. Each motive or theme represents one of three psychological 

concerns (Impotence, Fear, and Need for Support) and one of three 

qualitatively different level of crisis (Coping, Self-Perception, 

and Impulse Management). Our current concern is only with psycho

logical concern. The hypothesis does not involve level of crisis. 

The case has been made above that the coping strategies and 

resources required by the jail and prison environments differ. If 

coping requirements 'differ: we can expect that the nature of coping 

failures (motives for self-injury) will also differ. There is some 

evidence to support this expectation: a greater propO\~tion of prison 

interviews with self-destructive men featured a primary theme that 

was'related to Tochls typological concern fear (36.3 percent) than 

did jail interviews (20.4 percent), and a greater percentage of jail 

interviews included a theme that was related to Support (36.3 percent) 

than did prison self-injury 'interviews' (28.2 percent) (Gibbs~ 1978). 

Although the magnitude of the association between setting and the 

psychological concern that resulted in a psychological breakdown was 

not large, the differences were in the predicted direction. 

How do we reconcile the differences between the two sets of 

findings? One answer is that the findings may reflect differences 

in the populations studied -- inmates who committed acts of self-
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injury and inmates from general jail and pdson populations. It 

could be that the average inmate responds to those environmental 

features that jails and prisons have in common, and self-destructive 

inmates are sensitive to the more unique and destructive feature~ 

of each environment. 

~here are, of course, other explanations. The differenc~ 

could- be accounted for by (1) differences in data c;ollection 

methods -- forced choice questionnaire or exploratory clinical 

interview?, (2) variation in the reliability of the instruments [

the i riter";rab~r re 1 i abil i ty for the i ntervi ews was 85 perc~n:t, tre 

average reliability for JPI dimensions was .59, and the average 

reliability for PPI dimensions was .57, and (3) differences in the 

purposes of the investigations. The purpose of both the PPI and 

JPI was to measure the environmental concerns of .inmates; the 

purpose of the interviews that were conducted with self-destructive 

inmates was to reconstruct the world of the inmate during his time 

of crisis.' The interview was not intendeQ to eJicit information 

about the environment. Although environmental concerns emerged and 

environmenta1 constructs were imposed on interview content for pur

poses of a,nalysis, the interviews were problem centered. And the 

problems that emerged from the interview content -- the psychologi

cal dimensions of Impotence, Fear, and Need for Support represented 

;; in Toch's typology -- are not the equivalents of the dimensions 

measured by the JPI, PP,I, and SJPI -- Emotional Feedback/Support. and 

Safety. 

As mentioned previously, the JPI, PPI, and SJPI dimensions are 

intended to measure environmental concerns or demands. These 
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repres~nt only half the problem. Something must also be ~nown 

about environmental supply to determine if there is a problem. 

A comparison of environmental supply.:.demand discrepancies between 

jail and prison inmates ,would be closer to a comparison of problems 

by means of the psychological dimensions of Tochls typology than 

is a comparison of just demands. Unfortunately, although we have 

measures of environmental supply that are the equivalents of the 

JPI dimensions (the:Environmental Quality Scale wilT be discussed 

in Chapter 6), we d& not have supply measures that are comparable 

for the PPI or SJPI. 

Even if we had all the necessary measures for making compari

sons, ~nd we found no differences between the generic problems of 

jail and prison inmates, this does not mean that we should use ge

neric interventions to deal with the problems. The specific con

tent of the problems may vary. If the PPI and JPI or similar instru-

ments are used as measures, the content of the items used to repre

s'ent comparable dimensions in the two instruments would insure such 

variation because item content is specific to institutional setting. 

This mean,s, as we have pointed out before, that what is considered 

Assistance in jail may not be Assistance in prison. And although 

both jail and prison inmates may require more Assistance, the 

programs that would be required to provide the 8ssistance could 

be quite different. 

Associations Between JPI Dimensions (Initial Scores) 

Table 5.6 presents the relations between JPI dimensions. 

Most of the 21 associations are negative (in part) an artifact of 

the compari son by pairs format) and insubstantiaL The abs(mce of 
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Table - 5.6 Jail Preferenca Inventory Dimension with Dimension Correlations ?' 

Dimension 

Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r I r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
.p p p p p P 

-.22 -.21 .03 .01 -.37 -.33 

Privacy (270) (277) '(27i) (252). (273) (286) 
-n 

.000 .000 .628 .818 .000 .000 

- .12 -.40 -.04 -.08 - .17 

Activity (284) (278) (263) (282) (295) 
.043 .000 .525 .155 .003 

- .12 -.08 -.21 .08 

Certainty (289) (213) (290) (303) 
.036 .213 .000 .171 

.~ -.34 -.30 -.23 

Safety (266) (284) (297) 
.000 .000 .000 

-.21 - .16 

Autonomy 
.(?68) (278) 
.000 .006 

'\ 
.01 ~ 

.:. 

Support 
(300) 
.809 

I . 

~ 

l'\ 
• 

• <~, --r.-,-" "'- .~~ 
..... "<- -,' ..., "~.-,. • .., 
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strong correlations between dimensions is desirable; it means we 

are measuring independent dimensions. 

The strongest associations appearing in Table 5.6 are between 

privacy and Support (-.37) and Assistance (-,,33), and Safety and 

Activity (-.40) and Autonomy (-.34)~ The explanations for both 

sets of correlations are obvious. Those who prize solitude (priva

,cy) may consider even the most well-intentioned interventions (Sup

pOl't:a:nd Assistance)'incursi0lJ,s. Those with strong Safety concerns 

may see the mobility for others associated with ~utonomy and the 

places associated with Actiivity as dangerous. 

We expected a relatively strong positive association to appear 

between privacy and Safety because of the self-evident connection 

between these two constructs. The correlation (.03) is in the 

predicted direction, but it is not very strong. Of course, when 

by definition (the comparison by pairs format) four of the 24 scores 

which comprise a dimension have perfect negative correlation with 

four of the 24"scores used to compute any other dimensio!" you would 

not expect ~any large positive correlations between dimensions. 

I 
! 

I 

1 

If 

'I ,~ 

":'300-
, 

Association~ Between JPI D~mei1sions and Respondent Characteristics 

Table 5.7 presents the product-moment coefficients that summarize 

the relations between the JPI dimensions and the characteristics of 

our respondents. The magnitude of the correlations suggest~ that 

respondent characteristics are nob'very good predictors of dimension 

scores. Only four of the 203 coefficients appearing in Table 5.7 

reached a strength Df .20 or greater. Although there could be some 

stropger associations hidden in conditional relations, we do not ~ave 

sound theoretical reasons for elahorating relations, and therefor.e, 

we will present only the zero-order correlations . 

. Table 5.7 shows that there is a relatively strong negative 

association (-.20) between age and Autunomy. We expected to find 

this association. Establl'shl' g I lf I none s se as one s own man, asserting 

independence, and rebelling against authority are concerns that 

become less potent with age. Age was also found to be linked with 

Autonomy (The PPI Freedom dimension) in the prison study conducted 

by Toch (1977). The difference between age groups in th~ir"need 

for freedom was explained in the following terms: 

/D_/evelopmentally, an older person is more apt to have 
reso 1 ved dependency issues and i denti ty concerns. .He is 
more apt to have defined the borders of his autonomy and to 
feel less sensitivity about having these borders violated 
Situationally, an older person may be less prone to evoke" 
authoritarian moves, which means that Freedom issues have 
l~ss c~ance of arising. A custodial officer may be more 
dlrec~lve to a youth, who evokes his paternal role, than 
towara an age-mate or a man who is his senior (Toch and 
Gibbs, 1977:247-248). 

Two other associations appearing in Table 5.7 that, are relatively 

strong are between Activity and wage per hour (.20) and kind of 

counsel (.26). If We consider the amount of money 

"I 
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:-<"" Table 5.7 Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics; Lega~ 
Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcoho)~ Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and 
Confinement Experiences 

.~--

Characteristic Dimension 
Privaoy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
. (n) en) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

p p .p p p p P 

-.05 .03 .02 .07 -.20 .03 .03 
Age (291) (299) (308) {302} (282) (305) (319) 

.408 .617 .670 .249 .001 .610 .654 

Marital -.08 .• 06 .06 .02 - .12 .07 .02 
(291 ) (299) (308) (302) (282) (305) (319) Status .159 .298 .270 .753 .046 .220 .730 

+1 

# of Persons -.03 .00 .06 -.09 .04 .09 .04-
(291) 

. 
(298) (307) (301) (281 ) (305) (318) in Household .634 .949 • .301 .130 .512 .104 .495 

# of -.03 - .01 .00 -.05 -.08 .12 .01 
(288) (296) (306) (300) (280) (302) (316) Dependents .659 .876 .954 :437 .202 .033 .863 

~. -.08 ·,,00 :06 -.04 - .18 .12 .09 # of {291} (299) (308) (302) (282) . (305) (319) Children .152 .942 :314 .485 .003 .037 .103 

# of Persons -.08 .03 .07 - .18 .15 .07 .05 
in Immediate (290) (298) (307) (301 ) (281) (304 ) (318) 
Fami ly l, 

.153 .602 .243 .002 .014 .255 .378 
':) 

# of Family 
t . . \ '.~ I '~'09 . \ - .13 .03 -.17 - .10 .19 .10 

Members (291)' (299) (308) (302) (282) (305) (319) 
Living in Area .022 .116 .557 .002 ~ 1 09 .001 .064 

,~ 
.:. 

1 . 
... ~~ .. 

~ 

0 

" 

~------~-""'----
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Table 5.7 (cont.) Associations 'Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics; 
Lega~ Offense, and Confihement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Suppor't Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
(0) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p P 

# of Family -.06 -.04 .08 -.09 -.03 .08 .09 
Contacts (290) , ( 297..) (306) (300) (280) (303) (317) 
Per Month .312 .482 .150 .123 .614 .158 .110 

... 
Employment . 00 .07 .04 - .10 -.03 .01 . .06 

(290) (298) ( 30il ) (301 ) (282) (304) (318) Status .998 .200 .448 .071 .567 .858 .304 

Months -.07 ! 16 , -:.05 :01 - .15 . 12 .02 
Employed at (i69) (;Q'74 ) ( 183) ( 178) ( 168) (178) (1137) 
Present Job .365 .031 .481 .908 .054 .110 .757 

# of Hours .08 .09 .16 -.03 -.01 -.09 -.08 
~ 

\~orked Per (163) (167) (176) (171) (162) (172 ) ( 180) Week .341 .274 .040 .697 .923 .259 .266 

Wage Per .07 .20 -.03' - .16 . -.11 .03 -.03 
Hour (154 ) (157) (166) (161 ) (152) (162) (170) 

.403 .013 .679 .037 .195 .704 .698 

Highest Grade .15 -.03 .05 .02 - .11 - .13 .08 
Completed (291 ) (299) (308) (302) (282) (305) (319) 

\ .009 .605 .341 .777 .060 .023 .148 
, " .~ 

..:. 
# of Hours .05 - .10 -.05 .02 -.05 .07 .04 Detained (264) (273) (273) 

, . 
(282) (257) (279) (290) by Police .407 .092 .401 ' .761 .460 .268 .483 ., 

~ 

. ".I'_~·,<· ",·,,7'.'~~_""""_. __ "· ~., 
~ .. "., .~ .• ,...."..." "'" ... ,,,,,"""'-..,,,,,,--~,~',"-_ ~;-S'='"""""~""-;;:;~-::t..-=;"':~."-'--t~ .. ;;\,,~ ~ 
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Table 5.7 (cant.) Associations 'Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimens';on Scores and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal/Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 

. Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r . r;\;' r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p P 

# of Hours -.09 .04 -.02 -.00 .03 ' .06 -.06 
Detained at (287) (294) (305) (298) (278) (302) (314) 
Sampled Facility .109 . . '.510 .695', .993 .699 .268 .291 
Before Interview 

-.05 .17 -.09 -.04 -.03 .OT -.04 
Legal Status (280) (288) (2.98) (292) (273) (294) (308) 

.387 .003 .134 .510 .672 .838 .491 

Previous .01 .13 -.11 -.07 .02 -.03 -.04 
Confinement (290) (297) (306) (300) (280) (303) (317) 
For Same Case .904 .021 .049 .246 .688 .648 .435 . 

• 02 .08 .01 -.04 .04 -.07 -.06 
Bail Set (266) (276) (283) (277) (259) (279) (293) 

.703 .183 .814 .529 .487 .237 .337 

.04 -.02 .08 -.03 -.02 -.05 .09 Amount (180) (190) (195) (188) (180) (190) (200) of Bai'l .610 .831 .287 .665 .744 .514 .203 

Number of -.01 -.03 .04 -.07 .02 .05 .03 
Charges (289) (297) (306) (300) (280) (303) (317) 

.803 .643 .536 .200 .699 .384 .571 

Assigned -.00 .16 - .13 .06 ", .. 08 -.05 -.03 .. 
or Retained (270) (279) (285) (280) . (262) (282) (296) 
Counsel .986· .007 .025 .281 .216 .449 .567 

. ""," .",_ C"'>""_"'_'~"'''-'''''.'~->,,,"*,,,.,,,.,;-.,", ~'_"o -'"""~~"";_'""""-~"_~'+'''''''' ~~-".-, .... ~",,. .• -,,,,,_~~ _.. <.<;. :;-"",. v-,.,,-...; ,> ......... , •••• ~, """'''C-'''"''-~''.'r''''",,,:;' # .... "'_~">:'<"-"'~"'_<"...,~_""~.~''''''''''',...".~._''''''_.".~._ 
-. i'-'~'---:31~"'.''';''~'_'h\!... 
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Table 5.7 (ccr,t. ) Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics; 
legal/Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 
r r ,r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (0) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p 

Kind of .03 .26 -.11 .06 -.19 -.06 .01 
,Counsel (74) (73) (73) (75) (66) (74) (78) 

.771 .026 .336 .582 .127 .599 .925 
, . 

# of People • 02 -.01 .04 -.02 .01 -.05 .02 
(283) (290) (299) (294) (275) (296) (310) in Cell .702 .815 .446 .746 .911 .414 .675 

Memory Loss -.01 .04 -.00 -.05 .10 -.04 -.04 
From Drinking (216) (219) (228) (226) (211 ) (227) (237) 

1 

(Per ~1onth) .874 .530 .979 .452 .169 .495 .500 " 1; 
<, 

level of -.06 .11 -.08 -.09 .15 .02 -.06 
Alcohol (286) (294) (303) (?97) (277) (300) (314) 
Consumption .286 ' .060 .183 .135 .016 .774 .266 

Frequency of -.03 -.08 -.02 -.00 .04 -.01 .12 
(290) (298) (307) (301 ) (282) (304) (318) Marijuana Us~ .. .624 , '.180 .774 .994 .493 .870 .036 

Level of Drug .02 .03 .02 -.11 -.03 .03 .12 
(280) (291) (297) (292) (273) (295) (308) 

\ 
Consumption .727 .651 .673 .062 .679 .625 .034 

.. 01 .00 .02 .07 - .13 .08 -.09 ,~ 
.. 

Thoughts of (291) (299) (308) (302) (282) (305) (319 ) , 

Self Injury \ 

.912 ' ".979 .743 .236 .033 .192 .113 , Qf;\ 

., . 
" ,.·"" ••• ·r",.',,:o . .,,., .. ~, ,,......,....,,.o.;-~~~:-"'~_:..::.:, ,<,.~_""-,_".· .. ,,''';"''-,·t .... ~· V .... "'Zt:i",'_"_::_:'.:",:, ':m<;:'::,-:::'_ ~"-') 
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Table 5.7 (cont.) Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal/Offense, and Confinement Characteristics. Alcohol t Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
And Confin~ment Experiences 

" 

Characteristic Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r Y' r 
(0) (n) (0) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p P 

# of Self -.08 .08 .00 -.08 -.01 .17 -.09 
Injury Attempts,) (289), . (297) (306) (300) (280) (303) (317) ~ 

.153 -. t", " :1 ~5'\"" '.'~' , .940 .176 .886 .003 .092 

Psychiatric -.02 .04 .04 -.04 -.01 .10 -.07 
(284) (290) (299) (294) (274) (296) (310) Treatment .737 .454 .485 .510 .909 .075 . 191 

# of Psychiatric -.00 .02 .01 .01 -.02 .07 - .13 
(286) (292) , (301) (295) (275) (299) (312) Hospitalizations .995 .729 .917 .916 .775 .229 .024 

~ 
Time (In Hours) -.07 .11 .01 - .10 .02 .04 .02 Between (288) (296) (305) (299} (279) (302) (317) Admission and 
Interview .247 .062 .912 .090 .763 .485 .666 

, Previous -.02 .17 -.19 - .16 .04 .08 .02 1\ 

Confinement in (291) (299) (308) (302) {282} (305) (319) 
Sampled Facility .773 .004 .001 .006 .559 .148 .724 

Previous -.00 .18 -.08 - .18 .02 .06 .01 
\ Confinement (281) (290) (297) (291) (272) (295) (308) 'f ,~ In 'Any Jail .983 .002 .147 .002 .688 .315 .844 l 

\ 

Previous .07 -.02 .06 - .19 .08 .08 .03 ~ 
Confinement In (281) (289) (297) (291 ) {271} (293), (307) Juvenile 
Institution . 212 .781 . .289 .001 .168 .196 .620 

.~ 

,-~" ~. d_ ~. 

• ., " ." r. , .. , y<,-o .. ~ ,.,.,...,...., "'., .... ~,,, .", .. ,-•• ~." - .,._",.~ '" '~"~i:;;:C"'<;:'ro",~.=-,~=.".,-.'("--",,-<:,,, ",. '~" .•.• __ " 
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Table 5.7 (cont.) Associations 'Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal/Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p P 

Previous .05 .11 .01 -.23 .03 .09 .02 
Confinement (279) (287) (295) (289) (269) (292) (305), 
In Any Penal .427 ' .075 .854 .000 .592 .108 .744 
Institution 

~ "~ 
\ . 



a person makes and the purchasing power it takes to retain his 

own attorney as measures of occupational status, these cor

relations begin to make sense. Those who have relatively high 

paying jobs are probably more accustomed to being engaged in 

meaningful activity ana daily b~s.is than are those who work 

at jobs that require the completion of routine tasks. In 

low paying jobs, some workers spend a considerable amount of time 

trying to avoid what."they consider m1eaning1ess activity. High 

paying jobs often require their incumbents to carefully manage 

time to fi't in as much activity as possible in a limited amount 

of time. We would Jxpect that those who have estab~ished a 

pattern ~f activity i~ daily life to show a strong concern 

for activity upon incarceration. 

The last correlation appearing in Table.S.7 that is .20 

or greater is between previous confim~ment and Safety (-.2:1). 

This finding suggests that veterans of incarceratiQIl are 
. 

more confi dent in their abi 1 ity to handl e tbe dang~!rs assoc-

iated with jail than are novices. Similar 'associations were 

l re.ported in Tech I s study of the envi ronmental conc;erns of 
\ 

prison inmates in which it was noted that "Seasoned inmates 

are less concerned about the dangers of prison than their 

less-seasoned counterparts. If nothin£1 else, fc!miliarity 

breeds confidence in one's ability to negotiate interpersonal 

threats II (Toch and Gi bbs, 1977: 225). 
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Table 5.8 presents the results of an analysis of variance 

for JPI dimensions with selected character'fstics .. Not one of the 

associations (eta) appearing in the table reached a magnitude of 

.20. 

Statistical Properties of the JPI Follow-up Administration 

-, .. ------

Table 5.9 presents the reliability coefficients for the follow-up 

administrcltion of the JPI. A comparison of these measures of internal 

consistem:y with those for the initial administration (Table 5.1), 

shows the reliability of each dimension increasessubstantial1:l with 

a second administration. On the average, the coefficient alpha in

creased by 19 percent between the initial and follow~up administration 

of the JPI. The largest increases were in the two most unre.liable 

dimensions .-- Certainty increased 77 percent and Assistance 50 percent. 

So~e of the increase in internal consistency could be accounted 

for by testing effects. As subjects become more familiar with the 

structure, content, and purpose of an instrument, they may strive for 

and find it easier to achieve cons~stency in their responses. 

The improved reliability may also refle~t difference in the 

relevance of the d1me~sions (and .their item representatives) to the. 

subjects at different points in the period of the~r incarceration. . 
Some concerns may be less salient during the first hectic hours or 

day of confinement than they are later when the prisoner has had time 

to assess his needs a~d scan his environment. As the reality of 

incarceration impinges more and more on prisoners, we would expect the 

environment of the jail to have more obvious and immediate meaning to 

their lives. 
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Table 5.8 Comparison of Average Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores (Analysis of '/arlance) 
by Selected Characteristic~ 

Characterlstic Cateoory 

Ethnicity 

First 
Personl 
Called 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Relative 
Other 
No one 

Institution Essex 

Housing 
Assignllll!nt 
at First 
Interview 

Most 2 
Serious 
Charge 

Morris 
Hun te rdon 

Genera 1 popu
lation - cell 
Genera 1 popu- ' 
lation - donn 
Segregati on 

Person 
Property 
Drug 
Other 

Privacy 

8.99 
8.66 
8.96 
111 
154 

23 
0.26 

.77 

.04 

8.75 
8.95 • 
8.95 
156 

70 
61 

0.10 
.91 
.03 

Act;ivi ty 

13.33 
12.23 
12.91 

116 
160 

21 
2.64 

.07 

.13 

12.31 
13.34 
12.78 

162 
72 
71 

1.75 
.18 
.11 

8.91 12.39 
8.72 13.47 
8.80 12.35 

171 178 
95 92 
25 29 

0.06 2.42 
.93 .09 
.02 .13 

8.90 

8.91 
7.96 

93 
177 

21 
0.59 
.56 
.06 

8.95 
<3.44 
9.88 
8.74 

42 
97 
33 

115 
1.19 

.31 

.11 

12.85 

12.73 
1.2.16 

101 
173 

25 
0'.30. 

.74 
.04 

11.43 
12.66 
13.38 
13.01 

42 
103 

35 
11£1 

2.02 

lFirst Person Called Categories 

.11 

.14 

Dlmension 
Certalntv Safety Autonomy Suoport Assistance 

14.07 
14.00 
13.63 

115 
168 

22 
0.25 

.78 

.04 

13.84 
14.34 
H.ll 

171 
75 
59 

1.06 
.35 
.. 08 

13.99 
13.96 
14.11 

185 
95 
i~B 

0.1)4 
.lI7 
.02 

13.SI4 

14.15 
\ 13.35 

99 
185 

2:3 
1.2" 

.31) 

.O!~ 

14.5:r 
13.8!; 
14.2(1 
13.8(1 

4
" .1 

lOS, 
35 

119 
1. 10 

.35 
.:..l.Q; 

12.54 
12.54 
12.79 

117 
159 

23 
0.03 
.97 
.01 

12.~3 
12.50 
12.11 

164 
71 
63 

0.28 
.76 
.04 

8.02 
7.73 
8.75 

101 
158 
20 

0.90 
.41 
.08 

7.85-
7.59 
8.68 
155 
68 
56 

1.79 
.17 
.11 

14.01 13.82 
14.35 15.49 
14.16 13.62 

119 119 
160 173 

23 24 
0~22 13.26 

.81 .00 

.04 .28 

14.52 15.04 
13.79 14.47 
14.00 14.29 

168 174 
71 76 
62, 65 

0.89 1.98 
.41 .14 
.08' 0.11 

12.56 7.65 14.j2 15.19 
12.70 8.39 13.73 13.94 
11.76 8.31 15.03 14.50 

178 176 180 '192 
95 77 96 99 
29 29 29 28 

0.45 1.50 1.25 6.30 
.64 .22 .29 .00 

____ ~.0~5 __ ~0~ ___ ~.~09~ ____ ~.~20~ ___________ ____ 

12.59 7.70 14.24 14.76 

12.29 7.99 14;04 14.90 
16.04 8.33 15.26 13.48 

97 93 101 104 
180 ' 168' 181 190 
25 2l 23 25 

1.52 0.40 0.86 2.53 
.22 .67 .42 .07 

~9 ______ ~·~0~5 _______ .n~8 ____ ~._1~3 _____________ __ 

13.53 8.69 13.64 14.57 
11.89 7.70 14.94 15.31 
12.81 6.85 13.27 14.75 
12.58 8.16 14.10 14.39 

45 39 42 . 46 
102 98 105 110 

32 32 33 36 
119 110 121 123 

1.33 2.11 1.93 2.08 
.27 .10 .12 .10 
.12 .15 .14 .14 

1. Relative includes: Spouse. Parents, and Other RI~latives 
2. Other includes: Girlfriend, Friend. Legal Assist'ance, and Other 

2Ser1ou§ness of Charge Categories 

1. Offenses against person include: Homicide. Aggravated Sexual Assault. Kidnapping. and 
Aggra'/ated Assaul t 

2. Property offenses include: Armed Robbery, Robbery. Burglary-iheft and Forgery 
3. Drug related offens~s include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance and Possession q( 

Controlled flangerous Substance ,., 

4. Other offen;es include: Possession of Weapon. Non-Indictabtes. Traffic Offenses; Non-Sup~ort, 
Probation/Parole Violation, and Other 

Table 5.9 

Dimension 

Privacy 

Activity 

Certainty 

Safety 

Autonomy 

Support 

Assistance 
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Reliability Estimates for the Jail Preference 
Inventory -- Follow-up Interviews 

Coefficient 
Alpha 

.75 

.78 

.53 

.83 

.64 

.75 

.66 

Number 
of 

Cases 

102 

102 

100 

102 

102 

101 

101 

Number 
of 

Items 

24 

24 

24 

24 

24 

24 

24 

------"-------~-~--------'---"--~~~~ .. ~~ .. ~-.~--... ~ .... -~.,-----------------------------------------------------------



The connection between r'elevance and reliability is straight

forward. If you ask me about something that I don't care about or 

don't know about, you may get very di fferent responses to very s imil ar 

questions. If the questions are supposed to measure the same thing, 

the inconsistency in responses is considered error variance which re-

duces reliabil'ity. For example, say you are trying to measure my Per

ception of mysel f --. pursuer or pursued -- by ctsking me to choose 

which cartoon character from each pair below that I am most like~ 

Elmer Fudd or Bugs Bunny; Slyvester the Cat or' Tweety Pie; Wil E ... 

Coyote or Road Runner. What if I had never seen or heard of any~of 

these characters, but you insisted that I make a choice? The in

strument in this case would not be a,reliable measure of my self-per

ception because the items do not have relevance forme. My choices 

would'be made on the basis of something other than the relation of 

the items to the dimension they are intended to measure. If I made 

my decisions by flipping a coin (or a similar method), you would 
not expect my responses to be consistent. There would not 
be a very high association among my responses over the long run. Of 

course, it is possible that r could be responding consistently to some 

dimension other than the one you want to tap. In this case, you would 

have reliability but not validity. 

The item-total correlations appearing in Table 5.10 reflect the 

increase in the reliability of each dimension. The average association 

between an item and its· dimension for the JPI follow-up administration 

is .27. This represents a 35 percent increase over the mean item-total 

correlation for the initial administration of the instrument. For the 

follow-up administration, 118 of the 168 items or 70 percent had a 

correlation with their dimensions of .20 or greater. The corresponding 

figure for the initial administration is ~8 percent. 

.. " ... --' .... ~----.,.-... , ..... ..,..---
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Tab,Ie 5.10 Item-Tota 1 Carrel ati ons for the Jail Preference 
Inventory -- Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number Item Dimension r. t . 

Represented 1-1 

1 

4 

7 

11 

19 

21 

23 

25 

27 

35 

67 

77 

85 

88 

90 

91 

103 

105 

117 

141 

A quiet place all to yourself 

A h?using assignment that gives you 
prlvacy 

A cell block with very little noise and 
commotion 

A cell block where you have privacy 

Staff who .respect your privacy 

Time alone to think your problems through 

A place to think all to yourself 

Knowing that you'll have the chance to get 
away by yourself each day 

Staff who allow you some privacy 
• 

A lot of privacy 

A jail that has places to go when you need 
a place to think 

A jail that has places where you ~an go to 
get away from noise and commotion 

Too much noise and talk 

Having no time alone 

A jail where you can never get any privacy 

Litt'le privacy 

Staff who don't give you any privacy 

Never a moment alone 

Not ever feeling that you're by yourself 

Inmates who are always making noise and 
commotion 

Privacy 

" 

II 

II 

" 
II 

" 

." 
II 

" 

" 

" 
II 

" 
II 

II 

II 

It 

II 

II 

.52 

.24 

.05 

.25 

.30 

.43 

.14 

.14 

.42 

.34 

.43 

.29 

.20 

.26 

.22 

.36 

.15 

.30 

.31 

.14 
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) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail . 
Table5.10 (cant. Preference Inventory __ Follow-up Intervlews 

Item 
Number 

147 

151 

161 

165 

2 

-6 

10 

13 

36 

41 

51 

57 

60 

63 

75 

82, 

86 

87 

93 

95 

97 

Item 
Dimensi~n r it- i . ,Represented 

No relief from the talk and noise 

No place where you can go to be alone 

Too much noise and commotion 

A jail where you can never get a quiet 
place to be alone 

Privacy 

II 

II 

II 

.43 

.41 

.21 

A busy place with plenty to do 

Housing where you're busy 

Activity 

.41 

.29 

.40 

.20 

.40 

As much to do as possible 

A facility where inmates can keep busy. 

A lot of activity 

Staff who help you keep active and occupi€d 

A cell block where you have no trouble 
finding things to do 

A jail where they l~t you wor~ every day, 
until you're too tlred to thlnk • 

A schedule that keeps you busY,aU day 
. 

A jail in which you can keep busy all day 

Staff who will help you find things to do 
to fill the time 

Staff who help you keep busy 

Too much time to think 

Having nothing to do 

Nothing to break the monotony 

Being idle every day 

Sitting 'around dwelling on your problems 

II 

II 

II 

II .39 

II 

II 

II 

1\ 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

.32 

.20 

.23 

.5"2 

.23 

.36 

.31 

.36 

.37 

.27 

.33 

.27 

~ 
I 
I 
I 

i 
) 
I 

I 

n 
l 1 

II 
I' II 
p 
I 
.J 
1 
'I 
i 
J 

I 
1- _ 

Table 5.10 (cant.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory -- Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number Item Dimension r it- i 

Represented 

1D8 ~ A jail where there's nothing to do to pass 
the time Activity .39 

1-11 A jail that doesn I t offer anything to 
occupy your time 

T13 A jail where you sit around all day with 
nothing to do 

1~9 Not being able to stop thinking negative 
thoughts ~ 

123 Long-'boring days and wights with nothing
to do 

139 Nothing to do to keep your mind off 
your problems 

Nothing to do to keep your mind off things 

II 

II 

II 

It 

II 

II 
157 

3 

26 

33 

A set of rules you can understand 

Knowir:lg when you'll see your lawyer 
Certainty 

37 

40 

43 

59 

61 

65 

73 

79 

An institution with clear and:copsfstent 
rules. 

Staff who let you know what's hapRening 
with your case 

A jail in which inmates always know what 
to expect from staff 

A tightly run institution with definite rules 

A set of rules that tell you what to expect 

A definite court date that won't change 

Being certain about what's happening with 
your case 

Knowing exactly what you're up against in 
court 

Staff who you can count on to act the same 
way every day 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

.• 33 

.35 

.18 

.19 

.32 

.30 

, .08 

.37 

-.01 

,.01 

.04 

.16 

.19 

.09 

.28 

.07 

• 17 
.. , 

• 
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( t) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail , 
TaDle 5.10 con. Preference Inventory __ Follm'l-up Intervlews 

Item 
Number 

81 

89 

98 

107 

118 

121 

133 

138 

143 

149 

154 

159 

168 

5 

12 

14 

17 

28 

Item 
Dimension 

Represented 

Staff who are consistent Certainty 

A jail with rules that change all the 
time 

Not knowing what to expect in court 

A jail where the rules and regulations 
change from day to day 

Not sure when you'll go t~ court 

Not knowing whether or not,your people 
are going to visit you whl1e locked up 

A jail that's run differently from one 
day to the next 

Not knowing what your lawyer is doing 
with your case 

Staff who keep changing rules 

Not knowing if your woman is ~til1 
with you 

Guards It,ho 1 et you go on s~methi ng one 
day and write you up for lt the ~ext 

Not understanding what your lalt/yer. is 
doing 

Unexplained postponements and adjournments 
with your case 

Housing where you Ire safe 

A cell block where you have safety 

A facility in which there is little danger 

Guards who protect you from danger 

Staff who are concerned about your safety 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

.. 
II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

Safety 

II 

II 

", 

II 

r' t . 1 -1 

.12 

.17 

.22 

.30 

.19 

.03 

.30 

.13 

.23 

.08 

.05 

.34 

.12 

.48 

.50 

.46 

.54 

.48 

I 

lj: 

f 
1 

II 
!"'. ! 
I'J 
! 

J 
! Ii 

II 
jl 

I' 
'l 

·1

'1 ! 
,
.I 

[1 
r1 

l 
J 

I 

I 
tf 
iI 

II 1 
I 
I 
l 
I 
I 
1 

. 1 
I , 
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Table 5.10 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory -- Follow-up Interviews 

29 

39 

45 

49 

55 

66 

71 

96 

99 

110 

,.20 

127 

131 

142 

145 

160 

162 

163 

167 

8 

9 

Knowing that you Ire safe from violent 
inmates 

A jail in which inmates can't ,harm one 
another 

Staff who keep a cloe eye on you to make 
sure youlre safe 

Staff who protect an inmate from other 
inmates 

Knowing that youlre safe from harm 

Being in a ~ell block that's safe 

Fee 1 i ng sa Fe 

Being threatened by another inmate 

Being housed where you Ire the only one 
of your race 

A violent cell mate 

Housing where inmates want to settle 
everything with their hands 

Having a gang out to rape you 

Having people after you in jail 

Inmates who are always looking for.a fight 

Someone out to get you on the tier 

Not feeling safe 

Too many games and bad feelings 

Inmates who are always trying to prove hml/ 
bad they are 

Safety 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II Lots of tension among the inmates 

A cell block with very few rules Autonomy 

As few Y'ules as possible II 

,~~ .-~-" .~- -----

.29 

.48 

.39 

.38 . 

.58 

.47 

.34 

.37 

-.03 

.50 

.39 

.24 

.34 

.37 

.59 

.40 

-.03 

.42 

.22 

.19 

.07 
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Table 5.10 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory -- Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number Item 

Dimension 
Represented 

15 Staff who stay off your back 

Unescorted movement throughout the 
institution 

Autonomy 

24 

31 

34 

44 

46 

50 

Staff who stay out of your business 

An institution with very few rules 

An institution in which the inmates call 
the shots 

Staff who let you take care of yourself 

Staff who stay out of inmate affairs 

52 A cell block where the guards won't write 
you a ticket for every little thing 

53 Guards who mind their own business 

83 Staff who believe that you should take care 
of your own problems 

94 Always being told what to do 

100 Being housed where the guards are. always 
busting you for some nonsense 

101 A guard who is always on your back 

104 Staff who are always quoting the 
institutional rules to you 

106 All kinds of rules and regulations 

124 A camera watching you 24 hours a day 

125 Being sent to the hold for a minor 
infraction 

129 Staff who are always telling you when and 
how to do everything 

135 A jail where you have to get the guards 
permission to do just about anything 

" 

" 

" 

II 

" 

" 

" 
II 

\I 

" 

\I 

\I 

II 

II 

II 

" 

II 

II 

r' t . 1 -1 

.17 

.01 

.30 

.38 

.22 

.42 

.54 

.20 

.49 

.46 

.12 

-.09 

.06 

.12 

.19 

.25 

.03 

.42 

.36 

Table 5.10 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations .for the Jail 
Preference Inventory -- Folloy/-up Interviews 

Item 
Number Item 

Dimension r. t . 
Represented 1-1 

137 Someone te 11 i ng you what to do evet'y 
mi nute of the day Autonomy .14 

153 Guards who write you up for infractions 
for little stuff II .22 

164 Guards who are always trying to show that 
they're the boss II .31 

20 Staff who really care about how you feel Support .15 

22· An understandi ng person you can tell 
your problems to 

30 

48 

54 

58 

70 

72 

74 

76 

80 

84 

116 

122 

Knowing that you're loved by your 
fami 1y 

Knowing your family cares 

Guards who show a genuine interest in 
how you feel 

A jail where they let you have visits 
all day every day 

Staff who can help you with family or 
emotional problems 

Feeling loved 

Having people who believe in you no matter 
\\'hat 

Staff who will help you with family problems 

Staff who you know cq,r,~ about your emoti ona 1 
well being 

Staff who feel that they should help you 
when you're feeling down 

Family who don't care what happens to you 

Knowing for sure your people aren't going 
to visit you while you're locked up 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

.36 

.35 

.38 

I .35 

.05 

.43 

.21 

.29 

.40 

.15 

.35 

.36 

.16 
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Table 5.10 (cont.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number Item 

Dimension rOt 0 

Represented 1-1 

126 

128 

130 

132 

140 

148 

150 

152 

156 

158 

16 

Finding out your family won't come 
to see you 

Knowing your people hate you 

Staff who couldn't care less if you're 
having problems with your family 

Having your people think you're 
worthless because you're in jail 

Nobody to talk to about your problems 

Nobody who understands how you feel 

Knowing for sure that you woman has 
left you 

Nobody who understands what '. s go; ng on 
in your head 

People who don't stick by you when you're 
locked up 

No visits from family and frjends 

Staff who respond quickly when you have 
a request 

18 Social workers who get things done for 
you 

32 Staff who help you take care of business 

38. Staff Vlho advi se you on the best way to 
act in court 

42 Staff who help you fill out important 
forms and papers 

47 Knowing your lawye.r cares 

56 Knowi ng that your' 1 aVlyer knoltJs ItJhat he's 
doing 

Support 

" 

" 

" 

" 
II 

" 

" 

" 
II 

Assistance 

" 
II 

" 

II 

II 

II 

.29 

.09 

.36 

.27 

.41 

.30 

.27 

2" • L. 

.32 

.49 

. 12 

.16 

.33 

.05 

.30 

.20 

.32 
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Ta~l~ 5.10 (cant.) Item-Total Correlations for the Jail 
Preference Inventory -- Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number Item Dimension 

Represented 

62 A jail program ·that teaches you about 
legal matters 

Assistance 
64 A jail in which you can get good 

medical attention 

68 A jail that has programs where you can 
learn something of use for when you 
get out 

" 

" 
69 Staff who r;;an help you wi th 1 ega 1 matters " 

78 A jail that has programs which help you take 
care of business like welfare, etc. " 

92 Limited medical services " 

102 Medical services that aren't always 
available " 

109 An incompetent 1 awyer " 

112 A jail that doesn't have a good system 
for channeling requests and complains " 

114 A jail that doesn't have a designated 
staff member you can go to with requests 
or for advice " 

115 A lawyer who doesn't care what happens to 
you " 

134 A jail in which there aren't any programs 
to help you out " 

136 A jail where you seldom get action when 
you make a request or complaint " 

144 Staff who are slow to re~pond to requests 

146 A lawyer who's judgement you don't trust 

155 A lawyer who doesn't defend you in court 

166 A jail in which complaints and requests 
never get to the right person 

II 

" 

" 

7'it-i 

• 18 

.32 

.40 

.~ .01 

.33 

.23 

.39 

.22 

.30 

.23' 

.11 

.21 

.22 

.19 

.29 

.04 

.20 
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The comparative data presented on the reliability coefficients 

and item-total correlations for the JPI suggest that more reliable 

results will be obtained if the instrument is administered to subjects 

after they have had some time to become :::'L~~ ;.:~:~ wi th the environment 

than are obtained if the instrument is administered shortly after' 

arrival in the jail. 

Average Follow-up JPI Dimension Scores 

The rank order distribution of average dimension scores for the 

follow-up sample (Table 5.11) is similar (W = .96) to the distribution 

for the initial sample (Table 5.4). Assistance, Support, and Certainty 

are the most desired environmental qualities, and Privacy and Safety 

are the asp~cts of the setting about which prisoners are least concerned. 

The dimensions-dimension correlations for the follow-up sample, 

which appear in Table 5.12, indicate that 6 of the 10 associations 
.20 or greater are the same as those 

which are/shown in Table 5.6 for initial int~rviews. Privacy shows 

a strong negative association \'1ith Support and especially wit'h Assist-

ance, and Safety shows substantial negative correJations with Activity 

and ·Support. 

Associations Between JPI Follow-up Dimension Scores and Respondent 
Characteristics 

Tables5.13 and 5.14 display the correlations between JPI follow-

up dimensions and respondent characteristics. The associations in 

these tables suggest that characteristics are more often substantially 

associated with JPI scores for the follow-up sample than for the 

initial sample (see Tables 5.7 and 5.8). 

Safety is the JPI dimension that is most often substantially 

associated with respondent characteristics. The data in Table 5.13 

indicate that Safety is negatively associated with (1) number of 

.,..322-

Table 5.11 Average Dimension Scores for the Jail Preference Inventory 
(Follow-up Interviews) 

Dimension N Median ~lode S 

Privacy 92 8.9 8.0 6.0 4.6 

Activity 97 12.2 12.3 12.0 4.7 

Certainty 96 14. 1 14.0 13.0 3.2 

Safety 97 13.0 13.4 14.0 5.3 

Autonomy 93 8.1 7.3 7.0 3.7 

Support 95 13.9 14.7 16.0 4.5 

Assistance lOa 14.9 15-.3 16.0 3.7 

, 
/ 
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Tab 1 e 5.12 Ja i '1 

Dimension 

Privacy 

Activity 

Certainty 

Safety 

Autonomy 

Support 

\ 
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Preference Inventory Dimension with Dimension Correlations -
.. -- ... --.~ --.. -_._--. .-_ .... 

Dimension 

Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy 

r r r r 
(n) . (n) (n) (no) 
p p p p 

-. 12 -.11 .05 ~04 
(l02) (102) , (102) (102) 
.231 .276 .608 .707 

- .15 -.42 .08 
(l02) (102) (102) 
:144 .000 .414 

-.34 .09 
(l02) (102) 
.001 .347 

-.31 
(102) 
.001 

(Follow-up Sample) 

Support 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.36 
(102) 
.000 

-.20 
(102) 
.041 

-.22 
(102 ) 
.028 

-.07 
(102) 
.510 

-.37 
(102 ) 
.000 

Assistance 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.45 
(102) 
.000 

-.13 
(102) 
.205 

.13 
(102) 
.179 

-.20 
(102) 
.043 

-.26 
(102 ) 
.009 

.09 
(102) 
.372 

~, 
\ 

, 

\ 
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Table 5.13Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores (Follow-up 
Characteristics; Legal Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, 
tharacteristicsj and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 
Pri \Vacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy 

r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p" p p p p 

Age 0.0531 0.0245 0.0026 0.0214 -0..0875 
(102) (102) (102) ( 102) (102) 

p=0.596 p=0.807 p=0.979 p=0.831 p=0.382 

Marital 0.0112 0.0954 0.0100 -0.0521 -0.1123 
Status (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

p=0.911 p=0.340 p=0.920 p=O.603 p=0.261 

# of Persons -0.1783 0.0876 0.1927 -0.1577 0.1468 
in Househol d ( 102) (102) (102) ( 102) (102) 

p=0.073 p=0.381 p=O.052 p=0.113 p=O .141 

t! of 0.0819 0.1197 0.0853 -0. 1775 -0.0249 
Dependents ( 102) ( 102) ( 102) (102) ( 102) 

p=0.413 p=0.231 p=O.394 p=0.074 p=0.804 

# of -0.1201 0.0020 0.0167 0.0600 -0. 1600 
Children ( 102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

p=0.229 p=0.984 p=0.868 p=0.549 p=0.108 

II of Persons 0.0235 -0.1330 0.1336 -0.2213 0.0724 
in Immediate (l02) (102) (102) (102) (102) 
Fam; 1 y p=0.815 p=0.183 p=0.181 p=0.025 p=0.470 

# of Persons 0.1876 0.2427 O. 1203 -0.3088 0.0973 
in Wi fe IS ( 27) (27) ( 27) (27) ( 27) 
Immediate p=0.349 p=0.223 p=0.550 p=O .117 p=0.629 
Family 

Interviews) and Personal 
Drug, and Mental Health 

Support Ass; stance 
r r 

(n) (n) 
p p -

-0.219 -0.0064 
(102) (102) 

p=0.827 p=0.949 

0.0737 -0.0222 
(102) (102) 

p=O.462 p=0.825 

0.0188 0.0119 
(102) (102) 

p=0.852 p=0.906 

-0.0672 0.0638 
(102) (102) 

p=0.502 p=0.524 

0.0553 0.1319 
(102) (102 ) 

p=O .581 p=0.186 

0.0977 0.1026 
(102) (102) 

p=0.328 p=0.305 

-0.0821 ",,0.1376 
(27) ( 27) 

p=O.684 p=0.494 
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, Table 5.13 (cont. ) Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores ( Fo 11 0'11- up Intervi ews) and 
Personal Characteristics; Legal Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, 
and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Ex~er;ences 

Character; sti c Dimension 
Pri vacy Act; vi ty Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
; (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

p p p p p p p 
: ·','JH,~,!:~"""'::.R':'"~,,,,,,,,,,,:,," 

# of Fami 1y -0.0494 {) JJ~04 0.0005 -0.2250 0.1159 O. 1031 0.1060 
Members Living (102) { ;02) (102) , (102) (102) ( 102) (102) 
in area p=0.622 ".,:!IU.6117 p=0.996 p=0.023 p=0.246 . p=O. 302 p=O .289 

# of Family 0.0334 0.0374 0.1808 -0.0853 0.0809 
~ 

-0.0382 ' -0.0390 
Contacts ( 101 ) (101) (101) (101) (lol) (101 ) (101) 
per Month p=0.741 p=0.711 p=0.070 p=0.396 p=0.421 p=0.698 p=0.704 

Emp 1 oyrhent -0.0504 O. 1149 0.0689 -0.2074 -.0.0103 -0.0271 0.1975 
Status ( 102) ( 102) (lO2) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

p=0.615 p=0.250 p=0.491 p=0.036 p=0.918 p=0.787 p=0.047 

Months -0.2970 0.0061 -0.0272 0.1097 O. 1376 0.0961 -0.0596 
Employed at (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) 
Present Job p=0.021 p=0.963 p=0.836 p=0.404 p=0.295 p=0.465 p=0.651 'i 

'I 

# of Hours 0.1147 -0.0649 O. 1456 -0.0458 0.1081 -0. 1571 -0.1171 " 

Harked per (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60 ) ( 60) 
Week p=0.383 p=0.622 p=0.267 p=0.728 p=0.411 p=0.231 p=0.373 

i 

1 Wage Per Hour 0.0868 0.2146 0.041 -0.3237 -0. 1803 0.0584 O. 1521 , 

I (52) (52) (52) (52) (52) (52) ( 52) 

,I 
p=0.540 p=0.127 p=0.772 p=O.019 p=0.201 p=0.681 p=0.282 

l Highest O. 1673 0.0956 0.0875 -0.0568 -0.1346 -0. 1799 -0.0002 
! Grade (l02) (102) (102) (102) ( 102) (102) (102) 

\ ~ Compl eted p=0.093 p=0.339 p=0.382 p=0.571 p=O.l77 p=0.070 p=0.998 
il " Ii \~ 

.. 
,1 

11 

\ 

~ n 
!I 
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Table 5.13 (cont. ) Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores (Follow-up Interviews) and 
Personal Characteristics; Legal Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug 
and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Ex~eriences 

Characteri sti c Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) ( n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p P 

# of Hours 
Detai ned by 0.0723 0.0249 -0.0026 -0.0012 -0. 1595 -0.0699 0.1411 
Pol i ce (92) (92) (92) (92) (92) (92) (92) 

p=0.493 p=0.814 p=0.981 p=0.991 p=0.129 p=0.508 p=O.180 

# of Hours 0.0335 0.1225 -, . -0. 1444 0.0152 -0.0834 0.0924 -0.1543 
at Sampled (loa) ( 100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 
Facility p=O.740 p=0.225 p=0.152 p=0.881 p=0.4l0 p=0.361 p=0.125 
Before 
Interview 

Legal 0.0724 0.0448 O. 1482 -0.0708 -0.0017 0.0243 -0.1766 
Status (98) ( 98) ( 98) (98) (98) ( 98) ( 98) 

p=O.479 p=0.661 p=0.145 p=0.489 p=0.987 p=O.812 p=0.082 

Previous -0.0227 0.2978 O. 1481 -0.07.46 -0.1872 0.1265 -0.0476 
Confi nement (102) (102) ( 102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 
for Same Case p=O.821 p=0.002 p=0.137 p=0.456 p=0.060 p=0.205 p=0.635 , 

,I 

Bail Set 0.0347 0.1383 0.0401 -0.2579 0.1935 0.0220 -0.0874 
(95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 

p=0.739 p=0.181 p=0.700 p=0.012 p=0.060 p=O.832 p=O.400 

Amount of 0.0303 -0.0139 0.4037 -0.0944 -0.0268 -0.0935 -0.0649 
Bail (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) 

p=0.8l8 p=0.916 p=O.OOl p=0.473 p=0.839 p=0.478 p=0.622 ~ 
.;. 
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Table 5.13 (cont.) Associ ati on5' Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimensi on Scores (Foll ow-up Intervi ews) and 
Personal Characteristics; Legal Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug 
and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Exeeriellces 

Characteri sti c Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r' 
(n) (n) ( n) (n) (n ). (n) (n) 

0 p p p p p p 

Number of 0.0390 -0.0099 0.0648 -0.0374 -0.0241 0.0011 0.0535 
Charges (102) ( 102) ( 102) (102) ( 102) (102) (102) 

p=0.697 p=0.92l p=0.518 p=0.709 p=0.810 p=0.991 p=0.593 

Assi gned or 0.1839 0.3136 -0.2250 -0.0536 0.0037 0.0285 0.1024 
Retained (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 
Counsel p=0.075 p=0.002 p=0.028 p=0.606 p=0.972 p=0.784 p=0.323 

# of People -0.0462 0.0645 0.1075 -0.0984 0.0413 0.0436 -0.0679 
in Cell (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) ( 99) 

p=0.650 p=0.526 p=0.290 p=0.332 p=0.685 p=0.669 p=0.504 

Memory Loss -0.0835 -0.0046 -0. 1777 -0.0777 0.2811 0.0827 0.0155 
From Drinking (79) (79) ( 79) (79) (79) (79) (79) 
(per' month) p=0.464 p=0.968 p=0.117 p=O.496 p=0.012 p=0.469 p=0.892 

Level of 0.0535 -0.0567 -0.1532 -0.0723 0.3126 0.0386 0.0128 
Alcohol ( 100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) 
Consumption p=0.597 p=0.575 p=0.128 p=0.475 p='O.002 p=0.703 p=0.900 

Frequency -0.0256 -0.0433 -0.0638 -0.0213 0.0615 0.0694 0.0638 
of Mari j uana (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 
Use p=0.799 p=0.666 p=O. 524 p=0.832 p=0.539 p=0.488 p=0.524 

r 
Level of Drug 0.1657 0.0244 -0.0642 -0.0713 0.0890 0.0471 -0.1836 " 

~ 
.:. 

;~ 
Consumption (102) (102) (102) ( 102) (102) (102) (102) ,'; . 'i 

\ 

p=0.096 p=0.808 p=0.521 p=O.476 p=0.374 p=0.638 p=0.065 
~~ 

~ 
"t~p.=~~~ .... --""""","""-~"",, .~,,,,.,,. ·"1 .... "'''.''''':''~_'.'\<,""" .... ~~ c ~ •• , 1..",,, .. ',... ... " """.".,, __ , "', 
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Table 5.13 (cont.) Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores (Follow-up Interviews) and 
Personal Characteristics; Legal Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug 
and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

Thoughts 
of Sel f
Injury 

# of Self 
Injury 
Attempts 

Psychi atri c 
Treatment 

# of 
Psychi atri c 
Hospiti1iza
tions 

r 
(n) 
p 

0.0231 
( 102) 

p=0.8l8 

0.0767 
( 102) 

p=0.444 

0.0119 
( 98) 

p=0.908 

0.0652 
(101 ) 

p=0.517 

Time (in 0.0715 
hours) Between (99) 
Admissions & p=0.482 
I~tervi ew 

Previ ous 
Confinement 
in Sampled 
Faci 1 ity 

-0.0347 
( 102) 

p=0.729 

r 
(n) 
~ 

O. 1216 
( 102) 

p=0.223 

O. 1146 
, (102) 

p=0.252 

-0.0205 
(98) 

p=0.84 

-0.0408 
(101) 

p::0.686 

-0.0655 
(99) 

p=0.520 

O. 1271 
(102) 

p=0.203 

r 
(n) 
p 

-0.0902 
(102) 

p=0.367 

-0.2294 
(102) 

p=0.020 

-0.0857 
(98) 

p=0.401 

-0.2024 
(101 ) 

p=0.042 

-0.0037 
(99) 

p=0.971 

-0.2127 
(102) 

p=0 .. 032 

r 
( n). 
p 

-0.0094 
(102) 

p=0.925 

0.0088 
(102) 

p=0.930 

-0.0833 
(98) 

p=0.4~5 

0.0830 
nOl} 

p=0.409 

-0.0877 
(99) 

p=0.388 

-0.1383 
(102) 

p=0.166 

r 
(n) 
p 

0.0885 
. (l02) 

p=0.376 

0.0968 
(102) 

p=0.333 

0.1548 
( 98) 

p=0.128 

0.0698 
(l 01 ) 

p=0.488 

-0.0594 
(99) 

p=0.559 

0.0785 
(102) 

p=0.433 

r 
(n) 
p 

0.0702 
(102) 

p=0.483 

0.0887 
(102) 

p=0.375 

O. 1242 
(98) 

p;::O.223 

0.0792 
(101 ) 

p=0.431 

0.0689 
(99) 

p=0.498 

0.1085 
(102) 

p=0.278 

r 
(n) 
p 

-0.2145 
(102) 

p=0.030 

-0.2235 
(102) 

p=0.024 

-0.0473 
(98) 

p=0.643 

-0.0977 
(1 01 ) 

p=0.331 

0.1228 
(99) 

p=0.208 

0.0800 
(102) 

p=0.424 
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Table 5.13 (cont.) Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores (Follow-up Interviews) and 
Personal Characteristics; Legal Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug 
and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Ex eriences Character1stic 0 menSl0n 

Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 
r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) ( n) (n) (n) (n) ( n) 
p p p p p p P Previous 0.0681 -0.0268 O. 1895 -0.1258 -0'.0045 -0.0264 -0.0037 

Confi nement (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 
in Other JaiJ P=0.512 P=0.796 P=0.066 P=0.224 P=0.965 P=0.799 P=0.972 Previ ous 0.0307 0.0551 0.0052 -0.1647 

0.0252 0.0503 
0.0543 

Confinement (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 
in Any JaiJ P=0.767 P=0.596 P=0.960 P=O.l11 P=0.628 P=0.809 P=0.601 Previ ous 0.0518 -0.0361 0.2593 -0.3157 0.,2086 -0.0266 0.1320 
Confi nement (95) (96 ) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 
in Juvenile P=0.618 P=0.727 P=O.Oll P=0.002 P=0.042 P=0.798 P=0.202 
Institution 

Previ ous 0.0740 -0.0922 0.0840 -0,0632 -0. 1300 0.0462 -0.0069 
Confinement (96) (95 ) (96) (96) (96) (96) (96) 
in State P=0.474 P=0.374 P=0.416 P=0.540 P=0.207 P=0.655 P=0.947 
Pri son 

Previ ous 0.0646 -0.0384 0.1922 -0.3030 0.1306 0.0095 0.0983 
Confi nement (94) (94) (94) (94) (94) (94) (94) 
in Any P=0.536 P=0.713 P=0.063 P=0.003 P=0.209 P=0.928 P=0.346 
Penal 
Institution 
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Table --5.14 
Comparison of Average JPI Follow-uP 

Dimension ~cores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 

Personal ~ Legal ~nd Institutio a Assistance 
Characteri sti c Cate or Activit 

Xl Xl X !, Xl Xl 

~ ~ 
X, ~ 

X2 
X2 

X3 X3 ~ X3 X3 X3 

n3 
n1 

n1 n' 
. n1 n, n1 

n2 
n2 n2 

n2 
n2 

n2 

n3 n3 
'n n3 n3 

F F F3 F3 F F 

P P P P P P 

eta eta eta eta eta eta 

Ethni:city White 8.97 12.97 13.15 1?.95 8.68 13.57 '3.20 

Black 8.83 11.40 '4.27 12.46 7.79 13.30 15.94 

Hispanic 8.55 10.56 13.44 14.11 7.33 14.66 15.33 

40 40 40 40 40 40 40 

52 52 52 52 52 52 52 

9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

0.04 1. 78 1.32 0.42 0.96 0.35 6.78 

.96 .18 .27 .66 .39 .71 .00 

.03 .19 .16 .09 .14 .08 .35 

Institution Essex 8.87 11.21 13.91 12.77 7.49 13.52 15.85 

Morri 5 8.29 12.82 12.90 9.16 13.21 13.50 
,', 

13.84 

, . 
Hunterdon 10.12 13.75 12.25 11.25 8.25 14.88 13.50 

56 56 56 56 56 56 56 

i 
38 38 38 38 38 38 38 

! 

"-
I 

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

\ 
! 

\ 
0.74 1.94 0.90 0.34 2.60 0.45 5.42 

U 

.48 .15 .41 0.71 .08 .64 .01 

\ 
.12 .19 .13 .08 .22 .10 .31 
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; Table -- 5.14 Comparison of Average JPI Follow-up Dimension Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 
--.... -.-.--__ PgrM!!l~.L,.J~g~l and Institutj on?] Character; stj cs 

Characteri sti c Category . Dimens i on ' 
Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

First Rel at; ve 8.73 11.87 14.05 12.80 7.96 13.30 15.06 Person l Other 9.13 12.67 13.92 11.88 8.17 13.92 13.88 Ca 11 ed No one 8.72 11. 41 13.35 "12.68 8.77 13.64 15.32 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 
24 24 24 24 . 24 24 24 22 22 22 . 22 .22 22 22 0.04 0.44 0.32 0.27 0.40 O. 16 1.05 

.96 .65 .72 .76 .68 .85 .36 .03 .09 .08 .07 .09 .06 . 15 "~"",,:--:,, 

Housing General -:; Assignment popula-
at 2nd tion cell 9.30 11.63 13.85 13.11 7.89 13.08 14.70 Intervi E!W General 

popula-
tion dorm 8.21 12.79 13.87 12.33 8.38 13.32 15.11 Segrega-
tion 8.55 10.34 13.46 13.35 9. 11 14.33 14.78 46 46 46 46 46 46 46 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 0.63 1. 32 0.03 0.28 0.52 0.29 0.13 

~. .. 53 0.27 .97 .75 .60 .75 .88 .12 .17 .03 .08 .11 .08 .05 

1First Person Called Categories 
1. Rel,ative includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 
2. Othe'r includes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, and Other h 
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Table --5.14 Comparison of Average JPI Follow-L~ Dimension Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected ·Personal, Lega 1" and Inst ituti ona 1 Characteri sti cs 
Characteristic Category 

Dimension Privacy ActlVlty Certalnty Sa fety utonomy Support Assistance Person B.27 10.55 13.67 14.03 7.03 14.36 15.02 Property 9.39 12.70 13.30 10.67 9.27 12.91 15.42 Drug 10.00 13.77 13.31 11.08 8.38 14.08 13.31 Other 7.14 12.05 14.71 14.62 8.10 13.24 14.17 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 2.03 1. 98 0.86 4.05 2.28 0 .. 71 2.34 .11 .12 .46 .01 .08 .55 .08 .24 .24 .16 .34 .26 .15 .26 

2Mos t Serious Charge 

1. Offenses against person include: Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, kidnapping and Aggravated Assault 

2. Property Offenses include: Armed Robbery. Robbery, Burglary-Theft and Forgery 
3. Drug related offenses include:" Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance and Possession of Controlled Dangerous Substance 

4 • Other offenses include: Posses sian a f I~ea pan. Non- I nd i c tab 1 es. Tra ffi c Offenses. Non -Suppo rt , Probation/Parole Violation, and Other 
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persons in immediate family, (2) number of family members living in 

the area, (3) employment status, (4) wage per hour, and (5) whether 

or not bail has been set. These findings suggest that those who are 

in a relatively stable position -- those who have at least one of 

the following characteristics: employed, earn relatively high wages, 

have had bail set, and have a large pool of persons from which to 

draw support -- feel more secure (low score on Safety dimension) 

than those who are less fortunate in these areas. The correlations 

appearing in Table 5:13 also suggest, as they did in Table 5.7, that 

previous confinement experience helps in coping with the dangers 

associated with incarceration. Previous confinement in a juvenile 

institution and previous confinement in any penal institution are both 

negatively correlated with Safety. Table 5.14 shows that those who 

have been charged with crimes against persons and those charged with 

crimes classified as other were more concerned with Safety thon their 

counterparts charged with property and drug offenses. 

Certainty is another JPI dimension that is substantially assoc-

iated with a number of characteristics. The data in. Table 5.13 

suggest that need fer Certainty increases as bail increases, and those 

who have (1) been assigned or retained counsel, (2) committed a self

destructive act, (3) been confined ina mental hospital, or (4) been 

previously confined in the institution in which they were interviewed 

have lower Certainty scores than those who do not share each character

istic. Those who have a history of confinement in a juvenile in

stitution, however, express a greater need f9r Certainty than those 

without such a history. 
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Table 5.15 

Dimension 

Privacy 

Activity 

Certainty 

Safety 

Autonomy 

Support 

Assistance 

-334-

Comparison of Mean Dimension Scores for the JPI Scale: Initial Interview with Follow-up Interview 

N 

92 . 8.95 3.918 

97 12.35 4.230 

96 13.58 2.626 

97 12.94 4.596 

93 8.16 2.864 

95 13.77 4.563 

100 14.41 3.194 

c 

8.85 4.543 

12.18 4.728 

14.05 3.193 

12.89 5.264 

8.09 3.714 

13.84 4.466 

14.91 3.698 

Difference 
of 

Means 

0.10 

0.18 

-0.47 

-0.05 

0.08 

-0.07 

-0.50 

t 

0.26 

0.47 

-1.63 

0.15 

0.21 

-0.21 

-1.55 

p 

.797 

.642 

.105 

.882 

.836 

.. 834 

.124 
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Activity shows substantial positive associations with respondent 

characteristics. Follow-up Activity scores are pos'itively correlated 

with .wages per hour, as was the case for initial scores (see Table 5 .• 6), 

as well as with previous confinement for the same case and assigned 

or retained counsel. Autonomy is another dimension that shows sub

stantial positive associations with subject characteristics. Autonomy 

shows strong positive correlations with memory loss from drinking, 

level of alcohol consumption, and previous confinement in a juvenile 

institution. 

The other associations contained in Table 5.13 that meet our 

criteria for substantiality (see Chapter 4) are negative correlations 

between Privacy and months employed at present job and Assistance and 

thollghts of self-injury and number of self-injury attempts. The data 

in Table 5.14 show that Assistance is also associated with ethnicity 

and institution. Inmates in Essex expressed a greater need for Assist

ance than did Morris or Hunterdon prisoners, and black prisoners were 

more conc~rned about Assistance than were Latins and whites. In a 

study of the environmental concerns of prison inmates conducted by 

Tach, blacks scored higher than whites on the support dimension, which 

is Tochls equivalent of our Assistance dimension (Tach and Gibbs, 1977~ 

252). 

JPI Change Scores 

Table 5.15 summarizes the changes in the dimension scores of 

individual subjects that took place between the time of the initial 

interview and the follow-up intervie\'J. The data presented suggest 

that the environmental concerns of jail prisoners remain fairly 

stable over time. Although generally needs increased, demand for 
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any of the environmental commodities did not increase or decrease by 

more than 3 percent. 

Tables 5.17 and 5.18 pr.esent the associations betwee~ ~PI change 

scores and respondent characteristics. The correlations appearing in 

Table 5.17 have the same inter.pretation as those. for the SCL-90 change 

scores discussed in Chapter 4: a negative correlation means that the 

greater the value of the independent variable increases (the respondent 

characteristic), the greater the increase in the need for the environ

mental commodity increases. In other words, for relatively high 

values of the indepengent variable, the follow-up dimension score is 

greater than the inlitial dimension score resulting in a negative 

change score (change score=initial score~follow-up score). 

The data in Table 5.16 indicate that the greater the number of 

months employed in current job, the greater the decrease in need for 

Privacy from initial to follow-up interview (initial) follow-up} and 

the greater the increase in the need for Certainty (r =-.26; initial < 

follow-up). Another characteristic that is negatively associated 

with Certainty is legal status (-.24). The only other associations in 

Table 5.16 that meet our criteria for substantiali·ty are a negative 

association between level of alcohol consumption and Autonomy (-.28) 

and a positive correlation between level of drug consumption and 

Assistance (.20). 

The data presented in Table 5.17 suggest that same dimension 

score changes vary substantially by institution and v/hether or not the 

subject had his housing assignment changed. Hunterdon inmates expressed 

a greater demand for Privacy from initial to follow-up interview than 

did ~ssex or Morris prisoners, and Essex County Jail subjects showed 

a decrease in Autonomy scores whereas their Morris and Hunterdon 

J 
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Table 5.16 Associations Be~ween jai1 . Pi~efere'nce Inventory GIHlllge Scores \ 1 n It 1 a I fill n u !:l I' 0 I lOW - U fJ) drill 

~. 

\ 

Personal Characteristics; Legal/ bffense, and Confinement Characteristics, 
Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

ella ra cteLi stj cs 

Age 

Marit~l Status 

Persons in Household 

1/ of Dependents 

1/ of Children 

/I of Persons in Immedi ate 
Family 

II of Family Members 
Living in Area 

Previous Confinement in 
Any Penal Institution 

Pr1 vacl 

r 
(n) 
'p 

-.07 
(102 ) 
.490 

-.05 
(102 ) 
.636 

.10 
(102 ) 
.337 

-.04 
(102) 
.681 

.02 
(10·2) 
.884 

-.10 
(102 ) 
.331 

.01 
(102 ) 
.933 

.07 
. (94) . 
.519 

Activ1ty 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.06 
(102) 
.541 

.01 
(102) 
.890 

-.12 
(102 ) 
.222 

-.17 
(102 ) 
.085 

-.08 
(102 ) 
.402 

.16 
(102 ) 
• 111 

.05 
(102 ) 
.642 

.08 
(94) 

.435 . 

-337-
01 me'ns ion 

Certa~ntl 

r 
(n) 
p 

.00 
(102 ) 
.596 

.02 
(102 ) 
.861 

-.02 
(102 ) 
.855 

- .11 
(102 ) 
.269 

.08 
(102 ) 
.43.0 

-.04 
(102 ) 
.677 

.02 
(1'02) 
.845 

-. I ( 

( 9tr) 
.309 

Safetx 

r 
(n) 
p 

.07 
(102 ) 
.467 

; 16 
(102) 
.116 

-.12 
(102) 
.243 

.18 
(l 02) 
.065 

'.03 
102 

.788 

.09 
(102) . 
.541 

.03 
(102 ) 
.788 

.05 
(94) 

.610 . 

Autonomx 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.06 
(102 ) 
.557 

.01 
(102 ) 
.917 

- .11 
(102 ) 
.2~5 

.16 
(102 ) 
. 119 

-.03 
(102 ) 
.742 

.03 
(102 ) 
.755 

-.09 
(102 ) 
.387 

-. , 0 
(94) 

.318 

Sup~ort 

r 
(n) 
p 

.02 
(102 ) 
.810 

-.03 
(102 ) 
.746 

.04 
(102 ) 
.659 

.04 
(102 ) 
.687 

-.01 
(102 ) 
.922 

-.07 
(102 ) 
.470 

-.06 
(102 ) 
.543 

.18 
(94) 

.083 

Alcohol, Drug, and 

Assistance 

r 
(n) 
p 

.02 
(102 ) 
.810 

-.10 
(102 ) 
.322 

.22 
(102 ) 
.024 

- .16 
(102) 
.114 

-.02 
(102 ) 
.799 

-.15 
(102 ) 
.135 

-.09 
(102 ) 
.360 

- .13 
( 9ft) 

.219 

--...,., 

-'1 
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Table '5.16 
Associailons Between Jafl 

Preference 'Inventory Change Scores 
(Initial ~hnus fOlloW-Up) ana 

\~ ""---' , 
~ 

Person Characterist i cs; Lega l/Offense. and Con finement Cha racteri sti cS; Al coho 1 • 

Drug and 

,. 
~ 

Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

- -
Lbaracteristics ':'338-- Prlvac 

ASslstance -
r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

.-

p 
p p # of Family Contacts 

. 15 -.01 - .11 -. 12 -. 12 -.01 .11 

Per Month 
(101 ) (101) (101 ) (101 ) (101) (101 ) (101 ) 
.,130 .914 .274 .248 .230 .925 .280 

Employment Status 
-.lQ .07 -.07 .10 .01 -.02 -.06 
(102 ) (102) (l O?) (102) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) 
.318 .458 .460 .305 .906 .863 .537 

Months Employed at 
.34 .01 -.26 -. 10 -.16 .03 -.01 

Current Job 
(60) (60) (60) (60 ) (60) (60) . (60) 

<!.; 

.007 .948 .042 .432 .211 .810 .963 
~ ) 

# of Hours Worked 
. 12 . 13 -.07 .05 -.04 -.05 -.08 

:t 

Per Week 
(60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) 

Ii 

.355 .312 .593 .703 .779 .707 .519 
{ 
; 

Wage Per Hours 
-.10 . 16 .03 .13 .20 .02 -.11 
(52) (52 ) (52) (52) (52) (52) (52 ) 

.489 .265 .841 .370 . 156 .904 .428 
Last Grade Completed 

-.07 -.01 .01 .,05 . 10 -.01 -.02 
(102) (102 ) (102 ) (102) (102) (102 ) (102) 
.510 ,'943 .901 .628 .311 .947 .779 

Legal Status 
.06 . 17 -.24 .02 .02 -.06 -.03 
(98) (98) (98) (98), (98) (Q8) . (98) 

.584 .094 .018 .858 .828 .545 .794 
Previous Confinement 

-.08 .04 -.08 .04 .15 -.01, -.14 

A 
.;. 

. 
for Same Case 

(102) (102 ) 0.02) (102) (102 ) (102) (102) 

\ 

.456 .657 .393 .714 . 135 .912 .167 
\ 

~:$:\ 

, 
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Table 5J6 Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Change Scores {Initial Minus Follow-up} and 
~ Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, 

and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

- -339-
Cbar:a!:;terjstj cs Dimension 

Privacy 1\ctivlty Certaintl: Sa fetl: ~utonoml: SUPEort Assistance 
r " r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p 

Bail - .17 . .00 .07 .10 - .16 .03 .10 
(95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 

.097 .982 .515 .333 .123 .772 .360 

# of Charges .00 -.09 .04 -.02 .06 -.01 .06 
(102 ) (102) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) (l 02) (1 02) 
.979 .354 .673 .844 .582 .900 .453 

Assigned or Retained .03 -.06 -.01 .12 -.17 . 18 -.16 
Counsel (95) (95) . (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 

.781 ." .542 .932 .23'1 .098 .073 .129 

Ki nd of Counsel .06 .30 -.30 .14 -.02 -.22 .03 
(35 ) (35) (35) (35) (35) (35) (35) 

.723 .079 .076 .420 .923 .211 .874 

Memory Loss From -.06 .14 .08 -.02 - .ll .06 -.06 
Drinking (79) (79) (79) (79) (79 ) (79) {79} 

.566 .210 .512 .859 .344 .510 .626 

Level of Al cohol Consump- .05 .16 .04 ;02 - .28 .01 .05 
tion (100 ) (l 00) (100) (100) (l 00) (100 ) (1 00) 

.,614 .105 .668 .792 .005 .899 .606 

Level of Drug Consumption .02 -.06 .00 -.06 - .12 .03 .20 
(102) (102) (102 ) (102 ) (102-) (102 ) .( 102 ) 
.824 .563 .989 .578 .225 .794 .040 

Frequency of Marijuana -.01 .08 -.02 -.02 -.08 .00 .09 
Use (102 ) (102 ) (l 02) (1 02) (102 ) (102 ) (1 02) 

.922 .438 .832 . .823 .427 .967 .371 

Cn3,::::::----::::::::'::::::::....~,:r::;::::_:;.J::t::_:~:r.;:;~_:,7:x;.:~'\~~;!!j;.""'~r~""!«';'t_ <,r .. ~).~;:.v..-~"'";c,:.: >:tt,,--r=.;-;;:;"",':l .~;:= .. ~"'.:" _.::..~':!--:..~"":. c<,_ ,t:., Z;,. < L,~ ,_ '.",. 
.~>-:~- ';'~"'-::::": .-;-- -'-,,,-'-,:~r;:.~':,:. ,. ;_~,,;:;. 7_~~~~~,·~".t:."',-.· ... ;.:;-"' ~ _;T_loU"·~',-:.c,..·""'" .'~ ''''-'> --.~ 

~ ." ~","';~ - t.;,.""'"._;~,-j~'"::;". ;';=';;.'.:.:!:."O;'~:';, '_~" "::'::"~~ ,;.\ 
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Persona 1 Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, 
and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

. ':'340-- - Dimension .- Characteristi cs 
Privacy ~ctivity ~ertaint~ Safet~ 1\utonoml SUPEort Assistance 

r r r r r t" r 
(n) (nJ (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p E E p p E P 

Thoughts of Sel f Injury .00 -.04 -.07 -.04 -.04 .10 .02 
(l02) (102 ) (l 02) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) 
.987 .684 .504 .697 .692 .300 .825 

# of Sel f Injury Attempts -.18 -.04 .16 - .18 .02 .14 .12 
(102 ) (102 ) (102) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) 
.070 .722 . 118 .074 .843 • 145 .221 

Psychiatric Treatment .-.16 .07 .03 .10 - .14 .08 .00 
(98) (98) (98) (98) (98) (98) (98) 

.107 .482 .742 .338 .164 .406 .9S4 .!; 

# of Psychiatric - .15 .12 . 11 .04 -.16 .05 .03 
Hos pi ta 1 i zations (101) (101 ) (101) (101) (101 ) (101) (101 ) 

.128 .245 .280 .709 .118 .627 .783 

Previous Confinement -.06 -.01 -.05 .04 . 01 -.01 - .18 
in Sampled Facility (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) J' 

.522 .935 .604 .662 .920 .898 .070 

Prey i ous Con fi nemen tin .09 . 13 -.02 - :12 -.07 .12 -.14 
Another Jail (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 

~ •. 367 .205 .838 .269 .492 .245 .188 q 

Previous Confinement in .04 .05 -. 15 . 16 .13 .15 -.10 
Juvenil e Institution (95) (95 ). (95) (95) (95,) (95) . (95) 

J 
.701 .648 .154 .124 .202 ~ 159. .348 

I Previ ous Confinement .00 - .14 -.02 .04 .10 .16 -.01 
i in State Prison (96) (96) (96) (96) (96) (96) (96) :::: '. 
~ .970 .162 .820 .716 .325 . 127 .928 ~ 
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Table 5.17 Comparison of Average JPI Dimension Score Changes-- Initial minus Follow-up -- (Analysis of 
Variance) by Selected Personal, Legal, and Institutional Character;~t;c~ 

Category Dimension 
Privacy Acti vl ty Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

Characteristic 

Xl Xl Xl Xl Xl Xl Xl 
~ '~ ~ ~ !2 ~ !2 
X3 X3 X3 X3 X3 X3 X3 
n, n, n1 n, nl nl n1 n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 
n3 n3 n3 n3 n3 n3 n3 
F F F F F F F 
P P .P P P P P 
eta eta eta eta eta eta eta 

Ethnicity White . 0'.00 .. 0.40 0.07 0.38 -0.78 -0.02 0.07 
Black -0.02 -0.29 -0.23 0.12 0.2~ 0.37 -0.58 

Hispanic 0.89 2.00 -0.45 -1.09 1.78 -1 .11 -2.23 
40 40 40 40 40 40 40 
59 52 52 52 52 52 52 
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

0.25 1.62 0.06 0.49 2.40 0.76 1.97 
.78 .22 .85 .62 .10 .47 . 14 
.07 .18 .06 .10 .22 .12 .20 

Institution Essex -0.09 -0.21 0.09 -0.19 0.71 0.40 -0.91 
Morri s 0.70 0.58 -0.82 0.27 -1.03 -0.05 0.05 

Hunterdon -3.00 1.00 1. 37 2.13 -1.00 -1.00 0.50 
56 56 56 56 56 56 56 
38 38 38 38 38 38 38 
8 8 8 8 8 8 8 

4.27 0.75 2.12 1.63 3.36 0.67 1.40 
.02 .47 . 13 .20 .04 .51 .25 
.28 .12 .20 .18 .25 . 12 .17 

." ""~«_,.,..,_.,.o>-',-.~,, " .. "*,, .. ~ ~-.H->"'-c~ "'"-N~+~"-'_' ~"C.1. ·-_to:-1~::::~Y.,' .:='''4~'~·;:>.f"'. ~·~·.~"",".;'i.·-<- ~ '.I-..',,,,,, -£.,'r.,::-.:,'t_'~"c;:'.",-~ _'{C."" ' • ..,,', -,-'_ ,_" 
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Table 5.17 (cont. ) Comparison of Average JPI Dimension Score Changes --Initi a 1 minus Follow-up_-
. (Analysis of Variance) by Selected Personal, Legal, and Institutional Characteristics 

.-

Most Person -0. 14 -0.29 0.24 -0.19 0.86 -0.19 -0.29 
Serious Property -0.84 0.31 0.18 0.27 -0. 16 1.07 -0.58 
Charge1 Drugs 1.00 0.31 -0.15 0.54 -1.08 -1.23 -1.00 

Other 1. 76 0.24 -1.33 0.29 -0.33 -0.67 -0.24 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 13 13 13 13 13. 13 13 21 21 21 21 21 31 21 3.00 0.13 1.33 O. 14 0.93 2.47 0.19 .04 .94 . .27 .94 .43 .07 .91 . 29 .06 .20 .07 . 17 .27 .08 
"" 

First Relative 0.04 -0.13 -0.46 -0. 15 0.44 0.46 -0.31 
Person

2 Other 0.04 -0.50 0.50 0.42 -0.92 0.38 -0.33 
Ca ned No one -0.32 1. 32 -0.05 0.82 -0.27 -0.73 -0.77 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 0.07 1.69 0.83 0.67 1. 35 1.02 0.16 .92 .19 .44 .51 .26 .36 .85 .04 . 18 . 13 . 12 .16 . 14 .06 Housing Genera 1 

Assign- popula-
ment at tion cell 0.48 O. 19 O. 14 -0.33 -0.17 0.41 -0.41 

~ 2nd Inter- Genera 1 view popula-
tion donn 0.30 -0.35 -0.72 0.13 0.30 0.16 -0.38 
Segrega-

.:. 

tion -1.00 0.89 0.45 0.33 -0.22 0.00 -1.44 

~ 

46 46 46 46 46 46 46 

\ 

37 37 37. 37 37 37 37 
~ 

~ 9 9 9 9 9 9 
... ~ 

, 

0.64 0.47 1.03 0.26 0.20 0.08 0,,42 

;1 

" -, 

.53 .63. .36 .77 .82 .92 .66 

\ 11 )1 

.12 .10 .15 .08 .07 .04 .10 
t 

"'~r."p"~ 'f,~.,,,,~_._,~_,, '" "'_~ .... , .... '. __ ~.~ 
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Table 5.17 (cont.) . Comparison of Average JPI Dimension Score Changes --Initial minus Follow-up-
(Analysis of Variance) by Selected Personal, Legal, and Institutional Characteristics 

Housing No -0.15 -0.04 -0.09 -0 .21 0.45 0.44 -0.57 
Assign- Yes 1.94 0.39 -0.55 0.44 -1.78 -0.45 -0.22 
ment 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 
Change 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 

5.22 0.19 0.33 0.54 6.14 0.98 0.16 
.02 .66 .57 .47 .02 .33 .69 
.23 .05 .05 .08 .25 .10 .04 

lSeriousness of Charge Categories 
1. Offenses against person include: Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, Kidnapping, and 

Aggravated Assault 
2. Property offenses include: Armed Robbery, Burglary-Theft, and Forgery 
3. Drug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance and Possession of 

Controlled Dangerous Substance 
4. Other offenses include: Possession of Weapon, Non-Indictab1es, Traffic Offenses, Non-Support, 

Probation/Parole Violation, and Other 

2~irst Person Called Categories 
1. Relative includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 
2. Other includes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, and Other 
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counterparts expressed an increase in their need for Autonomy. 

Another factor associated with both Autonomy (eta = .25) and Privacy 

(eta=.23) is housing assignment change. The average change scores 

appearing in Table 5.17 indicate that a housing assignment change 

results in an increased concern for Autonomy and a decrease in 

Privacy concern. 

Summary and Conclusion 

The data contained in this chapter suggest that (1) Assistance, 

Support, and Certainty are the dimensions most prized by jail inmates, 

(2) the environmental concerns of jail and prison inmates are not 

radically different,' (3) the characteristics of prisoners do not 

explain a great deal of the variation in JPI scores, (4) JPI dimensions 

are more reliable for prisoners who have been confined 5 days or 

more than they are for newly arrived prisoners, and (5) the environ-

mental concerns of jail inmates are stable over time. In the chapter 

that follows, we will present analyses of the Environmental Quality 

Scale (EQS) that are similiar to the analyses contained in this 

chapter. 
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Chapter 6 

The Environmental Quality Scale 

by 

John J. Gibbs 

and 

Laura A. Maiello 
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The 

taps the 

Jail Preference Inventory, which was discussed in Chapter 5, 

environmental needs and concerns of jail prisoners. It 

measures demand. Demand, however, represents only half of any 

transaction in the environmental mar.ketplace; the supply side must 

also be taken into account. 

The Environmental Quality Scale (EQS) was developed to measure 

environmental supply or the qualities of the environment available 

to satisfy needs. The EQS measures 'the same dimensions as the JPI. 

However, the JPI measures the intensity of the desire for environmental 

commodities, and the ·EQS measures the amount of the commodities or 

qualities that the environment has to offer. 

Statistical Properties of the EQS 

Table 6.1 displays the reliability coefficients for the EQS 

dimensions. When you take into consideration that reliability is 

re 1 ated to test 1 ength, the re 1 i ab'j 1 ity coeffi ci ents computed for 

the EQS dimensions, which consist of only three items each, are 

encouraging. 

The order of the magnitude of the alpha coefficients for the EQS 

dimensions is similar to the rank order for JPI coefficients which 

appeared in Table 5.1. The coefficient of concordance computed as a 

summary measure of the similarity between the two distributions is .86, 

and in both instruments, Safety was by far the most reliable dimension 

and Assistance and Certainty were the least reliable constructs. 

Table 6.2 displays the item-total correlations for the EQS. The 

majority of the associations between items and the dimensions they 

are intended to represent are substanti a 1. More than four-fi fths 

of the coefficients appearing in Table 6.2 are .20 or above, and the 
I 

Ii 
!~ 
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Table 6.1 

Dimension 

Privacy 

Activity 

Certainty 

Safety 

Autonomy 

Support 

Assistance 

-346-

Reliability Estimates for the Environmental Quality 
Scale 

Coefficient 
Alpha 

.58 

.64 

.39 

.76 

.63 

.50 

.34 

Number 
of 

Cases 

318 

318 

318 

318 

316 

318 

315 

Number 
of 

Items 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
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Table 6.2 
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Item-Total Correlations for the Environmental Quality 
Scale 

i 
t 
t 
I 
f 
1 
{ 

~~~~~--------------------~--------- ! 
; f Item 

Number 

2 

9' 

18 

4 

19' 

21 

3 

10 

20 

6 

12 

14 

7 

Item 

Your privacy is respected in here 

You can grab some time to yourself to 
think things through in this place 

Dimension 
Represented_ 

Privacy 

II 

The noise and commotion is pretty bad in here II 

They stay off your back in here 

They're always telling you what to do and 
how to do it around here 

They hound you VJith their r,ules and regula
tions in here 

You ~an keep pretty busy around here 

You can usually find something to do to 
occupy your mind in here 

You spend a lot of time just Sitting 
around with nothing to do in this place 

They seem to care about your feelings 
around here 

You can count on your family (people) 
to stick by you while you're in here 

They'll help you with emotional or family 
problems in this place 

The rules and routines in here give you a 
pretty clear idea of what to expect from 
day to day 

Autonomy 

II 

II 

Activity 

II 

II 

Support 

II 

II 

Certainty 

13 They give you a pretty good idea of what's II 

going on with your case when you1re in here 

15 They usua 11y 1 et you know for sure when you'll II 

be going to court and when you'll see your 

5 

n 

1 a\'/yer 

The programs they have in here are useful 
to you 

They're pretty good' about helping you to 
take care of bUsiness in here 

Assistance 

II 

rOt . 1 -1 

.42 

.35 

.42 

.35 

.48 

.51 

.46 

.48 

.44 

.37 

.15 

.46 

,; 15 

.25 

.30 

.22 

.17 
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Table 6.2 (cant.) Item-Total Correlations for the Environmental 
Quality Scale 

Item Item Dimension 
Number Represented 

16 There are people working here who are Assistance 
willing to answer questions about welfare, 
social security, law and other stuff like 
that 

1 You don't have to worry about your safety Safety 
in this place 

8 

17 

This is a pretty safe place 

This is a pretty dangerous place 

II 

II 

r' t . 1 -1 

.20 

.58 

.62 

.58 

.;. 

,-

F<, 
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average item-total correlation for the EQS is .38. 

Distribution of Responses to EQS Items 

Table 6.3 presents the percentage distribution of responses for 

each EQS item. The response categories appearing in Table 6.3 are 

identified only by a numerical designator. Table 6.3 does not contain 

a corresponding descriptive label for each numerical category. This 

was done to avoid confusion. 

You will recall that in Chapter 2 we explained that each EQS 

dimension is represented by three statements which the respondent 

was asked to rate on a 5 point scale; We used Safety as our example, 

and noted that Safety is measured by the following three items: 

1. You don't have to worry about your safety in this place. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree 

8. This is a pretty safe place. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree 

17. This is a pretty dangerous place. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agtee Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Di sagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Doni t Know/ 
No Opinion 

Doni t Know/ 
No Opinion 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion 

It is obvious when the items are examined in conjunction with the 

response categories that if a subject were to select strongly agree 

for items 1 or 8, he woul d consi der the envi ronment a safe one. 

If, however, the same category were selected for item 17, it would 

mean he perceived considerable dang~r in the environment. Strongly 

disagree would be the equivalent response for item 17 for a response 

of strongly agree on items 1 or 8. 

The difference in the way the questions were posed was taken into 
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Table 6.3 Distribution of Responses to Env i ronmenta 1 Qua 1 i ty .Sea 1 e Items 

Item Percentage in Number Item Response Category 

1 2 3 4 5 N X S l 
You don't have to worry about your 
safety in this place 19.1 30.4 2.2 38.2 10.0 319 2.9 1.4 

2 Your privacy is respected in here 11.6 35.1 2.5 46.4 4.4 319 3.0 1.2 
3 You can keep pretty busy around here 27.0 45.1 2.5 20.4 5.0 319 2.3 1.2 

"n 4 They stay off your back in here 2.5 14.8 4.4 70.0 8.2 317 3.7 0.9 
5 The programs they have in here are 

useful to you 15.5 28.2 36.1 18.7 1.6 316 2.6 1.0 
6 They seem to care about your feelings 

in here 15.7 39.5 8.2 32.0 4.7 319 2.7 1.2 
7 The rules and routines in here give 

you a pretty clear idea of what to 
expect from day to day 3.8 14.4 6.3 65.2 10.3 319 3.6 1.0 

fj 8 This is a pretty safe place '15.4 28.9 2.5 47,,8 5.3 318 3.0 1.3 
9 You can grab some time to yourself 

to think things through in this place 6.9 18.6 1.3 63.8 9.4 318 3.5 1.1 
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Table 6.3 (cant.) Distribution of Responses to Environmental Quality Scale Items 

Item 
Number 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

you can usually find something to do 
to occupy your mind 

They're pretty good about helping 
you take care of business in here 

You can count on your family (people) 
to stick by you when you're in here 

They give you a pretty good idea of 
what's going on with your case 
when you1re in here 

They'll help you \'/i th emoti ana 1 
or family problems in this place 

They usually let you know for sure 
when you'll be going to court and 
when you'll see your lawyer 

There are people working here who 
are willing to answer questions 
about welfare, social security, 
law, and other stuff like that 

fJ 

Percentage in 
Response Category 

1 2 3 4 5 

13.2 40.3 2.5 40.6 3.5 

12.6 42.1 10.7 31.4 3.1 

3.1 16.0 3.5 46.2 31.1 

19.5 48.4 9.7 19.2 3.1 

17.9 48.4 17.9 14.5 1.3 

11.3 33.3 12.3 39.6 3.5 

9.7 28.6 25.5 34.0 2.2 

N s 

318 2.8 1.2 

318 2.7 1.1 

318 3.9 1.1 

318 2.4 1.1 

318 2.3 1.0 

318 2.9 1.1 

318 2.9 1.1 

,~ 
1 

\ 



r 

l --
r 

-352-

Table6.3 (cont.) Distribution of Responses to Environmental Quality Scale Items 

Item Percentage in 
Number Item Response Category 

l 2 3 4 5 N X- S 

17 This is a pretty dangerous place 11.6 33.0 5.7 42.8 6.9 318 3.0 1.2 
18 The noise and commotion are pretty 

bad in here 20.4 39.6 1.6 35.2 3.1 318 2.6 1.2 
19 Theylre always telling you what to do 

and how to do it around here 9.4 27.7 3.1 55.0 4.7 318 3.2 1.2 
20 You spend a lot of your time just 

sitting around with nothing to 
do in this place 31.1 49.4 0.9 16.4 2.2 318 2.1 1.1 

21 They hound you wi th thei r t~ul es 
.'f-. and regulations in this place 8.8 19.2 4.7 5~L7 7.5 318 3.4 1.1 
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account in our scoring scheme. For example, for items 1 and 8 the 

following values were assigned to response categories: strongly 

agree = 5, agree = 4, don't know/no opinion = 3, disagree = 2, and 

strongly disagree = 1. Just the opposite was done for item 17: 

strongly agree = 1, agree = 2, don't know/no opinion = 3, disagree = 4, 

and strongly disagree = 5. With this scheme, as the item score increases 

the perceived quantity of the environmental dimension that the item 

measures also increases. For items 1 through 16, strongly agree was 

assigned the highest value, 5, and strongly disagree was assigned the 

lowest value, 1. For items 17 through 21, strongly ~isagree was 

assigned the highest value, and str6ngly agree was assigned the 

lowest. 

The data in Table 6.3 indicate that for most items the majority 

of the responses were classified in the 2 and 4 categories, and the 

extreme responses (1 and 5) and the neutral response (3) \'Jere selected 

1 ess frequently. There were no items for whi ch one of the extreme 

categori es was the modal response, and for one item, liThe programs they 

have in here are useful to YOU,ll the modal response was the don't know/ 

uncertain category. This may have occurred because the sample 

consisted of newly arrived prisoners who would have no knowledge of 

what programs were a.vai 1 ab 1 e. . Thi s may be the reason why all of the 

items that deal with services and emotional support from institutional 

personnel (items 5, 6, 11, 14, and 16) have a greater than average 

proportion of responses ~n the don't know/uncertain category. 

An examination of Table 6.3 reveals that prisoners show the most 

consensus on Autonomy items. More than half the cases received a 

score of 4 for "They stay off your back in here, II IIThey' re always tell ing 
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you what to do and how to do it around here," and IIThey hound you 

with their rules and regulations in this place." There is also 

SUbstantial agreement on liThe rules and routines in here give you a 

pretty clear idea of what to expect from day to dayll and lIyou can 

grab some time to yourself to think things through in this place.1I 

More than three-fifths of the subjects agreed with each of these 

statements. 

EQS Average Dimension Scores 

. Table 6.4 displays the average dimension scores for the EQS. 

Here we see that Autonomy is consi dered the most abundant Elnvi ronmental 

commodity, and there is a relatively ample supply of Privacy available. 

Certainty, Support, and Safety are tied for the third rank, and 

Assistance and Activity are in short supply. 

The distribution of ranks for the EQS average dimension scores 

and the JPI score, which were discussed in Chapter 5, are not very 

similar (W = .16). The environmental commodity that is most in 

supply, EQS Autonomy, is least in aemand, JPI Autonomy, and the 

quality that ranks first in need, JPI Assistance, ranks sixth in 

perceived availability,. EQS Assistance. These findings suggest that 

in jail what y?U want,you can't get. We will return to this issue 
"' 

in Chapter 8 in which the associations between the instruments will 

be discussed. 

Associations Between EQS Dimensions 

Table 6.5 shows that there are some substantial associations between 

EQS dimensions, however, none of them are of a magnitude that would 

threaten th~ independence of the constructs. The strongest relation 

appearing in Table 6.5 is between Privacy and Safety. Prisoners who 

perceive an ample supply of Privacy in the jai1 are also likely to 
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Table 6.4 Average Dimension Scores for the Environmental 
Qua 1 ity Sca 1 e 

N Mode S 
Dimension 

Median 

Privacy 299 9. 1 9.6 10.0 2.7 

Activity 301 7. 1 6.5 6.0 2.7 

Certainty 280 8.9 9.5 10.0 2.3 

Safety 304 8.9 9.6 12.0 3.2 

Autonomy 300 10. :l 11.3 12.0 2.5 

Support 284 8.9 8.3 8.0 2.5 

Assistance 259 8.1 7.8 8.0 2.3 
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Table 6.5 Environmental Quality Scale Dimension with Dimension Correlations 

Dimension Dimension 

Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy .Support Assistance 

r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p P 

.28 .39 .58 .31 .40 .34 
Privacy (285) (264) (285) (283) (268) (243) 

.000 .000 1,000 .000 .000 .000 

.26 .10 .03 .34 .41 
Activity (266) (288) (285) (269) (247) 

.000 .106 .565 .000 .000 

.27 . 11 .32 .39 
Certainty (271 ) (263) (248) (231) 

.000 .071 .000 .000 

.33 .33 .21 
.t) Safety (287) (272) (249) 

.000 .000 .001 ,Q 

.31 .11 
Autonomy (266) (249) 

.000 .075 

.45 
Support (240) 

.000 
:1 ... 
,(! 

I 

it 
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consider it a safe environment. This association supports the notion 

that the same place can be used for different, yet related, purposes. 

A place that is a sanctuary from thf'~ noise and commotion of jail where 

one can go to rest and reflect is also a place where one can go to 

avoid dangerous encounters. 

Privacy also shows relatively strong associations with Support 

(.40) and Certainty (.39). The connection may be that a setting that 

offers Privacy is one in which a person is consistently (Certainty) 

shown consideration (Support). It also may be that some Privacy is 

necessary for displays of emotional support and sharing information 

that will reduce uncertainty. 

Assistance is substantially related to Support (.45), Activity 

(.41), and Certainty (.39). Assistance and Support both measure an 

underlying helping dimension. The help in Assistance comes in the 

form of tangible benefits, and the help in support is emotional sustenance. 

Both forms of help demonstrate that someone in the environment cares 

about the welfare of the inmates. Providing Certainty can also be 

considered a kind of helping. Furnishing someone with needed information 

is an important form of aid. 

We would expect a substantial association between Assistance 

and Activity. One aspect of Assistance is programs, and one result 

of programs is Activity. 

Associations Between Initial Environmental Quality Scale Scores and 

Respondent Characteristics 

Tables 6.6 and 6.7 display the associations between initial EQS 

scores and the characteristics of our subjects. Only 6 of the 252 

correlations appearing in Table 6.6 meet our criteria for substantiality. 
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Table 6.6 Associations Between Environmental Quality Scale Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinement EXEeriences 

Characteristic D~mension 

Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 
r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (n) {n} (n) (n) 
p p p p p p P 

."fi 

.10 .02 .11 .13 . 18 .20 .08 
Age ( 318) ( 318) ( 318) ( 318) (316 ) ( 318) ( 315) 

.089 .745 .045 .023 .002 .000 . 149 

-.07 -.07 -.05 -.03 -.00 -.01 -.09 
Marital ( 318) ( 318) ( 318) ( 318) (316 ) ( 318) (315) 
status .221 .236 .357 .550 .996 .811 .097 ~ 

Number of persons -.01 -.02 -.07 -.05 -.03 -.01 -,.03 
in household ( 317) ( 317) ( 317) ( 317) ( 315) ( 317) (314 ) 

.898 .722 . i90 .408 .550 .900 .552 

Number of -.09 -.00 -.00 -.04 -.05 .06 -.08 
dependents (315) (315) (315 ) ( 315) ( 313) (315 ) ( 312) 

.109 .985 .982 .457 .423 .278 .185 

Number of .01 .06 .07 .04 .12 .13 .02 
children (318) ( 318) ( 318) ( 318) (316 ) ( 318) (315 ) 

.826 .307 .185 .528 .032 .018 .684 03 

Number of people .01 .02 .02 -.00 -.03 -.06 -.05 
in i mmedi ate ( 317) ( 317) ( 317) ( 317) ( 315) ( 317) ( 314) 
family .082 .675 .788 .947 .645 .311 .365 

\ ~ 
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Table 6.6 (cont.) Associations Between Environmentai Quality Sca1f~ Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 
Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

Characteri sti c Dimensi on -

Number of family 
members living 
; n area 

Number of family 
contacts per 
month 

Privacy 
r 

(n) 
p 

.03 
(318) 
.590 

.04 
( 316) 
.489 

Employment .04 
status (317) 

.504 

Number of months .13 
in present job (186) 

.073 

Number of hours .13 
worked per week (179) 

.087 

Wage per hour 

Highest grade 
completed 

.11 
(169) 
.169 

.05 . 
( 318) 
.396 

Activity 
r 

(n) 
p 

-.03 
( 318) 
.583 

-.01 
( 316) 
.858 

~.01 
( 317) 
,875 

-.00 
(186) 
.980 

.05 
(179) 
.519 

-.06 
( 169) 
.459 

~.06 
(318) 
.318 

Certai nty 
r 

(n) 
p 

.00 
( 318) 
.948 

-.07 
(316 ) 
.225 

.05 
( 317) 
.423 

.01 
{186 ) 
.872 

.. 12 
( 179) 
.096 

.02 
( 169) 
.771 

-.02 
( 318) 
.667 

Safety 
r 

(n) 
y 

.04 
( 318) 
.428 

-.09 
( 316) 
.102 

.02 
(317) 
.698 

.21 
( 186) 
.005 

.20 
( 179) 
.008 

.23 
( 169) 
.002 

.06 
( 318) 
.321 

Autonomy 
r 

(n) 
p 

-.02 
( 316) 
.684 

-. 11 
( 314) 
.061 

.06 
(315) 
.287 

.14 
(184 ) 
.060 

.10 
( 177) 
.196 

.21 
( 167) 
.007 

-.06 
(316 ) 
.286 

Support 
r 

(n) 
p 

-.06 
( 318) 
.277 

.05 
(316) 
.338 

.07 
( 317) 
.215 

.14 
(186 ) 
,,050 

.10 
( 179) 
.166 

.11 
(169) 
• 150 

-.08 
( 318) 
.179 

Assistance 
r 

(n) 
. p 

-.04 
(315) 
.439 

-.03 
(313 ) 
.641 

-.04 
( 314) 
.502 

.06 
(184 ) 
.416 

-.01 
("177) 
.903 

-.06 
( 167) 
.468 

~. 11 
(315) 
.044 

~ 
\ 
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Table 6.6(cont.) Associations Betwee:~ Environmental Quality Scale Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 

Character; st, c 
Characteristics; and Confinement E~rience 

Dimens--:'ion 
Privacy Activi ty Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assi stance 

r r r r ·r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
~ ~ E ~ p ~ ~ 

Number of hours -.09 .10 -.04 -.19 -.02 .03 -.01 
detained by (290) (290) (290) (290) (288) (290) ( 288) 
police .116 .097 .510 .001 .800 .651 .851 

Number of hours 
detained at . 12 .07 .09 .14 .10 . 12 .04 
sampled facility (31.3 ) ( 313) ( 313) ( 313) (311 ) ( 313) ( 310) 
before intervie\'>/ .030 .236 .125 .017 .072 .028 .457 

Legal status .06 -.07 . 12 .08 .06 .11 . 01 
(308) ( 308) (308) ( 308) (306) ( 308) ( 305) 
.297 .218 .044 .147 .312 .056 .840 

Previous confine- -.11 -.06 -.05 - .12 -.13 -. 11 -.07 
ment for same ( 316) ( 316) (316) (316) (314 ) (316) ( 313) 
case .056. .251 .419 .034 .024 .056 . 191 

Bail -.07 -.08 -.02 .00 .02 -.08 -.05 
set (292) (292) (292) (292) (290) ( 292) ( 289) 

.261 .160 .720 .937 .687 .165 .376 

Amount of .07 -.02 -.08 .08 .08 .00 -.07 
bai 1 ( 197) (197) (197) (197) ( 197) ( 197) ( 197) 

.298 .831 .237 .254 .? 76 .955 .318 

Number of .08 .03 -.01 -.05 .04 .03 .05 
charges (316) ( 316) (316) (316 ) (314 ) (316) (313 ) 

.158 .592 .907 .424 .473 .636 .366 

:.:::::;:;:",;::-,..;:...~c:::~~"''''''''- '"' __ . "'''''''''''''!y",,"~''''''-,," ~,. ,<"co,' ~_...,," ... _"''' __ .'''_ • .,~_.> ... ~. -. ~ , 
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Table 6.E(cont.) Associ ations Between Envi ronmental Quality Scale -Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 
Characteristics; ana Confinement Exeerience 

Characteristic Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance' 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) ( n) (n) ( n) 
p p p p p p P 

Thoughts of . 01 - .01 .01 .04 -.03 -. 11 .00 
se 1 f-i njury ( 318) ( 318) ( 318) (318) (316 ) ( 318) (315 ) 

.910 .923 .927 .451 .606 .044 .994 

Number of -.02 -.05 -.08 .01 -.04 -.09 -.04 
s elf - i n jury (316) ( 316) (316) (316) (314 ) (316) (313 ) 
attempts .665 .425 .156 .799 .518 .125 .537 .:-; 

Psychi atri c -.04 .00 .02 .09 -.09 .08 .05 
treatment (309) (309) (309) (309) ( 307) (309) (306) 

.534 .953 .741 .109 .110 .158 .356 

Number of .03 .06 . 01 .11 -.05 -.07 -.07 
psychiatric hos- (311 ) (311 ) ( 311) (311 ) (309) (311 ) (308) 
pitalizations .600 .334 .850 .050 .366 .214 .242 

Time (in hours) .06 -. 11 .06 .13 .01 .02 -.08 
between admission (315 ) (315) (315 ) (315 ) (313 ) (315 ) ( 312) 

'I 

and interview .313 .052 .269 .020 .837 .765 .162 

Previous confine- -.14 .00 -.07 -.11 -. 13 -.09 -. 10 
ment in sampled ( 318) ( 318) ( 318) ( 318) ( 316) (318) (315) 
faci 1 ity .011 .983 .194 .048 .020 .105 .086 

Previous confine- -.14 .02 -. 15 -.06 -.12 -. 11 -. 10 
ment in any jail ( 307) (307) ( 307) ( 307) (305) (307) (304) ~ 

.. -, 

~014 .720 .008 .336 .040 .055 .076 \ 
! 

~ ~ 
! 

~. 
(;::...-~'::;::-;:;:;-..:::::;:!.:::::::L~=::"::::4-;:::<:!l'~-::;';-:::C':; \.'1~ ;':;'''"''>''''''L __ '''"r~""-._,,,~.=r>rT ~ ''''''-'''~''"'IIC~: ';;- -::;::;":: - '~-"'::.:,,~-,-' .. 

Q 
\ 



r 
: ~ .... ~~ 

I 
!! 
:\~ \ 
Ii I 

';"--

"' 
i: 

I Tab 1 e 6.6( cont. ) 
I 

\ 
Characteristic .. 

\ 
I Previous confine-

ment in juvenile 
facility 

Previous confine~ 
ment in any penal 
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Associations Between Environmental Quality Scale Dimension Scores and Personal Characteristics 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health 
Characteristics; and Confinement EXEerience 

Dimension 
Pri vacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p P 

-.05 -.05 -.06 -.07 -.05 -.06 .03 
( 307) (307) (307) (307) ( 307) ( 307) (304) 
.361 .355 .257 .240 .412 . ?71 .639 

-. 14 -.02 -. 15 -.04 -.08 -.10 -.06 
(305) ( 305) (305) ( 305) (303) ( 305) (302) 
.014 .768 .009 .009 .158 .077 .326 
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Support is positively associated with age and kind of counsel -- those who 

retained counsel perceived more support in the environment than those who 

were assigned counsel --> and Safety is positivaly 

correlated with a number of characteristics that can be considered 

measures of economic stability -- number of months employed in current 

job, number of hours worked per week, and wages per hour. 

The data in Table 6.7 suggest that perception of environmental 

commodities varies by ethnicity and institution. Whites perceive mor,e 

Privacy, Safety, and Autonomy than do black or Latins, and prisoners in 

Hunterdon and Morris counties report that there is more Privacy, Safety, 

and Autonomy in their jails than do Essex inmates. 

Statistical Properties of the EQS Follow-up Administratio~ 

Table 6.8 presents the reliability coefficients for the follow-up 

administration of the EQS. A comparison of these coefficients with 

those for the initial administration (Table 6.1) demonstrates that the 

reliability of most dimensions increased. The average amount of increase 

in the coefficient alpha was 16 percent. 

This finding is similar to that found for the JPI, and the most 

plausible explanations for the increase are the same as those presented in 

Chapter 5. The increase in reliability could be the result of the 

combined effects of testing and the increasing importance and relevance 

of envir'orr:mental qualities as a man spends more time in a setting. 

The increase in the reliability of the EQS is reflected in the 
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Table 5. i Comparison of Average Environment;!l Q lit S 1 Selected Characteristics ua y ca e Scores (Analysis of Variance) by 
Characteristic Cateoor Dlmension 

Ethnicity 

First 
Person1 
Called 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 

Relative 
Other 
No one 

10.07 
8:41 
8.59 

123 
170 
22 

16.06 
0.00 
'.31 

9.00 
!hOO 
9.49 
173 

77 
64 

0.86 
.42 
.07 

ctivity Certalnt, afetv 

7'.06 
7.33 
7.14 
123 
170 
22 

0.37 
.69 
.05 

7.08 
7.07 
7.80 
173 

77 
64 

1. 87 
.16 
.11 

9.16 
8.77 
8.63 
123· 
170 

22 
1.37 

.26 

.09 

8.67 
9.24 
9.16 

173 
77 
64 

2.36 
.10 
.12 

eta 

10.40 
7.89 
7.91 
123 
170 

22 
27.85 
0.00 

.39 

S.81 
8.79 
9.26 
173 

77 
64 

0.53 
.59 
.06 

Autonomy 

10.92 
9.69 

10.36 
123 
168 

22 
9.22 
0.00 

.24 

10.22 
10.40 
10.00 

171 
77 
64 

0.46 
.63 
.05 

SUDoort 

8.94 
8.77 
9.55 

123 
170 

22 
1.14 

.32 

.08 

8.95 
8.92 
8.64 
173 

77 
64 

0.42 
.66 
.05 

ASslstance 

8.49 
8.07 
8.00 

122 
168 

22 
1.59 

.20 

.10 

7.95 
8.35 
8.75 

171 
77 
64 

3.68 
.03 
.15 

lnst i tuti O!\ Essex 
Morris 

Hunterdon 

8.19 
10.34 
10.50 

187 
101 

30 

7.38 
7.12 
6.44 

8.67 
9.15 
9.70 

7.63 
10.56 
11.10 

187 
101 

30 

9.69 . 
10.79 
10.72 

186 
101 

251 

8.64 
9.26 
9.16 

8.10 
B.47 
8.22 

31.82 
.00 
.41 

187 
101 

30 
1. 70 

.18 

.10 

187 
101 
30 

3.78 
.02 
.15 

46,39 
.00 
.48 

13.42 
.00 
.2S 

187 
01 
30 

2.56 
.08 
.13. 

186 
10'1 
28 

1.01 
.36 
.08 

Housing 
Assignment 
at First 
Intervi ew 

Genera 1 popula
tion - cell 
Gene,.."l popul a
tion - dorm 
Segregation 

9.69 7.09 9.17 9.30 10.43 9.12 8.25 

8.69 7.27 8.72 8.60 10.13 8.67 8.18 
9.54 7.25 9.37 9.33 1(1.12 9.58 8.50 
106 106 106 106 105 106 104 
18B 188 188 18& 187 188 lB7 

24 24 24 24 24 24 24 
5.40 0.17 2.02 1.92 0.51 2.40 0.26 

.00 .85 .13 .15 .60 .09 .77 

.18 .03 .11 .11 . .06 .12 .04 
Most 
seri ous2 
charge 

Person 
Property 
Drug 
Other 

9.27 7.82 8.42 8.06 10.02 8.81 8.52 
8.42 7.29 B.69 8.42 9.98 8.69 8.07 
8.83 6.40 9.06 9.17 10.57 8.74 7.68 
9.68 7.16 9.30 9.55 10.47 9.14 8.44 

48 48 48 48 48 48 
108 108 108 108 108 108 16~ 

35 35 35 35 35 35 
123 123 123 123 121 123 1~~ 

4.80 1.93 2.54 3.83 1.09 0.77 1.72 
.00 .12 .05 .01 .35 .51 .16 

___________________________ ,~2~1-----~.1~4~-----~.~16~---~.~19~---~.~1~0---___ ~.O~9L_ ___ ~.J113 

lFirst Person Called Categories ,----------

2 

1. Relative includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 
2. Other includes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, and Other 

Seriousness of Charge Categories 
1. Offenses against person include: Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault. Kidnappinq, and 

Aggravated Assault 
2. Property offenses include: Armed Robbery, Robbery, Burglary-Theft and Forgery 
3. Drug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance ind Possession ,? 

Controlled Dangerous Substance 
4. Other offenses include: Po~session of Weapon, ~on-tndictables, Traffic Offenses ~on-Su~~ort 

Probation/Parole Violation, and Other ' -, ~ "-'"---___ ....-....o==--.;.;.;. __ ---..,;....---.,;,..... ______ -"-______ ~~ _ ______' __ ~ _ _.lL~~ _____ ~ ____ ~_. 
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item-total correlations for the follow-up administration of the instrument. 

Tht average item-total correlation appearing in Table 6.9, .46, is 21 

percent greater than that for the initial administration of the EQS 

(see Table 6.2), and 20 of the 21 correlations appearing in Table 6.9 are 

.20 or greater. 

Average Follow-up fQS Dimension Scores 

Table 6.10 presents the average EQS dimension SCO\4es for the follow-up 

sample. The rank order of the average dimension scores is somewhat 

similar to that presented for the initial sample in Table 6.4 (W = .73). 

Privacy ranks high and Activity and Assistance rank low in bot~ distribu

tions. The largest difference is for Autonomy which is perceived as the 

most abundant environmental commodity by the initial sample but is ranked 

fifth among the follow-up scores. 

Table 6.11 displays the associations between EQS dimensions for 

the follow-up administration. As was the case for the initial adminis

tration, there are some substantial associations between dimensions, and 

Privacy is the dimension that is substantially.associated with other 

dimensions most often. The average dimension-dimension correlation for 

the follow-up EQS, .35, is 16 percent greater than the average correlation 

between dimensions for the initial administration, .30. 

Associations Between EQS Follow-up Scores and'Respondent Characteristics 

Tables 6.12 and 6.13 present the associations between EQS follow-up 

scores and the characteristics of subjects. The data presented in Table 

6.1~ indicate that Safety shows substantial positive associations with 

legal status and age, and 'Safety is negatively correlated with 
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Table 6.9 Item-Total Correlations for the Environmental Quality Scale - Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number Item 

2 Your privacy is respected in here 

9 You can grab some time to yourself to think 
things through in this place 

18 The noise and commotion are pretty bad in here 

3 You can keep pretty busy around here 

10 

20 

7 

13 

15 

8 

You can usually find something to do to occupy your mind 

You spend a lot of your time just sitting around with 
nothing to do in this place 

The rules and routines in here give you a pretty clear 
idea of what to expect from day to day 

They give you a good idea of what's going on with your 
cas~while you1re in here 

They usually 1 et yCiu know for sure when you'll be goi ng 
to court and when you'll see your lawyer 

You don't have to worry about safety in this place 

This is a pretty safe place 

.. 

Dimension 
Represented 

Privacy 

Privacy 

Privacy 

Activity 

Activity 

Activity 

Certainty 

Certainty 

Certainty 

Safety 

Safety 

r' t . 1 -1 

.45 

.51 

.36 

.59 

.51 

.53 

.13 

.50 

.40 

.51 

.67 

, 

L-________ "--____ ~~_~__'_'___~~~_~~_~~ ______________ _ 
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Table 6.9 (cont.)Item-Total Correlations for the Environmental Quality Scale - Follow-up Interviews 

Item 
Number 

17 

4 

19 

21 

6 

12 

14 

5 

11 

16 

Item 

This is a pretty dangerous place 

They stay off your back in here 

They're always telling you what to do and how to do 
it around here 

They hound you with their rules and regulations 
in this place 

They seem to care about your feelings in here 

You can count on your family (people) to stick 
by you when you're in here 

They'll help you with emotional or family problems 
in this place 

The programs they have in here are useful to you 

They're pretty good about helping you take care of 
business in here 

There are people working here who are willing to 
answer questions about welfare, social security, 
law and other stuff like that 

Dimension 
Represented 

Safety 

Autonomy 

Autonomy 

Autonomy 

Support 

Support 

Support 

Assistance 

Assistance 

Assistance 

r' t . 1 -1 

.66 

.53 

.71 

.60 

.31 

.24 

.36 

.32 

.40 

.38 

":)1 
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Table 6.10 Average Dimension Scores for the Environmental Qu~lity 
Scale (Follow-up Interviews) 

Dimension N x Median Mode S 

Privacy 92 10.7 11.0 11.0 2.7 

Activity 87 8.6 8.0 8.0 2.1 

Certainty 96 14.1 14.0 13.0 3.2 

Safety 98 9.2 8.5 11.0 2.6 

Autonom,y 93 8.1 7.3 7.0 . 3.7 

Support . 69 9.6 8.4 8.0 3.5 

Assistance 86 8.8 8: 1 12.0 3.5 
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Table 6.11 Environmental Quality Scale Dimension with Dimension Correlations (Follow-up Sample) 

Dimension 
·l·"1~·; 

Dimension 

Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p 

Privacy .36 .22 .41 .35 .30 .62 -:l 

(l02) (l02) (l02) (l02) (102) (102 ) 
.000 .024 .000 .000 .0,02 .000 

Activity .01 .37 . 18 . 18 .32 
(102) (102) (l02) (102) (102) 
.939 .000 .067 .069 .001 

Certainty .37 .35 .40 .11 
(102) (102) (l02) (102) 
•. 000 .000 .000 .256 

Safety .44 .63 .43 

" (102) (102) (102 ) 
.000 .. 000 .000 

Autonomy .52 .33 
(102) (l02) 
.000 .001 

~ 
.:-

Support .35 
(102) \ 

\ .000 ~ 
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Table 6.12 Associations Between Environmental Quality Scale Scores (Follow-up Interviews) and Personal Characte\~istics; 
Legal/Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and 
Confinemen~ Experiences 

Characteristi c Dimension 
Pri y_aSi.. Activit~ Certaint~ . Safet~ ..Au.tonom~ SupQort Ass; stance 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) .( n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p 

Age 0.2031 . 0.1645 0.1518 0.2475 0'.0694 0.0663 0.1979 
(102) ( 102) (102) (102) ( 102) (102) (102) 

p=0.041 p=0.099 p=0.128 p=0.012 p=0.488 p=0.508 p=0.046 

Marital -0.0043 -0.0075 -0.0761 0.1623 0.0064 0.1289 0.0109 
Status (102) . (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

p=0.965 p=0.941 p=0.447 p=0.103 p=0.94·9 p=0.197 p=0.914 
~ 

# of Persons O. 1203 0.1978 0.0331 0.1079 -0.1132 0.2516 0.0870 
;n Household ( 102) ( 102) ( 102) ( 102) (102) (102) (102) 

p=0.228 p=0.046 p:::0.74l p=0.280 p:::0.257 p=O.Oll p=0.385 

# of -0.0540 -0.1119 0.0542 0.1112 -0.026S 0.0179 -0.0356 
Dependents (102) (102) (102) (102) ('102 ) (102) (102) 

p=0.590 p=0.263 p=0.589 p=0.266 p=0.793 p=0.858 p=0.723 

~ 
# of 0.0479 0.1149 0.1817 O. 1822 -0.0703 0.1162 0.0644 
Children (102) (102) (102) ( 102) (102) ( 1 (2) (102) 

p=0.633 p=0.250 p=0.068 p=0.067 p=0.483 p=0.245 p=D.520 

# of Persons 0.0556 -0.0783 -0. 1170 -0.1107 -0.0339 -0.1337 0.0278 
in Immedi ate (102) ( 102) (102) (102) ( 102) (102) (102) 
Family p=0.579 p=0.434 p=0.241 p=0.268 p=0.735 p=0.180 p=0.782 

\ 
~ 

\ . 

v \ 
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Table 6.i3(cont. ) Associations Between Environmenta'l Qua"lity Scale Scores (Fo11ow-up" Interviews) and Personal 
Characteristics; Legal/ Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental 
Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

Cha racteri sti c Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 
. 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p 

.~ 
p p 

, , 

0.0677 0.0757 -0.1637 0.0581 -0.0262 
~ 

O~';:O051:;. -0.0259 # of Fami ly 
Members Li vi ng (102) (102') (102) (102) (102), (102) (102) 
in Area p=0.499 p=0.450 p=0.100 p=O. 562 p=0.794 p=0.959 p=0.796 

# of Fami 1y 0.0758 0.1419 -0.0217 0.1611 0.0405 0.1302 0.0272 
Contacts (101) (101) (101) (101) (101 ) (10-1 ) (101 ) -
Per Month p=0.451 p=0.157 p=0.829 p=0.108 p=0.687 p=0.194 p=0.787 

Employment 0.1732 0.0634 -0.0031 0.0832 0.1073 -0.0236 0.0822 
Status (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

p=0.082 p=0.527 p=0.976 p=0.406 p=0.283 p=0.814 p=0.412 

~1o.nths -0.2970 -0.0061 -0.0272 O. 1097 0.1415 0.0215 0.1991 
Employed at (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) 
Present Job p=0.021 p=0.963 p=0.836 p=0.404 p=0.281 p=0.871 p=0.127 

# of Hours 0.1147 -0.0649 0.1456 -0.0458 0.0676 0.0130 0.0183 
.. ~. Worked Per (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) 

Week p=0.383 p=0.622 p=0.267 p=0.728 p=0.608 p=0.921 p=0.890 

Wage Per 0.0868 0.2146 0.0411 -0.3237 -0.1505 -0.2564 0.0457 
Hour (52) {52} . (52) (52) (52) (52) (52) 

p=0.540 p=0.127 p=0.772 p=0.019 p=0:287 p=0.067 p=0.748 

Highest O. 1673 0.0956 0.0875 -0.0568 0.1177 0.0975 0.0115 
Grade ( 102) ( 102) (102) (102) (102 ) (102 ) (102) 

~ 
.:. 

'\ ;: Completed p=0.093 p=0·.339 p=0.382 p=0.571 p=0.239 p=0.330 p=0.908 .r 

J II 1 

i! ~"\. il 
;i 
" . ' 

, . 
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Table 6.12 ( cont. ) Associations Between Environmental Quality Scale Scores (Follow-up Interviews) and Personal. 
Characteristics; Legc.l,.Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental 
Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p 

" ____ .t<_ -
Legal -0.0098 0.1415 -0.0812 0.3098 " 0.0333 O. 1126 0.1404 
Status (98) (98) ( 98) (98) ( 98) ( 98) (98) 

p=0.924 p=O.165 p=0.427 p=0.002 p=0.745 p=0.270 p=0.168 

Previous -0.2277 -0. 1566 -0. 1550 -0,'l28l 0.0772 0.0363 -0.0694 
Confinement (102) (102) ( 102) (102) (102). (102) (102) 
For Same Case p=0.021 p=0.116 p=O.120 p=0.200 p=0.440 p=0.7l8 p=0.488 

Bail 0.0551 0.0348 -0.1212 -0.1850 -0.0469 -0.0858 0.0896 
Set (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) ( 95) 

p=0.596 p=0.737 p=0.242 p=0.073 p=0.652 p=0.408 p=0.388 

Amount -0.0154 0.2855 -0.1995 0.0959 -0.3111 -0.1263 0.2063 
of Bai 1 (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) 

p=0.907 p=0.027 p=0.126 p=0.466 p=0.016 p=0.336 p=0.114 

"-'--~------------------~-~----"-~---------~ .---~---~---~--'---.---~~-~-~~-- .--~ ----~--. -_. 

--'t 

~ 



i 
i 

I 
-375-

Table 6.12 (cont.) Associations Between Environmental Quality Scale Scores (Follow-up Interviews) and Personal 
Characteristics; Legal/Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental 
Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certai nty Safety Autonomy i Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) ( n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p 

Number of -0.0390 -0.0099 0.0648 -0.0374 -0.0241 0.0011 0.0535 
Changes (102) (102) (102) (102) ( 102) (102) (102) 

p=0.697 p=0.921 p=0.518 p=0.709 p=0.810 p=0.991 p=0.593 

Assigned or -0.1839 0.3136 -0.2250 -0.0536 0.0037 0.0285 o. 1024 .' 

Retained (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) ( 95) 
Counsel p=0.075 p=0.002 p=0.028 p=0.606 p=O.972 p=0.784 p=0.323 

# of People -0.0462 0.0645 0.1075 -0.0984 0.0413 0.0436 -·0.0679 
In Cell (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) 

p=0.650 p=0.526 p=0.290 p=0.332 p=0.685 p=0.669 p=0.504 

Memory Loss -0.0835 -0.0046 -0. 1777 -0 .. 0777 0.2811 0.0827 0.0155 
From Drinking (79) (79) (79) (79) (79) (79) (79) 

'~ (Per Month) p=0.464 p=0.968 p=0.117 p-0.496 p=0.012 p=O.469 p=0.892 

Level of 0.1880 0.0652 0.0262 -0.0356 O. 1031 0.0038 0.1629 
Al coho 1 (100) (lOG) (100) ( 100) (100) (100) (100) 
Comsumption p=0.061 p=0.519 p=0.796 p=0.725 p=0.308 p=0.970 p=0.105 

Frequency of -0. 1604 -0. 1401 0.0516 -0.1181 -0.0837 -0.1032 -0.0479 
Ma ri juana ( 102) (102) (102) (102 ). (102) (102) (102) 
Use p=0.l07 p=0.160 p=0.607 p=0.237 p=0.403 p=O.302 p=0.633 

\ ~ 
\ 

~ 

~ 
... - ,~, ~.". 
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Table 6.l2\cont.) Associations Between Environmental Quality Scale Scores (Follow-,up Interviews) and Personal 

Characteristics; Legal/Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental 
Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

Characteri sti c Dimension 
Privacy Activi ty Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r 'r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p 

Level of 0.0054 0.0940 0.0509 0.0343 -0.0415 -0.0034 0.0175 
Drug (102) (1 02). (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 
Consumption p=0.957 p=0.348 p=0.611 p=0.732 p=0.679 p=0.973 p=0.862 

Thoughts of 0.0007 -0.0178 -0.1894 -0.2094 -0.0863 -0.0889 0.1043 oM 

5el f Injury (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102 ) 
p=0.994 p=0.859 p=O.057 p=0.035 p=0.388 p=0.374 p::;0.297 

# of Se1f 0.0878 0.0600 -0.0564 0.0465 0.1242 O. 1251 0.1042 
Injury (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 
Attempts p=0.380 p=0.549 p=0.574 p=0.643 p=0.214 p=0.210 p=0.297 

Psychi atri c 0.0504 0.0114 0.0212 -0.0325 0.0719 0.011'3 0.1593 
Treamtent ( 98) ( 98) ( 98) (98) ( 98) ( 98) ( 98) 

p=O.622 p=0.912 p=0.836 p=0.751 p=0.481 p=0.9l2 p=0.117 
~ # of 0.0652 -0.0408 -0.2024 0.0830 0.0698 0.0792 0.0689 

Psychi atri c ( 101) ( 101) (101 ) (101 ) (101) (101) (101 ) 
Hasp; til i za- p=O.517 p=0.686 p=0.042 p=0.409 p=0,488 p=O.431 p=0.498 
tions 

\ 
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Table 6.1~cont.) Associations Between Environmental Quality Scale Scores (Follow-up Interviews) and Personal -'.--'.' 
Characteri s ti cs; Legal .. Offense, and Confinement Character!stics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental 
Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experiences 

Characteristic Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certai nty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p 

Previous -0.2034 -0. 1426 -0.0630 -0.0522 0.0182 0.0454 -0.1581 
Confi nement ( 102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 
in Sampled p=0.040 p=0.153 p=0.529 p=0.602 p=0.856 p=0.651 p=0.113 
Facility 

Previous 0.0633 -0.0507 -0.0588 -0.0219 -0.1317 -Q.1797 0.0805 ~:. 

Confinement (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) ( 95) (95) 
in Other p=0.542 p=0.626 p=0.571 p=0.833 p=0.2D3 p=0.081 p=0.438 , , 
Jail :1 

Previ ous -0.0892 -0. 1426 -0.0924 -0.0125 -0.081.3 -0.0979 -0.0584 
Confinement (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 
in Any Jail p=0.390 p=0.168 p=0.373 p=0.904 p=0.433 p=0.345 p=0.574 

Previ ous -0.0807 -0. 1376 -0.2283 -0.1094 -0.2588 -0. 1454 -0.1024 \ 

Confi ner.'lent (95) (95) ( 95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 
; n JIJvcnil e p=0.437 p=0.184 p=0.026 p=0.291 p=0.011 p=0.160 p=0.323 
Inst~tution 

. Previous <'0.0438 0.0506 0.0875 0.1855 -0.1458 0.0708 0.0329 . 
I Confinement (96) (96) (96) (96) (96) (96) (96) 
I in State p=0.672 p=0.624 p=0.397 p=0.070 p=0.156 p=0.493 p=0.751 t , 
~ Prison 
!i , 
~ 

Previous -0.2619 -0.1142 -0.0676 ',I -0. 764 -0. 1477 -0.1570 -0.0057 
~, 

~ 

\ l 
~ Confinement (94) (94) (94) (94) (94 ) (94) (94) ,i , 

~ in Any Penal p=0.464 p=.q.155 p=0.131 p=0.957 p=0.957 p=0.273 p=D.517 \ 

Il Instituti on ~ t! 
I' 

II 
" 
p 

11 ~ 
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Table --6.13. 

Characteri sti c 

Ethnicity 

Institution 

\ 
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Comparison of Average EOS Follow-u~ Dimension Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 
Personal ,"Legal and Institutional Sharacteristics 

Category 
Privacy 

White 
Black 

Hispanic 

Essex 
Morris 

Hunterdon 

Xl 
!2 
X3 n, 
n2 
n3 
F 
p 
eta 

9.32 
7.78 
9.22 

40 
52 
9 

3.94 
.02 
.27 

7.79 
8.92 
7.63 

56 
38 
8 

7.96 
.00 
.37 

Activity 

Xl 
~ 
X3 
n, 
n2 
n3 
F 
p 
eta 

10.85 
9.64 

11. 11 
40 
52 
9 

3.03 
.05 
.24 

9.78 
11.02' 
10.00 

56 
38 
8 

2.62 
.08 
.22 

Oimensi on 
Certainty Safety 

Xl Xl 
!2 !2 
X3 X3 
n1 n, 
n2 

n2 
n3 n3 
F F 
p p 
eta eta 

6.02 8.63 
6.67 8.08 
8.11 9.11 

40 40 
52 52 

9 9 
2.67 1.18 

.07 .31 

.23 .15 

6.93 8.07 
6.16 9.08 
5.75 7.87 

56 56 
38 38 
8 8 

1.48 2.52 
.23 .08 
.17 .22 

Autonomy Support Assista'nce 

Xl Xl Xl 
~ ~ ~ 
X3 X3 X3 
n1 n, n1 
n2 

n2 
n2 

n n3 n3 . F3 F F 
p p p 
eta eta eta 

8.80 7.55 10.27 
7.48 7.69 7.42 
8.89 7.66 8.66 

40 40 40 
52 52 52 
9 9 9 

4.34 0.04 10.49 
.02 .96 .00 
.29 .03 .42 

7.61 7.61 7.06 
8.42 7.74 10.77 

10.13 7.63 10.50 
56 56 56 
38 38 38 
8 8 8 

4.91 0.04 23.28 
.01 .96 .00 
.30 .03 .57 
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Table --6.13 Comparison of Average EQS Follow-up Dimension Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 
Personal, Legal and Institutional Characteristi~s 

Cnaracteristic Category Dimention 
Privacy Activity Certanity ~3fety .i\utono:uy SUEPort /\ssistance 

; Fi rst Rela ti ve 8.74 lO.50 6.48 8.44 8.26 7.72 8.72 
Person l Other 8.29 9.50 6.75 8.71 7.33 7.96 8.46 
Called No one 8.59 10.45 6.36 7.91 8.45 7.14 8.91 

54 54 54' 54 54 54 54 
24 24 24 24 24 24 24 
22 22 22 22 22 22 22 

0.21 1.26 0.15 0.74 1.77 0.80 0.11 
.81 .29 .86 .48 . 18 .45 .90 
.06 .16 .06 .12 .19 .13 .05 

Housing General 
Ass; gn- popula-
meht at tion cell 9.44 10.37 6.83 8.57 7.77 7.80 8.70 
2nd !l1ter- General 

'" view population 
dorm 7.87 9.97 6~21 . 8.46 8.25 7.56 8.22 
Segrega-
tion 8.56 10.78 7.11 8.33 7.67 7.55 9.67 

46 46 46 46 46 46 46 
37 37 37 37 37 37 37 
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

3.32 0.40 0.74 0.04 0.51 0.12 0.74 
.04 .67 .48 .96 .60 .89 .48 
.26 .09 .13 .. 03 .11 .05 .13 

lFirst Person Called Categories 
1. Relative includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 
2. Other includes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, and Other 

- i \ 
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Table --6.13 Comparison of Average EQS Follow-up Dimension Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected 
Personal, Legal and Institutional Characteristics 

Characteristic Category Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certainty 5afety Autonomy Assistance Support 

? 8.42 9.76 6,55 7.97 7.97 7.58 7.52 .. ~1os t Seri OUS ·Person 
10.21 6.42 8.39 7.97 7.67 9.00 Charge Property 8.39 

Drug 8.23 9.85 5.85 8.00 '7.62 7.15 8.62 
Other 9.24 11.57 7.05 9.48 8.71 8.00 10.14 

33 33 33 33 33 33 33 
33 33 33 33 33 33 33 
13 13 13 13 13 13 13 
21 21 21 21 21 21 21 

0.52 2.34 0.61 2.09 0.73 0.36 a.14 
.67 .08 .61 .11 .54 .78 .03 
.13 .26 .14 .25 .15 .11 .30 

2Mos t Serious Charge 
1. Offenses against person include: Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, Kidnapping and 

Aggravated Assault 
2. Property Offenses include: Armed Robbery, Robbery, Burglary-Theft and Forgery 
3. Drug related offenses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance and Possession of 

Controlled Dangerous Substance 
4. Other offenses include: Possession of Weapon, Non-Indictables, Traffic Offenses, Non-Support, 

Probation/Parole Violation, and Other 

~-----------~----'--~---"--------------~---~---~------ ------ - . 
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thoughts of self-injury and wage per hour. Safety showed a substantial 

positive association with wage per hour in the initial interview sample 

(see Table 6.6). 

The coefficients presented in Table 6.12 suggest that Privacy is 

negatively correlated with months employed at current job, and veterans 

of incarceration in both juvenile and adult institutions p~rceive less 

Privacy after a week or more of confinement than their less seasoned fellow 

prisoners. Perceived amount of Privacy is positively associated with age, 

as is Assistance. 
" 

Both Support and Activity are positively correlated with the re~orted 

number of persons in the subject's household, and Activity also snows a 

positive association with amount of'bail and whether or not the subject has 

an attorney. Perceived amount of Autonomy in the jail environment after 

the respondents had been confined for 9. week or more is positiv.ely 

associated with memory loss from drinking, and negatively correlated with 

previous confinement in a juvenile institution and previous confinement in 

any institution. 

The data in Table 6.13 ~~ggest that after a week of incarceration 

whites and Latins perceive more Privacy, Activity, Autonomy, and Assistance 

than blacks. You will recall that shortly after being confined (the 

initial interview; see Table 6.7) there were no differences between the 

groups in their perception of Activity or Assistance in the jail, and 

whites rated the institution as having more Privacy and Safety than did 

blacks and Latins. The relation among average Autonomy scores for the 

groups at initial intervie\~ was similar to that found for follm'l-up 

interviews -- whites and Latins perceived more Autonomy than blacks. 

Some environmental quality variation by institution is evident in 

Table 6.13. Morris prisoners see more Privacy in their environment than 

do Essex or Hunterdon inmates. Hunterdon inmates rate their environment 

higher on Autonomy than do Morris or Essex County Jail inhabitants, and 

~---------------------------
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Morris and Hunterdon l'nmates se A' t . e more SSlS ance 1n their environments 

than Essex inmates. These relations among group means are somewhat 

different than those reported for the initial interview sample. In the 

initial sample, there were no substantial differences between the group 

means for Assistance, and there were for Safety. 

The only substantial association between an EQS dimension and most 

serious charge appearing in Table 6.13 is for Assistance (eta=.30). 

Those who have been charged with crimes classified as other perceive 

more Assistance in their environments than do those charged with more 

serious offenses. 

EQS Change Scores '(Initial minus Foliow-up) 

Unlike environmental demand (JPI) (see Chapter 5), perceptions of 

supply of some environmental qualities (EQS) change substantially over 

time. Table 6.14 shows that the perception of the amount of Activity in 

the environment changes the most. On the average, the perceived opportunity 

for Activity increases almost by one-half from the initial to the follow-up 

interview. In contrast to Activity, the perceived amounts of Certainty, 

Autonomy, and Support dect~ase over time, and Privacy, Safety, and Assistance 

show very little change. 

Activity may be the only environmental quality that people see more of 

after they have been confined for some time because it is the environmental 

qualit~ over which they have the most control and with which they have the 

most experience. Unlike other 'environmental qualitit€s Activity can be generated 

with very few resources. A person can keep busy \'iithout the ass i sta nce of 
r ./0,: " . ,'1. l' t f 

other peopl e or thi ngs, and the pOs-sib-rtti"es for occupying time are 1 imited 

only by one's imagination. Almost anything can be made into a puzzle or a game, 
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.~, " \' 1 I-\! ," rY\ 'C •• \1-
and as a person becomes famil iar vlith an eft.v+Offlmetlt, he shaul d discover 

new opportunities for activity and play. 

Activity represents an environmental issue that almost everyone has 
I 

faced. NoTeveryone has faced danger or abandonment, but certainly, every-

one has dealt with too much time and too little to do. Everyone has sat 

through boring classes, waited for late trains, and stood in long lines. 

Of course, these experiences do not match the ennui of the jail cell, but 

they are mundan~events that force us to develop ways of occupying our time. 

These ways of spending time can be relevant to a number of situations including 

incarceration. 

, , 
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Table 6.14 Comparison of Mean Dimension Scores for the EQS Scale: Initial Interview with 
Follow-up Interview 

Dimension N 

Privacy 102 8.75 2.57 8.57 

Activity 102 6.95 2.65 10.27 

Certainty 102 8.81 2.24 6.55 

Safety 102 8.58 3.03 8.43 

Autonomy 102 10.06 2.49 8.11 

Support 102 8.80 2.46 7.66 

Assistance 10.2 8.30 2.09 8.71 

C::!4~'~::::!;:;.t~;::r:;='~l')''1..-",~~'''M''=~~'"'''''~·-~~''--'~ ,,,,, ... -,.'r ... "'''''''.- """11""""-"'-"" _. __ ",,,,,.r,,,,-,,,,,,,'''''~'''·~=4.;~,:a,!,,,,-,,,,'''''''v:.::'':-'tIi''''';;t'':~ c::·,s. _'t""""'~'·_-C;-l·7·~"'."~='·-·;nv ". "")",.~, ,., 'c~ '". ,-.,' 

2.82 

2.64 

2.54 

2.29 

2.35 

2.33 

3.21 

Difference 
of 

Means 

0.19 

-3.31 

2.26 

0.15 

1.95 

1.14 

-0.40 

t 

.74 

-9.13 

8.21 

0.48 

6.05 

3.90 

-1.08 

p 

.459 

.000 

.000 I'f' 

.632 

.000 

.000 

.284 

, " 

( , 
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Associations Between EQS Change Scores and Respondent Characteristics 

Table 6.15 and 6.16 contain the associations between EQS change scores 

and respondent characteristics. The correlations appearing in Table 6.15 

suggest that the greater the hourly wage, the greater the decrease in 

perceived Certainty, Safety, support, and Autonomy. Autonomy also shows 

a positive correlation with previous confinement in state prison, previous 

confinement in any penal institution, and number of persons in household; 

and Safety shows a positive association with bail, thoughts of self-injury, 

and number of persons in immediate family. There is a negative association 

between Safety and assigned or retained counsel. Other substantial 

associations appearing in Table 6.15 are between Activity and months employed 

at current'job (-.31), Certainty and number of hours worked per week (-.29), 

and Assistance and number of psychiatric hospitalizations (-.21) and 

previouS confinement at sampled facility (.31). 

The data in Table 6.16 indicate that for some EQS dimensions change 

scores vary by ethnicity and institution. Whites see a greater increase 

in the ~mount of Activity in jail than do Latins or blacks; whites 

report a greater decrease in Certainty than blacks or Latins; and whites 

perceive a decrease in Safety whereas blac~and Latins see an increase. 

Table 6.16 shows that Hunterdon inm&tes express a substantial 

decrease in Privacy and Safety in comparison with prisoners in the other 

two i nsti tut'i ons, and Hunterdon and Morri s pri soners see an increase in 

Assistance whereas Essex prisoners register a decreas~. Prisoners in all 

three jails report an increase in opportunities for Activity. HO\'Jever, 

the Morris average change score for Activity is substantially greater than 

the Hunterdon score, which is greater than the Essex score. 
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l~b'e 6.15 Associations Between Environmental Quality Scale Change Scores (Initial Minus Follow-up) and 
Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug~ 
and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

... 386 ... 

~"a racterj stj cs . Dimension 
Privacy Acthlty Certai,ntx Sa fetX ~utonomy SUPEort Assistance 

r r r r r r r (n) (n) (!1 ) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
.P ~ P ~ E ~ p 

Age -.06 -.07 -.04 .09 .10 .11 - .13 (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) (l02) (102 ) (102 ) .543 .475 .715 , .370 .316 ' .262 .196 
Marital Status .... 01 .01 -.02 - .14 .11 -.04 -.03 (102) (102) (102) (1 02) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) .917 .901 .876 .156 .267 .683 .792 
Persons in Household .06 - .17 - .01 .02 .22 -.18 . -.05 (102) (l 02) (102) (l 02) (102) (102 ) (102 ) .574 . 081 .942 .857 .029 . 071 .630 
# of Dependents .03 .10 -.04 -:03 -.10 .03 -.02 (102 ) (102) (102 ) (102) (l 02) (102) (102 ) .783 326 580 .733 .340 .746 .908 
# of Chil dren .09 .04 -.01 - .01 • 15 .05 .02 (l 02) (l 02) (102 ) (l02) (102) (102 ) '(102 ) .390 .748 .887 .916 .142 .645 .846 
# of Persons in 

Immediate Family .03 .. 03 : 11 .20 - .01 .16 -.06 (.l 02) (102) (1 02)· (l02) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) .785 : .767 .269 .041 .921 .107 .517 7 ___ ...... . -. .-
# of Family Members .04 .00 .13 .09 .06 • 05 -.02 Living in Area (102) (102 ) (102 ) (l 02) (l 02) . (102 ) (102) .670 .962 .185 .374 .517 .619 .827 

. ., ~ ... " ..... 
'.-.,,~ .......... . 
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Table 6.15 Associations Between Environmental Quality Change Scores (Initial Minus FolJow-up) and 
Personal Characteristics; Legal, 9ffense, and Confinement Characteristic,is; Alcohol, Drug, 
and Mental Health Characteristi~ts; anct Confinement Experience 

-387-

Characteristi cts Dimension --- Privacy Activity Certa'i nty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 
r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p p 

# of Contacts Per Month .08 - .10 -.01 -.09 .02 .03 -.05 
(l01 ) (101) (l 01 ) (101) (101 ) (101) (101) 
.413 .302 . .942 .346 .875 .78~ .600 

Employment status -.08 -.07 .10 -.02 -.09 .03 -.06 
(:102) (102 ) (102) (1 02) (102 ) (l02) (102 ) 
.432 .463 .303 .863 .388 .740 .516 

Months Employed -.15 -.31 .04 -.07 .06 .23 -.20 
(60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) 

.248 .015 .751 .595 .643 .073 .125 

1/ of Hours Worked .10 .22 -.29 .04 -.02 .18 .08 
(60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) (60) 

.440 .091 .025 .767 .880 .168 .535 

Wage Per Hour .17 -.09 .29 .28 .29 .44 -.01 
(52) (52) (52) (52) (52) (52) (52) 

.233 .545 .036 .044 .040 .001 .960 

Last Grade Completed .07 .10 -.08 -.12 -.13 - .14 -.02 
(102 ) (102) (102 ) (102) (102 ) (102) (102) 
.489 .318 .425 .236 .206 .159 .838 

Legal status .06 -.16 .16' . -.03 .08 .14 -.02 
(98) (98) (98) (98) (98) '( 98) (98) 

.523 . 122 .105 .738 .4·17 .157 .838 

Previous Confi nement .25 -.04 .06 -.02 -.15 -.12 .02 
for Same Case (102) (102 ) (102) (102) {102} (102 ) (102) 

.011 .687 .567 .853 .143 .236 .872 

Bail -.07 -.13 .07 .22 .06 .08 - .12 
(95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 

.508 .194 .515 .031 .591 .426 .233 

~-':::,:::..-::: . .::.::;:;.:.::::::.:::.:.:;::,.~::.:""..;;:::.:..~,'::;::~-=~~~:::':t..~~.:;::;~=~:':;),::;:::)~~~~4::.~~;:::)1;".;;'.;~:.:,-:::>::..,.~·"t-J:l.~.:;:'~·O:::;):~'·.!h::;o:'.:J;;-';;;:;-:~-':::"' .. Vtl.*;o-"'''''.1;,,~~~.;.,~e:.'4.'':>C''''4>'.,:r;::':.:::;~~'C:~,:::,r.~..:..~..;.fOt<.#.::Jl~.t.~::-.:"'.!;.~<lt~''''··'r'.·-''''' ... 
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Table 6.15 Associations Between Envir'onmental Quality Scale Change Scores (Initial Minus Follow-up) and I 
Personal Characteristics; Legal t Offense~ and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol. Drug, and 
Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience 

. -388-

--Characteristics Dimension 
.- Pr;vac~ 1\ctlvity Certainty Safet~ 1\utonomy SueEort fi.ssiStance 

r r r r r r -r 
(n) (0 ) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
E p e p p Q p 

# of Charges .01 .00 - .18 -.05 .07 .03 -.06 
(102) (102) (102 ) (102) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) 
.923 .971 .067 .599 .496 .789 .580 

Assigned or Retained .06 -.02 .07 -.20 - . 1 !J .03 .00 
Counsel (95) (95) (95) (95J {~5) (95) (95) 

.553 .843 .514 .048 .068 .779 .998 

Kind of Counsel -.09 -.27 .06 - .17 .14 .09 ' - .16 
(35 ) (35) (35) (35 ) (35 ) (35) (35) 

.598 .111 .721 .316 .407 .623 .370 

t.1er:lOry Loss From .00 .02 .05 .18 -.01 -.08 -.17 ''ii' 

Drinking (79) (79) (79) (79) (79 ) (79) (79) 
.986 . 867 .646 .120 .920 .469 .138 

Level of Al coho 1 - .12 -.02 -.01 . '6 -.05 .01 - .14 
Consumption (100) (100 ) (100 ) (100) (100) (100 ) (100 ) 

.234 .814 .899 .109 .629 .953 .152 

Level of Drug Consump- .01 -.02 -.04 .09 .07 .04 .00 
tion (l02) (102) (102) (' 02) (10i) (102 ) '(102) 

.890 .839 .671 .358 .500 .697 .985 ; ~ ,. 
i 

Frequence of Marijuana .15 .16 .09 .00 -.13 -.06 .02 
Use (102 ) (102 ). (102 ) (102) (102 ) (102 ) (102 ) 

.142 • 099 .374 . .906 .196 .~82 .856 
" 

Thoughts of Self Injury .04 - .15 . '9 .27 -.03 -.03 -.06 
(102) ('02) '(102 ) (102 ) ('02) (102 ) (102 ) 
.714 .125 .054 .005 .785 .735 .548 

\ 1/ of Sel f Injury Attempts -.01 - .18 . 08 .11 -.07 - .18 -.12 ,~ 
.. 

(102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102 ) (102 ) \ 

.953 ,078 . .401 .270 .511'1 .069 .249 ... ~ 
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Table 6.15 Associations Between Environmenta; Quality Scale Change Scores (Initial Mi~us Follow-up) and -q;;' Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristict~; Alcohol, Drug, and 
Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement Experience-
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.-

Cha racter; s tics Dimension 
Privacy 1\ctivity Certainty Safety 1\utonomy Support Assistance =' 

Pyschiatric Treatment -.05 -.07. .11 .16 -.15 -.08 ':" . 15 
( 98) ( 98) (98) (98) (98) (98) (98) 

.646 . 500 .294 . . . 121 _ .135 .999 .130 

# of Psychiatric - .15 .01 -.01 .14 -.12 -.06 -.21 
Hospital ;zations (101) (101) (101 ') (101) (101) (101 ) (101) 

.124 .925 .926 .161 .248 .559 .033 

Previous Confinement .18 .18 -.06 -.12 .00 .04 .31 
in Sampled Facility (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) (99) 

. 071 ' .076 ,536 .236 .965 .711 .002 

Previous Confinement .10 . 12 .05 .10 .04 .13 .01 
in another Jail (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) ~ 

.337 .264 .660 .329 .669 .217 .945 

Previous Confinement in -.03 .01 . 12 .04 .14 .15 .12 
Juvenile Institution (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) (95) 

.772 .940 , .247 .680 .173 . 1 ~7 .239 

Previous Confinement in -.10 .10 -.11 .04 .23 .06 .00 
State Prison (96) (96) (96) (96) (96 ) (96) (96) 

.331 . .317 .270 .661 .026 .538 .972 

~ 
Previous Confinement .00 .10 .05 .10 .20 .19 .07 

any Penal Institution ,( 94) (94) (94) (94) (94) (94) (94) 
.968 .349 .614 .360' .059' .067 '.519 
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Tabl e 6.16 Comparison of Average 

Variance),By Selected 
Characteristic Category 

Privacy 

Xl 
~ 
X3 
n1 n2 
n3 
F 
P 
eta 
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EQS Dimension Score Changes -- Initial minus Follow-up -- (Analysis 
Personal, Legal, and Institutional Characteristics 

of 

Dimension 
Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

Xl Xl Xl Xl Xi Xl 
.~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ X X3 X3 X3 X3 n3 

n3 
n1 n1 nl n, n, 

nl 
2 n2 n2 n2 n2 n2 n3 n3 n3 n3 n3 (:3 F F F F F , 

P P P P P P 
eta eta eta eta eta eta 
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Table 6.16 (cont.) Comparison of Average EQS Dimension Score Changes -- Initial minus Follow-up --
of Variance) By Selected Personal, Legal, and Institutional Characteristics 

Characteristic Catetorx Dimension 
Privacx Activit~ . Certaint~ Safet~ Autonomx SUQQort Assistance 

Most Person '0.24 -2.33 1.38 -0.33 2.05 0.95 1.58 
Seri oUr Property -0.09 -3.56 2.29 -0.11 1.80 0.69 -0.78 
Charge Drugs 0.08 -3.31 3.00 1.00 2.08 1. 92 -0.69 

Other 0.81 -3.86 2.67 0.57 2.33 1.90 -1.24 
21 21 21 21 21 21 21 
45 45 45 45 45 45 45 
13 13 13 13 13 13 13 
21 21 21 21 21 21 21 

0.59 0.70 1.14 0.72 0.13 1.14 2.14 
.62 .55 .34 .54 .94 .34 .10 
. 13 .15 .19 .15 .06 .19 .25 

First Relative 0.02 -3.87 2.07 -0.04 1. 80 1. 02 -0.57 
Person2 Other 0.13 -2.63 2.54 -0.25 2.92 0.88 -0.38 
Called No one 0.59 -2.77 2.36 1.27 1.27 1.64 -0.14 

54 54 54 54 54 .54 54 
24 24 24 24 24 24 24 
22 1.28 22 22 22 22 22 

0.39 .28 0.26 1. 76 1.63 0.46 0.11 
.68 .16 .78 .18 .20 .63 .90 
.09 .07 .19 .18 .10 .05 

Housing General 
Assign- popula-
ment tion cell -0.58 -3.33 '1.95 -0.13 2.05 1.17 -0.48 
at 2nd General 
Interview popula-

ti on dorm 0.52 -3.11 2.40 -0. 14 1. 76 0.67 0.14 
Segrega-
tion 0.34 -3.33 2.00 1.77 2.34 3.00 -0.78 

46 46 46 46 46 46 46 
37 37 37 37 37 37 37 
9 9 9 9 9 9 9 . 

2.33 0.04 0.24 1.64 O. 14 2.46 0.36 
.10 .96 .79 .20 .87 .09 .70 
.22 .03 .07 .19 .06 .23 .09 

'""'---------------~----"--------------'-------------------'.--------~-.. --~.-
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Table 6.16~(cont.) Comparison of Average EQS Dimension Score Changes -- Initia"l minus Foll ow-up 
of Variance) By Selected Person, Legal, and ~flS"Hut-iiJnal Characteristics 

_,. tj " , I -/-,..)., I ,,'_ .'') ·1 L 

Characteristic Category Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

Housing No -0.01 -3.41 2.32 0.12 1. 90 1.24 -0.11 
Assignment Yes -0.22 -2.56 1. 44 -0.23 2.23 1. 78 -0.89 
Changed 74 74 74 74 74 74 74 

18 18 18 18 18 18 18 
0.11 0.75 1. 37 0.18 0.15 0.38 0.61 

.74 .39 .24 .67 .70 .54 0.44 

.03 .09 . 12 .05 .04 .06 .08 

'Seriousness of Charge Categories 
1. Offenses against person include: Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, Kidnapping, and 

Aggravated Assault 
2. Property offenses include: Armed Robbery, Robbery, Burglary-Theft, and Forgery 
3. Drug related off~i1ses include: Sale of Controlled Dangerous 'Substance and Possession of 

Controlled Dangerous Substance 

-- (Analysis 

4. Other offenses include: Possession of Weapon, Non-Indictables, Traffic Offe~ses, Non-Support, 
Probation/Parole Violation, and Other 

2First Person Called Categories 
1. Relative includes: Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 
2. Other includes: Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, and Other 

o 
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~ 
\ 
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Summary and Conclusion 

In this chapter, we have conducted prelimina}'y analyses of the results 

of the administration of the Environmental Quality Scale. The EQS is 

intended to measure the perceived amount of environmental qualities that 

are available in a setting to satisfy needs. The most important findings 

presented in this chapter are (1) as was the case for the JPI reported in 

Chapter 5, the reliability of the EQS increases with a second administration, 

(2) there are sUbstantial associations between EQS dimensions, but not 

strong enough to threaten the independence of the dimensions, (3) Autonomy 

is the highest ranking dimension in the initial sample, and the fifth 
~: {~ J.);o.; (, '=.' 

ranking theme in the follow-up sample, and (4) EQS scores ~ from 

initial interview to follow-up interview. 
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The self·-anchoring striving scale, which we described 

in Chapter 2, was used as a measure of satisfaction with 

the environment. In our version of the scale, we asked the 

respondent to describe the best and worst possible jail 

settings for him, and we asked the subject to rate his current 

jail situation between the two hypothetical extremes. 

Table 7.1 shows that the most common response was that 

the current jail setti~g was halfway between the worst and 

the best possible jail environments. Approximately one-

fifth of the subjects gave the jail in which they were 

confined a rating of five. More than two-fifths of the 

inmates rated their institution as less than five, and 

about one-third rated their jail better than five. Over one-

tenth of the subjects assigned a rating of one, the lowest 

possible rating, to their institution, whereas less than five 

percent felt that the institutions in which they were housed 

deserved a score of la, the highest possible score. 

Associations Between Self-Anchoring Striv~ng Scores and Re-

spondent Characteristics 

Tabl~ 7.2 and 7.3 present associations between anchor 

scores and respondent characteristics. The product-moment 

coefficients appearing in these tables indicate that the 

characteristics do not explain much of the variation in 

satisfaction scores. The most substantial associations are 

between ethnicity and anchor score (eta=.20) and institution 
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Table 7.1 Distribution of Responses to the Self Anchor Striving 
Scale - Initial Interviews 

Score N % 

1 41 13.5 
.'<1\01", 

2 21 6.9 

3 31 10.2 

4 42 13.8 

5 63 20.7 

6 29 9.5 

7 33 10.9 

8 23 7.6 

9 7 2.3 

10 14 4.6 

Mean Median Mode S 

4.77 4.77 5.0 2.45 
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Table 7.2 Associations Between Self Anchor Score and Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and 
Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Men~al Health Characteristics, and Confinement 
Experiences 

Characteristic 

Age 

Marital status 

Number of persons in household 

Number of dependents 

Number of children 

Number of people in immediate family 

Number of family members living in area 

Number of family contacts per month 

Employment status 

Number of months in present job 

Number of hours worked per week 

Wage per hour 

Highest grade completed 

Number of hours detained by police 

Number of hours detai ned at sampled faci 1 ity before i ntervi ew 

Legal status 

r 

.18 

-,04 

-.04 

-.02 

.01 

-.05 

-.05 

-.04 

.07 

.10 

.07 

-.03 

.08 

.02 

-.01 

.10 
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Table7.2(cont.) Associations Between Self Anchor Score and Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense, ,and 
Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics, and Confinement 
Experi ences 

Characteristic 

Previous confinement for same case 

Bail set 

Amount of bail 

Number of charges 

Assigned or retained counsel 

Kind of counsel 

Number of people in cell 

Memory loss from drinking (per month) 

Level of alcohol consumption 

Frequency of marijuana use 

Level of drug consumption 

Thoughts of self injury 

Number of self injury attempts 

Psychiatric treatment 

Number of psychiatric hospitalizations 

Time (in hours) between admission and interview 

, \ 

'" 

r 

-.08 

-.04 

.08 

-.04 

.07 

.20 

-.07 

.09 

.08 

-.01 

-.13 

-.02 

-.05 

.02 

.05 

-.01 

n p 

302 · '167 

281 .468 

192 · ;~46 

302 · !508 

283 .:273 

74 .. 087 

295 .232 

224 • 171 

299 .169 

303 .804 

294 .031 

304 .756 

302 .401 

295 .735 

297 .346 

303 .859 

- , •. "'" 'v - t1'-~.~'C!'.....~~J;..."."'~'iA.~"," '::::-,,:::,~::"~~~':;""= 

Ii 

-t 

..... 

.. 

~ 
,;. 

\ 

.j4 

~ 

\ 



r 
'1 
il 
, l 

\~ 
• 

.. 

\ 

-398-

Table 7.2(cont.) Associations Between Self Anchor Score and Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense, and 
Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics, and Confinement 
Experiences 

Characteri sti c r n p 

Previous confi nement in sampled facility -.02 304 .699 

Previous confi nement in any jail -.08 294 .171 

Previous confinement in juvenile facility -.09 295 .137 

Prey; ous confi nement in any penal institution -.10 293 .098 
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Table 7.3 Comparison of Average Anchor Score (Analysis of Variance) by Selected Characteristics 

Characteristic Category X N F P 

Ethnicity \~hi te 5.36 120 6.48 .00 
Black 4.32 161 
Hispanic 4.52 21 

First Person Called Spouse, Parents, and Other Relatives 4.57 165 1.36 .26 
Girlfriend, Friend, Legal Assistance, 4.74 75 and Other 
No One 5.17 60 

Institution Essex 4.24 176 10.62 .00 
Morris 5.55 99 
Hunterdon 5.34 29 

Housing Assignment General Population - Cell 5.14 101 3.10 .05 
General Population - Dormitory 4.49 180 
Segregation 5.39 23 

Most Serious Chargel 1 4.34 . 44 3.36 .02 
2 4.42 105 
3 4.55 31 
4 5.32 120 

'Seriousness of Charge Categories 

1. Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, Kidnapping, and Aggravated Assault 

2. Armed Robbery, Robbery, Burglary - Theft, and Forgery 

eta 

.20 

.10 

.26 

. 14 

.18 

. ~ 

! 
P 

3. Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance and Possession of Controlled Dangerous Substance ~ 

4. Possession of Weapon, Non-Indictables, Traffic Offenses, Non-Support, Probation/Parole 
Violation, and Other 

o 
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anchor score (eta=~26). The data in Table 7.3 indicate that 

whites are more satisfied with their institutional situation 
. 

than are other ethnic groups, and inmates housed in jails in 

Morris and Hunterdon counties are more satisfied than their 

counterparts in Essex County Jail. 

The distribution of self-anchor scores for follow-up 

interviews shown in Table 7.4 is atmilar to the distribution 

for initial interviews presented in Table 7.1 CW=.89). The 

.most common response was midway between the best and worst 

possible jails, and more than one-tenth of the subjects felt 

that the jail in which they were confined deserved the lowest 

possible rating. 

Tables 7.5 and 7·.6 present the associations between self-

anchor follow-up scores and respondent characteristics. The 

data in these tables show that those factors which were relatively 

strongly associated with initial anchor scores (ethnicity and 

institution) are not associated with follow-up anchor scores. 

Satisfaction with the jail environment is rated more uLiformly 

by persons of different ethnic groups and people in different 

insitutions after they have been confined for a while than it 

is when they first arri VE\ in an institution., In other words, 

the influence of these respondent characteristics on perception 

of satisfaction diminishes with time spent confined. 

The only substantial association between a respondent 

characteristic and follow-up anchor score is for number of 

psychiatric hospitalizations (.23). 

I 
I 
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Table 7.4 Distribution of Responses to the Self Anchor Striving 
Scale -- Follow-up Interviews 

Score N % 

1 17 16.8 

2 9 8.9 

3 10 9.9 

4 12 11 .. 9 

5 23 22.8 
. , 

6 11 10.9 

7 7 6.9 

8 7 6.9 

9 2 2.0 

10 3 3.0 

Mean ~1edi an t·1ode s 

4.43 4.61 5.00 2.41 
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Associations Between Self Anchor Striving Scale Scores (Follow-up) 
and Personal Characteristics; Legal, Offense and Confinement 
Characteristics; Alcohol, Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; 
and Confinment Experience 

Characteristics 

Age 

Marital Status 

# of Persons in Household 

# of Dependents 

. 
# of Children 

# of Persons in Immediate Family 

# of Persons in Wife's Immediate 
Family 

# of Family Members Living in Area 

# of Family Contacts Per Month 

Employment Status 

# of Months in Present Job 

# of Hours Worked Per Week 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.14 
(102 ) 
.892 

.20 
(W2) 
.048 

.05 
(102) 
.626 

-.08 
(102} 
.409 

.04 
(102) 
.665 

-.02 
(1021 
.812 

- .14 
(27) 

.480 

-.04 
(102 ) 
.670 

.08 
(101) 
.427 

.09 
(102) 
.344 

-.04 
(60) 

.785 

-.22 
(60) 

.085 
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Characteristics 

Wage Per Hour 

Highest Grade Completed 

# of Hours Detained by Police 

# of Hours Detained at Sampled 
Facility Before Interview 

Legal Status 

Previous Confinement for Same Case 

Bail Set 

Amt. of Bail 

# of Charges 

Lawyer 

# of Peopl e in Cell 

Memory Loss from Drinking 
(per month) 

Level of Alcohol Consumption 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.17 
(52) 

.232 

-.10 
(102) 
.294 

,,01 
(92) 

.961 

.08 
(100) 
.435 

.01 
(98) 

.929 

.10 ' 
(102) 
.305 

-.12 
(95) 

.233 

-.04 
(60) 

.749 

.05 
(102) 
.605 

.17 
(95) 

.095 

-.19 
(99) 

.067 

-.06 
(79) 

.573 

.02 
(100 ) 
.873 
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Characteristics 

Level of Marijuana Consumption 

Level of Drug Consumption 

Thoughs of Self Injury 

#0 f' Se1 f Injury Attempt 

Psychiatric Treatment 

# of Hospital Visits 

Time (in hours) Between Admission 
and Interview 

Previous Confinement in Sampled 
Facil ity 

Previous Confinement in Other Jail 

Previous Confinement in Any Jail 

Previous Confinement in Juvenile 
Facility 

Previous Confinement in State 
1;1S t:ltuti on 

Previous Confinement in Any Penal 
Institution 

r 
{n} 
p 

-.04 
(l 02) 

.. 673 

-.04 
(102) 
.682 

.11 
(102j 
.271 

.06 
(102 ) 
.521 

.14 
(98r 

.159 

.23 
(101) 
.005 

.07 
( 99) 
.478 

.01 
(102) 
.913 

- .13 
(95) 

.221 

-.08 
(95) 

.424 

- .14 
(95) 

.187 

-.01 
(96) 

.896 

-.13 
(94 ) 

.215 

.. 

'. 
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Table 7.6 Comparison of Average Self Anchor Follow-up Scores (Analysis of Variance) by Selected Personal, 
Legal and Institutional Characteristics 

Characteri sti c 

Ethnicity 

Institution 

First Person Called 

Housing Assignment 
at 2nd Interview 

Category 

Whi te 
Black 
HisRanic 

Essex 
Morris 
Hunterdon 

Spouse, Parent, Relative 
Girlfriend, Friend, Legal, 

,No one 

General population - cell 
General population - dorm 
Segregation 

X 

4.85 
,5. 19 
.5'.89 

.. 5.29 
.4.98 
4.88 

4.39 
Other 7.25 

4.73 

'6.13 
3.68 
6.78 

N F P eta 

40 0.07 .93 .04 
52 

9 

56. 0.02 .98 .02 . 38 
8 

54 1.21 .30 .16 
24 
22 

46 1.18 .31 .16 
37 
9 

\/ 
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Anchor Scale Change SC;: . .'lres 

Overall, the change in anchor score from the initial 

interview to the follow-up interview was not large. The average 

initial score for those subjects who were members of both the 

initial and follow-up sample was 4.82 (Table 7.7) and the 
71 

average follow-up score was ,$4.40. This represents less than 

a ten percent decline in satisfaction score, which suggests 

that time spent in jail does not diminish satisfaction with the 

jail environment by a great magnitude. 

Although generally satisfaction with the jail environment 

did not change much over time, persons with some characteristics 

are more likely to express changes in satisfaction than are 

others. Tffibles 7.8 and 7.9 examine self-anchor change scores 

(initial score - follow-up score) in conjunction with respondent 

characteristics. There '"re relatively strong associations 

bebveen ethnici ty and change scores (eta=. 34) and institution 

and change scores (eta=.29). The data,appearing in Table 7.9 

suggest that \'lhi tes rate the institution more favorably after 

they have been confined for a while than ·they do when they are 

initially confined, and for blacks and Hispanics it is just the 

opposite. They, especially blacks, rated the jail more favorably 

in the initial interview than in the follow-up interview. 

The changes. in anchor scores by insi tu'tions displayed in 

Table 7.9 show that Essex County inmates were more favorable 

in their initial evaluation of the jail than in their follow-up 
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Table 7.7 Comparison of Mean Scores for the Self Anchor Striving Scale Initial with Follow-up Scores 

N 

ISASS 99 4.82 

FSASS 99 4.40 

S 

2.23 

2.34 

Di fference c· f 
an'd~ Mean 

.4141 

t p 

1.85 .067 

.' 
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Associations Between Self Anchor Striving Change Score 
(Initial Minus Follow-up) and Personal Characteristics; 
Legal, Offense, and Confinement Characteristics; Alcohol, 
Drug, and Mental Health Characteristics; and Confinement 
Experiences 

Characteristics 

Age 

Marital Status 

# of Persons in Household 

# of Dependents 

# of Children 

# of Persons in Immediate Family 

# of Persons in Wife's Immediate 
Family 

# of Family Members Living in 
Immediate Area 

~ ft~ C~m~'v rnnt~rt~ nDr Month If VI IUIII('J "''''.1'' __ ",,_ t"'-" '._ •• ~.y 

Employment Status 

Months Employed at Current Job 

r 
( n ) 
p 

- . 10 
(99) 

.123 

-.06 
(99) 

.531 

. 01 
(99) 

.912 

.08 
(99) 

.406 

-. 02. 
(99) 

.832 

-.04 
(99) 

.691 

.28 
(27) 

.154 

.02 
(99) 

.868 

1 ., • ! 

(98) 
.242 

-.02 
(99) 

.813 

-.20 
(58) 

. 124 
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Self Anchor Striving Score 

r 

Characteristics 

# of Hours Worked Per WeeK 

Wage Per Hour 

Last Grade Completed 

Legal Status 

Previous Confinement for Same 
Case 

Bail 

# of Charges 

Assigned or Retained Counsel 

Memory Loss from Drinking 

Level of Alcohol Consumption 

Level of Drug Consumption 

Frequency of Marijuana Use 

Kind of Counsel 

(n) 
p 

.06 
(58) 

.683 

-.26 
(50) 

.067 

-.09 
(99) 

.371 

.06 
(95) 

.538 

.05 
(99) 

.655 

-. , a 
(92) 

.344 

-.07 
(99) 

.481 

- . 17 
(92) 

.743 

-. 01 
(76) 

.951 

-.20 
(97) 

.052 

-.07 
(99) 

.482 

.08 
(99) 

.420 

-.06 
(33) 

.743 

.:. 

~ 
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Self Anchor Striving Score 
r 

Characteristics 

Thoughts of ~elf Injury 

# of Self Injury Attempts 

Psychiatric Treatment 

# of Psychiatric Hospitalizations 

Previous Confinement in Sample 
Institution 

Previous Confinement 
Jail 

in Another 

Previous Confinement 
Institution 

in a Juvenile 

Previous Confinement in State 
Prison 

Previous Confinement in Any Penal 
Institution 

Housing Change 

( n ) 
p 

- . 01 
(99) 

.931 

.03 
(99) 

.803 

.00 
(95) 

.960 

-.17 
(98) 

.104 

· 19 
(96) 

.063 

· 14 
(93) 

. 192 

· 13 
(93) 

.223 

-.09 
(94) 

.392 

.14 
(92) 

.198 

-.OS 
(89) 
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Table 7.9 Comparison of Average Self Anchor Scores Change (Analysis of Variance) by Selected Personal, 
Legal and Institutional Characteristics 

Characteristic 

Ethnicity 

Institution 

Most Serious 
Charge 

Fi rst Person 
Ca lled 

Housing 
Assignment at 
2nd Inter'vi ew 

Housing 
Assignment 
Changed 

Category 

i~hi te 
Black 
Hi spani c 

Essex 
Morri s 
Hunterdon 

Homicide, Aggravated Sexual Assault, 
Kidnapping, Aggravated Assault 
Armed Robbery, Arson, Robbery (no weapon), 
Burglary (theft), Forgery 
Sale of Controlled Dangerous Substance, 
Possession of Controlled Dangerous 
Substance 
Possession of Weapon, Non-Indictables, 
Traffic Offenses, Non-Support, Probation/ 
Parole Violations, Other . 

Spouse, Parents, Relative 
Girlfriend, Friend, Legal, Other 
No one 

General population - cell 
General population - donn 
Segregation 

No 
Yes 

X 

-0.45 
1. 12 
0.38 

0.96 
-0.06 
-1.00 

0.55 

0.27 

0.36 

0.38 

0.33 
0.36 
0.33 

0.29 
0.78 
0.50 

0.41 
0.89 

N F P eta 

40 6.07 .00 .34 
50 
8 

53 4.35 .02 .29 
38 
8 

20 0.06 .98 .04 

45 

11 

21 

54 0.00 1.00 .01 
22 
21 

45 0.53 .59 .11 
36 
8 

71 0.74 .39 .09 
18 

--~1 
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rating, and Morris and especially Hunterdon inmates. gave their 

jails a higher rating after they had been confined for about 

a week than they gave their institutions when they were initially 

interviewed. 

Sununary and Conclusion 

This chapter contained the results of the administration 

of the Self-Anchoring Striving Scale. As expected, the responses 

were skewed toward the lower end of the scale,· and very few 
'" ' .. ·ht ..... ·h'C,,, 

subj ects rated their inst~ in the most favorable cat~gory 

(ten). There was not a great difference ( a decline of less 
; /1 I -1-. (\ \ 

than 10 percent) between personfrl and follow-up scores, and 

personal characteristics did not explain much variation in 

initial, follow-up, or change scores. 
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rating, and Morris and especially Hunterdon inmates gave their 

jails a higher rating after they had been confined for about 

a week than they gave their institutions when they were initially 

interviewed .. 

Sununary and Conclusion 

This chapter contained the results of the administration 

of the Self-Anchoring Striving Scale. As expected, the responses 

were skewed toward the lower end of the scale" and very few 
,,", ' ... 1 ,+l,..'h'C,,, 

subjects rated their i:~ in the most favorable category 

(ten). There was not a great difference ( a decline of less 

I " I h,' \ 
than 10 percent) between personal and follow-up scores, and 

personal characteristics did not explain much variation in 

initial, follow-up, or change scores. 
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.Outside Contact 

It seems reasonable to expect that inmates who have. greater 

contact with people outside the jail during their stays will. show 

less attachment to the inmate subculture than those who are more 

shut off from the outside world. 

This expectation was not supported by our results. As ex-

pec:ted, respondents who had experienced no telephone contact with 

~. outsiders si.nce admission to the jail had a slightly higher mean 

scale score (2.0272) than respondents who had talked to someone 

~ on the phone (2.195). But the difference was very sl~ght and 

was nowhere near statistical significance. On the other hand, 

a greater difference between mean scale scores was evident when 

respondents w~re categorized according to whether they had had 

at least one visitor since being admitted. However, the difference 

was not in the e~~ected direction; respondents who had had visitors 

showed a stronger orientation toward the inmate subculture (mean 

=2.391) than did respondents who had not had a visitor (2.166). 

FamiliaritY.. with Institutio'ns 

The notion of a subculture implies the learning of a set of 

norms and values over a period of time, primarily thro~gh direct 

contact with adherents to the subculture. Therefore, we should 

expect~people with greater attachments to the subculture to exhibit 

a greater famil-t;'lxi ty wi th institutional settings as well as 

greater familiarity and identification with the people who inhabit 

those settings. Several variables from our interview schedule 
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can be used as indicators of this familiarity and identification: 

(1) number of prior confinements in the h' same or ot er ~n~titutions, 

(2) whether the respondents knew, pr4 0r t f' ~ Q con ~nement, any of 

the people they have me.t since bein.g admitted to the jail and (3) 

whether the respondents identify with or see themselves as dif

ferent than the other inmates in the jail. 

The first of these. variables, prior confinements, 'shows a 

clearer relationship tO~tsubcultural orientation than any of the 

~ther explanatory variables examined in ';;his chapter. As dis

played in Table 9.5, respondents who reported no prior confine

ments had the weakest subcultural orientation, and the orientation 

became stronger among respondents 't'lho reported successively 

extensive experiences of confinement, As noted in the table, 

prior confinements were defined to included stays in the same jail, 

o'ther jails, and state prisons. When confinements in juvenile' 

t'raining schools and detention facili.ties are added and the same 

- categories of prior confinement are used, the association with 

subcultural scale scores is virtually the same as the results .in 

Table 9.5 (F=4.287, sig.=O.002, eta=O.22l). 

Our second indicator of familiarity with institutions and 

"'che peopl.e ';n them 1 h . ~ a so sows an assoc~ation with subcultural 

scale scores. The top portion of Table 9.6 displays mean scale 

scores broken down by whether the respondents reported meeting 

anyone confined in the jail who they knew before they came in. 

The association':J'is as expected: inmates who were acquainted with 

\ . 
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Prior Confinements 

None 

One. or. two 

Three or four 

Five or more 
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Table 9.5 

l-1ean Subcultural Scale Scores by Number 
of Prior Confinements* 

Mean Scale Score 

1.776 

2.088 

2.338 

2.641 

F = 5.065, sig. = 0.002 
eta = 0.224 

N 

58 

91 

80 

64 

* Prior confinements include same jail in which interview took 
place, other jails, and state prisons. When juvenile training sc~ools 
and detention facilties are also counted, the results 'show ver:.~ l~ttle change. 

I 
I 
J 

I 
I 

rl 
I : 

Ii 
t 

I 
1 

I • 

Table 9.6 

Mean Subcultural Scale Scores By Response to Two Indicators 
of'Familiarityand Identification with Other Inmates 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
"Have you met anyone con""" 

'fined here who you already 
knew before yom, ca.rne in?" 

. Mean Scale Score 
Yes 

No 

F = 8.455, sig. 
eta - 0.183 

2.362 

1.879 

0.00'2 

N 

196 

91 

------------------_._-------------------------------------------------------
"Do you see yourself 
as different than the 
other ~~s 

Yes 

No 

in this Elace?" Mean Scale 

2.078 

2.479 

F = 8.652, sig. = 0.002 
eta = 0.209 

Score . N 

192 

94 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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with other inmates through prior contact showed greater attachment 

to subcultural values than did those who found themselves amidst 

strangers in the jail. 

The third indicator examined in this section deals with the 

issue of identification with other inmates. Because the inmate 

subculture emphasizes solidarity among inmates, one should expect 

respondents with higher!scale scores to be more likely to view 

themselves as similar to their fellow inmates. This is support~d 

by the results in the bottomportiorr of Table 9.6. Respondents 

who s.aw themselves. as IIdifferent than the other guys in this 

place
ll 

showed weaker attachment to subcultural values. than did 

re.spondents who did not view themselves as different. 

Other Variables 

Mean subcultural scale scores were examined across categories 

of most serious current charge (as indicated in jail records). 

No significant associations were found. However, most serious 

current charge is probably not a very good indi.cator of· what some 
. . 

of the literature predicts as being ass.ociated with attachment 

to inmate subcu.l tural values--namely, type of criminal career. 

For example, Irwin and Cressey (1962) argue that the type of in

mate subculture at issue in this chapter--one characte.rized by 

norms of solidarity among inmates--should be most prevalent among 

inmates who are sophisticated professional thieves. In fact, 

our data do show that respondents who are currently charged with 

a property crime generally have a higher mean subcultural scale 

score than respondents in other charge categories. But current 

479 

charge does not necessar.ily reflect type of . 
cr~minal career (if 

any), and many of the current charges--such . as nonindictable 

offenses, traffic offenses, and probation and parole violations 

-~have very little relevance to major types of criminal careers. 

The other two variables w~ exam' d '. - ~ne are ~nd~cators of psycho-

logical stability: whether the respondent ever had thoughts ,of 

self injury, and whether the respondent had ever'been to a psych-

_"r. ologist or psychiatrist for treatment or evaluation (other than 

" 

standard institutional intake examinations). On both dichotomous 

variables there ~as v-irtually no difference in meCUl subcultural 

scale scores between those who responded affirmatively and those 

who responded negatively. 

Discussion 

As a sidelight to our main research interests, this examin

ation of inmate subc.ul tural orientations in the jails. we studied 

has been cursory and exploratory. Using i tenlS, similar to ones 

found in prior research, we constructed a scale to measure sub

cultural orienta'tions; mean scale scores were then exami'ned 

across the categories of explanatory variables thought to be 

relevant to the notion of the inmate subculture. Assuming the 

validity of the scale, we can make several tentative conclusions 

about attachments to inmate subcultural norms within jails. 

First, the degree of attachment does not vary substantially 

among subgroups of the jail population delineated by commonly 

used socio-demographic variables: age, race, employment, educa

tion, marital status, and household composition. 

' .. 
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Second, positive orientations toward the inmate subculture 

appear to be developed through prior expe~iences in institutions 

and to depend on a degree of familiarity and identification with 

other inmates. 

Third, current charge does not differentiate much among jail 

inmates with varying levels of subcultural attachment~ However, 

current charge is not a very valid indicator of criminal cara~, 

and there-are good reasons to expect that different criminal career 

patterns produce different orientations toward the inmate subculture. 

Fourth, attachment to the inmate subculture does not require 

an absence of psychological problems. At least the two indicators 

of psychological stability that we examined-prior s.elf-injury 

attempts and mental health treatment--were not associated with 

degree of attachment to subcultural values. 

Fifth, the expectation that attachment to the inmate sub

culture would be attenuated by contact with people outside the 

jail was not supported by o~r data; subcultural scale scores ,did 

not differ significantly between inmates who did and .did not have 

telephone contact with the outside and between inmates who did 

and did not have visitors. Of course, this finding may not ~pply 

to prisons. Confinement in prison generally involves longer. 

periods of time and a greater degree of isolation than does con

finement in jail, and therefore, maintenance of outside contact 

~ay be more important in the prison context. 

'. -; 
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Finally, some of our other findings can be taken together 

to develop some inferences about the process of becoming attached 

to the inmate subculture among jail inmates. 

The relatively short time spent in confinement during any 

given jail experience makes it unlikely that new jail inmates ~ill 

be slowly,and thoroughly socialized into the inmate subculture 

during a single stay in jail. In fact, our data do not show 

significant diff.erences in subcultural attachment when inmates 

are categorized by length of time served. However, a closer 

examination of the data reveals that orientations toward the sub

culture are more positive among inmates who have finished their 

first 24 hours of confinement, but that longer periods in con

finement are not associat(~d with still higher levels of attachment. 

Furthermore, projections about how long one will remain confined 

have greater effects on subcultural attachments than does the 

actual length of time one has been confined; attachment is greater 

among inmates who have definite ideas about when they will be 

released and among those who expect to be confined for relatively 

long periods. 

The findi~gs concerning time in confinement and expectations 

about length of confinement suggest a model in which expe:t:'ienced 

inmates--who are already familiar with the inmate subculture--enter 

the jail, assess how long they will be in, and re-adapt rapidly 

to the inmate subculture. This model is also consistent with 

---_._- ----- - -- -- - ._----
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the strongest set of findings in the data pertaining to sub-

cultures: positive orientations toward the subculture are greatest 

among inmates 'with the most extensive prior experiences in insti-

tutions and among those who have a degree of personal familiarity 

and identification with the inmates they meet when they enter tile 

jail. 

Of course, the above inferences are based on the piecing to-

gether of :-:'bi varia'ce relationships involving some less-than-perfect 

indicators 'of the concepts being discussed. Our examination of 

the inmate subculture issue is merely suggestive. And what it 

suggests is that the jail be approached primarily as a setting 

in which posit~ve orientations toward the inmate subculture ?re 

elicited from people who already carry the values of'the sub-

culture, rather than as a place in which the subculture is 

learned by novices •. However, the frequent exposure to the jail 

setting among repeat street criminals makes the jail a very 

important place in which attachment to supcultural values can be 

reinforced periodically as the inmate re-e~pez:iences confinement 

and renews 'acquaintances with similarly situated people. 

: . 

Chapter 10 

Jail s as a Repository for 

Former Mental Patients 

by 

Freda Adler 
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aersey Ci ty, Apri 1 15 

"Seven prisoneps locked in the psychiatric ward at.the 
overcrowded Hudson County jail in Jersey City were k1lled 
yesterday by a fi re that raced through thei r cell after a 
guard was overcome by smoke whi le trying to free them ••• 11 

. (Daily News, April 15, 1982) 

liThe so-called 'psychiatric ward' at the Hudson County 
Jail is a misnomer. It is just a cell, slightly larger 
than some of the others, that is used to house confused 
inmates to protect them from the gene~a 1 . popul ~ti on •. 

Prison psychologist Eugene McCoy sald 1n an lntervlew 
last summer that'most of the 'confused' inmates don't 
belong there in the first place. Police pick them up, 
ih most cases, not for crimes, but for loitering or some 
other disorderly persons offense. . 

'One man was arrested for standing in the middle of the 
intersection at McGinley Square and blocking traffic. 

At the prison the other inmates won't tolerate the 
confused men, who dirty the toilets and forget to bathe -
intolerable in the close prison quarters. 

So the other inmates beat them up. They have. to be isolated 
for their own protection ••• ' . 

Police often don't want to arrest them ••• but peopl: comp1aln 
about their bizzare behavior and so they have no cholce. Once 
they're arrested, there's nothing to do with them but.put 
them in jail for a few weeks and then let them go untll they 
get arrested again. II 

(Jersey Journal, Apr'il 15, 1982) . 

" ••• the fire had.sta~ted som~whe~e in cell 8-7. '"'fhe I 

strongest specu1atlon rs the flre was set_by_Hong R? Ja ••• 
In a pocket of an unburned section of Ihi§} clothlng was 

a book of matches in whi ch was located .the remnants ?f a 
burnt plastic spoon. One of the lo~er ~rms 0; tha~ lnmate 
appeared to have a' previously self-lnf1lcted orandlng by 
cigarette burns in a cross type pattern. . . 

A similar type of injury was noted on hlS le~. Accordlng 
to the medical records of the Hudson County Jall, Hong had 
experi enced audi tory and vi sua 1 hall uci nati ons ,. sei zures and 
headaches which awakened him at night and that he had 
previously burned himself with cigarettes." ) 

(The Jersey Journal, June 24~ 1982 

" ••. Ja was diagnosed by a therapist at ~he medic~l cente~ , 
on April 7 as suffering from 'undifferentlated SChlzophrenla , 
and was returned to the jail." 

(The Dispatch, April 16, 1982) 

Biloxi, Mississippi, November 8 

IiTwenty-seven prisoners died and at least 43 persons were 
injured in a fire early this morning at the crowded county 
jai 1 here ••• 

I 
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_The authorities said they believed a prisoner, Robert E. Pates 
la former mental patient/ of Granite City, Ill., started the 
fire in the foam padding in his cell. . 

Mr. Pates, 31 years old, ".,ho had been arrested twice by 
Biloxi police in the. last three days and was being held on 
a charge of '1 unacy'.~ was /then7 charged wi th 27 counts 
of capi ta 1 murder ... " --

(New York Times, Nov. 9, 1982) 

Within a seven month period in 1~82, 34 persons died in jail 

fires tJelieved to have been set by inmates with histories of psychiatric 

illnesS.. Indeed, jan·~administrator.s are becoming well aware that they 

are having to' deal with a substantial number of "mental patients" 

within their institutio'ns. In this chapter we concentrate on 

former mental pati.ents, i.e. those inmates who had been hospitalized 

ina mental health faeil i ty pri or to thei r i ncarcerati on in the 

jails.* We have isolated this particular group· for further study 

in order to look at the relationship between the mental health system 

and tHe criminal justice system. 

The rationale for this part of the study is' to be found in the. 

hypothesis .that the recent deinstitutionalization movement has diverted 

persons with mental or emotional problems from mental hospitals to 

jails. This'movement, which is marked by the:'introduction of more 

stringent requirements for .hos·pitalization in a mental institution, 

less onerous criter'ia for fitness to be discharged, coupled with the 

large scale availability of tranquilizers which allow mental patients 

to function relatively normally while on these drugs, has created a 

class of socially marginal people whose presence on the street in 

increasing numbers has been frequently noted (Butler, 1975; Reich and 

*It is conceivable that jails also house psychiatric cases without 
former hospitalization for reasons to be discussed below. 
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Siegel, 1975; Segal, Baumohl, and Johnson, 1977). Consequently, 

it had to be hypothesized that inasmuch as the mental health social 

control sector was no longer as available as before. to care for this 

marginal population, the burden to provide such care would fall on

police lock-ups and jails. Thus, as contrasted with the period 

prior to the deinstitutionalization movement, i:e. the 1950's, the 

numper of jail inmates with mental or emotional problems should be 

proportionately large today. This increased population would be 

composed of persons with a prior record of mental hospitalizations, 

but particularly of persons who would have met the pre-1950's 

standards for mental hospitalization, bu~do not meet the standards 

of today. 

If, concomitant with the deinstitutionalization movement, the 

drive for. the establishment of community mental health facilities 

had been successful (Committee on Psychiatry and the Community, 1978), 

the jail system might have been spared the onerous task of caring 

for persons with mental and emotional problems, a task for which, by 
. 

virtue of its staffing and management, the jail system is ill-pr'epared 

(Gibbs, 1978; Mueller and Rubenstein, 1971; Matthews, ,Jr
q 

1970; 

Goldfarb, 1975; and Petrich, 1978). 

The controversy.centering around the deinstitutionalization move

ment spawned a series of research endeavors ?ealing with the question 

whether discharged mental patients have higher arrest rates than 

members of the general pub 1i c (Rappeport and Lassen, 1965, 1966; 

Giovannoni and Gure1, 1967; Sosawsky, 1978; Zitrin, Hardesty, Burdock, 

and Drossman, 1976; Durbin, Pasewark, and Albers, 1967; Steadman, 

Coco.zza and Melick, 1978). These studies were, in turn, compared to 
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arrest rates of discharged patients based on pre-1950~s records 

(Ashley, 1922; Pollack, 1938; Cohen and Freeman), 1945;-·~rill and 

Malzberg, 1962) and it was found that, in fact, there ha~ been a 

pronouhced increase in a}~rests of mental patients since the 1950's 

and that these do have highe. arrest rates than those of the general 

public~ In addition, where the arrest rates for ~oth pati~nts 

and the general public have risen, the rate of increase for patients 

has been much greater (Rabkin, 1979). 

The stUdies reviewed thus far deal with releasees from civil 

commitment. There are also two other projects dealing with the dis

charge of inmates who had been denied equal protection by virtue of 

the fact that they had been detained beyond their maximum sentence-

in instit-utions for- the criminally insane without a· new hearing 

(Steadman and Halfon, 1971; Baxtrom v. Herold, 383 U.S. 107, 1967; 

Dixon v. Commonwealth 325 F. Supp 966, M.D. Pa 1971). A community 

follow-up of 414 subjects released from Farview State Hospital re

ported that 23.7 percent were arr€sted at least once, and, in the 

aggregate, they accumulated 228 arrests (Thornberry and Jacoby, 1979)·. 

Similarly,' of the 98 Baxtrom patients released from Dannemora and· 

Mattewan, New York's hospitals for the criminally insane, twenty were 

arrested, and in the aggregate they accounted for 45 arrests, involv

ing 50 charges (Steadman and Corozza, 1974). 

Unfortunately, very little data exist that have a direct bearing 

on the problem with which this project is concerned. There are to 

date only six studies which examine not only the arrests of those 

who have experienced mental hospitalization, but, more,specifically, 

the incarceration of this population in prisons and jails. In one 

L....... _________________________ ---:l. _____________________ --...J...= _________ ~ ______ -"--_--'-___ .~_~,~_~_~~_~~ __ ~ __________ ~ ____ _ 
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such study (Swank and Winer, 1976) clinical interviews were conducted 

with '100 newly admitted inmates to the Denver County Jail. Twenty

four percent of the sample reported a history of some type of 

psychi atri c contact (for detai 1 s, see Chapter One). In a simil ar 

study, Schuckit, Herrman, and Schuckit (1977) interviewed 199 white, 

male, new admissions to the San Diego jail (for details, see Chapter 

One). Fully 44 percent of these prisoners indicated ~hat they had 

been previously confined in a mental institution. A subsequent 

study by the Massachusetts Department of Mental Health (1980) reported 

that of all, 995 inmates in, or admitted to, three county jails during 

April 1980, 6.4 percent had previous hospital,lzations 

in Mas'sachusetts state mental hospitals. In a random sample of 3,426 

releasees from the Federal pt"ison system, during 1970-72, 287 (8.7 

percent) had a prior stay in a mental hospital (Adams, 1980). 

Steadman and Ribner (1980) searched the records of two groups of 

convicts released in 1968 and two groups released in ~975 to Albany 

County, New York. In each year one group was from the state prison 

and one from the 1 oca 1 jail. Of the 91 state pri soners released in 

1968, 19 percent were former mental hospital patients, compared with 

13 percent of thc;"se released in 1975. Of those 76 released from the 

jails, 9 percent fell in this category in 1968 and 12 percent in 1975. 

Finally, the preliminary report from a current project suggests that 

random samples of inmates admitted to state prisons in 1978 show the 

following proportions with prior treated mental illness: 3.6 percent 

in Arizona, 8.7 percent in Texas, 9.5 percent in New York, 14.8 

percent in Massachusetts, 16.2 percent in California, and 23.2 percent 

in Iowa (Monahan and Steadman, in press). 
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Given the limited number of these stud,"es, th e non-comparability 

of systems (federal, state, and local prisons and jails), various 

methodological problems which might introduce unknown biases, and 

the main focus on institutional records rather than personal inter-. 

vieNs, very ·little is actually known about either the numbers of 

ex-mental patients in'carcerated in criminal justice facilities or the 

forms of behaviors exhibited. 

investigate these concerns. 

Part of this project w.~designed to 

In the three facilities studied in the instant research, 10.9 

(n=36)~ percent of those inmates interviewed were, in fact, form~r 

mental pOltients.* We have reason to believe, however, that the 

proportion nf those persons in the ja"il population is. higher, but 

due to various constraints placed on the researchers, we cannot 

ascertain that figure. The difficulties of conducting this part of 

the project became evident at the outset when we .first b.ecame entangled 

in the harsh realities of jail life. First, our staff was informed 

on occasion that inmates on designated tiers were too violent or 

irrational to be permitted access to the int~rviewers. These people 

were housed mainly on the fourth and fifth fl~ors of Essex County Jail 

and the second floor wing at Morris County Jail which have been earmat'ked 

as segregation units for security risks and persons exhibiting 

bizarre or irrational behavior. Officers sometimes would caution 

that "you do not want to talk with him because he's really off the 

wall" II th . I or 1S guy s got a lot of problems and he might flip out on 

you". Understandable security concerns such as these~ coupled 

with the drain on institutional resources that would have been 

*Self-report. 
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requi red to e'scort these cases to the researcher, meant that 

even though these inmates were ~elected from. our sampling 
. ... . 

list, they could not b~ interviewed. 

The 10.9 percent of inmates with hospitalization experiences .in 

our sample, thus, is taken only from that portion of jail inmates 

not exhibiting grossly bizarr.e, irrationa} ,.or viol:ent behavior 

patter-ns' which 'st~ff,~on~i ~ere~ a th're~t to researc.hers. Presumably, 

the inmates on the segregati'on ti er,s', i .e~~, those kept under con

stant supervision are more likely to ha~e had a history of some type 

of. "restraint" institutionalization;·than those not~ in the segregation wards .. 

There are other fact~rs" bes.ides the above, that we believe may 

be operating to limit our estimate of those with histories of mental 

hospitalization to 10.9 percent. Our research was not c~lcu-

lated to'detect and count those jail inmates with behavior disorders 

who, prior to the deinstitutionalization movement would have,been 

hospital i zed, but who; during the. "due process" peri od never were. 

With the dramati·c changes in the criteria for involuntary corrmitrnent, 

far fewer persons with mental and emotional problems are spending any 

time at all in the mental health system. Thus, whi'le the patients in 

state and county mental hospitals had quadrupled (general population 

only doubling) during the first half of the twentieth century, between 

•.• .f 
! 
I 
I 
t 

, ! 

f , 
I 

'9 
I 
i 
1 
1 

I 
1 
I 

I 
. J .. ':1 

. : f 
: I 
'J 
I 

I 
I 
d 

ill'.· r' 
I 
I.' ,.1 
! -'t 
: f 
It 
1'1 

PI' 

I .• i.·. I 

II 
; J, 
l~ 
I~ ,,,1., 

:\'i. .,,-

II··.··'· " 

j " I' r 
I, 
It,: 
I 
I I 

L~ 
! r; 

I,' 
L.: ' 

I 
r ,i 
II 
I: ,.\ n 
fi I 
II 

I 
l. 

I 
j 
j 

II 
II 

II 
I 
; 

~~ 

I 
I 

I 
~·1 

II I 1 
j 
I 
I 

:d 
i I , , 

r I " 

I 

1 

" 

490 

1955 and 1975 the patient census was reduced to one quarter of the 

maximum size (Pollack, f977). In addition there was a reversal of 

patient care epiSodes from 'inpatient to outpatient. Whereas in 1955, 

77 percent of the episodes were handled by in-patient services in 

1975 thi s ii gure was reduced to 27 percent (Taube and Redi ck, 1977), 

resulting 1:n the closing of a number of state hospitals throughout 

the United States (Greenblatt, 1974). It may well be that, in fact, 

this q'onsistent1y declining use of mental hospitals may account for 

the findings of three ,studies which analyze the arrest records of a 

random sample of all males released from New York state mental hospi'

tals at four different time periods: '1947-48 (Brill and Melzberg, 1954), 

1968 (Steadman, Cocozna" and Me~ick, 1978), 1975 (Steadman, Cocozza, 

and Mel i ck, 1978), and 1978 (Monahan and Steadman, in press). The 

data show that~an increasing percentage of each group had been arrested 

before their hosp'ltalization 

and 51 percent, respectively. 

15 percent, 32~. percent:l 40 percent, 

It caul d be hypothesized from thlese data tbat the reason why there 

are growing numbers of mental patients with prior arrest records is 

associated with the growing reliance on the criminal justice system. 

In other words, we grant that, as thl~ authors have noted, "there are 

changes' in /the mental health/ system inputs which are causing increasing' 

arrest rates Ji
, but we differ on their interpretation that the IIresults 

suggest, that the issue of criminal behavior among the treated mentally 

ill might better be framed in traditional criminological terms, rather 

than in the context of mental health ll (Monahan and Steadman, in press). 

It may well be that the reason these patients had increasing arrest . 
rates is due to the fact that they had been arrested rather than 

L--______________ ---"--______ ~ __ ~_~ __ ~~~_~, __ ~._.~ ____ ~, .. 



r 
.491 

involuntarily committed for exhibiting behaviors which must be 

controlled, but no longer meet the burdensome proof requirements 

for institutionalization in a mental hospital. 

All in all it can be surmised that the proportion of inmates 

with prior hospitalization in our sample is not a true representation 

of the exact number of persons with mental or emotional problems, 

in the care of jailers who, at one time were, or Qefore deinstitu

tionalization would have been in the. care of the mental health 

sector. Furthermore, it is conceivable that those-former mental 

patients available for interview may have been those who were» in 

fact, more like the general population. Our statistical analysis 

lends support to this hypothesis. On only two variables of the 

personal hi story data was there a si gni fi'cant di fference between 

those who had been m2ntal patients and those who had not. 

On the'~ variable we found that of a'l1 the white inmates interviewed, 

16.1 percent had had prior hospitatlizations, as contrasted to 

6.8 percent of the blacks" a difference of almost 10 percent. 
• 

Similarily, data on the variable IIfirst'person called after arrest" 

suggests that while persons with no hospitalization records tend 

to call a spouse, parent or other relative (70.6 percent), former 

mental patients do not (36.1 percent). As a matter of fact, almost 

half of the latter group (44.4 percent) choose to make no phone call 

at all (Figure 1). 

Spouse, girlfriend, Friend, legal none 
No hospitaliza- parents, other assista~c~,-other 
tion relative 

70.6 11.1 18.3 
Prio~ hospita1i-
zation 36.1 19.4 44.4 

I 

I 
I 
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In addition to the very limited difference found between the 

two groups regarding personal history, they also scored about th~ 
same on the dimensions of the various tests adm,·n,·stered. S. 

19ni fi cant. 
differences appeared only on the assistance dimension of the JPI _" 

(former mental patients would have chosen less assistance) and on 

the safety dimension of the EQS (former mental patients felt the ( 

environment less safe). On the SCL-90 former mental patients 

scored higher on the obsessive compUlsive and anxiety dimensions ;'j":, 

both before and during jail confinement and on the depression and 

Psychoticlsm dimensions during confinement only. Even though the: 

scores wer.e.statisti cal1y si gnifi cant, the means were too 

close to be substantively meaningful. Overall, our-statistical 

analYSis, then, revealed very little differences between the two 
glroups. , 

One set of Possible explanations for the- low 'di-vergence between 

th(~ two groups is that frr',eontemporary' Ameri ca, a process 

has taken place by which persons unable to partiCipate 

in the socially acceptable life styles have become marginalized, _ 

constituting a population group beyond the limits of the socially 
accepltab 1 e. 

It is conce-ivable that a new fungible class of IImisfits ll has 

emerged which as yet is beyond the ken of criminological research. 

This population group is constituted of economic, social and psycho

logical drop-outs Who have in common that they cannot cope with the 

norm eXpiectat;-ons of their society (Mueller, 1977). For- the cr'iminal 

justi ce I$ystem thi s means an increased burden of non .... camp 1 i ance wi th 

norm expe.ctation, yet with the inability to know, at the functional 

I • 
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level, whether this norm compliance is attributable to sO'''ial, economic 

or psychological reasons. At the functional level of the arresting 

offi cer, the book; ng 'sergeant and the jai 1 admini strator there does 

not yet exist the degree of sophistication required to sort out the 

degree of this marginaiization. 

Another explanation of the similarity between the two groups 

has been discussed above i.e., the bias that may have resulted 

because' of an unrepresentative sample. A special effort' was made, .. 
therefore, to reach re~resentatives of tha~ population group which 

for one reason or another was originally not included in the study. 

One of our researchers returned to the Morristown ·facility in order to 

interview some of those jailees who had been in segregation, but 

whose behavior had improved to a point where they could be transferred 

back to the .general population. In the. views of the jail administration 

only these particular former ~ntal patients were safe enough to be 

alone with a member of the research staff. This part of the project 

was done primari ly in the eveni ngs when a few staff members of the jai 1 , 

a-tready terribly overburdened with service demands of the institution, 

were willing to render 'assistance. The following case histories indi,cate 

the kinds of problems that jail personnel are now forced to handle. 

1) H. is a 29 year old white single male. He is a Vietnam veter'an 

who was picked up by the police on an outstanding bench warrant 

for breaking and entering while he was absent without official 

leave from a veteran's hospital. Since his return from Vietnam, where 

he became addicted to heroine and morphine, H. has been transferred 

bac'k and forth from jai 1 to hospital. He appeared heavily sedated 

,,-'1 t.r ! 
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at the interview and answered the questions in a rabat-like fashion. 

H. had been housed in "the Wing". He has made three suicide attempts 

twice by hanging and once by immersing his head in a container of 

water. He stated that he wanted a job and his own apartment but doubted 

that he coiJld handle the responsibility. One member of the medical 

staff says that H. is in need of constant supervision and commented 

on the injustice of housing such a sick person in jail. 

2) R. is a 38 year old white male •. He has fathered two children 

from hi s fi rst marri age, one from the second marri age, and one out 

of wedlock. He is presently serving a sentence for aggravated sexual 

assault of the youngest child, a 2% year,old son. He 'has been 

institutionalized twice in jails (for disorderly offenses) and several 

times in mental institutions. He has twice attempted sUicide by 

cutting his wrists and jugular vein. 

At the time of the interview, R. was sedated with librium and 

lumedol. He reported that at the time of his release from various 

hospitals he was not to1~ to take any medication. He was advised to 

see a.social worker. R. claims that his heavy work schedule has led 

to prob1ems in the home which caused his depressions and heavy use of 

alcohol. He has had many hospitalizations following various serious 

acci dents and fl aunts surviving each one. 

3) H. is a 58 year old white male who has a history of convictions 

for driving while intoxicated. At the age of 26 he was admitted to 

Greystone for a drinking problem and since that time he has been in 

and out of that hospital approximately seven times, the longest 
stretch from 1975 to 1980. 
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4) S. is a 25 year old white single male who dropped out of school 

in eleventh grade. He is serving time for a· drunk driving charge. 

\~hen not institutionalized, S. lives ·with his parents and IIhangs out" 

all daYa From 1976 to 1984 he has been 'in and out of jail and mental 

institutions. His last three arrests were for one assault and battery 

and two armed robberies. He explained, "These guys I know told me to 

,s* in· the car and wai t for them to Caine out of the store. They can't 

rea 11 l"be my fri ends to do' tha t to me so I don't hang out wi th them 

anymore ... 

S:. is given melaril and ortane and complains that he "prefers 

dalmane and valium ll
, but "they don't give that out in here": The 

jail physician told him that he had a "nervous condition". He 

repeatedlY stated that he would like to be transferred to Greystone 

(said ina matter-of-fact way) because "they have things where boys 

and girls can meet like dancing and movies and boys. and girls can 

have lunch together". He claims that he met his last girlfriend 

at Greystone and that they IIwere gO;'ng to get married but she got 

r~leased before I did, so she married someone else",. At the close of 

the sessi on, S. thanked the i ntervi ewer and asked her to come' back 

to see him any time. 

5) D. is an 18 year old single white male with a tenth grade 

education. He is presently serving time on an aggravated assault 

charge for breaking his neighbor's nose. D. claims that he committed 

the offense only after his neighbor threatened him by holding a 

coo,king fork against his throat. As a result of the incident, D. 

was conmitted to Greystone for 15 days and then sent home. ShOY'tly 

thereafter he· fought with his neighbor again and was again committed 
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to Greystone. Upon release he fought again and was taken to the 

jail. 

During the interview D. took thorazine and navane prescribed 

by the physi ci an at Greystone. He appeared sedated and drank water 

throughout the interview to combat the heavy dry mouth caused by 

thorazine. He complained· about always being in a medicated state 

whi ch' dull s hi s senses. He was di sconcerted about hi s Greystone 

evaluation. IIHow can they watch how"you act when they shoot you up 

with thorazine as soon as you walk in the door?" 

---_.-.-

6) R. is a 26 year 'old single white male serving time on an aggravated 

assault char.ge.. He claims to have been jailed 15 times for assault 

charges and 7 or 8 times for drunken driving charges~ At the time 

of the interview he was heavily sedated (lith';um and. valium) and 

answered the questions mechanically. He sat very still and was very 

cautious. 

R. states that his main problem is alcohol. He claims that it 

triggers assaultive/violent behavior. His last arrest was for 

threatening several police officers with a meat cleaver when they 

came to arrest him for being violent in his home. Prior to that he 

lost his driver's license (rendering him unemployed since he is a 

truck driver) because he purposely hit a man with his car. He 

reported that he ~as driving out of a parking lot when a man walked 

too slowly in front of his car so he ran over him. 

R. has. been in several A.A. clinics. He spent 21 days in 

Greystone where the psychiatrist diagnosed him as a manic-depressive. 

7) G. is a 24 year 01 d single Hispani c male who dropped out of school 

at 16. He is currently awaiting trial for a criminal tr.espass charge. 

~~-- ~- .. , ..... ------
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- He has been institutionalized several times in detoxification centers 

and once at Greystone. G. reported hearing voices all the time. He 

says that they started about a year ago first in the form of a co-worker's 

voice telling him to commit suicide. Then he heard his sister and! 

brother's voices telling him that his mother hates him, and then his 

mother's voice told him to commit suicide. He said tha.t he tries to 

control the voices as much as possible but they remain with him and 

he will not be able to go through life listening to them. So far-he 

has not attempted suicide, but he believes it might: be the only way 

to silence the voices~ Throughout the interview he was shaking and 

visibly upset. 

G. stated that he had lived with his ~other until six months ago 

when he began to live on the street. Sometimes he would live alone 

or sometimes stay with a group of street people who live under a 

train bridge. 

8) 'F. is a divorced white male, father of two. He droooed out of . ' . 
school in the tenth grade. He is presently in jail for trespassing, 

and once before served a sentence for simple assault. F. has a long 

history of hospitalizations which began with ~lcohol problems over 

ten years ago. He has been in Greystone 4 or 5 times. He reported 

having taken thorazine, halidol, cenaquan, melaril or a combination 

of these for several years. He was, instructed at each release to 

see a social worker and to take medicine. 

F. became highly agitated throughout the inter'view whenever 

reference was made to his employment, his wife, his alcoholism or his 

institutionalizations. He says that his alcohol problem started 

as a young man and that he attended A.A. meetings at his wife's 
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insistence. He claims she then left him for spending too much time 

at A.A. He stated that this caused his mental breakdown.' He claims 

to have had a landscaping:business, but his equipment was vandalized 

by his wife's family ,because "they're Italian' and they can't like 

to see me do anything well and they never liked me anyway"~ He said 

that he was raising chickens in his yar.d and came home one day to find 

they had all been mauled by his 'Wife's dog (at this point he became 

highly agitated.) 

F. showed increasing anger as he discussed his hospitalizations. 

"They'shoot you up with thorazine as soon as you walk in. Then 

psychiatrists and social workers talk to you and ask questions, but 

how cah they really know what you're like when you're' all doped up?" 

Throughout the session F acted bizarre·, shook~ cried, and was. 

.angry. When 'asked about suicide attempts he said he never attempted 

it but might consider homicide -- his w,ife's. He claims he became 

crazy when he was changed from'alcohol to drug dependency during 

institutionalization. 

When he leaves the jilil, F. reported that he'will go back to 

living alone and getting his landscape bus,ine~s going again. He has 

a friend waiting fbr him -- a lizard who is living ih his truck. 

Thi s part of the research project, however tentati ve, endeavored 

to study that proportion of the jail population which had at one time 

or another been in the care of'the mental health sector. This group 

constitutes a significant burden on the administrators of jails, who, 

by virtue of their calling, are trained to deal \'1ith law-breakers rather 

than with psychiatric cases. We have attempted to document their 

problems. It is for future research to assess the dimensions of their 

contemporary obligations. 
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In this chapter, we have revie\ved the research 

literature on population shifts between mental hospitals 

and the criminal justice system, explored the issues con-

cerning the confinement of former mental patients in_jail, 

furnished qualifying information about estimates of the 

number of former mental patients in jail, and provided a 

glimpse into the life of the released mental patient in 

the arms of the law. 

The next chapter is a companion to this chapter. 

The ch'apter was \vritten by one of our graduate students, 

Sharon Costello, who conducted additional inter~iews on 

her own time to use as data,for her master's essay 

(a degree requirement in our program). Sharon's effort 

doubled our number of interviews (n= 20), and provided 

enough content to conduct a thematic analysis 
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This chapter contains an analysis of interviews 

'v'li th 20 inmates \vho were at the Morris Cou.nty J.ail during 

this research period. All inmates interviewed had spent 

time in a mental institution prior to detention. Inter

vievls were conducted to obtain information about the 

respondent1s lifestyle and migration patterns between 

jail and the mental facility_ Each respondent was asked 

for personal history, mental health history, and life

style information while in the community and during a 

stay at a mental facility. Interviews were conducted on 

an individual basis with an intervie'v" guide. Notes were 

taken by the researcher dur.ing the interview and later 

transcribed. After transcription, the data collected 

were analyzed many times to look for any possible trends. 

'.the secti0ns that follow focus on the study's 

methodologieal approach, the site and sample, and an. 

analysis of themes. 
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Method of Inquiry 

The purpose of this study was to enter the world 

ot the former, mental patient who is now in the cus-

tody of jail. The objective was to gather first hand 

accounts of their experiences in the mental hospital, 

in the community, and in jail, and to chart pathways 

from the "mental hospi tal to jail. The only way to ob

tain this information was by talking with the patients 

themselves, and asking them to take me on a tour through 

the 'world as they saw it. 

The principal tool of inquiry used in this study 

was a semi-structureq, retrospective interview. Fol-

lowing a series of standard questions about personal 

characteristics and institutional histor~ 

the respondent and researcher mutually explored 

some of the following areas: 

(1) a description of the average day in the hospital, 

(2) significant events while in the hospital, e.g. 

fights, self~injury, treatments, etc., 

(3) best time while in the hospital, 

(4) worst time in the hospital, 

(5) ~elationships with family, outside friends, inside 

friends, and staff, 

(6) same areas for while on the streets, 

(7) events that led to incarceration, and 

(8) same areas for while in jail. 

These areas were considered an interview guide 

rather than a rigidly followed interview schedule . 
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The interviews were considered exploratory, and res-

pondents were encouraged to describe and examine areas 

of life or problems that were important to them. 

I expected that new areas for inquiry would emerge 

as my interviews progressed. Probes into problems 

mentioned by one subject became areas for exploration 

with other respondents. 

Gibbs and Shelly (1982) used a similar interview 

approach in their study of commercial thieves in which 

they note, 

Our strategy of inquiry does not yield a 
set of questions that meets conventional 
standards of reliability for re~earch in
struments. Indeed, reliability in this 
sense-was not given high priority. Our 
primary goal was to elicit from each res
pondent a full description of how he went 
about his legitimate work. Accomplishing 
this goal required that we vary our ap~ 
proach from subject to subject. The re
levance of questions varies among subjects 
and so too does the style of questioning. 
An ap~roach that draws rich descriptions 
from one subject can yield a very disap
pointing response when used with another. 

Some will view our variation in approach 
as contributing to error variance, and 
thereby diminishing reliability. Our 
position is that the modifications increas~ 
reI iabil i ty by making the questions' rele
vant and understandable to individual sub
jects (Gibbs and Shelly, 1982:304). 

This statement holds true for interviews with former 

mental patients in jail. Accomplishing the goal of 

obtaining the most valid and complete account of salient 

experiences in their personal journies from mental hos

pital to jail required considerable variation in ap

proaches and probes. The one factor that was consistent 
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was the researcher tried to enter the world of the 

subject and make the trip with him. 
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The Evolution of the' Project: Problems Encountered 

No research is ever conducted without encounter

ing some difficulties along the way. This research 

was no exception. This section contains a description 

of the impediments to 'conducting research in the jail 

setting and hm'l I was able to circumvent them; wi th 

a little help from a warden, captain, and nurse. My 

purpose is not to;criticize Morris County Jail per

sonnel or policies, but to help explain why the pro

ject·took the particular shape it did. I want to show 

how the setting in which a study is conducted can in

fluence the methodological approach. 

The entire project was discussed with the Warden. 

He approved the following procedure: the nursing staff 

would identify the inmates appropriate for my sample, 

and the correctional staff would escort them to the 

conference room so that I could tape record interviews 

with them. 

Upon arrival at the jail the following week to 

begin the research, I was told the Captain wanted to 

speak to me regarding clearance. I informed him of 

my meeting with the F ::den and his approval. He could 

not verify my description of the meeting because the 

Warden was on vacation. The Captain informed me that 

he would allow me to begin only if I conducted inter

views in the cells of the Wing in the presence of a 

correctional officer. I explained that this would 

violate confidentiality, a condition necessary for the 
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protection of human subjects, and it would not be 

possible to tape record in the cells because of the 

absence of electrical outlets. I asked him if I could 

use one of the first floor conference rooms without 

an officer present. After some discussion, it was 

agre~d that I could use the conference room without 

an officer present, if I would not use the recorder . 
..... -

His primary concern about the use of the recorder 

was 
my safety. Since the 

added security measure was causing a great proble~I 
agreed to interview without it. 

After all of the confusion was cleared up about 

where, when, and how I would interview, the next is-

sue was whom I would interview. Another problem sur-

faced - identifying the population. Initially, it 

was believed that the medical staff would be able to 

identify those inmates who had been confined in a mental 

hospital. This assumption was based on the Warden's 

suggestion that the medical staff would be more aware 

of an inmate's mental health history than would other 

staff. However, when the nurse was asked for a list 

of mental patients, she refused to cooperate. She 

claimed that she had never been notified or consulted 

on the matter. Even after she was advised by the 

Captain that the project was approved by the Warden, 

she still refused to assist." She continued to refuse 

until the Warden returned from vacation. 

'~--~.,----- -
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Another problem was lack of conference room space 

for conducting interviews. There are only three con-

ference rooms in the Morris County Jail. These rooms 

are supposed to serve the needs of lawyers, bail bonds

men, probation officers, parole officers; psychiatrists, 

etc., as well as pro-

viding space for strip searches for incoming detainees. 

At times, it was very difficult to secure a room because 

of the heavy demand -for space during the day shift, 

and bringing an inmate with a history of mental prob

lems into this busy area prompted additional security 

concerns. 

Not qu i te ready to abandon the project, I :;'.?proached 

the Captain with one more alternative. If I could in

terview during the 3 P.M. to 11 P.M. shift, it would 

remedy the problems of (1) lack of space, (2) increased 

security, and (3) uncooperative medical personnel. 

The evening nurse would help to identify interview can

didates, if I could wait until approximately 7 P.M. 

This was agreeable to the Captain and the shift lieu-

tenant. 

My experience at Morris County Jail was not simply 

a series of overwhelming problems to be solved before 

I could proceed to the next stage of my research. The 

staff of the jail were friendly and helpful. The very 

fact that I was allowed to conauct research in the in-

stitution - I was denied access a~ two other county jails

attestSto the level of openmindedness and interest 
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at Morris County Jail. 

I always felt secure when conducting interviews. 

Most of the participants in the study were coopera

tive ~nd polite. All interviewees were escorted to 

and from their cells without incident. 

Sample Selection 

At Morris County Jail information on mental hos-

pitalization was collected from the inmates during 

medical intake. Inmates who reported to the insti-

tutional nurse that they had been confined in a mental 

institution constituted my main pool of interview 

candidates. The group was supplemented by (1) inmates 

who did not admit upon admission that they had been 

a mental patien~ but had reported to the nurse that 

they were patients during a previous admission to the 

jail; (2) inmates who the nurse or officers predicted 

were former mental patients because of their demeanor, 

and (3) inmates who were known as former patients to 

the nurse or officers from information other than self-

report, for example, the prisoner's reputation. 

Each interview candidate who was invited to par-

ticipate in the project was guaranteed that his res-

ponses would be kept confidential and no information 

would be disclosed that could be used to identify him. 

Interview candidates ,<lere advised that participation 

would not result in special privileges or early re-

lease. They were informed that they could decline the 

invitution to participate in the project with impunity, 
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and they could discontinue participation at any time 

during the interview. It was stressed the only bene

fits associated with participation were the opportu-

nity to express their views and provide information 

that could some day result in positive change. 

Potential interviewees were encouraged to ask 

questions and express feelings about p.artic:ipation. 

Before the interview could begin, they were required 

to sign a form which signified that 

their consent to participate was informed and speci

fied their protections. 

The strategy for sample selection resulted in an 

interview sample of 20 prisoners who had been confined 

in a mental hospital. A total of 28 were contacted 

during the three month research period (September 

through November of 1982). However, five denied mental 

hospitalizations, one was too disturbed to be inter-

viewed, and two refuse.d to be interviewed. 

The interview sample is obviously not random, 

which poses a major problem of external validity -

generalizability. The purpose of the research, however, 

was not to estimate population parameters, but was to 

explore a set or subsets of concerns and experiences 

of former mental patients confined in jail. 
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Analysis of Patterns 

Field notes summarizing each interview were written 

after each interview session. These notes became the 

unit of analysis, and they were examined several times 

in an effort to extract some common patterns and themes. 

Five patterns or types were evident in the interview 

cOf!tent as represented in my field notes. These types 

were primarily composed of different combinations or 

clusters of treatment factors, alcohol and drug use, 

work experienca, leisure acfivities, offense and con-

finement history, and place of residence. Most of the 
cl1lfpk~ 

. remainder of this ( will be devoted to a descrip-

tion of these types. The general description of each 

type will be documented with excerpts from field notes 
. . 

so the reader can examine examples of the raw materials 

from which the types were derived. 

Immature Thrill Seekers 

These respondents Cn=2) seemed immature and lacked 

insight into their contribution to their problems. 

Neither subject was employed full-time, and both were 

dependent on family and friends for shelter and other 

resources. Each had been confined in a mental institu-

tion only once for observatioh (15 days or less) at 

the request of a qourt, and both had been in jail on 

at least three occasions. The bizarre acting out be-

havior of these subjects is reflected in the crime with 

which they were both charged at the time of interview 

- terroristic threats. 
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Although definite alcohol abuse problems existed 

and treatment had been advised, therapy was not sought 

in either case. One subject labelled himself a "hurting 

junkie" as well as an alcoholic, and he had not sought 

treatment for either problem. Drinking alcohol and 

girl chasing were considered legitimate leisure activi-

~ t.ies, and as can be seen in the field l10tes except below, 

even seeking female companionship took a twisted form: 

#16 Respondent entered Greystone for a one week court 

commitment eval~ation after making terroristic 

threats and threatening suicide. The subject had 

ingested LSD and alcohol prior to the incident. 

He has a severe heroin and alcohol abuse problem 

and has never attempted to involve himself in any 

treatment programs. He has been receiving unem

ployment compensation benefits for over one year, 

and lives at home with his parents and sister. 

The subject spends his street time obtaining drugs 

and attemptJ.ng to PJ.c up , II 'k ]'aJ.' 1 bal't. at the mall II 

by reciting Jim Morrison's poetry. 

r
~· ! 

· , 
1 . 

l 
J 
1 
! 
1 

i 
} 
j 

t i ' 
I 
i 
\' 

\ I 
i i 

1 

II I 
· I 

11 
I 

1 

I! 
11 , 
· l 

I 

1 

i 

I 

512 

months prior to interview. At that time1he 

bounced back and forth between his mother's 

home and homes oE different friends. 

Outpatient Treatment Group 

Typically, this group's pattern (n=4) involy-es ei ther one 

stay at Greystone for longer than just an evaluation 
eVI'}/Ujff;6-.J _ I e,..JI/flt-

or two 
stays --all of which were 

court commitments following the commission of an offense. 

Most charges were assaultive in nature. However, cri

minal sexual contact was cited as well as some. drug 

charges. In contrast to the last pattern described, 

all subjects were involved in treatment on an outpatient 

basis when not in detention, and drug and alcohol abuse 

was not identified as a common theme. All respondents 

resided with their parents, and three of the four were 

unemployed. When questioned about activities outside 

of institutional life, most respondents were very vague. 

The general response w'as "you know, just hanging out" 

or going out with friends. They did not elaborate any 

futher. Excepts from field notes on these subjects 

appear below: 

#18 Subject spent 13 months in Greystone Hospital on 

a court commitment following a second count of 

assault. This individuals sees a social worker 

at an outpatie~t mental health facility on a reg

ular basis. He lives with his parents and is un-

employed. He spends his leisure time "going out". 
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Respondent spent a couple of months as the result 

of a court commitment at Greystone Hospital after 

being charged with two counts of criminal sexual 

contact which involved a pubescent female neigh

bor. He had been under the care of a psychiatrist 

for quite some time prior to the charges and 

planned to continue upon release. This subject 

was unemployed and lived with his parents, and 

just "sort of hangs around". 

This individual was chargeq twice with aggravated 

assault towards his parents' neighbor. Following 

both charges, he was court committed to Greystone 

Hospital for 15 days and 11 days. The subject 

does attend therapy sessions weekly with a social 

worker as part of his probation plan resulting 

from the first assault. He lives with his parents 

and collects 88I benefits. His social activities 

are limited due to lack of funds and a previous 

auto accident limits certain possibilities like 

sports. He reported just "hanging out" most of 

the time. 

This inmate was currently incarcerated on a stolen 

motor vehicle charge. Prior to that he had been 

arrested for possession of marijuana after which 

he was sent to Greystone on a court commitment 

. , 
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twice for a period of three weeks each. He has 

been in therapy on a weekly basis yith a psychia

trist for three years. He lives with his parents, 

and does have a full time job as a mechanic. 

Bottomed Out Alcoholics 

These men (n=4) display a pattern of major alcohol 

abuse which led to serious failures in life.' The odd 

. thing about these men is they exhibit fairly stable 

\'lork patterns. 

Inmates who fit this pattern in the section have 

a history of at least one stay in the state mental hos

pital as well as repeated inpatient stays at other treat-' 

ment facilities for alcohol problems. All claimed 

definite alcohol abuse and exhibit~d effects from it. 

Ali but one had b t d ,. . , een arres e at some t1me for nuisance 

offenses, i.e., disorderly offenses, crimin~l trespa~s, 

etc. None of the present offenses were similar other 

than they all stemme4 from drunkeness at the time of 

commission. Respondents were not involved in any on

going treatment programs on the outside (which had been 

advised to them) despite their alcohol problems. Also, 

none took medication on the outside which had been pres

cribed for them as treatment. All had good work his

tories although one subject had been laid off for the 

first time in eight years just prior to his jail deten

tion. Three of the four members of this group had been 

living outdoors prior to incarceration. Interests 

, .. 
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centered on alcohol as the main recreational activity. 

The extent that alcohol has interfered in the lives of 

these men is documented below. 

#4 

#10 

Subject was ar.rested for criminal trespass when 

intoxicated to a point where he was lost. This 

inmate's alcoholism affects him to the point that 

he hears voices telling him his mother hates him 

and he should kill himself. They are usually the 

voices of his brother and sister, but initially 

began as the' voice of a co-wor er. ~ k He s~ent one 
week at Greystone Hospital on a court commitment 

it1~ , 
beenAout of several Qetox programs on a and has 

regular basis .. He has been working steadily for 

l.'n a full time J'ob until just prior eight years 

to detention. This individual does not attent 

any ongoing outpatient treatment programs when 

in the community .. When not in jailor a hospital., 

he usually goes to his mother's house upon re

~ease, but leaves a short time later to live with 

a colony of alcoholics that congregate under a 

train bridge. 

This individual is currently awaiting sentence on a 

c, arge 0 h f crl.'minal sexual assault of, his two year 

old son. He claims he would never do such a thing, 

but cannot remember because was drunk for days 

before and during the time the incident occurred. 

#3 
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He spent a short stay at Greystone after his 

arraignment, and he has been in and out of resi-

dential treatment programs for alcohol problems. 

He has attempted suicide on two separate OCca

sions, but never fOllows up with treatment after 

he is released from the hospital. Prior to deten

tion the Subject was living in the woods with his 

son. He has a good employment history as a con

struction worker and often works 16 hours a day. 

SUbject spent 21 days in Greystone Hosp~tal on a 

court commitment following his last assaultive 

attack. This inmate has been charged 15 times for 

assault and 8 times for drunk driving. His last 

arrest resulted after several police officers came 

to break up a domestic disturbance at his mother's 

house. When they tried to talk to him he came 

after them with a meat cleaver. His arrest prior 

to that involved him purposely hitting a pedestrian 

with his car because the man teok too long crossing 

in front of his car. In both of these instances, . 

he was outrageously drunk. Every time he. has been 

arrested he is drunk. He has spent time in four 

different residential treatment p~ograms for alco

holics, but never continues with outpatient therapy 

after release. Also, he doesn't take medication 

prescribed for him to aid in his explosive behavior. 

Prior to jail, he always worked full time as a truck 



r ,~ -- ..... - ~ .,---

r-
r 

f 

, 
j~ '\ 

I l;~ 

f 

.' h 

J:J 
.~ 

#15 

517 

driver until his license was revoked as a result 

of his hitting the pedestrian. 

This inmate spent some time in two different men

tal hospitals as well as inpatient alcohol programs. 

He was raised by the state in different child wel

fare institutions, one of which was a home for 

handicapped and retarded ch1 reno 'ld Along with his 

time spent at the jaiL, he served five. years in 

Bordontown on a breaking and entering charge which 

was commi tte,d when the' subjec~ was drunk. 

inmate has a history of alcohol problems. 

This 

He was 

required to attend Alcoholics Anonymous meetings 

as a condition of parole. He refuses to seek al

cohol treatment and has violated his parol;-: as a 

result. This subject was living on the street for 

four months prior to his parole violation. However, 

he did hold a full time job as a golf caddy. 

Veterans of Treatment 

This category comprised the greatest proportion 

) Much Of" their lives have centered of respondents (n=6 . 

on mental health problems. Many have been in treat-

ment 

lem. 

since adolescence for some type of emotional prob

They have constantly gone through the revolving 

d00r of the mental institution and half of them have 

, 'd - a larger proportion 'than for any attempted SU1Cl e 

other group. 

n 1: . 
! ! 

i 
! 
) 
I 
i 

II 
I 
! 
~ 

1 
l 
I 
j 
j 
! 

518 

Three of the six were confined for nuisance of-

fenses. Two of the remaining three were picked up by 

local police on old bench warrants and taken to jail 

to get them off of the street before they got into 

trouble or became victims. One inmate had walked away 

from the Veteran's Hospital where he resides on an in-

patient basis permanently. The other was picked up 

and held until his parents could retrieve him from the 

jail. The third subject was being held for trial on 

a conspiracy and theft by deception charge. All of 

these subjects had been previously detained. 

All subjects currently participate in ongoing 

treatment programs, and have been for quite some time. 

All were currently being treated with medication, and 

had been for quite some time. Alcohol/drug problems 

were evident in one-half of this group, however, they 

were being managed through treatment. 

Most of these respondents lived in a supportive 

environment when not institutionalized, i.e., with 

parents, or paramour. Activities on the street seemed 

to be relatively non-existent. Most of their time was 

taken up by confinement in an institution, outpatient 

treatment, or a job or training program. The following 

are some excerpts from field notes of interviews with 

offenders who were veterans of treatment. 

#1 This inmate has spent most of his life involved 

in the mental health system. He has had a total of five 

4, 
\ 
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voluntary and court commitments in the state mental 

hospital. He has a history of alcohol p~oblems 

and is in treatment programs for alcohol. " 

In addition, he claimed that 

his alcohol dependence was transferred to a medi

cation dependency resulting from medication received 

in the mental hospital and from.~octor as part 

of his outpatient treatment. 

The'subject has been in jail on charges of 

criminal trespass. Upon release from jail he will 

be living alone, except for a lizard he keeps in 

his truck as a friend. He tries to keep busy by 

doing landscaping jobs which serve as employment 

and as an additional type of therapy. 

Subject has been in and out of mental "hospitals 

for the past six years beginning as a teenager. 

Commi tments were 'both voluntary and court ordered. 

Court commitments followed three assault and bat

tery charges. Other offenses include two counts 

of accessory to armed robbery and two drunk driving 

charges. This individual was picked up by the 

police on an old bench warrant for drunk driving 

and held until his parents could come pick him up. 

Respondent attends treatment with a psychia

trist and is on daily medication. He also needs 

additional medication to sleep because of a severe 

520 

nervous problem. No history of alcohol/drug abuse 

was evident. When this individual is on the out

side, he lives with his parents and collects SSI 

benefits. Other than treatment, his only activity 

is going to a pool room once in a while. He did 

make a point of stating that he enjoyed being in 

the mental hospital because they have coeducational 

dances. He said he prefe,rs the hospi tal to the 

jail setting. 

#8 This respondent has been in and out of mental insti

tutions for problems resulting from poor impulse 

control. He attends outpatiep.t sessions regularly 

at a mental health center, and is on medication 

at all times. His inpatient stay in the mental 

facilities were not a result of court commitments 

stemming from criminal charges. He was awaiting 

trial for a charge of conspiracy and theft by decep

tion. This inmate 'had no history of drug/alcohol 

abuse. 

When not in an inpatient facility he lives 

wi th his girlfriend. H,e was the only member of 

the entire sample studied who had a steaqy rela

tionship with someone (girlfriend/paramour). He 

also 'Norks (when he wants) for his father \.;ho owns 

a pizza parlor. It should be mentioned that al

though this subject attended school until the 

twelfth grade he was not able to graduate because 

of his mental health problems. 
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#9 This respondent's mental health problems started 

before adolescence. He has been in and out of 

mental institutions since then, and is currently 

listed as a resident of the Veteran's Adminis-

tration Hospital. He will probably stay there on 

a permanent basis. 

This subject is in definite need of total 

supervision at all times. He walked a~vay from the 

Veteran's Administration Hospital, and was picked 

up by local police on an old bench warrant for a 

breaking and ente~ing charge. He was being held 

until the Veteran's Administration could arrange 

transportation for him. 

His confinement history includes a 15 month 

sentence served at Yardville for a breaking and 

entering charge prior to his service in Vietnam. 

Several correctional staff commented that they were 

amazed that he passed the requirements for the armed 

services. When he returned from Vietnam, the sub-

ject was addicted to morphine and heroin. As part 

of his treatment at the Veteran's Administration, 

therapy is directed at the morphine/heroin problem 

as well as the mental health problem. He receives 

. daily medication as well. 

It is noteworthy that this respondent reported 

attempting suicide three different times while in 

detention - twice by hanging and once he immersed 
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his head in a tub of water. 

#17 This inmate originally spent time in a mental in

stitution for a mental breakdown after the death 

of his brother thirteen years ago. He has been 

in and out of several t l' . men a lnstltutions in two 

states to seek help. He hears voices since the 

death, and says they are only manageable when he 

takes his medication. He said he attempted suicide 

,around the time of the death by taking 93 Nytol. 

All of his mental commitments are voluntary 

and not related to criminal charges. His offenses 

have only been for criminal trespass. The subject 

has no history of alcohol/drug addiction, but ex

perimented with angel dust at the same period 

around his brother's death. He stated he is not 

really sure which one (or both) are a cause for 

the voices: 

When not in an inpatient facility he lives 

with his parents and attends therapy at a mental 

health center. In addition, he participates in 

a CETA training program once a week . as occupatl0nal 
therapy. 

He expressed that he was anxious to leave jail 

and preferred the mental facility setting. He stated 

that the mental institutions are a "wholesome" at

mosphere filled with activities like group sessions, 

L-__________________ ~ ________ ~ __ ~~ ____ ~~_~~~~ 
-~~-~-~.-----
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svlimming 
:; etc. He at-

tempts to find \'lork when not insti tutionalized, 

but says jobs are hard to find. 

#20 This respondent has been in and out of mental faci-

libies since he was 16 years old. Since that time 

he has been labelled a chronic schizophrenic by 

the psychiatrists. He has frequented jail for 

"nickel and dime" offenses. His,commitments to 

institutions were on a voluntary basis and not re-

lated to his criminality. He attends therapy and 

is on medication - lithium salts - to aid in dealing 

with the auditory hallucinations he experiences .. 

This subject has attempted suicide on three occa-

sions; once by ingesting a bottle of ammonia in 

a mental institution, once by trying to hang him

self at his mother's house, and finally'by st~nding 

in front of an oncoming train. He has a history 

of alcohol abuse, and attends treatment cn a regular 

basis. His residence outside of institutional set-

tings is at his mother's house. He does seek em-

ployment as a grounds keeper and receives SSI benefits. 

Hard Core Incorrigibles 

The respondents in this category (n=4) have spent 

five or more years in and out of mental institutions. 
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Most have been in and out of jail several times as well 

for disorderly offenses. Commitments to the mental in

stitutions were not related to criminality. None attend 

any. outpatient treatment programs, 
; and none are 

treated by use of medication. Three of the four admitted 

to be alcohol abusers and none were drug abusers. All 

live transient lifestyles, and either live on the streets, 

in a tent, on a train, or go from friends to the streets. 

All. were unemployed. Social activi ties seemed to center 

on survival. In addition, the oldest members of the 

sample studies (57, 58 and 66) are all included in this 

category. Some elaborations of this type of respondent 

are as follows: 

#2 This man was 58 years old and has been involved 

with mental institutions since he was 26 years 

old. His initial commitment stemmed from his al-

coholism. 'His last long stay was a five year 

stretch from 1975 to 1980. His commitments were 

npt as a result of his criminal behavior. His 

offenses were listed as either disorderly person 

or drunk and disorderly. He mentioned the only 

"criminal" thing he ever did in his life was a 

breaking and entering charge vlhen he was 19 years 

old. Despite his alcohol and mental problems he 

does not attend therapy and never did, not even 

in the mental institutions. He just liked to play 

checkers in there. 
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He has a history of walking away from the 

mental institutions he's been in. He has lived 

on the streets for years and is unemployed, but 

says he will do odd jobs if they come his way. 

An ironic note to this man's life should be men

tioned. In spite of many treatment referrals for 

his alcohol problem and his resistance of treat

ment, it seems his alcoholism finally caught up 

with him. He, was recently killed as a result of 

being drunk'and walking out in front of an on-

coming car. 

112 This man spent a total term of ten straight years 

in two different mental institutions •. His crimi-

nality is simply a pattern of disorderly offenses. 

His charges did not result in commitments to the 

. mental institutions. He does not attend any type 

of treatment programs, and does, not have a history 

of alcohol or drug-abuse. He mentioned that he 

will not participate in any type of medication 

treatment because he knows the drugs are designed 

to make a patient sterile. 

After his last stay at Greystone Hospital
l 

he rented a room for three months but was put out. 

He has been living in a tent since his eviction 

two years ago~ His last full time job was ap-

proximate y we ve ye r 1 t 1 a S ago (prior, to his mental 
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institutionalization). He does odd jobs when he 

needs the cash. 

#13 This man was the most colorful of the entire sample. 

He claimed to be a lieutenant colonel in the CIA 

and FBI, but was forced to retire now that he is 

66 years old. He has a long history of involvement 

with the state mental hospital and county psychia

tric hospital. His criminal offenses were dis

orderly conduct. He was often arrested for inter-
. 

fering with police in the line of duty because he 

believes he is working undercover for the President 

of th~ United States '(on special details only), 

the county'Sheriff, and other governmental agencies. 

Much of his jail involvement stems from the fact 

that he sees himself as a higher rank' than the 

police and, therefore, the "collar should be his". 

He wants to protect society and is similar to 

Captain Freedom from Hill Street Blues. 

He does hot attend any treatment programs in 

the community and is not on any medication. He 

stated he does not have any drug or alcohol prob

lems. He sleeps either at the local mission, out

side, or on trains,when not confined. He did mention 

that he was godng to send Rutgers a check for $1 

million because he enjoyed being part of the study. 

~~~~----~ ----- ---
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This individuql spent the last 13 years in an~ 

out of mental hospitals and other treatment faci-

lities. A psychiatrist told the subject that he 

has been classified as manic depressive. He is 

currently serving a sentence for drunk driving 

charges. In addition. to his history of mental 

health and alcohol problems, it should be noted 

that he attempted suicide once by taking an over-

dose of thorazine. Although he considers himself 

an alcoholic, the subject reports no drug abuse. 

He does not attend therapy or take part in medi-

cation treatment. When on the outside, he tends 

to go from living with different friends to living 

on the streets, and has been unemployed for over 

a year. 
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Conclusion 

In review, it is important to specify the differ-

ences which exist within the interview information 

gathered. Variation is seen within the worlds of these 

men and is reflected in their lifestyles and experi-

ences. The degree of difference led to.the development 

of the' five mental patient/offender profile types. 

Initially, the sample was categorized according 

to previous mental institution/detention involve~ent. 

After this was accomplished, it was obvious that a 
great deal of variance in their reported life experi-, 

ences still remained. '\Then the third variable of 
"outpatient treatment participation II was applied, a 

different pattern began to emerge. This pa~ticular 

factor· was important in pointing out other trends. 

The end result of sifting through these variables and 

trends was tne emergence of five very different sample 

profiles. 

The first group has been labelled as IIImmature 

Thrill Seekers." These individuals were not employed 

full time; were dependent on family and friends for 

shelter, etc., and lacked considerable insight into 

the source of their problems. Each had spent only. one 

stay in a mental facility due to a court orde~and 

both had been in jail at least three times. In addi-

tion, alcohol problems were evident and although treat-

ment had been advised to both men, neither sought help. 
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Leisure activities were comprised of drinking alcohol 

and chasing girls. Finally, both men were currently 

being held for terroristic threats. 

The next cluster known as the "Outpatient Treat

ment Groupll differed from the first group in several 

ways. This particular group spent time in a mental 

facility for longer than just one or two evaluation

length stays (all stays were court commitments); most 

charges were .assaultive in nature; all were attending 

outpatient treatment programs; drug and alcohol abuse 

was not a common problem; activities outside of the 

institution were usually cited as "hanging oU,t" or 

being out with friends; all lived with their parents; 

and three of the four were unemployed. 

The "Bottomed Out Alcoholics" were the third q~oup 

which was discovered ~ithin the sample. This 

group was characterized by having at least one stay 

in the state mental hospital as well as repeated in-

patient residency at alcohol treatment facili-

ties; all had extreme alcohol problems; all but one 

had been arrested at some time for nuisance offenses; 

none of these men were currently undergqing outpatient 

treatment which had been advised; and:.in'addition, ,none 

ot them took medication outside of the institution 

which had been prescribed for treatment. However, all 

of these respondents had good work histories" despite 
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their chronic alcoholism. Three of the four persons 

had been living outdoors prior to incarceration which 

is completely different from either of the previous 

groups. As would be expected, alcohol was the main 

recreational or social activity. 

The "Veterans of Treatment ll category included the 
IItll-lb ref'!. 

greatest of respondents in the sample 

(n=6). Much of their lives have been occupied with 

mental healt~ problems. Many have been in treatment 

since they were adolescents for some type of an emo

tional problem. These men have a history of going 

through the IIrevolving door". In addition, this group 

comprised the greatest of _ 

attempted suicides - half of all 

inmates who fell within this cluster. Half were also 

confined for nuisance offenses and all of these 

men had spent time in jail before. All were currently 

involved in ongoing treatment programs and had been 

for quite some time; all were taking medication as part 

of their treatment program as they had been for a 

while. Half of them exhibited drug/alcohol problems 

as well. Like the "Outpatient Treatment Group", all 

of these respondents lived in some type of supportive 

atmosphere. Social activities were relatively non

existent since most of their time was occupied in an 

institution, outpatient treatment, or a job or training 

program. 
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The last group was known as the "Hard Core 

Incorrigibles ll
• These men spent an average of five 

or more years in and out of mental institutions; had 

been in and out of jail several times for disorderly 

offenses; ~ere not attending any type of outpatient 

therapy and were not receiving medication for treat-

ment purposes. Three of the four were admitted al

cohol abusers, but none of them were drug abusers. 

All lived transient lifestyles and either lived out

doorsin a nomadic fashion or went from living with 

friends back to the streets. All were unemployed and 

social activities centered on survival. 

Another point of interest was that this group comprised 

all of the older members of the 

sample (57, 58 and 66 years old). 

There are some similarities between types. Al

though the "Bottomed Out Alcoholics" have not reached 

the level of mental institutionalization Qr jail reci

divism of the IIHard Core Incorrigibles", there are 

other factors which are similar. Most members of both 

groups had alcohol problems; all were arrested f6r some 

type of nuisance offense at some time; none attended 

outpatient treatment programs or took medication as 

part of treatment; and all but one had taken to living 

outdoors. Social activities differed as well as em-

ployment status. Age could explain this difference. 

The men in the first group were much younger than those 

in the second group. This factor could also account 
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for the differences in number of mental facility stays, 

jail recidivism rates, employment status, and social 

activities. Perhaps if a follow up study were conduc

ted of the IIBottomed Out Alcoholic" group twenty years 

from now, and thes'e members did not seek trea tment for 

their problems, they could be classified as "Hard Core 

Incorrigibles ll
• 

Future researchers who wish to conduct interviews 

of the kind discussed in this study should use a tape 

recorder, if possible. Interview notes inevitably 

result in the loss of some information. Tape recorders 

do not allow for errors involved in human notetaking. 

The use of a recorder provides the research~r with a 

verbatim account of the intervie,.,s. Also, the r~cor

ding of voice inflections and other hidden innuendos 

which are often stated in a discussion would supply 

additional data. Another benefit to using 

is that it allows other researchers to 

examine the identical material which was heard by the 

initial interviewer. This provides a built in system 

of accounting for reliability since it permits other 

researchers to compare notes and opinions of data 

recorded, and allows for comparisons of the findings. 

In the future it would be interesting to conduct 

a study of former mental patients who did not end up 

in' jail. Tape recorded interviews would be conducted 

with the use of an interview guide. 
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It would be interesting 

to compare the results of the two samples to iook for 

similarities or differences in lifestyles. The find-

ings of such a comparison could show differences in 

the paths travelled between those former mental pa-

tients who spent time in jail, and those who did not. 

This data could help practitioners who plan for the 

release of mental patients from institutions by 

teaching the patient to avoid pitfalls in his travel Chapter 11 

back into the community. 

Staff Perceptions 

by 

Kenneth S. Ko1b 
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In·troduction 

As was mentioned in Chapter 2 we consider staff an integral 

part of the institution and therefore a major component in the 

development of intervention and change strategies. In order to 

gauge the perceptions, perspectives/and knowledge of the jail 

personnel a survey instrument \vas developed 'ivhich contained four 

sections. In the first section the respondents were required to 

rate the seriousness of each of 40 problems in their institution. 

The scale for assessing the degree of seriousness ranged from 1, 

not a problem, to 5, a serious problem. The second part consisted 

of questions concerning specific types of inmates. In the third 

part of the questionnaire the participants were asked to rank 

seven selected problems in the order of the most common problem 

faced by prisoners to the least common problem. The final section 

consisted of t'ivo rating tasks: one concerned,the jail as a place 

to work and the other question concerned the jail as a place to 

serve time. The scales ranged from 1, the worst 'place, to 10, 

the best place. 

Our original intention was to survey staff in all three jail 

sites. Unfortunately we were not allowed to conduct the survey in 

Essex County because an overcrmvding suit had been filed and we 

were advised that the time 'ViaS not appropriate to conduct a survey 

that included questions about sensitive issues like overcrowding. 

In Hunterdon County we ran into a different problem. There, 

although we were give permission to conduct the survey, the number 

of responses was so small (7) as to make their collection and 

analysis of marginal value to the total project. Fortunately, we 

obta.ined both the neceE:sary permission and responses at the t10rris 

County jail. 
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The distribution of the instrument viaS pe.rformed in the folloHing 

manner. At each shift change a member of the research staff explained 

the purpose of the research and requested each person to complete the 

instrument. The anonymous nature of the data collection 'ViaS noted. 

To insure,this the staff was requested to place the completed instru-

ment in a large envelope that remained in the control room for five days. 

~he survey instrument was completed by 27 out of a possible 46 

respondents. Of those, 18 listed themselves a line personnel, 4 as 

superior officers, 2 as administrators, 1 as a social worker, and 2 

participants failed to list their position. 

Inmate Problems 

The distribution of seriousness ratings assigned by partici-

pants to the 21 problem areas concerning inmates appea~in Table 

11.1. "Overcrowding" was considered ~he most serious problem by a 

substantial margin. Ninety six percent of the respondents rated 

"overcrowding" as a fairly serious or serious problem in the jail. 

The average seriousness rating for this item is 4.7. 

The second highest ranking average score, 4.l~ was assigned 

to the tllack of activity for the inmates ll
• Over three quarters of 

the respondents considered this a fairly serious or serious inmate 

problem. "Inma tes \vi th psychological problems" \vas rated as the 

next most serious problem (X=3.9) follovled by tldeteriorating 

physical structure" (X=3.7)and "destruction of jail ?ro?erty" 

The data contained in Table 11.1 indicates that inmate . 

violence (sexual assaults and threats and inmate-inmate fights) is 

not much more prevalent in penal settings than is staff-inmate 

violence. Only 11.1 percent of the subjects considered inmate,-

staff fights a serious problem, which is exactly the same percentage 

of respondents who rated inmate-inmate fights as a serious problem. 

Less than 10 percent of the subjects considered IIsexual assaults and 
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threats" a serl'ouS problem. I d d . n ee , lt was considered a third least 

serious problem (X=2.4): two thirds of the respondents assigned it a 

rating of 1 or 2. The second Im..,est ,ranked inmate problem \'las 

"conflict between younger inmates" (X=2. 3), and the lOT'lest ; To: ,'3.n}: C! d 

problem was "alcohol use in the jail" (X=1.8). 

Staff Problems 

The mean seriousness ratingsof staff problems also appear in 

Table ll.l. The most serious problem faced by the staff was 'low 

pay" (X=4. 4). Almost two-thirds of the participants assigned a 

seriousness rating of 5 to this problem area,and less than 5 per-

cent felt that it was not a problem. The second highest ranked 

problem was "danger on the job" (X=4. 2) wi·th over half of the 

respondents ranking this problem as serious with less than 5 per

cent of the respondents ranking the area as not a problem. "Admin.is

trators who don't care"was the next most serious problem (X=4.1) 

follmled by "shortage of custodial staff" (X=4. 0) and'l.nadequate 

training" (X=4 .. 0) . 

The high relative position of "danger on the job" is surprising. 

The indicators of danger to the staff (inmate-staff fights, weapons, 

lack of respect from inmates, and abuse from inmates) had overall 

seriousness rankings ranging from 19 I "lack of respect from inmates I " 

to 34, "inmate-staff fights." A possible .explanation f'or this is 

that although the actual incidence of dangerous inmate activity is 

not seen as very serious the perceived potential for danger is 

considered serious. This may be due to three problems: the almost 

inherent potential for danger.in any jail; overcrowding; and the 

perception that the administration shows a lack of conCern. There-

fore, what may be occurring is that the staff feels that due to 

these problems the potential for danger is being exacerbated. 

Drug use by the staff was considered the least serious staff 

problem (X=1.7) with over hulf of the respondents not considering 
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it a problem. The next lowest ranked problem was staff alcohol 

us e ( X= 2. 6) . 

A comparison of the distribution of responses to conflict 

beb..,een members of the custodial s·taff and the social service 

staff with that of conflict among members of the custodial staff 

does not support ,the commonly held notion of a rift eXisting 

between custodians and treaters. Slightly over one-fourth of the 

participants rated intra-custodial conflict as a 4 or a 5, 

whereas less than a quarter of the respondents assigned a rating 

. of 4 or 5 to custodial-social service st~ff conflict. 

problems were ranked third from the lowest (X=2.7). 

Both 

Additional'Problems 

Following the list of problems, the respondents were offered 

the opportunity to list up to three additional problems and to 

ra~e them. Twelve of the 27 respondents did so. They provided 

u~ with a total of 15 additional problems. Four of the problems 

listed clearly dealt with inmate problems: 
lack of adequate 

recreation; lack of professional psychological help; visiting regula-

tions; and inmates with communicable diseases. 

was mentioned onCe and rated 4 or 5. 
Each of these areas 

Of the remaining 12 problem areas, 11 concerned staff/ 
administration problems. FiVe were listed by more than one respondent. 
These included: forced overtime, lack of line offl'ce~ 

+- input, poorly 
trained administrators, line offl'cers 

working against each other 

instead of together (backs tabbing) " and unqualified line officer. . , , 
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Five other problems concerned strictly the administration: lack of 

administration supporti lack of respect from administration; 

administrators who can't set priorities; administrators too far 

removed fromoverday problems; and job security. One problem, 

mess hall, was uncategorizable. While all of these problems 

could be :'included in "administrators ''1ho don't care" the fact 

that these problems are mentioned again by some of the respondent 

reinforces the previously stated conclusion that th,ere is a morale 

problem in the jail. 

Association Between Problems 

An examination of correlations between problem seriousness 

ratings may give some idea of the nature of the problems and 

suggest some possible explanations for the distributions of 

some of the responses to our survey instrument. 

A product-moment coefficient was computed to measure the 

strength of association between each problem and all other prob-

lems contained in the first part of the questionnaire. This 

resulted in 331 correlation coefficients. Table 11.2 lists the 

16 associations that attained a magnitude of .60 or above. 

The absence of correlations between "overcrm'1ding ," the prob-

lem considered to be the most serious by the participants, and 

other problems in Table 11.1 indicates that overcrowding is 

considered a problem of such magnitude that people think of it 
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Table 11.. 1 percentage Distributions of Seriousness ratings for Ja il Problem Areas (N=27) 

.- Problem Area S e r i o u s R a t i n 9 s X fl1ed SO Rank of 
1 2 3 4 5 X 

Not a Serious 
Problem Problem 

Overcrowding 0.0 0.0 3.7 lB,.5 77 ,B 4.7 4.9 0.53 1 

Sexual Assault and Threats 22.2 44.4 14.B 11.1 7.4 2.4 2.1 1.1B 36 

Inmate-Inmate Fist Fights 3.7 37.0 4B.l 0.0 11.1 2.B 2.7 0.97 2B 

Inmate-Staff Fist Fights 22.2 37.0 14. B 14. B 11. 1 2.6 2.2 1. 31 34 

Inmates Stealing From Each Other 7.4 1B.5 lB.5 29.6 25.9 3.5 3.7 1. 28 15 

Inmates Possessing Weapons 22.2 22.2 22.2 22.2 11. 1 2.B 2.B 1.34 2B ., 

Ul Destruction of Institutional Property 11. 1 3.7 lB.5 44.4 22.2 e3. 6 3.9 1. 21 13 w, 

'2.4 
'-0 

Drugs in the Jail 1B.5 37.0 29.6 11 .1 3.7 2.4 1. 05 36 

Alcohol in the Jail 59.3 1B.5 7.4 '1.1 3.7 loB 1 .3 1. 21 39 

Other Contraband in the Ja i1 7.4 lB.5 33.3 25.9 '14. B 3.2 3.2 1 .15 20 

Phys i ca lly III Inmates in Need of 
Medical Care 18.5 29.6 25.9 14.B 11. 1 2.7 2.6 1. 26 31 

~ <> t Inmates Who Experience Psychological r~ 
j! Problems 3.7 7.4 14. B 44.4 29.6 3.9 4.0 1. 05 9 , 
;1 
n 

" Don I t Belong in Jail Such ,- People Who i' n Drunks lB.5 18.5 25.9 14.B 22.2 3.0 3.0 1. 43 26 l\ as 
" I' 
" " 
H Peopl e ~Jho Don't Belong in Jail Such 

,~ 
I' as Minor Offenders 29.6 11.1 lB.5 18.5 22.2 2.9 3.0 1. 57 27 ,/ 
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Table 11.1 (cont.) Percentage Distl"ibutions of Seriousness ratings for Jail Problem Areas (N=27) 

Problem Area 

People Who -Don't Belong in Jail Such 
as Non-Support Cases 

Inadequate Legal Assistance For 
Inmates 

Not Enough For Inmates to Do to 
Keep Them Occupied 

Deteriorating Physical Structure 

Lack of Pri vacy 

Noise 

Conflict Between Older and Younger 
Prisoners 

Dealing With State Prisoners 

Staff Morale 

Conflict Between Custodial and 
Social Service Staff 

Shortage of Custodial Staff 

Shortage of Social Service Staff 

Low Pay For Staff 

Poor vJorki n9 Hours/Shi ft Work 

S e rio u s Rat i n 9 s 
1 

Not a 
Problem 

11.1 

22.2 

11. 1 

11. 1 

11. 1 

3.7 

33.3 

11. 1 

7.4 

22.2 

7.4 

22.2 

3.7 

22.2 

2 3 4 

29.6 3.7 18.5 

29.6 18.5 7.4 

3.7 7.4 22.2 

14.8 14.8 11.1 

22.2 18.5 11.1 

14.8 37.0 22.2 

25.9 29.G 3.7 

14.8 33.3 25.9 

11.1 11.1 14.8 

25.9 29.6 7.4 

3.7 25.9 7.4 

14.8 25.9 7.4 

3.7 7.4 22.2 

1 B. 5 14.8 .14.8 

5 

Serious 
Problem 

37.0 

22.2 

55.6 

48.1 

37.0 

22.2 

7.4 

14.8 

55.6 

14.8 

55.6 

29.6 

63.0 

29.6 

x 

3.4 

2.8 

4.1 

3.7 

3.4 

3.4 . 

2.3 

3.2 

4.0 

2.7 

4.0 

3.1 

4.4 

3.1 

, 

Med 

3.8 

2.4 

4.6 

4.3 

3.4 

3.4 

2.1 

3.2 

4.6 

2.6 

4.6 

3.0 

4.7 

3.1 

SO 

1. 53 

1.48 . 

1. 36 

1.49 

1.47 

1. 12 

1. 20 

1. 21 

1. 36 

1. 33 

1. 30 

1. 54 

1. 04 

.1.58 

Rank of 

X 

1 6 

28 

4 

12 

16 

16 

38 

20 

6 

31 

6 

24 

2 

24 
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Table 11.1 (co~t.) Percentage Distributions of Seriousness ratings for Jail Problem Arl"las (N=27) 

Problem Area 

Danger on the Job 

Alcohol Problems Among Staff 

Drug Problems Among Staff 

Lack of Respect From Inmates 

Conflict Among Members of the 
Custodial Staff 

Inadequate/Insufficient Training 
For Uniformed Staff 

Supervisors/Administrators Who Don't 
Care 

Rigid/Unreasonable Regulations For 
Uniformed Staff 

Abuse From Inmates 

Staff Boredom 

Too Much Inmate Movement For 
Activities and Services 

Lack of Opportunity For Advancement 
For Staff 

S e r lOU s Rat i n q s 

1 

Not a 
Problem 

3.7 

26.9 

55.6 

14.8 

18.5 

7.4 

11. 1 

7.4 

3.7 

2 3 4 

3.7 18.5 18.5 

11 .5 38.5 15.4 

33.3 3.7 0.0 

22.2 14.8 25.9 

25.9 29.6 14.8 

11.1 7.4 25.9 

7.4 3.7 18.5 

7.4 22.2 11.1 

25.9 37.0 14.8 

14.8. 11. 1 18.5 32.0 

11. 1 11.1 7.4 22.2 

11. 1 11.1 22.2 22.2 

5 

Serious 
Problem 

55.6 

7.7 

7.4 

22.2 

11. 1 

48.1 

59.5 

51. 9 

lB.5 

18.5 

4B.1 

33.3 

x 

4.2 

2.6 

1.7 

3.2 

2.7 

4.0 

4. 1 

3.9 

3.2 

3.3 

3.8 

3.6 

Med . 

4.6 

2.8 

1.4 

3.4 

2.7 

4.4 

4.7 

4.5 

3.0 

3.6 

4.4 

3.8 

So 

1.11 

1.26 

1.10 

1.42 

1. 26 

1. 32 

1. 41 

1. 33 

1. 14 

1. 33 

1. 43 

1. 37 

Rank of 

X 

3 

34 

40 

20 

31 

6 

4 

9 

20 

19 

11 

13 

, 
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Tabl e 11.2 Associations Between Problem Seriousness Ratings 

Related 
Problems 

IIInmate-Staff Fist Fights and Abuse from Inmates" 

IILack of Privacy and Noise ll 

IIDrugs in the Jail pnd Alcoht;>l in the Jaillt 

IILack of Opportunity for Advancement for Staff and 
Administrators Who Don't Care" 

IIAlcohol in the Jail and Drug Problems Among the Staff" 

d \1 
"
n the Jail" "Drugs in the Ja il an . eapons 

IIToo Much Inmate Mo~ement and Ri?id/Unreasonable 
Regulations for Un, formed Staff 

IIInmates Stealing from Each Other and Adminstrators 
Who Don't Care ll 

IIToo Much Inmate Movement and Lovi Pay" 

IIAdministrators Hho Don't Care and Staff Morale" 

IILack of Privacy and Deteriorating Physical Structure II 

th Ja,'l and Inmates Stealing from Each Other ll 
IIDrugs in e 

"Lack of Advancement fot' Staff and Low payll 

f E h Otherll IIStaff Morale and Inmates Stealing rom ac 

IIInmate-Staff Fights and Inmates Stealing from Each 
, Other ll 

t for Staff and Inadequate Training "Lack of Advanc!=!men 
for Sta ff" 

r 
(p) 

.83 
( . 000) 

.82 
( . 000) 

.73 
(.000) 

.69 
( . 000) 

.68 
(. 000) 

.67 
( . 000) 

.66 
(.000) 

.65 
(. 000) 

.65 
(.000) 

.64 
( . 000) 

.63 
(.000) 

.63 
(. abO) 

. 63 
(. 000) 

.62 
( . 000) 

.61 
( • 001 ) 

.61 
(. 001 ) 
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independen'tly of other problems. 

The strongest association appearing on Table 11.2 is 

between lIinmate-staff fights" and lIabuse from inmates ll (.83). The 

core of common meaning associated with these two problems is 

evident. If one were trying to establish a causal relation, 

hm.,eve.r I the 'link I or more accurately the direction of the link, 

is less obvious. Is "abuse from inmates" seen as a precipitant or 

consequence of lIinmate-staff fights"? 

Physical aggression between ,staff and inmates is also 

substantially associated with "inmates, stealing from each other II 
1 

(.61). Some staff may feel that fights are triggered by staff 

investiga·tions of thefts or attempts to recover property. Although 

the relation between these two problems is certainly plausible, a . 

comparatively higher association was expected between lIinmate

inmatE'. fist fights" and "inmates stealing from each other" (.34). 

You will recall that in Chapter 2 one aspect of our defini-

tion of the Privacy dimension was the absence of noise, which was 

considerd a noxious and intrusive environmental element. The 

notion of noise as a threat to privacy is reflected in the ratings 

assign~d to problems by members of our custodial sample. The 

second highest association appearing in Table 11. 2 is between "noise" 

and "lack of privacy" . 

Table 11.2 shows that "deteriorating physical structure" is 

also linked with "lack of privacy" (.63). Those \'1ho note the 

declining physical structure recognize that architectural features 

that at one time restricted the flow of human traffic and noise may 

2 crumble under the weight of too many yea~of duty. 
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Strong correlations between the problems of drug use and 

alcohol use by inmates (.73) and staff (.68) appear in Table 11.2 

These associations may reflect the underlying dimensions of 

substance abuse which is represented in both problems. 

Staff who consider inmate drug use a relatively serious problem 

als6 see thefts (.63) and weapons (.67) as relatively serious 

problems. The connection they see may be that both the drugs them

selves 1 as a high value commodity 1 and the need for drugs pr:'omote 

stealing which in turn requires the manufacture or importa'tion of 

3 weapons' for protection of property. 

The data in Table 11.2 suggest that when administrators are 

seen as uncaring morale is considered low (.64) and chances for 

advancement are not apparent (.69). "Lack of opportunity for 

advancement for staff ll is also understandably assoC?iated with 

IIlow pay for stafflt (.63) and lIinadequate/insufficient training for 

uniformed staffll (.61). 

The remaining four associations appearing in Table 11.2, "too 

much inmate movementll and "rigid/unreasonable regulations for 

, i, (.66), II J.' nmates stealing from each other" and uniformed staff 

'lIadministrators who don't care lt (.65), IItoo much inmate movement lt 

and IIlow pay for stafflt (.65), and IIstaff morale ll and Itinmates 

th II (. 6?_), suggest that those \vho see serious stealing from each 0 er 

, , 1 management and morale may see the result problems in instJ.tutJ.ona 

as a deterioration of control that promotes undesirable inmate 

autonomy of movement and property victimization. 

While lIinmates who experience psychological problems lt did 

not have the requisite level of association needed for inclusion 

in Table 11.2 an important association did occur. The association 

with IInot enough for inmates to do" (.55) was expected. Jail 

, -j 
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confinement causes stress for most people, and such stress may be 

the most marked for those inmates \vi th eXisting psychological 

problems. When a person faces a large amount of unoccupied time, 

there may be a tendency to spend much of the time dwelling on his 

current predicament and the problems that led up to it. This may 

4 exacerbate his psychological problems. 

Opinions About Problems 

As was discussed in Chapter 1 there is strong evidence that 

the criminal justice system has been experiencing an increase in 

people with emotional problems. This is felt to be due largely 

to the trend toward the de~nstitutionalization of mental patients. 

In an effort to determine 'whether the staff have perceived such an 

increase they were asked to respond to the following question: 

"Do you think there has been an increase in the percentage of jail 

prisoners who have 'social or medica.l problems rather than criminal 

justice problems in the past few years?" 

As can be seen in Table 11.3, almost two-thirds of the 

respondents felt that there has been such an increase. A survey 

of 35 New Jersey jail personnel at a jail workship also resulted 

in more than half, 85.7 pe~cent of the participants responding 

affirmatively to the ,same question (Gibbs 1981:24). 

The findings displayed in Table 11.4 show that over three-

quarters of the respondents felt that detained prisoners experience 

more problems than do sentenced prisoners. This is similar to 

findings in the aforementioned Gibbs survey in which 86 perc~nt of 

the respondents answered affirmatively (Gibbs 1981:26) and it is 

consistent with the information presented in Chapter 1 which 
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Table 11.3 

Response 

Yes 

No 

546 

Distribution of Responses to the Question 
1100 you think there has been an increase in the 
percentage of jail prisoners who have social and 
medical problems rather than criminal justice 
problems in the last few years?" 

Number 

17 

9 

Total . 26 

Percent 

65.4 

34.6 

100.0% 

Table 11. 4 

Response 

Yes 

No 

, 
I , 
I 

! 
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Distribution of Responses to the 
"00 you think detained prisoners 
experience more problems than do 
prisoners?1I 

Question 
seem to 
sentenced 

Number Percentage 

21 77.8 

6 22.2 

Tota 1 27 100.0% 
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suggested that psychological disturbap.~es appear to occur much more 

frequently among detained jail prisoners than arnong sentenced 

prisoners. 

The data in Table 11.5 show that when the respondents were 

asked to rank seven problems (boredom, uncertainty, separation from 

family/friends, ~ear of victimization, lack of privacy, ina~ility 

to make de~isions concerning self, and lack of social services/ 

<'\ssistance) from most comltlon to least common, separation from 

family/friends \vas· considered the most common problem faced by the 

prisoners. The findings on· self-injury presented in Chapter 1 

suggest that jail confinement can be an extremely stressful situa-

tion. Support from family and friends may reduce such stress while 

the lack of support may exacerbate an alrGady stressful situation. , 

Previously in this chapter it. was noted that l~ck of activity 

for inmates was considered one of the most serious problems by the 

staff. In the rankings of the seven problems, inmate boredom was 

consider-ed the second most common problem. This lack of diversion 

and the inordinate amount of unoccupied time can create an environ-

ment \vhere an inmate can spend much of his time d\velling on his 

problems. This may result in psychological difficulties. 

Uncertainty, which was ranked as the third most common problem, 

can also result in psychological problems. The potential uncertain-

ties inherent in the problem of separation from family and friends 

is compounded by the vagaries of the criminal justice process. 

Questions regarding legal representation, bail, probability of 

convictions ~nd disposition, along with unexplained postponements 

and adjournments all may produce a great amount of uncertainty. 
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Ta b 1 ell. 5 Mean Rankings of Selected Inmate Problems in 
Response to: "Rank ol'der th 
110 e following according t 

w common you think eacl1' f 0 1S or jail inmates." 

Problem Area 

Boredom 

Uncerta i nty 

Separation From Family/Friends 

'Fear of Victimization 

Inability to Make Dec,'s,'ons C oncerning Self 

Lack of Privacy 

Lack of Social Services/Assistance 

X Score Rank 

3.3 2 

3.8 3 

2.4 1 

5 . 0 7 

4.7 6 

4.2 4 

4.6 5 
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The remaining four problems in descen~ing order are lack of 

privacy, lack of social services/assistance, difficulty in making 

decisions, and fear of victimization. 

The final section of the instrument consisted of tvlO rating 

tasks: URate this jail in light of what you consider the best or 

worst possible jails to do time in?" Respondents \Vere asked to 

rate on a scale from 1 (worst) to 10 (best). Table 11.6 shows that 

for the "\vork" question there \Vas a mean of 5.8 \'1hile there was a 

main of 6.6 for the question concerning IItime ll
• This highlights the 

high degree of discontent \vith the jail administration and ,vork 

environment that was mentioned earlier in this chapter. For there 

to be such an undercurrent of dissatisfaction that the staff feel 

that the jail is a better place to be incarcerated than to \vork is 

disturbing. 

Conclusion 

Overcrowding, Im'1 pay, danger on the job, administrators ,..,ho 

don't care, not enough for inmates to do to keep them occupied, 

staff morale, sh?rtage of custodial staff, and inadequate/insuf-

ficient training were considered the most serious problems. 

The association between problems are the mast important findings. 

When plausible links between problems are discovered possible cor-

rective actions may be suggested. For example, we know that two 

major jail problems, administrators who don't care and staff morale 

are closely associated. A possible remedy for these problems could 

be the institution of a program that would involve the staff in 

identifying and solving jail related problems (e.g. insufficient 

training for uniformed staff) in a meaningful \Vay. 

l 
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Although this would not eliminate problems relating to staff 

morale such as low pay and danger on the job, it could considerably 

lessen the seemingly pervasive discontent that the jail staff has 

with their work environment. As was mentioned previously in this 

chapter, the high seriousness ranking of danger on the job may be 

caused at least in part by the perception that the administration 

shows a lack of concern. Consequently them.1 .. mplementa tion of the 

type of program just mentioned might ameleorate the perception of 

danger. 

Other probleme that were given a high seriousness rating, such 

as overcrowding, shortage of custodial staff, low pay, and to a 

large extent, lack of activity for inmates require. the assistance 

of other segements of the county government and the criminal justice 

system. Some problems require increased expenditures of funds and 

others require po~icy changes but all require the cooperation and 

coordination of all the actors. Without the commitment of county 

administrators, courts, prosecutors, defense attorneys, and others 

to a systematic and cooperative approach to solving the many complex 

problems facing jails, the existing dissatisfaction with their 

operation will continue and most likely, increase. 
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Footnotes 

lather relatively substantial associations concerning physical 
aggression between staff and inmates are "sexual assaults" (.31), 
"inmates posses sing \.,eapons" (.42) I "inmates possessing drugs" 
(.43), "low staff morale" (.41), "deteriorating physical structure" 
(.30), "1m., pay" (.41) 1 "danger on the job" (.32) I "alcohol problems 
among staff" (.55) I "drug problems among staff" (.36), "lack of 
respec"t from inma"tes" (" 54), "conflict among members of the custo
dial staff" (.37), and "supervisors/administrators who don't care" 
(.56). These associations do not appear in Table 11.2 because they 
are belmv .60. 

2"Noise" and "deteriorating physical structure ll had a moderate 
associations of--(-.54). Surprisingly, there was a negative associa
tion between noise and "people who don't belong in jail such as 
drunks" (-.40). One \vould think that when a "drunkll is brought to 
the jail he is highly intoxicated and boisterous. Other negative 
associations concerning "noise" are "conflict between custodial and 
social service staff" (.-39), "people who don't belong in jail such 
as minor offende~s" (-.24). Possibly, "noise" may have been inter
preted as complaints by some of the respondents, and individuals who 
are viewed as being in~ppropriate or jail incarcera"tion or marginal 
offenders are not seen as complainers or troublemakers. 

The complaint interpretation of "noise" may explain the 
moderate associations \vith "inadequate/insufficient trainingll (.59), 
"rigid/unreasonable rules and regulations" (. 4r!), "staff boredom" 
(.49), IIlack of opportunity for advancement" (.56), and "low pay" 
(.31) . 

Two associations that lend themselves to the more literal 
interpretati9n of "noise ll are "conflict between older and younger 
inmates" (.34) and too much inmate movement for activities and 
services" (.35). These associations do not appear in Table 11.2 
because they are below .60. . 

30ther associations \'li th "drugs in the jail" are II sexual 
assault and threats U (.39), Uinmate-inmate fights" (.40), "inmate
staff fist fights" (.43) I "other contraband" (.55), "state inmates" 
(.39), "people \vho don't belong in jail such as minor offenders" 
(.30), "conflict between older and YOlmger inmates" (.30), "staff 
alcohol use" (.39), "staff drug use" (.58) I "lack of respect from 
inmates" (.38), "administrators who don't care" (.37), "abuse from 
inmates" (.44), and "staff boredom" (.33). These associations do 
not appear in Table 11.2 because they are less than .60. 

40ther correlations with "inmates who experience psychological 
problems" are Uinmate-inmate fights" (.46); "destruction of institu
tional property" (.42) i "physically ill inmates who need medical 
care" (.41); "people who "don't belong in jail such as minor offend
ers" (.46); "people who don't belong in jail such as nonsupport 
cases" (.37); and "inadequate legal assistance for inmates ll (.31). 
These associations do not appear in Table 11.2 because they are 
below . 60. 

Chapter 12 

Conclusion 

by 

John ~T. Gibbs 



'" 

r 

I 
ilfi 
n 
I! 
\ 

554 

Introduction 

Johnson and Toch have noted that "Science is a hard' game to 

play where policy implications are immediate and where we are con

cerned about the consequences of our findings" (1982:16). The 

truth of this statement became clearly evident to us when we began 

to consider the implications of our findings. In making decisions 

about pow important our findings were and how they could be used, 

we had to consider the views of two very' different audiences. On 

the one hand, we had to take into account the perspective of those 

members of the scientific community who would be quick to recognize 

the restrictions on the generalizability of our findings due to our 

sampling procedure. In its purest form, this perspective leads to 

the conclusion that our findings are relevant only to the particular 

jails we studied and the particular inmates we interviewed at a 

particular point in time. On the other hand, we were aware of the 

view of some correctional practioners who consider direct personal 

experience the only valid source of knowledge. From. their per

specitve, social scientific measurement results in static and piece

meal observations of dynamic phenomena, and the findings of scientific 

research are reported with so many qualifications that they are of 

little use in the practioners' world. 

The reporting difficulty faced by the researcher is obvious. 

He must present, the findings in a form that is useful to policy makers 

and practioners--a presentation that stresses 'applications and does 
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not overburden the reader with detailed qualifications. However, 

he must remain true to scientific ethics and not overgeneralize from 

the data. The presentation of research findings without appropriate 

qualifications and co:~pentent inter~reation can provide policy makers 

'th f 1 f 't 1 w~ a a se sense 0 secur~ y. 

Sometimes the problem lies. in translating findings from scientific 

language (e.g. probability, the language of statistics) to adminis

trative language (e.g. policy and program statements). The researche:r 

provides probabilistic answers to precisely formulated questions. 

The administrator needs solutions to broad problems. 

Bridging the research-aarninistrative gap requires honest co-

operation and evaluation. Researchers and practioners must work 

together to insure that '(I) researchers ask questions that matter to 

administrators, (2) they answer them in a way that is useful to 

administrators, (3) administrators use the information in responsible 

and appropriate ways, (4) administrators build in an evaluation 

component to any program based on the information provided by re
a) 

searchers/and}practioners ~ecognize that research findings do npt 

translate wholesale into policies and programs. The findings must 

be rolled out here and snipped there to fit real world situations. 

They must be kneaded and shaped into policy and programs, and mixed 

well with existing policy and program structures. The true value of 

the research findings can only be found in their use, and this is 

why proper evaluation is so important. By proper' we mean evaluation 

that is honest and examines process as well as outcome. 
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The findings presented in this report are offered in the 

spirit of researcher-administrator cooperation. Indeed, the research 

was designed with it in mind. We knew that we were examining a 

problem that was important to practioners because they told us it 

was important to them at workshops and other meetings. We tried to 

make our findings relevant to policy and programs by (1) exploring 

areas over which administrators have some control and (2) examining . , 
approaches that 'would not be prohibitively costly. We kept evaluation 

in mind by developing instruments that are easy to use and have 
to 

intuitive appea14practioners. 

This is a good juncture at which to mention that most of our 

program recommendations will not be very specific. Our view is 

that each instutition will have different problems and resources that 

should be considered in developing appropriate programs. Our concern 

is that those who develop and implement programs based on our findings 

describe in rich detail (1) the program plan, (2) what was implemented) 

including problems of implementation,2 and (3) results. 

As was mentioned in Chapter 5, any instruments developed as part 

of this project are in the public domain. When they are used, and 

especially if they are modified in any way, the user should compute 

measures of. interal consistency (Cronbach' s Alpha is recommended) and 

conduct an item analysis. Th~se who develop and evaluate programs 3 

are encouraged to improve upon our instruments or to use other measures 

of needs! congruence, stress, satisfaction, and environmental attri-

butes. 
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The Congruence-Stress Connection 

Transactions 

The finding in this report with the most important program 

.potential is the relatively strong association between our measures 

of environmental congruence and stress (chapter 8). At first glance, 

the implications are obvious. All we have to do to reduce stress 

is to find ways either to decrease a person's environmental demands 

or increase the 'supply of the environmental qualities the person 

considers important. This assumes, of course, that incongruence pro

duces stress and not the other way around. After all, it is possible 

that people who feel relatively lmv levels of stress are good at 

shaping and ma~ipulating environments to match their needs, or a 

g~nerally positive attitude about the world, which results from low 

stress, generalizes- to evaluation of specific environments. The 

truth is probably somewhere in between: stress produces the per

ception of environmental incongruence and environmental incongruence 

produces stress. The statistical association we found between' stress 

and congruence represents a transaction that takes place between person 

and his environment. In the transaction, man bo~h shapes and is 

shaped by his environment. 

People with different need combinations may perceive the resources 

in a setting very differently and use the environment for different 

purposes. A pool hall, for example, can satisfy various needs, and 

it can be used ina number of ways. It can be a place in \.,hich people 

bet, shoot the breeze, pass time, show their stuff, and do business; 

and p~ol halls vary in how well they accomodate persons who are inter-
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ested in these various activities. Persons seeking social stimu-

lation and a congenial group of peers are not well matched with com-

petitive pool halls characterized by gambling, challenges, and bravado. 

Players interested in the financial aspects of the game, the shark 

and the hustler, are unhappy in establishments that feature two dollar-

nine ball games in a convival atmosphere. We would expect, however, 

that if enough "serious" players frequented the recreational pool 

hall for a long enough period of time, the atmosphere wou+d change 

from one of convivality to one of competitiveness. 

Stress Begets Stress 

As we see it, stress is a strain, pressure, or demand that results 

in a disjuncture between needs and recources. A person's ability to 

close the gap is determined partially by the amount of stress that hs 

is currently ~xperiencing. People who encounter stressful situations 

when they are already under pressure have more diffculty dealing with 

the situation than those who face the same situation relatively free 

of preexisting stress. The feeling of distress interferes with the 

ability to scan the environment for resources and manipulate the 

environment to fulfill needs. In some cases, the tension associated 

with stress so limits p.erspective and ability to reason that it must 

be diffused before the person can take assertive action. This sug-

Igests general int~rventions that are complimentary: (1) reduce the 

tension associated with stress through any of a var~ety of techniques 

I --meditation, relaxation exercises, and (2) increase environmental , 
i . 

\ ~ congruence, ~hereby further decreasing distress, by (a) teaching 

"people how to get the most out of their environment by telling them 
-' 

, , 
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what to expect and pointing out options to them, and (b) matching 

people with compatible settings within the jail. 

-Reducing Intensity of Stress Symptoms: Individual and Institu
tional Approaches 

The first intervention mentioned can go beyond ~reneral t,ension 

reduction strategies. Programs can be developed to (1) treat the ---
specific stress symptoms of specific individuals, and (2) modify 

features of the environment that are related to the most common 

symptoms of stress. The first kind of program would require clinical 

examination of SCL-90 profiles and treatment recommendations for 

individuals or groups. Available resources would probably limit 

such intervention to those who display SCL-90 profiles that are very 

f th ( score that'is two standard devi-different rom e norm e.g., a 

ations higher) • 

Programs can also be developed to generally reduce the level of 

one or more symptoms among the entire population or for subgroups of 

iD~ates. For example, we reported in Chapter 4 that Depression is 

the SCL-90 dimension that shows that greatest increase from the out

side to the initial period of incarceration, and it is the symptom 

that inmates report that they feel most intensely. Programs that 

increase contact with and contribute to the community could be ex

plored ,to see if they decrease feelings of hopelessness, apathy, and 

despair by enphasizing the link between institutional and corrmunity life. 4 

Needs-Resources Matches 

We have discussed the first approach to dealing with stress-

treating the feeling of distress or the stress symptom, and thereby 
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reducing the tension that interfers with normal adaptation to the 

environment. The second general approach we mentioned was to reduce 

stress by increasing the chances that prisoners can achieve envirQn-

mental congruence--a match between ,,,hat they need and what they --perceive in the environment. 

One way to increase environmental congruence is forewarning. If 

a person knows what to expect, he is not only in a position to pre-

pare for it but also when the inevitable or the almost inevitable, 

occurs, it is not likeli to be experienced as alien and overwhelming. 

An orientation to the jail for new arrivals that incorporates some 

of our findings is a way to inform people about increased levels of 

stress and to tell tnern what is available in the environment to help 

cope with stress. For example, inmates could be told that the in-

,crease in the level of stress they are probably feeling, especially 

an increase in depression, during the initial 72 hours of confinement 

is not uncommon, ~d the chances are good 'that the severity of the 

symptoms of distress will diminish after 5 days of confinement. In-

mates could be told at orientation what counseling and legal services 
\ , are ava~lable in the jail, what program opportunities exists, and 

generally the nuts and bolts of how to benefit realistically from 

formal program offerings. They could also be furnished with infor

mation about which needs they can e,{pect to be dominant while they 

are confined, and the diffic'1lties they will face in satisfying 

these needs. For example, our research suggested that Assistance, 

Support, and Certainty were the most important needs expressed by 

jail inmates, and they were among the more scarce environmental 

qualities perceived by ipmates in jail. It may be good for prisoners 

I 
~ 
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to know at the outset of their period of confinment that these dis

junctures between supply and demand can result in feeings of stress, 

and to recommend that prisoners explore ways that they can increase 

the supply of environmental commodities that are important to them. 

Another way to increase environmenta~ congruence is to increase 

the availability of environmental qualities that prisoners desire 

by making systemic changes. In some jails, for example/the availability 

of Certainty may be increased by more active communication between 

jail personnel and court personnel, or by periodic lectures by court 

representatives explaining procedures in ways that can be understood 

by inmates. 

)( The most direct way to achieve environmental congruence is to 

place people in settings that feature envirorunental commodit;es that 

match their particular needs. This assumes, of course, that there 

is ample yariation in the environmental qualities of subsettings within 

the jailor such variation can be created. Our impression is that 

although jails do not contain the environmental variation of prisons 

and mental hospitals, there is some useful variation, especially in 

larger jails, and the potential is there for c.reating sub-environments 

with ameliorative qualities. 

A program designed to match people and environments would re

quire that we have information on which inmates are in distress, 

what their needs are, what resources they see as available to satisfy 

needs, what settings best suit their needs, and how they fare in 

those settings. The SCL-90, and JPI and the EQs can be used to gather 

information on level of distress, needs, and perceived resources, 
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respectively. Of course, we would not expect to match all inmates 

with settings ,that best suit their needs. After all, even in the 

best of times jail resources are scarce. Attention and resources 

would be centered on those inma~es who were the most distressed and 

expressed uncommonly strong concerns about some environmental 

features which they did not see in ample supply in the jail.
5 

The job does not end with identi"iication and classification at the 

intake stage. We cannot assign people to what we consider an appro-

priate setting and then forget about them. In the simplest case, 

things change. More importantly, the world is too complex for us 

to be confident that clas'sifications l;)ased on a few observations 

at one point in time will be correct in every case" or be correct 

even ,half of the time. Our measures of needs (JPI) and environ-

mental qualities (EQS) are abstractions of reality, and do not 

add up to the transaction between a person and his environment. 

Combining measures of needs in conjunction with measures of envir-

onmental attributes to yield a congruence score for each subject 

obscures the dynamic quality of man-environment transactions and 

man's creativity and resourcefulness. Inventories of need for music 

in an environment, for example, and perceived supply of music in 

that environment--which are designed to measure demand and supply 

independently--can never translate into washboard bands and cooks 

who play the spoons. capturing the creative interplay between rna!'), 

and his environment requires full bodied portraits that can be 

drawn only by observing the person in the environment and talking 

with him about the meaning of different aspects of the enviroment 

to him. 
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In this chapter, we will examine our instruments in conjunc-

tion with ~ach other to determine in sqme cases, if the instru-

ments' are independent measures, and in others, if the associations 

between the instruments ma~e sense. In the latter case, the 

examination of the relations can be considered a way of 'exploring 

the vaJ,.idi t.y of our constructs. 

Table 8.1 through 8.2.A contain the product-moment correla-

·tions between SCL-90 scores and JPI scores. These correlations 

indicate that distress symptoms do not ha,ve much influence on 

environmental needs. None of the associations appearing in 

Tables 8.1, 8.l.A, and 8.2.A meet our criteria for substantiality, 

and 4 of 63 correlations appearing in Table 8.2 are substantial. 

The JPI Certainty dimension is negativ~ly correlated with the 

SCL-90 Obsessive-Compulsive dimension and Phobic Anxiety dimen-

sion. Safety scores vary with Phobi.c Anxiety scores, and there is 

an inverse relation between Activity and Paranoid Ideation. 

The lack of substantial positive associations between SCL-90 

dimensions and JPI dimensions was unexpected. We predicted that 

there would be strong positive correlations between, (1) Privacy 

and Hostility, Phobic Anxiety, and Paranoid Ideation, (2) Activity 

and Obsessive-Compulsive .and Anxiety, (3) Certainty and Anxiety, 

(4) Safety and Phobic Anxiety and Paranoid Ideation, (5) Autonomy 

and Hostility, (6) Support and Interpersonal Sensitivity and 

Depression, and (7) Assistance and Somatization . 

The product-moment correlations appearing in Tables 8.3, 

8.3.A, 8.4, and 8.4.A indicate that SCL-90 dimension and global 

i\ 
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Table 8.1 
Associations Among Jail Preference Inventory (Initial) and SCL..;90 (Inside) Dimension Scores 

Dimension 
Somatization Obsessive/ Interpersonal Depression Anxiety Hostility Phobic Paranoid Psychoticism 

ComEu1sive Sensitivit,Y Anx1st,Y 

r r r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

p p p p p p p p P 

.04 -.10 .04 .01 -.06 -.02 -.05 -.07 -.05 

Privacy (279) (277) (283) (276) (274) (247) (256) (250) (276) 

.493 .093 .529 .898 .321 .808 .38i .279 .426 

-.09 -.04 - .13 -.05 -.09 .03 - .18 - .10 -.06 

Activity (286) (285) (241) '(284 ) (282) (252) (266) (257) (282) ~ 

.121 .491 .038 .358 .113 .643 .003 .113 .344 I-' 
~ " ~:, 

-.02 - .10 -.11 -.08 -.05 .02 .02 -.09 -.02 

Certainty (297) (296) (252) (294) (292) (261) (271 ) (266) (291) 

.793 .094 .076 .195 .438 .759 .738 .133 .737 

.05 ~11 .17 .03 .15 -.05 .18 :11 .08 

Safety (290) (288) (241) (287) (285) (2.56 ) (266) (259) (284) 

.410 .063 .007 .565 .012 .432 .003 .070 .195 

,. -.05 - .11 -.08 -.10 -.07 .01 -.06 - .15 -.04 

Autonomy (270) (269) (231) (267) (266) (233) (248) (241) (265) 

.379 .068 .248 .107 .227 .936 .322 .016 .466 

.06 .15 .03 .10 .09 .08 .09 .09 .10 

support (292) (290) (247) (289) (287) (258) (266) (262) (286) 

.297 .010 .600 .095 .127 .174 .129 1.42 .078 

-.02 .. :05 -.01 -.01 -.03 -.03 -.10 .13 -.03 

\ 
Assistance (305) (303) . (257) (302) (300) (268) (281 ) (274) (299) 

.741 .433 .827 .809 .595 .~75 .099 .033 .639 
,~ 

.; 

\ 

~ ~ 

,- ~- ~ " 

~ 
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Table 8.l.A 
Associations Between SCL-90 Global Severity Index Scores (Inside) and 
Jail Preference Invent"ory Scores (Initial) 

Jail Preference Inventory 
Dimensions 

Privacy 

Activity 

Certa'j nty 

Safety 

Autonomy 

Support 

Assistance 

\ 
Global 

, 

Serverit~ Index 
r 

(n) 
p 

-.03 
(.278) 
.603 

-.09 
(286) 
.116 

-.06 
(296) 
.299 

.11 
(.289 ) 

.06 

-.10 
(26.9) 
.115 

.11 
('29.1 ) 
.063 

-.Q2 
(304 ) 
.675 

.t::> 
I-' 
U1 

.~ 

; 

, l 

\ 



Table --8.2 Associations Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores and Jail Preferenty Inventory Dimension 

Scores, (Follow-uP Sample) 

Dimensions Dimensions 

Somati- Obsessive/ Inter- Depres- Anxiety Hostil- Phobic Paranoid Psycho-
zation Compulsive personal sian ity Anxiety ticism 

Sens it i vity . 
r r r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

p p p E p p p p P 

.01 .18 .13 .12 .13 .19 .18 .05 .09 

Privacy (102) (100) (86) (102) (102) (94) (92) (92) (101) 

.932 .074 .220 .237 .193 .070 .078 .669 .379 

-.15 -.07 -.18 -.07 -.09 ."06 -.20 -.23 -.14 

Activity (102) ( 100) (86) (102) (l02 ) (94) (92) (92) (101) 

.127 .513 .095 .467 .369 .,574 .062 .031. .155 

-.17 -.21 -.07 .,.04 -.16 -.19 -.21 -.02 - .13 ~ 

Ce\~ta i nty (102) (lao) (86) (102) (102) (94) (92) (92) (101 ) 1-" 
0'\' .~; 

.081 .040 .550 .666 .112 .061 .043 .816 .181 

~19 .01 .07 -.05 .11 - .11 .26 .12 .02 

Sa fety (102) (100) (86) (102) (102) (94) (92) (92) (l01 ) 

.058 .933 .527 .652 .290 .280 .011 .239 .827 
• it 

-.18 .01 . -.09 -.07 -.08 .05 -.05 -.09 .07 I) 
!i 

Autonomy (102) (100) (86) (102) (102) (94) (92) (92) (101) :: 

.073 .924 .398 .509 .428 .618 .668 .403 .461 

.'#0. .15 .06 .15 .11' .03 .04 .01 .02 .10 

Support (102) (100) (86) (102) (102) (94) (92) (92) (101) 

.141 .556 .182 .280 .791 .719 .943 .829 .299 

-.03 -.04 -.06 .03 .01 -.02 -.13 .10 -.02 

Assistance (102) (100) (86) (102) (102) (94) (92 ) (92) (101 ) 

. ~!~ 5 .678 .59 .781 .922 .825 .208 .351 .874 

\ , ,~ 
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Table 8.2.A· 

Jail Preference Inventory 
Dimensions 

Privacy 

Activity 

Certainty 

Safety 

! Autonomy 
'I 

. il 
~i 

i; 

1 Support 
j 
I 
~ 
I 
1 Assistance 
\ 

Associations Between SCL-90 Global Severity Index Scores (Follow-up) 
and Jail Preference Inventory Scores (Follow-up) 

\ 
Global Serverit~ Index 

r 
(m) 
p 

.12 
( 102) 
.222 

- .12 
(102) 
.232 

-.11 
( 1 02) 
.277 

.03 
(102) 
.750 

-.06 
(102) 
.54 

• 06 
( 102 ) 
.556 

.03 
( 1 02) 
.780 

.?, 

: .. 

~ 
\ ' 



r v 

Ta b 1 e B. 3 Associ a ti ons Between SCL-90 (I os ide 1 and En vi ronmenta 1 Qua l1ty Seal e (In 1t i a 1) Oi mens ion Seo res 

.- -01 mens; ons 
: = 

PriVacy 
utonomy Sup ort Assistance 

r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

p p p p p p p 

Somatization -.29 -.05 - .18 -.2S -.18 - .21 -0.15 

(291 ) (293) (213) (297) (292) (277 ) (252) 

.000 .427 .004 .000 .002 .000 . 015 

Obsessive Compulsive -.25 -.04 - .12 -.27 -.17 - .17 -.10 

(289 ) (291 ) (271) (295) (290) (275) (253) 

.000 .444 .049 .000 .004 .006 .096 

Interpersona 1 Sensi- -.26 -.03 - .14 -.25 -.21 - .12 - .16 

tivity (244) (246) (228) (249) (244) (237) (215 ) 

.000 .599 .038 .000 .001 .063 .021 
,j:>.; 

I-' 
co. 

Depression -.23 -.21 - .16 - .19 -.13 -.31 -.22 
r;:. 

(288) (290) (270) (294) (289) (274) (251 ) 

.000 .000 .008 .001 .027 .000 .001 

Anxiety -.29 -.05 =.11 -.23 -.17 - .18 - .16 

(286) ~288) (269) (294) (287) (274) (249) 

.000 .423 .081 .000 .004 .002 .014 

Host; 1 ity -.29 -.09 -.12 -,25 -.25 -.28 -,.23 

(.255 ) . (258) (239) (262) (.256 ) (246) (226) 

.000 .171 .059 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Phobi c Anxi ety -.26 -.06 - .10 -.33 -.21 -.17 - .13 

(266) (270) (250) (273) (26~) (254) (236 ) 

.000 .363 .101 .000· .001 .006 .. 055 

Paranoid -.39 -.12 - .16 -.35 -.17 -.22 -.21 

\ 
(261) (263) (244) (266) (262) (248) (224) 

1 .000 .057 .014 .000 .005 .001 .001 

Psychotici:sm (2~~) (2~7) (2!g) (Z§Y) (Z~~) (Z~y) ·(21~) 
1 

~ 

.000 .417 -,103 ,DOD .019 .010 ,025 

, 

~ ~ 

-"""""''::'7;n~''> :..t!:,,:t:...::.:.:;;:.:.::,::;;;.:::;;:,.~';::.-~:--

t . 



f' 

8.3. A 

.. 
Ja il Preference Inventory 

Dimensions 

Privacy 

Activity 

Certainty 

Safety 

Autonomy 

Support 

,. Assistance 

\ 

Associations Between SCL-90 Global Severity Index Scores 
(Inside) and Environmental Quality Scale Scores (Initial) 

, 
Global Serverit~ Index 

r 
(m) 
E 

(290) 
.000 

- .10 
(292) 
. 073" 

- . 18 
( 2 7 2) 
.003 

(296) 
.000 

.(291) 
.001 

( 276 ) 
.000 

( 253) 
.002 

---,-

~ 

.t::> 
.n.;. 

I-l 
~ 

~ 
\ 

,~ 
\ 

., 
• 

, 
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... Ole 8.4 

eha rae teri s ties 

Soma ti za ti on 
r 

(n) 
p 

Privacy -.26 
( 1 02) 
.009 

Activity - .21 
( 1 02) 
.033 

Certainty - . 1 3 
( 1 02) 
.206 

Safety -.22 
( 1 02) 
.023 

Autonomy -.07 
( 1 02) 
.465 

Support - .30 

1 
( 1 02) 
.002 

'~. ~ 
Assistance -.22 

d ( 1 02) 
" .025 ,1 
!f 
ii 
!! 
;\ 

H 
U n 
il 
l' 

\ 
;;..~ 

V~ , . 

Associations 'Between Environmental Quality Scale Scores and SCL-90 
Dimension Scores--Fol1ow-up Interviews 

Dimension 
Obsessive Interpersonal Phobic 
Compulsive Sensitivity DeEression Anxiet~ Hostil ity Anxiett Paranoid Psychoticism 

r r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p 

~ 

p p ~. .--

-.24 - . 1 6 -.20 -.29 -.36 - • 1 4 -.39 -.20 
( 1 00) ( 86) ( 1 02) ( 1 02) (94) ( 92) ( 92) ( 1 01 ) 
.01 7 . 1 41 .040 .003 .. 000 . 1 72 .000 .048 

-.22 - . 31 -.28 -.33 -.30 - . 1 0 - . 1 9 -.20 
(1 00) (86) ( 1 02) ( 1 02) (94) (92 ) (92 ) ( 1 01 ) 
.025 .004 .004 • 001 .003 .350 . 071 .047 

- .01 .04 - .21 - .12 -.17 .,.05 - . 1 6 -.06 
( 100) (86) ( 1 02) ( 1 02) (94) ( 92) ( 92) ( 1 01 ) 
.955 .002 .034 .248 .092 .627 .138 .533 

,j:::. 

-.34 -.33 -.39 -.41 -.34 -.28 -.39 - . 21 
N, 
0 

( 1 00) (86) ( 1 02) (102) (94) (92) ( 92) ( 1 01 ) 
.001 .002 .000 .000 .001 .008 .000 .034 

- • 11 -.01 - . 12 -.18 - .14 -.03 -.20 -.05 
( 1 00) (86) (102) ( 1 02) (94) ( 92) ( 92) ( 1 01 ) 
.263 .920 .243 .069 . 1 83 .807 .060 .630 

-18 -.21 -.27 -.24 -.26 - .17 - .22 - . 14 
( 1 a 0) ( 86) ( 1 02) ( 1 02) (94) ( 92) ( 92) ( 1 01 ) 
.080 .055 .005 . 01 5 .01 a .096 .034 . 1 52 

-.30 -.20 -.13 -.29 -.28 - • 1 5 - . 39 - • 1 9 
( 1 a 0) (86) ( 1 02) ( 1 02 ) (94) (92) (92) ( 1 01 ) 
.003 .067 . 1 96 .003 .• 007 . 1 56 .000 .060 

., "".-. ..-:::-~:;,:,:~::-~~' ',"" "",,-~- .....,.--> - ",,-. 

II 
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Jail Preference Inventory 
Dimensions 

Privacy 

Activity 

certainty 

Safety 

Autonomy 

Support 

Assistance 

Associations Between SCL-90 Global Severity Index Scores 
(Follow-uP) and Environmental Quality Scores (Follow-uP) 

\ 
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scores vary inversely with EQS dimension scores for both the 

initial and follow-up samples. The causal interpretation of these 

correlations can take either direction. One interpretation is 

that those "lho feel the least distressed (those with low SeL-90 

scores) generally have a more favorable world view then those who 

feel the most distressed, and their positive perspective 0xtends 

to making judgements about available resources in their environ-

ment (EQS dimensions). Another interpretation is that those who 

are in touch with their environment and recognize environmental 

resources (high EQS scores) use these resources to help reduce 

stress (low SeL-90 scores). 

The Self-Anchoring Striving Scale can be considered a global 

measure of satisfaction with the environment, and as was the case 

with the EQS, we would expect substantial negative associations 

between Self-Anchoring striving Scale scores (SASS) and SeL-90 

dimension and global scores. The data in Table 8.5 and 8.6 

indicate that the hypothesis that those who are the least dis-

tressed (low SeL-90 scores) are the most satisfied with their 

environment (high SASS score) finds some support in the initial 

sample results and no support in the follow-up results. Table 8.5 

contains substantial negative correlations between SASS and 

Depression, Hostility, Paranoid Ideation, and the Global Severity 

Index. There are no substantial associations in the follo\v-up 

data between SASS and SeL-90 dimensions or the Global Severity 

Index (see Table 8.6). 

The associations appearing in Tables 8.7 and 8.8 suggest that 

environmental supply and demand can De measured independently. 

'{ , 
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-.09 -.12 - .15 -.20 -.16 -.21 - .16 -.21 -. 15 -.20 
(256) {301} (299) (267) {278} (272) (298) (303 ) 

SASS (302) (302) 

.014 .001 .005 .000 .006 .000 .012 .000 .:::. -r; 
N 

.119 .037 

v.) 

l 

\ ,~ 
\ 
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,\ ~ Table 8.6 Associations Between SCL-90 Dimension Scores and Self Anchor I ~ 

,'~1 
I , 

Striving Scale Scores (Follow-up Sample) J 
! 

'I 

;' j 
I .I 

J Dimensions f 
Self Anchor Striving Scale Score I 

g 
r I (n) 
p 

Somatization -.02 
(102) 1 

.864 I Obsessive- -.07 
Compulsive (laO) 

.518 

Interpersonal -.16 
Sensitiv~ty (86) 

.145 

Depression .06 
(l02) 't: 

.535 , . 
Anxiety . 06 

(l02) 
.563 

I-bsti 1 ity - .15 
(94 ) 
.147 

Phobic -.10 
Anxiety (92) '" 

" .365 

Paranoid .02 
(92) 
.82p 

,~ 
.. Psychoticism -.02 

. (101) '. '. , .841 , 
~ GS1 -.05 

(1O?) I ~ ... .625 

r 
0 ! . 

1 
t 

I 
1 
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.- Table --8.7. Association Between Jail Preference Invent.ory (Initia1 ) and ::nvi ron'menta 1 Qua 1 it.}' Sca 1 e 
(Initial) Dimension Scores 

Dimension 
Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 
p p p p p p P 

-.24 - .08 - .12 - .16 -.03 -.09 - .14 
Privacy (272) (270) (253) (273) (271) (255) (231) 

.000 .170 .047 .010 .643 .147 .032 

. 13 -.09 -.04 .14 -.03 -.03 .00 
Activity (275) (277) (259) (280) (277) (262) (24Q) 

.026 .154 .475 .016 .594 .633 .960 
.;:. 

.12 .03 -.05 .04 .06 -.09 -.03 tv 

Certainty (286) (288) (266) (290) (286) (272) (247) 
1..11 "t' 

.040 .590 .443 .462 .291 .134 .598 

- .13 .04 .08 - .18 .02 .03 . 1 0 
Safety (280) (281 ) (261) (281 ) (281 ) (266) (240) 

.029 .458 .176 .735 .735 . 651 .127 

.14 .07 .03 .20 - .10 -.03 .06 
Autonomy (260) (262) (243) (266) (261) (248) (225) 

.025 .267 .637 .001 .092 .695 .373 
.~ 

.05 -.01 .07 .08 .06 .15 - .05 
Support (280) (282) (264) (286) (284) ( 268) (245) 

.385 .866 .253 .177 .280 .014 .403 

-.05 .02 .00 -.07 -.03 -.06 -.11 
Assistance (294) (296) (276) (299) (295) (279) (256) 

.378 .695 .968 .206 .576 .286 .089 

\ , 
.~ 

.. 
I 

~ . \ 
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~ ~ 'I 
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Table 8.8 
Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension Scores and Environmental 
Quality Scale Dimension Scores 

I5i !TIe n s ; 0 n s 
01 mens ions 

.-

Pn vacy Act1V1ty Certa1nty Safet utonomy Sup ort 11\551 stance 

r r r r r r r 

(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

E E E E E E E 

-.26 -.24 -.01 -.14 -.06 - .11 - .16 

Privacy (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

.007 .017 .912 .150 .555 .254 .100 

.08 .18 -.15 .18 .09 .14 .15 

Activity (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

.412 .072 .121 .070 .358 .172 .142 

.05 .05 -.03 .04 -.16 .04 .16 

Certainty (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

.618 .591 .741 .670 .1lO .726 .1l9 
A 

,. 

.04 .05 .24 .02 .11 -.02 -.10 N 

Safety (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 
0'\ 

.718 .613 .013 .827 .276 .879 .315 ":) 

.32 -.03 .04 .06 .03 .06 .35 

Autonomy (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

.001 .748 .665 .530 .775 .576 .000 

-.07 .04 -.02 -.07 .03 .01 -.09 

Support (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

.468 .724 .811 .516 • 797 .903 .351 

.~ -.08 -.04 -.14 -.10 -.09 -.09 -.16 

Assistance (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) (102) 

.431 .724 .150 .322 .383 .376 .109 

\ ,~ 
I 
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When we were developing the JPI and the EQS, we were concerned 

that an individual's need for an environmental commodity would 

influence hmv much of that commodity he perceived in the environ-

mente We see in Tables 8.7 and 8.8 that Privacy is' the only 

dimension for which need is substantially correlated "\vith the 

perceived amount of the quality in the environment. 

The data appearing in Tables 8.9 and 8.10 indicate that 

strength of environmental needs or concerns (JPI score) dC/es not 

influence environmental satisfaction. However, the quantity of 

various envi.ronmental qualities perceived (EQS) does influence 

satisfaction with the setting during the initial period of 

confinement (see Table 8.11) but not after a week or more 

of incarceration (see Table 8.12r. 

Environmental Congruence 

In the last section, we examined the effects of environm~ntal 

supply and demand on measures of satisfaction and ~,istress. In 

this section,' we will combine our supply (JPI) and demand (EQS) 

measures into a measure of environmental congruen(.;e~ which we will 

examine in conjunction with our measures of distress (SCL-90) and 

satisfaction with the environment (SASS). 

If our scales are valid, and if there is a relation between 

the fulfillment of a need and satisfaction, we would expect that 

subjects who expressed a need for an environmental commodity and 

perceived that commodity in the environment would be more satisfied 

or less dissatisfied than those who did not express the need and 

did not see an abunda.nce of that quality in the environment. 

We tested this a.ssumption by classifying our subjec-;:'s into 
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Table 8.9 Associations Among Self Anchor ~triving Scale (Initial) and Jail Preference Inventory (Initial) .- Dimension Scores 

Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 

r r r r r r r 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) p p p p p p P 

.01 -.01 .00 .07 .01 -.02 -.13 
SASS (274) (281) (292) (284) (265) (286) (300) 01:>0 .859 .821 .963 .257 .897 .691 .023 N 

OJ "" 

\ 
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Table 8.10 Associations Between Jail Preference Inventory Dimension 

Dimensions 

Privacy 

Activity 

. Certainty 

Safety 

Autonomy 

Support 

Assistance 

Scores and Self Anchor Striving Scale Scores (Follow-up Sample) 

Self Anchor Striv.ing Scale Score 

r 
(n) 
p 

-.16 
(102) 
.119 

.07 
(102) 
.495 

-.03 
(102) 
.761 

-.00 
(102) 
.973 

.05 
(102) 
.647 

.08 
(102) 
.432 

-.00 
(102) 
.980 

.j, 

.. 

'. 

.~~ •• _0 ___ .' '-. __ • __ _ 
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Table 8.11 Associations Among Self Anchor Striving Scale (Initial) Scores and Environmental Quality Scale (Initial) Dimension Scores 
: 

Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty Safety Autonomy Support Assistance 
r r r t r r r (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) p p p p p p P 
.33 .20 .20 .32 .19 .25 .26 

SASS (285) (287) (268) (291) (288) (271) (249) .::. 
w 

.000 .001 .001 .000 .001 .000 .000 0 
"' 

\ 
~ .. 

\ 

, ~ 

, 
(I 
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Table 8.12 Associations Between Environmental Quality Scale Dimension 
Scores and Self Anchor Striving Scale Scores 

Dimension Self Anchor Striving Scale 

r 
(n) 
p 

.12 
(102) 

Pr'i vacy 

.220 

- .10 
(102) 

Activity 

.306 

-.02 
(102) 

Certainty 

.835 

-.01 
(102) 

Safety 

.891 

• 04 
(102) 

Autonomy 

.671 

.04 
(102) 

Support 

.692 

.15 
(102) 

Assistance 

.120 

432 

two ordinal Self-Anchor Striving Score categories and t.hree environ-

mental congruence categories. Our SASS categories were constructed 

by dividing the sample into two groups at the median or close to 

the median. We attempted to get an equal number of subjects in 

each category. Of course, because our SASS scale values are not 

continuous, we did not get exactly half of the sample in each of 

the two ordinal satisfaction categories. 

The environmental cong~uence categories were constructed by 

examining Jail Preference Inventory scores (JPI) in conjunction 

with Environmental Quality Scale scores (EQS). The first step 

taken in constructing the environmental congruence categories was 

to divide each JPI and EQS 'distribution of scores into high and 

low categories. As was the case with the-SASS categories, we tried 

to get 50 percent of our subjects in each dimension category • 

When these dichotomized JPI and EQS categories are examined togeth-

er, each subject can be classified in one of the four congruence 

categories appearing in Figure 8.1. 

Figure 8.1 

JPI Category 

Low 

High 

Environmental Congruence Categories 

EQS Category 

Low 

Concordant-
Neutral 

Discordant-
Negative 

Discordant-
Neutral 

Cuncordant-
Positive 

Those who score in the lower half of the distribution for any 

JPI dimension are classified in the concordant--neutral or 

discordant--neutral categories appearing in Figure 8.1. Those 
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who are concordant--neutral express a relatively weak preference 

for a certain environmental quality (JPI) and perceive relatively 

little of that quality in the environment. In other words, the 

particular dimension is not a concern for them, and they do not 

see much of it in the environment. Those who are discordant--

neutral are also relatively unconcerned about a particular dimen-

sion, but they perceive the quality in the environment in 

relatively substantial amounts. Both of these categories include 

the term neutral because we would not expect the congruence or 

lack of it between the need (JPI) and the perceived opportunity 

f~r satisfaction of the need (EQS) to have much meaning or motiva-

tional strength. For example, if I am completel~' fearless and 

unconcerned with safety, it shouldn't matter to me if my environ

ment is filled with peril or a sanctuary from danger.' 

Figure 8.1 shows that when a low EQS score is combined with a 

high JPI score, it results in a discordant--negative congruence 

score, and a high EQS score with a high JPI score yields a 

concordant--positive congruence score. A discordant-negative score 

means a person expresses a relatively strong need, but does not see 

many opportunities to satisfy that need. A concordant--positive 

classification means the person has a strong need, and perceives, 

in greater amounts than at least one-half of the sample, qualities 

in the environment that can satisfy that need. 

For purposes of analyses, we used three environmental con

gruence categories for each JPI-EQS dimension. The discordant 

category consiste.d of the discordant--negative cell in Figure 8.1; 

the neutral category combined the concordant-neutral and 
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discordant--neutral cells; and the concordant--positive cell be-

came the concordant category. We computed a total environmental 

congruence score by assigning a value of 0 to discordant, I to 

neutral; and 2 to concordant and adding across dimensions. The 

environmental congruence score was divided at the median (or as 

close as possible to the median) into high and low environmental 

congruence categories. 

The hypothesis that environmental'congruence produces satis-

faction is tested in Tables 8.13 and 8.14. The data in these 

tables indicate that for most dimensions we would reject the null 

hypothesis of no association between congruence and satisfaction. 

Table 8.14 shows that for initial interviews the association be-

tween environmental congruence and satisfaction is substantial for 

4 of the 7 JPI-EQS dimensions, and the relation between total 

environmental congruence and SASS i~'i also substantial (gamma = .44). 

The gamma of .44 means that knowing the distribution of scores on 

the independent variable, congruence, resulted in a 44 percent 

reduction of errors in predicting the order of subject pairs on the 

dependent v~riable, SASS. If we were asked to predict the position 

of each subject's SASS in relation to every other subject's score, 

we could expect to be wrong half of the time and right the other 

half of the time. It would be like flipping a perfect coin. With-

out any other information about the characteristics of the pairs 

that may be related to satisfaction score, there is a .5 prob-

ability that Subject A's satisfaction score would be higher than 

Subject B's satisfaction score. 

If we have information on each subject's congruence score and 
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Table 8.13 Self-Anchoring Striving Scale Score By Environmental Congruence Score 

(Initial Interviews) 

Sel f-Anchori ng 
.- Striving Scale 

Score 
Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty 

Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score 

Discordant Neutral Concordant Discordant Neutral Concordant Di scordant Neutral Concordant 

% % % % % % % % % 

(N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) . (N) (N) (N) 
---

Low 54.1 '44.5 31.7 54.5 41.7 40.5 52.5 43.7 37.0 

( 46) (69) (20) (42) (58) (34) ( 48) ( 59) ( 27) 

High 45.9 55.5 68.3 45.5 58.3 59.5 47. B 56.3 63.0 ~ 
w 'I 

(39) ( 86) (43) (35) (81) ( 50) (44) (76) (46) U1 

" 

Total 100. a 100.0 , 00. 0 100. a 100. a 100. a 100.0 100. a 100. a 

(85) (155) (63) (77) ( 139) (84) (92) (135 ) (73) 

Chi Square 7.33 4.12 3.89 !l 
;\ 

.143 
P .026 .127 

i~ 
j\ 
" 'I 

Gamma .26 .17 .19 

,~ 

\ ~ 
1 ' 

\ 

~~~- ~---~------
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Table 8.13 (cant.) 

Self-Anchoring Striving 
Scale Score By Environmental Congruence Score (Initial Interviews) Sa 1 f-Anchori ng .. 

Striving Scale 
i 

Score 

Dimension f . 1.~ 

~ Safety 
.. 

Autonomy 
Support Environmental Congruence Score 

Environmental Congruence Score 
Env1ronmental Congruence Score = ..... 

Discordant Neutral Concordant Oi scordant Neutral Concordant Oi scordant Neutral Concordant -- , ~.--
% % % % % % % % % 

(N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) 
.... -

Low 
48.2 49. 1 22.2 46. 1 47.9 37.0 60.3 43.0 32.0 

( 41 ) (80) (12) (35) ( 67) (30) (41) (68) (24) 01:>. 
Lv 
0'1 

High 
51. 8 50.9 77.8 53.9 52. 1 63.0 39.7 57.0 68.0 

( 44") "( 83) (42) (41) (73) (51 ) (27) (90) (51 ) 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1 00,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

(85) (163) (54) (76) (140) (81 ) (68) (158) (75) 
Chi Squa re 12.72 

2.54 
11. 75 

p 
.002 

,281 
.003 

Gamma .25 
.11 

.33 

\ 
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Table 8.13 (cont.) Self-Anchoring Striving Scale Score By Environmental 

Congruence Score (Initial Interview) 

Sel f-Anchori ng 
Striving Scale 
Score Dimens ion 

Assistance 

Environmental Congruence Score Total Environmental 
Congruence Score 

D~ s corda. nt Neutral Concordant Law High 

% % % % % 
(N) (N) , (N) (N) (N) 

Low 58.8 41. 4 34.3 56.3 33.6 ,::,. 
(50) (60) (24) (81 ) (50) w f ".;} 

---J 

High 41. 2 58.6 65.7 43.8 66.4 
(35) (85) (46) (63) (99) 

Total 100. a 100. a 100. a 100. a 100.0 
(85) (145) (70) (100) (l49) 

Chi Square 10.58 15.25 

P .005 .000 

Gamma .30 .44 

" 

~' 
1 



,."'~ 

---\1 

Table 8.14 

Se 1 f-Anchori n9 
Striving Sca1e 
Score 

Lo\'1 

High 

Total 

Chi Square 

p 

Gamma 

, 

.. 

Self-Anchoring Striving Scale Score 8y Environmental Congruence Score 
(Follow~up Interviews) 

Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty 

Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score -
Discordant Neutral Concordant Discordant Neutral Concordant Discordant Neutra 1 Concordant 

-, 

% X X X X X X % % 
(N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) 

71. 4 39.5 25.0 50.0 53.6 32.1 66.7 44.9 34.5 
(25) ( 17) (6) (9) (30) (9 ) ( 16) (22) (10) 

28.6 60.5 75.0 50.0 46.4 67.9 44.9 55.1 65.5 
(10) ( 26) (8) (9) (26) (19) (22) (27) ( 19) 

100.0 100. a 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. a 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(35) (43) (24) (18) (56) (28) (24) {49} (29) 

14.01 3.52 5.64 

.0019 .172 .059 

.57 .25 .37 
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Table 8.14 (cant.) Self-Anchoring Striving Scale Score By Environmental Congruence Score 
(Initial Interviews) 

Se 1 f-Anchori ng 
Striving Scale 
Score 

Low 

High 

Total 

Chi Square 

p 

Gamma 

Dimension 

Sa fety Autonomy Support 

Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score, 

Oi scorda nt Neutr'a 1 Concordant 0; scordant Neutra 1 Concordant 01 scordant Neutral Concorda nt 

% 
(N) 

57.7 
(15) 

42.3 
(11 ) 

100.0 
(26) 

6.90 

.032 

.39 

% 
(N) 

5'1.9 
(28) 

48.1 
(26) 

, 00. 0 
(54) 

% 
(N) 

22.7 
(5) 

77.3 
( 17) 

100.0 
(22) 

% 
(N) 

64.7 
(11 ) 

35.3 
(6) 

100.0 
( 17) 

, o. , 3 

.006 

.50 

% ' 
(N) 

56.0 
(28) 

44.0 
(22) 

100.0 
(50) 

% % % % 
(N) (N) (N) (N) 

25.7 ~6.0 49.1 33.3 
(9) (14 ) (26) (8) 

74.3 44.0 50.9 66.7 
(26) (11 ) ( 27) ( 16) 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(35) (25) (53) (24) 

2.70 

.26 
.. 

. 27 
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Table 8.14 (cant.) Self-Anchoring St~iving Scale Score By Environmental 
Congruence Score (Follow-up Interviews) 

Sel f-Anchori ng 
Striving Scale 
Score Dimens i on 

Assistance 

Environmental Congruence Score Total Environmental 
Congruence Score 

Discordant Neutral Concordant Low High 

% % % % % 
(N) (N) (N) (N) (N) 

. Lov,r 70.4 41.8 30.0 66.7 22.2 
(19) (23) (6) (38) (10) 

High 29.6 58.2 70.0 33.3 77 .8 
(8) (32) (14 ) (19 ) (35) 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(27) (55) (20) (57) (45) 

Chi Square 8.83 19.93 

P .012 .000 

Gamma .48 .75 
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we assume that it is positively related to satisfaction, we would 

predict that if Subject A has a higher congruence score than 

Subj~ct B, he would also have a higher satisfaction score. When 

we compare our predictions based on the different amounts of 

information to the actual conjoint distribution of congruence and 

SASS scores appearing in Table 8.13, we find that the original 

error is reduced by 44 percent when we use information on con-

gruence in making our predictions. 

Table 8.14 shows that the association between congruence and 

satisfaction is stronger in the follow-up data than in the initial 

interviews. In the follow-up sample, there are substantial associa-

tions between congruence and satisfaction for 5 of the 7 JPI-EQS 

dimensions. The strong association between total environmenta~ 

congruence and satisfaction (gamma = .75) is reflected in the dis-

tribution of subjects among the congruence-satisfaction categories: 

almost four-fifths of those with high congruence scores have high 

satisfaction scores, whereas one-third of those with low total 

environmental congruence scores have high sat~sfaction scores. 

Tables 8.15 and 8.16 display the association between environ-

mental congruence score for each JPI-EQS dimension and Global 

Severity Index score. In each sample, two of the seven dimension 

congruence-GSI relations meet our critieria for substantiality. 

Generally, however, the associations (gamma) are stronger in the 

follow-up sample than in the initial sample. The strongest 

association appearing in each table is bebleen the total environ-

mental congruence score and the GSI. For both the initial and 

follow-up sample, subjects with low total environmental congruence 
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Table 8.15 

Global 
Severity 
Index Score 

Lo\.; 

High 

Total 

Chi Square 

P 

Gamma 

-~i 

Global Severity By Environmental Congruence Score (Initial) 

Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty 
, 

Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score 

Discordant Neutral Concordant Discordant Neutral Concordant Discordant· Neutral Concordant 

% % % % % % % % % 
( N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) 

--
38.0 51. 3 62.9 49.4 44.7 60.0 50.6 45.8 58.3 
(30) (77) ( 39) ( 38), (59) (4B) (44) (60) (42) .~ 

62.0 48.7 37.1 50.6 55.3 40.0 49.4 54.2 41. 7 .t::>-
.t::>-

(49) (73) (23) (39) (73) (32) (43) (71 ) (30 ) N 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(79) (150 ) (62) (77 ) (132 ) (80) (87) ( 131 ) (72 ) 

8.80 4.69 2.92 

.012 .10 .232 

-.29 -.13 -.OB 
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Table 8.15 (cont.) 
Global Severity By Environmental Congruence Score (Initial) 

Global 
Severtiy 
Index Score 

Low 

High 

Total 

Chi Square 

p 

Gamma 

Dimens 1 on 

Safety Autonomy Support 

Environmental Congruence Score Env1 ronmenta l' Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score 
. . 

Discordant Neutral Concurdant Discordant Neutral Concordant Discordant Neutral Concordant 

% 
(N) 

41. 5 
(34) 

58.5 
(48) 

100.0 
(82) 

5.92 

.052 

-.24 

% 
. (N) 

51. 0 
(78) 

49.0 
{75 ) 

100.0 
(153) 

% 
(N) 

62.5 
(35) 

37.5 
(21) 

1 00.0 
(56) 

% 
(N) 

47.3 
(35) 

52.7 
(39) 

100.0 
{74 ) 

7.25 

.03 

-.19 

% 
(N) 

44.0 
(59) 

56.0 
(75 ) 

100.0 
(134) 

. , 

% 
(N) 

62.8 
(49) 

37.2 
(29) 

100.0 
(78) 

% 
(N) 

44.4 
(28) 

55.6 
(35) 

1 00.0 
(63) 

1. 26 

.533 

-.08 

% % 
(N) (N) 

52.6 52.1 
(82) ( 37) 

47.4 47.9 
{74 ) (34 ) 

100.0 100.0 
(156) {7l) 
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Table 8.15 (cont.) 
Global Severity By Environmental Congruence Score 
(Initial) 

Global 
Severity 
Index Score 

. Low 

High 

Total 

Chi Square 

p 

Gamma 

Dimension 
Assistance 

Environmental Congruence Score 

Discordant Neutral Concordant 

% 
(N) 

45.0 
(36) 

55.0 
(44) 

100.0 
(80) . 

1. 32 

.515 

- .11 

% 
(N) 

51.8 
(73) 

48.2 
(68) 

100.0 
. (141) 

% 
(N) 

53.6 
(37) 

. 46.4 
.( 32) 

100.0 
(69) 

Total Environmental 
Congruence Score 

Low 

% 
(N) 

39.9 
(55) 

60.1 
(83) 

100.0 
(138) 

10.36 

.002 

-.37 

High 

% 
. (N) 

59.0 
(85) 

41.0 
(59) 

100.0 
(144) 
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Table 8.16 

Global 
Severity 
Index Score 

Low 

High 

Total 

Chi Square 

P 

Gilmma 

Global Severity By Environmental COhgruence Score (Follow-up) 

Dimension 

Privacy Activity Certainty 
Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score 

01 scordant Neutral Concordant Dis cordant Neutra 1 Concordant D1 scordant Neutral Concordant 

% 
(N) 

28.6 
(10) 

71. 4 
(25) 

100.0 
(35) 

2.96 

.228 

-.28 

% 
(N) 

41. 9 
( 18) 

58.1 
(25) 

100.0 
(43) 

% 
(N) 

50.0 
(12 ) 

50.0 
(12 ) 

100.0 
(24) 

% 
(N) 

33.3 
(6) 

66.7 
(12 ) 

100.0 
(18 ) 

5.21 

.07.4 

-.33 

% 
(N) 

32.1 
(18 ) 

67.9 
(38) 

100.0 
( 56) 

% 
(N) 

57.1 
(16 ) 

42.9 
(12 ) 

100.0 
(28) 

% 
(N) 

45.8 
(11 ) 

54.2 
( 13) 

100.0 
(24) 

2.96 

.228 

-.055 

% 
(N) 

30.6 
(15) 

69.4 
(34) 

100.0 
(49) 

48.3 
(14 ) 

51.7 
( 15) 

100.0 
(29) 
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Table 8.16 (cent.) 
Global Severity By Environmental Congruence Score (Follow-up) 

Global 
Severity 
Index Score 

Low 

High 

Total 

Chi Square 

P 

Gamma 

. -

Dfmens f on 

Safety Autonomy Support 
Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score Environmental Congruence Score . 
Oi scordant Neutra 1 Concordant 01 scorda nt Neutral Concordant Oi scordant Neutra 1 Concorda nt 

% 
(N) 

15.4 
(4) 

84.6 
(22) 

100.0 
(26) 

13.94 

.0009 

-.61 

,~,,,,,,,,}- .. '. ~~ -.. 

% 
(N) 

38.9 
(21 ) 

61. 1 
(33) 

100.0 
(54) 

% 
(N) 

68.2 
(15 ) 

31. 9 
(7) 

100.0 
(22) 

" 

% 
(N) 

23.5 
(4) 

76.5 
(13 ) 

100.0 
(17 ) 

4.16 

. 125 

-.35 

% 
(N) 

36.0 
(18 ) 

64.0 
(32) 

100.0 
(50) 

% 
(N) 

51.4 
(18) 

48.6 
( 17) 

100.0 
(35) 

% 
(N) 

12.0 
(3) 

88.0 
(22) 

100. a 
(25) 

11 .84 

.003 

-.56 

% 
(N) 

43.4 
(23) 

56.6 
(30) 

100. a 
(53) 

% 
(N) 

58.3 
( 14 ) 

41. 7 
( 1 0) 

100.0 
(24) 
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Table 8.16 (cont.) Global Severity BY,Environmental Congruence Score 

(Follow-up) 

Global 
Severity 
Index Score 

. Low 

High 

Total 

Chi Square 

P 

Gamma 

Dimension 

Assistance 

Environmental Congruence Score 

Discordant Neutral Concordant 

% 
(N) 

25.9 
(7} 

74.1 
(20) 

100. a 
(27) 

3.13 . 

.209 

-.30 

% 
(N) 

41. 8 
(23) 

58.2 
(32) 

100.0 
(55) 

% 
(N) 

50.0 
(10) 

50.0 
(10) 

100. a 
(20) 

Total Environmental 
Congruence Scare 

Low 

% 
(N) 

24.6 
(14 ) 

75.4 
(43) 

100.0 
(57} 

11 .64 

.000 

-.62, 

High 

% 
(N) 

57.8 
(26) 

42.2 
( 19) 

100. a 
(62) 
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scores are disproportionately represented in the h~gh ,distress 

category (high GSI score). 

The data appearing in Tables 8.17 and 8.18 indicate that not 

only is total environmental congruence substantially associated 

with the SeL-90 Global Severity Index in both the initial and 

follow-up samples but also total environmental congruence is 

substantially related to most SeL-90 symptom dimensions. The 

consistent pattern is that those sUbjects with relatively low I 
congruence ~cores have relatively high symptom scores. In the I 

f 
initial interview data, total environmental congruence shows sub-

stantial negative associations with all nine SeL-90 symptom dimen-
t 
I 

sions. Total environmental congruence is substantially related to 
! 

six of the nine symptom dimensions in the follow-up interview data, 

and these follow-up associations a.re considerably stronger than 

those found in the initial interview data. 
, . 

\ 
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Table 8.17 SCL-90 Dimension Score by Environmental Congruence : I Ta b 1 e 8.17 SCL-90 Dimension Score by Environmental Congruence 
\t ; f J Score ( I nit i a 1 Interview) 

Score (Initial Interview) 'I 
1 , 

SCL-90 Total Environmental 
!S C L - 90 Total Environmental 

Dimension Score Congruence Chi Square P Gamma t 
,Dimension Score Congruence Chi Square P §.a~ma 

1 Low !i.L9..!l Low .t!l.9..!l !l -%-
-%- % 

11 

% 

ill -.1!!l ill ..J..!Jl ,. 

\0; ;.'\.". 

o?tility Low 31.8 49.7 

Somatization Low 32.4 50.0 (47) (74) 9.86 .002 -.36 

(48) (75) 9.48 .002 -.35 High 68.2 50.3 
(101) ( 75) 

High 67.6 50.0 
( 100) ( 75) ~ Total 100.0 100.0 

(148) (149) 

Total 100.0 100.0 Phobic Low 34.5 47.3 
(148) (150) Anxiety (50) (70) 4.97 .026 -.26 

Obsessive- Low 43.2 55.0 
~ 

High 65.5 52.7 

Compulsive (64) (82) 4.13 .G42 -.23 (95) (78 ) 

~ Total 100.0. 100.0 
45.0 High 56.8 (145) (148) 

(84) (67) Paranoid Low 41.8 56.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 Ideation ( 61 ) (83) 6.01 .014 -.28 

(148) (149) High 58.2 43.5 
(85) ( 65) 

Interpersonal Low 33.6 51 .7 
Sensitivity (49) (77) 9.89 .002 -.36 Total 100.0 100.0 

(146) ( 148) 

High 66.4 48.3 Psychoticism Low 38.6 57.1 
(97) (72) (56) (84) 10.03 .OQ2 -.36 

Total 100.0 100.0 High 61.4 42.9 

(146) (149) (89) (63) 

Depression LO\I/ 42.1 61.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 

( 145 ) (147~ 
( 59) (89) 10.13 .002 -.36 

GSI Lo\'J 39.9 59.0 
39.0 High 57.9 ( 55) ( 85) 10.36 .002 -.37 

(81) (57) High 60.1 41. 0 
Total 100.0 100.0 (83) ( 59) 

(140) (146) Total 100.0 100.0 
Low 41.4 58.1 Anxiety (138 ) ( 1 44) 

(60) (86) 8.20 .004 -.32 

High 58.6 41.9 
(85) (62) 

Total 100.0 100.0 
(145) (148) 
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J 

SCL-90 Dimension S b . 

" 

Score (Follow-up In~~~~ie~)Envlronmental Congruence 
, Table 8.18 SCL-90 Dimension Score by Environmental Congruence 

I 
I 
1 

Score (Follow-up Interview) , 1 , 

'} " 
SCL-90 : I Dimension Score 

Total Environmental 

SCL-90 Total Environmental 
Congruence Chi Square 

Dimension Score Congruence Chi Square 
Low !!l.9Jl --E- Gamma 

p Gamma 
Low !ii9.!!. 

% % 

% % 1 ill ~ 
" ! 

ill ~ I , r 
! Hostility ,I Low 49.1 80.5 9.77 

!J (26) (33) 
.002 -.62 

tJ 
Somatization Low 40.4 66.7 II 

High 50.9 19.5 

(23) (30) 6.98 .008 -.49 
(27) (8 ) 

High 59.6 33.3 
1 Total 100.0 100.0 I 

(34) ( 15) I ( 53) (41) 

Total 100.0 100.0 \l Phobic 

(57) (45) II 
Anxiety Low 60.0 79.5 

Obsessive- Low 14.5 42.2 
• I 

( 35) (31) 2.00 .157 -.33 

Compulsive ( 8) (19) 9.62 .002 -.62 n High 34.0 20.5 
! ( 18) ( 8 ) 

High 85~5 57.8 (' 

(47) (26) ! Total 100.0 100.0 
r ( 53) . (39) 

Total 100.0 100.0 II 'Paranoid 
( 55') ( 45) 

p 
n Ideation 

Interpersonal 
\, Low 11.5 45.0 

Sensitivity Low 30.8 38.2 l ( 6 ) ( 18) 13.13 .000 - . 72 

( 16) ( 13) .51 .474 -.16 
High 88.5 55.0 

!; 

High 69.2 
1 (46) (22) 

61.8 L 
(36) ( 21) 

Total .100.0 100.0 
(52) (40) 

Total 100.0 100.0 
(52) (34) 

Psychoticism Low 40.4 56.8 

Depression Low 15.8 37.8 
\ 

(23) (25) 2.70 .100 

( 9) ( 17) 
High 59.6 

-.32 

6.40 .011 -.53 43'.2 

Hi g h [ 
" (34) (19) 

84.2 62.2 '1 
(48) (28) ~ 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 

I' 
(57) (44) 

(57) (45) 
GSI Low 24.6 57.8 

Anxiety Low 33.3 64.4 
[,1 (14 ) (26) 11. 64 

i1 
.000 -.62 

( 19) (29) 9.77 .002 -.57 
High 75.4 42.2 

" 

High 66.7 35.6 Ii (43) ( 19) 
j' 

( 38 ) ( 16) \., 
Total 100.0 100.0 

Tota 1 100.0 100.0 Ii (57) (62) 

(57) ( 45) , 
II 1 

t" ' 
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Table 8.19 presents the conjoint distribution for change 

in environmental congruence score and change in Global Severity 

Index s~ores, and Table 8.20 displays change in environmental 

congruence score in conjunction with change in Self-Anchoring 

Sti ving Scale score. The chan'ges presented in these tables are 

categorical ones. For purposes of this analysis, we are compar-

ing the total environmental congruence, GSI, and SASS initial 

classification for each individual to the respective follow-up 

classification. Since the categories for -these variables are 

low (0) and high (1)1 there are three possible results: if the 

follow-up score is higher than the initial score, the change 

score equals -li if the follow-up score and initial score are 

the same, i. e. the persons is classified in the same cat,egory 

for initial and follow-up results, the change score equals 0; 

and if the initial classification is higher than the follow-up 

classification, the change score is 1. For example, if a sub-

jects's GSI score ranked in the top half of the sample for the 

initial interview and in the top half of the distribution of 

follow-up scores, his change score would be zero. If his. 

initial score fell in the highest 50 percent and his follow-up 

score ranked in the bottom half of the distribution, his change 

score would be 1. If the converse were true, his initial score 

ranked in the bottom half and his follow-up score ranked in the 

top half, his change score would be -1. 

We have not provided any statistics other than percentages 

for Tables 8.19 and 8.20 because of the small number of cases in 

~ 
\ 
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Table 8.19 Change in Global Severity Index Score by Change 
in Total Environmental Congruence Score 

Change in 
Global Security 
Index Change in Environmental Congruence Score 

Init i a 1 Score Initial Score Initial Score Less than Equa 1 to Greater than Follow-up (-1) Follm'l-up' (0) Fo 11 ow- up (1) Total 
% % % % (N) (N) ~N) (N) 

Initial Score 11. 1 2.7 5.3 3.9 Less than (1) (2) (1 ) (4) Follow-up (-l) 
II::>. 

"" U1 
~ Initial Score 55.6 85.1 78.9 81.4 Equal to (5) (63) (15 ) (83) Fo 11 ow-up (0) 

; , 
.i 

" " Initial Score 33.3 12.2 15.8 14.7 Greater than (3) ( 9) (3) (15 ) Follow-up (1) 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 (9) (74) ( 19) (102 ) [8.8] [72.5] [18.6] 
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Table 8.20 

Change in 
Sel f-Anchoring 
Striving Scale 
Score 

Initial Score 
Less than 
Fa 11 ow-up (-1) 

Initial Score 
Equal to 
Follow-up (0) 

Initial Score 
Greater than 
Follow-up (1) 

Total 

.. 

Change in Self-Anchoring Striving Scale Score by 

Change in Total Environmental Congruence Score 

Change in Environmental Congruence Score 

Initial Score Initial Score Initial Score 
Less than Equal to Greater than 
Fall ow-up {-2} Fa 11 ow-up ( 0) Follow-up (l) Total 

% % . % % (N) (N) (N) (N) 

22.2 8. 1 15.8 10.8 
(2) (6) (3) (3) 

77 .8 70.3 63.2 69.6 
(7) (52) (12 ) (71 ) 

0.0 21. 6 21. 1 19.6 
( 0) (16 ) (4) ( 20) 

100. a 100. a 100. a 100. a 
(9) (74) (19 ) (102 ) 

[8.8] [72.5] [18.6] 
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some cells. In each table, over two-fifths of the cells have 

expected cell frequencies of less than 5, which invalidates the 

chi square test. 

The data in Tables 8.19 and 8.20 show that generally people 

maintain their same relative positions from initial interview to 

follow-up interview for total environmental congruence, GSI, and 

SASS. Over 70 percent of the subjects were classified in the 

same environmental congruence category for the initial and follow-

up interviews, approximately 80 percent of the subjects showed 

no change in GSI category over time, and about 70 percent showed 
. 

no variation in their SASS classification. 

An examination of GSI in conjunction with total environ-

mental congruence- and SASS with total environmental congruence 

shows that (1) there was no change for GSI category and total 

environmental congruence category for about 60 percent of the 

respondents (63/102, see Table 8.19), and (2) there was no 

change in total environmental congruence-~ASS category from 

initial to follow-up interview for slightl~ over half of the 

subjects (52/102, see Table 8.20). 
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Conclusion 

The most important findings presented in this chapter are 

the substantial associations between total environmental con-

gruence and the Self-Anchoring Striving Scale and total environ-

mental congruence a~d the SG~-90 dimensions and Global Severity 

Index. The "true" associations may be considerably higher than 

the associations we have presented; The correlations appearing 

in our tables are attenuated by unreliability in our instruments. 

Unless an instrument is perfectly reliable (100 percent 

true score), some portion of the observed score, (which consists 

of true score and error score) must be error score. Error 

variance is random fluctuations in measurement or noise. It is 

unsystematic variation in measurement that is not related to 

changes in true score. It is unexplained variance. 

An interpretation of some measures of association is the 

amount of variation in the dependent variable explained or 

accounted for by the independent variable. The correlation 

coefficient is the proportion of total variance that is explained, 

and total variance consists of explained and unexplained variance. 

As amount of unexplained variance increases, the amount of 

explained variance decreases, and the strength of the associa-

tion (explained variance/total variance) also decreases. 

When one considers the above descriptions of reliability 

and correlations, it is obvious that the strengtn of association 

between two measures is limited by their reliabilities. Unreli-

ability is error variance. Error variance is unexplained 
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variance, and the greater the proportion of unexplained variance, 

the smaller the proportion of explained variance. 

Another factor that may limit the associations between 

environmental congruence and measures of satisfaction and stress 

is. that our subjects were living in a setting that offers limited 

enviror~mel:rt\al resources. You will recall that our measure of 

environmental congruence included examining demand (JPI) in con

junction with supply (EQS) by dividing each distribution at the 

median into high and low categories. Once the categories are 

constructed and statistically manipulated, it is easy to lose 

sight of the meaning of the categories. A high EQS score does 

not mean that the subjects who have scores falling in that 

category consider themselves rich in environmental resources. 

It means that they are relatively rich, which means they still 

may consider themselves poor. Would w~ expect these subjects to 

express great satisfaction or little stress? 

An example may clar'ify the problem. . Suppose we measure the 

need or desire for money and the availabil~ty of money in a tight 

money market. We ask 100 sUbjects to rate their' need for money 

and the perceived availability of money on a 1 (low) to 10 (high) 

scale. We get the following results: 

n 

1 
-/ 

I 
.. I 

I 

Need for Money 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

10) 
) Low 

40) 

50 High 
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Availability of Money 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

10) 
) Low 

40) 

50 High 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

There is not much variation in either of the distributions. 

Most of the subjects expressed a strong desire for money but did 

not perceive money very available. The tight money market has 

placed a cap on perceived availability. 

If we wanted to measure the congruence between desire and 

availability, we could dichotomize the two distributions at 

their medians, and we could classify each subject into high (10) 

or low (8 or 9) need category and a high (3) or low (lor 2) 

perceived availability category. With this classification scheme, 

we could develop a measure of congruence, just as we did with the 

JPI and the EQS. If a subject r.anked in the high need category 

and the high availability category, he would be classified as 

concordant--positiv6; if a subject ranked in the low need 

category and the high availability category, he would be classi-

fied as discordant--neutral; and so on. 
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If we had measures of satisfaction and stress, we could see 

if congruence was associated with them. Our hypothesis would be 

that congruence would be positively associated with satisfaction 

and negatively correlated with stress. But take a step back for 

a moment. Look at the need for money and the availability for 

money distributions. Can we realistically expect those who are 

congruent (co~cordant--positive, score of 10 for need and 3 for 

availability) to be substantially less stressed and more satis

fied than those who are not congruent (discordant--negative, 

score of 10 for need and 1 or 2 for availability)? Although a 

subject may be classified in the (relatively) high availability 

category, the availability of money is still a great distance 

from matching his need, whether it be rl=latively high or low. 

The last problem we will introduce in this chapter is 

causality. We know there are substantial associations between 

environmental congruence and satisfaction and stress, but we 
, 

are not sure which comes first. Consider stress as an example. 

Does environmental congruence, the match between needs and 

resources, reduce stress, or do people who are not 'stressed or 

experience relatively little stress successfully manipulate 

their environment to match their needs? We did not collect data 

that answers this question, but we suspect that there is an 

interaction between stress and congruence~ We will discuss this 

in some detail in our concluding chapter. 
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The next three chapters of this report describe the 

findings of our satellite proJ'ects. h T ese projects were 

explorations into areas that were related to our rna' In research 

enterprise, and they included: (1) a study of the "inmate 

cul ture" in J' ail, ( 2) mea t f , suremen 0 staff perception of jail 

problems, and (3) personal interviews with inmates who had been 

confined in mental hospitals. 
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The IIInmate Subculture" in Jails 

Introduction 

Various notions about inmates and institutional life have 

been examineo. and dropped since systematic theoretical and em

pirical work on prisons 'began in the middle of the 20th century. 

However, one continuous theme in this body of work has been the 

idea that prison inmates show some degree of adherence to a ' 

'normative order--an "inmate codell--t~'f:t;, .reflects their oppositional 

. stance toward prison authorities '(see Bowker, 1977 or Leger and 

"Stratton, 1977 for coverage of the theory and research in this 

area). The:various attitudinal and behaviorial ramifications of 

',adherence to the lIinmate code" are thought to comprise a distinct 

lIinmate subculture." 

In early works, the inmate subculture was viewed as a direct 

,outgrowth of the organizational and structural features of prisons. 

These features--deprivation of autonomy, lack of privacy, and so 

forth--represented. a set of unique pressures to which the inmate ' 

subculture was an adaptation. The process by which new inmates 

wexe socialized into the subculture was termed IIpr:isonization. 1I 

A great deal of research attention has been given. to the processes 

and correlates of :prisonization because of its potential relevance 

to policy issues such as prison management and th~ post-release 

behavior of inmates. 

Later works questioned, the extent to which the inmate sub-' 

culture was a unique normative order that developed :ndigenously. 

At present, the evidence appears to indicate that the inmate sub-
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culture derives not only from adaptions to the deprivations of 

institutional life, but also from the attitudes, beliefs, and 

norms of the outside subcultures from which inmates are drawn. 

A complete review of the complex f'in:dings that have derived 

from years of research on inmate subcultures, and prisonization is 

well beyond the scope of this repor.t." For our purposes, it is 

sufficient to point out ,that the existence of a particular norm

ative orientation among prison inmates has been well documented 

through a relatively long tradition of research. 

However, we are not-aware of many efforts in which the notion 

of an inmate subculture has been explored among jail inmates. On 

one hand, the rapid turnover, relatively short stays, and lesser 

isolation from the community (relative to prisons) that characterize 

jails can lead to the expectation that an inmate subculture will 

have little chance to develop and stabiliz~. On the othe~handr 

the inmates who populate.:' the nation I s jails are not a naive. group; 

many are drawn from the urban street criminal subculture (the 

norms of which overlap considerably with the prison inmate subculture), 

and many have had prior institutional experiences in prisons, jails, 

and juvenile facilities. 

Investigation of the possible existence and nature of an inmate 

subculture among jail inmates was not a primary focus of our re-

search. Nevertheless, we did incorporate a small set of items 

relevant to the subcultural notion into our interviews. In this 

chapter, responses to those items and bivariate associations of 

464 

the items with other variables are discussed. Our purpose is to 

bring to light some preliminary data that bear on the issue of 

whether ideas about the inmate subculture are at all relevant to 

the jail environment. 

The Subcultural Scale 

A series of items in our interview 'instrument was designed 

to form the basis of a scale that would indicate the d~gree to 

i:1'''which our sUbjects adhered'to the orienta'cions found in resecp:;.ph 

on prison subcultures. : The key items consisted of five'short 

vignettes which appear in Appendix 'A~ Three of the yignette~ 

are based on three of the five used by Wheeler (1961), modified 

to make them more relevant to the jail situation ,rather than the 

prison situation in which they were used o~iginally. The other 

two v~gnettes 'Ilsed to form Wheeler' s scale were considered to be 

inappropriate to the jail setting, so two new vignettes were de

veloped. A sixth item, also showr~ in Appendi'x A, ,was included 

to cover the dimension of how the respondent would react to 

interpersonal threat within the jail. Like the vignettes, it 

posed a hypothetical situation, but unlike the vignettes, the 

referent was the respondent himself, and response categories were 

not provided. 

Table 9.1 shows the response distributions for the six items 

in the full sample of 339 jail inmates. It is obvious from Table 9.:1 

that the degree of adherence by the subjects to what is presumed 

to be the orientation of the inmate subculture (indicated by aster

i,sks in Table 9.1) varies substantially from item to item. For 
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Table 9.1 

on Indicators of Inmate Subcultural Response Distribution 
Orientation N=339 

Escape Plan 

A. 
*B. 

coo 

Clear himself = 49% . 
Keep quiet = 46%, , 
Don't know/No op~n~on = 5% 

Work detail 

A. . Strongly approve = 1% 
Boo Approye = 7 %-

*C Disapprove = 52% 
*D. . Strongly disappr~v~ = 

Eoo Don't know/No .op~n~on 

Hide cash 

*A. 
*B. 

Coo 
Doo 
E .. 

Strongly approve = 10 % 
Approve = 39% 
Disappreve = 36% 
Strongly disappr~v~ = 
Don't know/No op~n~on 

34% 
= 6% 

6% 
= 10% 

Item 4: Threaten beating 

A. 
*B. 

Coo 

Tell guard = 35% 
Mind own business = 62% 
Don't know/No opinion = 2% 

Item 5: Smugg.le pills 

*A. Accept bargain = 17% 
B. Reject offer = 89%, 2% 
C. Don't know/No op~n~on = 

Item 6: Handle hassle 

* 

A. 
B. 

*Coo 
*0. 
*E. 

F. 
G. 
H. 

Retreat = 20% 
Tell guard = 20% 
Talk it out = 18% 
Fight.;:: 17% 
Handle by self = 15% 
Depends on situation = 4% 
Other = 4% 
Don't know/No opinion = 2% 

positive orientation toward inmate subculture 
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example, almost all of the respondents '(86 pe:r:cent) disapproved 

of thehypoth~tical inmate who incurs the criticism of other in

mates by working as hard as he can on details (Item 2), but fewer 

.than.20 percent saw the risk of smuggling pills into: the jail as 

preferable to an almost certain prison sentence (Item 5) •. There 

..is a great deal of ~greement with the inmate subcultural orientation 

on Item 4 (minding one's own business 'rather than passi~g on in

.formation about the threatened beati~g of anothe~ ~nmate), but. 

~the orientations· of the respondents are split more evenly on . 

Items 1, 3, and 6 .• 

A simple additive scale of subcultural orientation was formed 

by dichotomizi~g responses to the six items, with positive orient

ations (indicated by asterisks in Table 9.1) scored as one and the 

other Usable responses s'cored as zero ("don 1 t know" and I~no opinion n. 

responses were· txeated as missing). The recoded responses Were 

then summed. 

Initial analyses showed that the item with the most skewed 

response pattern (Item 2) had virtually no correlations with the 

other items and a very low item-scale correlation.. Therefore, 

Item 2 was eliminated, and a six-point scale (values of 0 through 5) 

was USed. The item-scale and itern-itent correlations.; are shown in 

Table 9.2. 

The mean scale score for the 293 respondents for whom scores 

could be computed was 2.,'12, and scale scores did not differ sig'nifi-' 

cantly across the three jails studied. In addition! the general 
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Table 9.2 

Item-Scale and Item-Item Correlations for Subcultural Scale 

Item-Scale Correlations (gamma)* 

Scale with Escape Plan = .767 
with Hide Cash = .786 
with Threaten Beating = .794 

'with Smuggle Pilis = .675 
.with Handl~ Hassle = .808 

Item-Item Correlations (Yule's Q)* 
. 

Escape Hide Threaten SrrUlggle 

Escape 1.00 .. 191 .502 .249 

Hide 1.000 .238 .339 

Threaten 1 .. 000 -.012 

Smuggle 1 ... 000 

Handle 

'. 

Handle 

.241 

.432 

.449 

.151 

1.000 

* Number of cases in Item-Scale correlations = 293. Numbers of cases 
in Item-Item correlations vary between 298 and 330. 
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patterns of associations reported below do not differ among the 

jails. Therefore, the following analysis is based on data aggre-

gated across the three jails. 

Analysis of ~ale Scores 

As noted~ the orientation of our subjects toward an inmate 

subculutre wa,s not a principal focus of this research. Therefore, 

'our analysi~ of the subcultural scale scores is somewhat cursory 

and exploratory, dealing,with bivariate associations~ndnot.try~ng 

to link t.:.he subcultural results to the findings of .previou·s chapters 

in this report • 

Basically, our approach is to determine whether bivariate 

associations exist between subcultural scale scores and a number 

of other variables, that can be grouped into five categories: 

(l) socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents, (2) 

,cu.rrent jail situation, (3) amount of contact with people outside 

of the jail, (4) familiarity with institutional life, and (5) 

other variables. 

Socio-DemograEhic Characterist'i'cs 

The means of subcultural scale scores were examined among 

the categories of eight socio-demographic indicators. The results. 

can be 5i..lli'iffiarized briefly because none of 'the associations attained, 

the criteria for sUbstantive significance used in this report; 

few even gave hints of directions for further research. 

The eight socio-demographic characteristics examined were: (1) 

age, (2) race, (3) marital status, (4) education, (5) employment, 
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(6) number of persons in household t (7) number of dependents, and 

(8) number of family members living in immediate area. The dif-

ferences in mean subcultural scale scores across categories of , 

these variables were minimal; in no instance did an analysis of .. 

.variance attain statistical significance. In two instances--with 

age and marital status-,-the values of eta reached slightly high~r 

than. 0.10, and the d~.stributions of mean .subcul tural scale scores 

for these two instances are shown. in Table 9.3. 

- , 

Although the differences do not reach statistical significance, 

they suggest that the age factor -- perhaps in combination with 

other variables -- warrants attention in future research. 

The results for marital status in Table 9.3 are not as s~g-

gestive as those for age. Respondents who were never married or 

who were involved in common law marriages show the, greatest at

tachment to the inmate subculture. The diverse groupi~gs of 

married, separated, and divorced inmates do not differ much from. 

each other in their levels of attachment, all three groups showing 

lower levels than do the never married and common law groups. 

Current Jail Situation 

If the socio-demographic characteristics of the individual 

respondents have little value in accounting for variation in at-

tacIL'1lent to 

of the inmate is more important. To explore this possibj,lity, 
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Table 9.3 

Mean Subcultural Scale Scores by Respondent Age and Marital Status 

----------------------------------------~-----~--------------------------
Respondent Age 

20 or less 

21-25 

26.,...3Q· 

31 or higher 

2.041 

2.307 

2.381 

2.121 

F= 0.772, sig.= 0.544 
. eta= 0.103 

N 

49 

88 

63' 

91 

----!--------------------------------~-----------------------------------, 
Respondent Marital Stat'us* Mean S'c'a:l'e :Sco're N 

Mar:r:ied 2.098 51 

Common law 2.375 32 

Never married 2.298 158 

Separated 1.923 26 

Divo:rced 2.040 25 

F = 0.640, sig. = 0.669 

eta = 0.105 

* Omits one l:espondent who was a widower 

-----.------~----------------------~-------------------------------~--
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mean subcultural scale scores were analyzed ~cross the categories " ' 

of.three variables: (1) the number of persons in the respondent's 

cellr or other" confinement. unit, ( 2) the length of ,time' t1J,e re

spondent had been in the jail before being interviewed, and (3) 

how long the respondent expected to remain in jail. 

In our sample of jail inmates, the modal type of confinement 

,unit was a dorm (or dayroom converted into a dorm). Very few in

mates were held in cells containi~g more than one person. Of the 

291 respondents for whom type of confinement unit and subcultural 

scale score wera available, 180 were housed in dorms and 76 were 

housed in one-person cells; another 18 were in two-person cells. 

The means of thesubcul tural sc:ale scores show very little dif

. ference across these groups: 2.233 for respondents in dorms t 

2.171 fqr those in one-person cells, and 2.167 for those in b:':ro-

person cells. 

Subcultural scale scores showed more interesting patterns 

when examined across the categ,ories of time spent in jail and how 

long the respondent expected"to remain in the jail. The results, 

appear in Table 9.4. 

The overall pattern of mean scores does not reach statistical 

significance when analyzed using four categories of length of 

time in confinement before being interviewed (upper portion of 

Table 9.4). However, there does appear to be a discontinuity in 

mean scores between persons who had been held less than 24 hours 

and those who had been in jail a day or more. The pattern s~ggests 

that, if the jail inmates learn to orient,themselves toward sub-

cultural values after arriving in the jail, the learning period 

is very short. 
... • 00< .... -"," ........ _ •• __ ,., .... -. _____ ..... __ ..... _. __ .~_._...._ ... 
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Table 9.4 

Mean Subcultural Scale Scores B L . 
and How Long Respondent EXPeYt dength of ~~rne Confined c e to Rema~n Confine'd 

------------------------------------------------------------------------~-

Length of Time 
Confined 

Less t.han 24 h rs. 

24-47 hrs. 

48-71 hrs. 

72 or mo:r.e hrs. 

-------

2.093 

2.279 

2 •. 333 

2 .. 215 

F = 0.733, sig. ~ 0.722 
eta = 0.085 

N 

97 

79 

33 

'79 

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

How Long Respondent 
Expects to Remain Confined 

Definite referrent-short.· 
period* 

Definite referrent-long 
period** 

No referrent 

Mea·n SC'al'e Score 

2.223 

, 2 .. 520 

1.971 

F = 3.878, sig. = 0.022 
eta = 0.162 

N 

112 

77 

102 

** *In~l~;:sd!~;:o'''ing responses: until next court date, until bail, 

Includes following r . 
of weeks, a COUPl:s~~n~~~~hs~nt~l sentence completed, a couple 

-----------------------------------------------------~---------------------
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Mean subcultural scale scores were also broken down by three 

general categories of responses to the question, "How long do you 

expect to be in here'?" The interview schedule did not supply re

sponse categories for this question,'so the contents of the respon-

dents' open-ended replies had to be analyzed and coded. Almost 

two-thirds of the respondents could anchor their expected departure 

date to some future referrent, and these referrents could be cate-

gorized as reflecting relatively short periods (e.g., a few days, 

until next court date) or relatively long periods (e.g., a couple of 

. weeks, until s.entence completed). The rest of the respondents ap

peared to have no. definite notions of wh~n they would get out of jail. 

The tower portion o·f Table 9.4 indicates that respondents 

who lacked a definite notion about when they would get out had 

the weakest orientation toward the inmate subculture. Orientations 

were strongest among those who thought that they would be in the 

j ail for a relatively long period. The overall pa.ttern of mean 

scores reaches statistical significance, but the association be-

tween the two variables is not very strong (eta=O.16). 

Taken at face value, the two portions of Table 9.4 suggest 

that attachment to the inmate subculture depends more on how lo~g 

an inmate expects to remain in confinement--and how certain he 

feels about that expectation--rather than how long he has actually 

been confined. However, a reasonable alternative hypothesis is 

that inmates who can make accurate predictions about how long 

they will be held are generally the ones with prior experience in 

institutions, and it is this prior experience that creates at-

tachment to the subculture. The issue of prior institutional 

experience will be examined a little later in this chapter. 

.' 
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Keeping track of those we assign to environments that we think 

will match their needs is not merely for checking the predictive 

validity of our instruments. First hand accounts of transactions 

that result in adaptation and those that result in stress, and in 

some cases breakdown, provide the kind of detailed information that 

is neededto improve classification and make it effective. For in

stance, it may be that the night officer assigned to a certain area 

happens to be very good at dealing with inmates who have unusually 

strong support needs and inmates who 'are suffering from depression. 

We may find by conducting follow-up interviews, that certain sub

groups of inmates who need emotional support or who are depressed, 

for example, those who are also drug addicts, report that feelings' 

of distress increase when they are assigned to this officers area 

because he cannot hide his feelings that he considers drug addicts 

immoral and unworthy. 

Te.u.king with those who are assigned to special environments within 

~e jail. is also useful because (1) interviews with those who ex-

pereience successful transactions can provide models of adaptation 
tJtnl, 

for others,{(2) the interview itself can be therapeutic for those 

whose transactions result in additional stress. 

The information that is furnished by those who find that their 

assignment reduced stress can be used to develop strategies of 

adptation that could be imparted to those who will be assigned to 

the particular environment. The purpose would be to increase the 

chances of adaptation by telling the person what to expect and des-

cribing ways to maximize the benefits of assignment to a special 
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setting. It could take the form of an orientation at which the 

individual l s scores on the classification instruments are discussed 

in relation to the special features of the area to which he will be 

assigned. 

Interviews with those who react to their assignments by feeling 

even more stressed can be directly beneficial to the individual. 

Toch points out tha·t 

••• the link between "understanding" and "eliminating" 
problems can be direct. Persons who have recently 
undergone stress can benefit from intervi~ws in which 
they are asked to recount their experiences. This 
phenomenon was first uncovered by Freud, who showed 
us that our ability to cope with adversity can be im
proved by rehashing our past coping failures. To put 
the matter more psychoanalytically, verbally reliving 
our hurts can be regenerative. The reason for this 
paradox has to do with the power of undigested traumatic 
experience (live pain) to magnify perceptions of threat 
and to charge them with inherited panic. When we rehearse 
a seq~ence of events that produced a traumatic juncture in 
our l~vesr we can p~ace our hurt into perspective, and we 
can ke~p left,?ver d~s~ress an~ self-doubt from haunting 
us. W~th an ~nterven~ng cool~ng-off period, we can 
a~similate facts that previously were too painful to 
d~gest or to face. Not surprisingly, "psychiatric first 
aid" that' is administered to stressed persons resembles 
sensitive stress research interviews. As Janis (1969, 
p •. 72) points out,. "Many psychotherapists who treat 
traumatized persons see their job as that of helping each 
.person to do the amount of working through the trauma that 
is needed for him to regain his basic sense of self-con
fidence.l" "Working through" is what a good intervie,'l 
subject must do (Toch, 1982:26). 

.~ing and Creating Environments 

Placing people in settings that are congruent with stress-re

levant needs presupposes that we know the whereabouts of these places. 

A starting point may be to survey staff members about what they 

do currently with inmates who pose special problems. One likely 

result of the survey is the finding that staff vary considerably 
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in their sensitivity to inmate probl,ems (see Johnson, 1977) i another 

is that some staff member have been reassigning inmates to improve 

man~environment congruence and helping inmates with special problems 

on an informal basis. Hagel-Seymour conducted a study of inmates 

with special adjustment problems in New York State prisons; he points 

out that 

Authorities alter custodial routines, modulate surveillance 
and orchestrate assignm.ents for the sole purpose of enhancing 
adjustment. They qO so unsystematically, irregularly, and 
without a clear sense of the ecological factors being manip
ulated., The fact that they do so at all, however, suggests 
that officers frequently recognize a human service component 
to their job~ •• , and that environmental variables can be manip
ulated naturally and effectively by those familiar with a 
setting (Hagel-Seymour, 1982: 275). 

Once special subsettings have been identified, we can delinea~e 

their ameliorative characteristics from the point of view of both 

inmates and officers. We can also monitor the reactions of inmates 

who are assigned to them on the basis of our instruments to see if 

their hypothesized stress.-reducing qualities match the needs of 

special inmates. 

Subsettings with special ql.:'alities have been called niches by 

Hagel-Seymour: 

As we use the term niche it is a perceptual construct, 
involving a prisoner with imported skills, interests, and 
liabilities, and a prison ~etting that represents the self
assessed optimal solution to the problems and preferences 
of that prisoner. It is the ameliorative transaction, \<1i th 
the setting providing relief from fears and concerns rooted 
in situation-aggravated vulnerabilities, that gives the 
setting its essential quality and its meaning as niche. 
Niches can be detected for any ecological dimension, although 
niches for safety, freedom, and privacy are the most common 
(Hagel-Seymour, 1982: 269). 
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The niches described by Hagel-Seymour are found in prison, and 

some of the nic~es he described not only reduced stress but also 

offered growth potential (Seymour, 1977). In jails, where people 

are confined for considerably shorter periods of time and where there 

is less environmental diversity than in prisons, we should not expect 

to find a niche in every corner, and we cannot expect them to do 

anything more than convert an unmanageable stress (a crisis) into a 

manageable difficulty ( a problem) (see Toch, 1975 and 1982). The 

objective of assigning a person to a niche in jail is to increase the 

chances of psychologica~ survival or decrease.the chances of psycho

logicial breakdown. 

In conjunction with a staff survey to identify niches in jail, 

a. group of interested staff members could be assigned the task of 

studying niche enhancement and creationo . A starting point might be 

to review the existing research on jails to determine the kinds of 

niches that would be most important. The findings of our study, for ~ 

example, suggest that stress, especially depression, peaks.during 

the first 72 hours of confinement. Expert opinion and the results 

of investigations of one measure of psychological breakdown, self

injury, confirm our findings. It has been reported.in some pro

fessional journ~ls that the initial twelve hours of confinement are 
• 

critica.l for su"cides (Charle, 1981:49; and Adleson, Huntington, and 

Reay, 1968:55 cited in Kennedy 1982:16). Heilig (1973) reported 

that 19 of the 26 cases he studied commiteed suicide within their 

first 24 hours of confinement. NCIA researchers discove~ed in their 

nationwide survey that approximately 50 percent of jail suicides 

(N=322) occur within 24 hours of confinement and almost one-third 

i __ 
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take place within three hours of incarceration (Hayes and Kajdan, 

1981:37). Hudson and Butts found in their examination of suicides 

in North Carolina's jails and prisons from 1972 to 1976 (n=70) that 

about one-half of the acts occurred within the first 12 hours of in-

carceration and over one-fifth occurred within the first 3 hours 

(Hudson and Butts, 1979:17). Alcohol was also reported to be linked 

with self-injury in the NCIA and North Carolina Surveys. Hayes and 

Kajdan report that half of the suicide victims in their survey for 

whom data were available (n=2l3) were under the influence of alcohol 

at the time of incarceration (Hayes and Kajdan, 1981:27). They also 

report that suicide within a few hours of confinement is especially pre

valent among self-destructive prisoners who have been charged with 

alcohol or drug-related offenses. Fifty five percent of these prisoners 

committed suicide within 3 hours of confinement. Less than 20 percent 

of the suicide victims in each of the.otlier charge categories committed 

suicide within this time period (Hayes and Kajdan, 1981:39). Hudson 

and Butts findings confirm the association between alcohol and the 

time incarcerated prior to self-destruction. They report that 85 per

cent of those who committed suicide within the first 12 hours of con-

finement were intoxicated at the time. They indicate that this pro-

portion of intoxicated persons among early suicide victims is sub-

stantially higher than is found among the population of prisoners who 

do not kill themselves (Hudson and Butts, 1979:17). 

Findings such as these suggest "-lays of allocating scarce resources. 

These specific findings suggest that staff should keep ~lose watch 

for signs of depression, especially among prisoners who are admitted 

intoxicated, during the initial period of confinement. 

A practice already used in some j ails could be adopted el·:3e\'lhere. 

A specific area can be ttsed to house new arrivals I and a portion 
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of it could be set apart for housing inmates in crisis. Officers 

who are especially attuned t th o e needs of vulnerable inmates could 

be assigned to this area. 

The Human Services Perspective 

Where do we find of~icers who protect the weak, comfort the 

lonely, and soothe the 'tense? As we pointed out previously in this 

chapter, they already exist in most institutions, and for 

they have been quietly helping inmates to psychologically 

the stresses of confinement (see Toch 1977; Johnson 1977 

Seymour, 1977· Hag l-S I e eymour, 1982; and Lombardo, 1982). 

years, 

survive 

and 1979; 

Indeed, 

even the most distant and custody minded guards sometimes provide 

it is in their (the guards) 

properly timed question about a problem here and 

basic hmnan services to inmates because 

best interest. A 

a referral to the 1 menta unit there can be the difference between a 

quiet tour of d t d u y an eight hours of bedlam. 

The use of environments that we are proposing is encompassed 

in the human ' serv~ces approach to corrections. This perspective 

includes the traditional custodial functions like rUlc~enforce~ent 
and security but instead f o viewing them as oppressive features of 

the environment, they are seen as having the potential to reduce 

stress: 

• •• security and rule-e f ' 
to providing safe envi~o~~~~~:nt pract~ce~ also contribute 
arbitrary environments and t 'dt~,P~ovod~ng stable and non
within which freedom can' \ .. 0 e,~n~ng the boundaries 

d 
' ~ ~e exerc~sed (Toch 1977 

an PJ;'~ce, 1981; Lombardo 1981) ,; Jo~nson 
these activities are asso~iated ·'t~o~hat least,some ~nmates 
s'tress. As with all huma ' w~ e reduct~on of 
general context of n ser~~ces work, it is not the 
matters to th ' the correct~onal officer1s role that 

e ~nmate. It is th 'd' , , 
terpretation of that role a &-~~ ~v~dua~ off~cer's in-
terpreation to individual's,~d ~~e app1~cat~on of the in-
mate's experiencl: of stress ~ ~~o~~~~d~~ai9 ~~~e~~ 3 f.he in-
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The ecological app!."oach that we are suggestinl:T is a good way 

to start officers thinking about expanding their human service role 

because it highlights their importance in shaping subenvironments 

within the jail. Human services training that decreases tension and 

increases the officers sense of control is training that is relevant 

and likely to be given a chance by officers. Johnson and Price have 

sketched the aims of such a training program for prison guards. 

These same goals are relevant to training jail staff. 

Through training, correctional officers can be made aware 
of (a) the general ecological dimensions, (b) the possible 
presence of niches in various locations within prisons, 
and (c) ways in which ecological resources can he culti
vated and deployed to reduce stress. Ecological patterns 
vary over time, are affected by transfers, turnover, pro
gram changes, and alterations in inmate groups and activities. 
Training thus should provide officers with a perspective 
enabling them to identify ecological dimensions and niches, 
rather than with a resource map depicting specific dimen
sions or niches characteristic of a given prison at a par
ticular point in time. Moreover, training should enable 
officers to see their own experiences and characteristics, 
as well as those of their inmates, as environmental at
tributes. Correctional officers who see themselves and 
their wards as elements of the prison's ecology can play 
active roles in providing sanctuaries for inmates in stress 
(Johnson and Price, 1981:367)~ 

Inmates can see obvious benefits to the use of the human services 

approach in jail, ~nd despite the conservative, callous stance of 

~j'ome guards, many officers are not blind to gains they can make by 

adopting the human services perspective. 

The officer as turnkey and mindless custodian is a hold
over :from the dark ages. Prison Cand j ails] are less 
total. and primitive than they once were. And basic 
officer training, even the most stripped down variety, 
features some human relations components and the assump-
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tion that custody Over h . 
a modicum of tact sensium~n.be~ngs requires at least 
pressures that ci;cums ~~~v~ty, and awareness of the 
of prisoners (Johnson aCnrd~ pe~nd stlunt the lives and hopes 

r~ce, 981:350). 

~ ~ncreas~ng environmental '1 Reducing stres~ by . . 
congruence makes an 

fficer's lif c 

e eas~er because situations h 
t at could result in tense 

moments and out ' ht 
r~g explosions can be avoided. 

It may increase 
an officers sense of . 

\ secur~ty to know that if a new 
arrival scores 

off the charts on th . 
e Hostility subscale of the 

him to a place 

of exploding. 

where his feelings of resentment 

At the same time, being involved 

SCL-90, he can assign 

have the least chance 

in a classification 
program that promotes . \ . 

man-environment matches expands the officers 
job. His opinion counts ' 
. • He ~s the specialist who provides the 
~nformatipn on what is in th 

e environment. He knows because the 

bottom line is he is the environment. 

Resistance to Change 

One thing for certain is that some 

services through proper use of the jail 

by jail administrators and custodians. 

resistance to expanding human 

ecology will be posed both' 

that any 
Some administrators"assume 

program that promises to increase anything will 'cost an in

ordinate amount of money. 
Most of the programs we have suggested 

require only the use of existing resources, and 
non'e of the programs 

based on our f' d' ~n ~ngs would require addit;onal ... staff or construction. 

would have associated costs. For 

some programs, there are costs related1~Ollect;ng t ' 

Of course, some suggested programs 

'I ..., s or~ng, and 
anal' , ' 

yz~ng ~nformation about people and settings. 
For others, there 

are training costs. 
These costs, however, are modest. 

, 
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Overcrowding is another objection to innovative programs. How 

can administrators and staff be expected to try to implement a new 

program when it takes all their energy and other resources to 

maintain the status quo in an institution filled beyond capacity? 

Innovative programs are needed especially in overcrowded jails. 

Overcrowding.translates into all kinds of· environmental deprivations, 

for example, lack of privacy and safety, that can result in psycho

logical breakdowns for suceptible inmates. The special classification 

programs we have s.uggested are intended for a very small percentage 

of the jail population. Even in th~ most crowded jails there are 

some areas that are less crowded than others, some guards who are 

more supportive than others, and s.ome assignments that are more 

structured than others. One of the guiding principles of the approach 

we are suggesting is to do as much as can be done with what is 

available. 

Both administrators and officers may see the custodial sub

culture as an impediment to change efforts. The notion of a per

vasive value system dervied from a har~ core, conservative, custodial 

perspective may be more apparent than real. Klofa$ and Toch (1982) 

surveyed 1,739 officers working in New York State prisons and found 

I/ ••• that most officers were interested in expanding their roles 

through the addition of human services functions to their jobs" 

(Klofas and Toch, 1982:241) •. However, they also discovered that 

when they asked officers to predict how their follow officers would 

respond to questionnaire items, "officers consistently overestimated 

their peers' alientation and underestimated their professiorial 

orientation" (Klofas and Toch, 1982: 242-243). These findings 

572 

indicate that there is pluralistic ignorance among guards, and 

they support Toch's observation of 1980: 

If pluralistic ignorance exists among guards .•. , the 
officer subculture becomes imaginary. In other words, 
the brave (pfficers who assume that they are alone and 
at risk in providing human services to inmate~ can afford 
to be braver than they suspect, because consensus on such 
premises as I/never talk to a con" or "never rat to a 
sergeant" is falsely assumed, and no guard group really 
cares whether Officer Jones lets a depressed inmate sho·w 
him pictures of his unf.ai thful wife, or -runs a counseling 
group in the protective sE'"~gregation gallery (Toch, 1980: 29) . 

The findings by Klofas and Tach indicate that the guard sub

culture is not entirely fiction. In the typology they. constructed 

using responses to questionnaire items, one category was called 

"Subculture Custodians" .. These respondents were 17 percent of the 

sample, and they were described as" ••• the bellringers of the mytho

logical subculturel/(Klofas and Toch, 1982:247). These officers 

showed a strong custodial orientation on the questionnaire, and 

they inaccurately assumed that peers were also custodially inclined. 

The most common type, however, was the IISupported Majority (34.7 

percent). These guards saw themselves as professionals and felt that 

their fellow officers also had a professional self-image (Klofas 

and Toch, 1982:247). 

The findings of the Klofas mld Toch (1982) study suggest that 

as a whole prison guards have a professional orientation, and they 

are as a group more professional that they, as individuals, expected. 

The same could be true of jail guards, and the hypothesis should be 

tested for two reasons: (1) to see if the hypothesis is supported 

by the empirical fact!:;, and (2) if the hypothesis is support.ed, to 

use these facts to dispell the myth of the pervasive and powerful 
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custodial subculture. In other words, the findings should be shown 

to the participants and officers,' as Klofas and Tach did (1982:243), 

to demonstrate the extent of pluralistic ignorance. 

Future Research 

No study is complete without a section on suggestions for future 

research. Not including it would be a break with tradition. For 

the benefit of good manners and tradition, we will pull together 

some of the research recommendations that have been discussed in the 

preceding pages. 

One important study would be to investigate the behavioral. cor-

relates of stress and environmental incongruence. We have assumed 

that stress related to the environment results in problem behavior 

among inmates. This assumption should be tested empirically. It 

appears in restrospect tha.t we would have been wise to include 

questions about behavior in our follow-up interviews. Institutional 

files, if they .are complete and accurate (see Gibbs, 1978) are 

rulother potential source of information on behavior. 

We have suggested before in this report that furture researchers 

should modify our instruments and test them to see if reliability 

increases. They are also encouraged to use a variety of measures 

of stress, satisfaction, and environmental congruence to insure 

that the relation between stress and congruence we found is not an 

artifact of our me~surement of the constructs. 

Evaluation research projects should be designed to determine 

if programs based on our findings reduce stress and problem behaviors 

for individuals who areparticip~nts in special classification pro-
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grams. Measures of institutional quality of life should be examined 

in jails in which ecological approaches are used and the human 

services approach is promoted through training programs. 

If jail administrators find our results useful, we expect 

several programs based on our suggestions will be-implemented around 

the country_ We will be promoting the use of the approach to the 

New Jersey Warden's Association and The Correctional Social Service 

Association. We hope to be involved in designing and evaluating 

programs in New Jersey jails. 

If there is a demand for it, we are Hilling to establish a 

clearing house for information about pro,grams developed on the basis 

of our findings. We hope that the clearing house will eventually 

find a permanent home in an appropriate government agency. Until 

that time, all descriptions and evaluations of projects and requests 

for information can be sent to 

John J. Gibbs 

Man-Jail Transactions Project 

School of Criminal Jus·t:ice 

Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey 

15 Washington Street 

Newark, New Jersey 07102 
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Notes 

1. A simple example of misleading presentation, or perhaps 
.incompetent interpretation, is the way some researchers 
handle statistical signifidance. In their reporting of 
findings that are statistically significant at some pre
determined level, they imply that the significance is more 
than statistical -- that the findings have some policy or 
program significance. They fail to report that statistical 
significance means only that the null hypothesis -- which 
is usually that there is no difference in the distribution 
of some variable (e.g., income) among groups defined by 
another variable (e.g., race) .'.- is rejected with a known 
probability of being wrong over the long run. They over
look the fact that significance does not necessarily mean 
a strong association between two variables, and when the 
sample size is large, even very small differences can be 
statistically significant. 

2. It is very important to examine thoroughly what was· 
actually done. If depressed prisoners were supposed to 
see the psychologist daily and they only saw him once a 
week, it should be reported because it is important for 
assessing I.~esults 0 It also is important to describe what 
the psychologist was supposed to do and what he did do. 

3. The best way to insure a proper evaluation is to con
sult the literature and an evaluation expert, if one is 
available and doesn't cost too ml.lch.. Graduate students 
in criminal justice, sociology, and psychology are a good 
source of free advice. They will sometimes consult for 
the experience. Some prGgrams award credit for field 
experience, and their students may be eager to help design 
and evaluate pJ::'ograms at local in~)titutions. Some pro
fessors who are committed to community service may be 
willing to help in more direct ways than supervision of 
graduate students. 

4. We are no~ suggesting that community contact is the 
way to generally reduce depression in a jail population. 
The example merely illustrates that some of our findings 
have implications for general programs for reducing levels 
of stress. We invite those interested to draw their own 
program implications from our more salient findings. 

5. There will be. some inmates with unusually high symptom 
scores on some SCL-90 dimensions who will have average 
JPI and EQS profiles. Stress is a multifaceted phenomenon, 
and environmental in.congruence is not the only factor it is 
associated with. 
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Introduction 

Introducing the projec~ and yourself to t~e subject can be the 

most difficult and the most important part of the interview. At this 

stage of the interview, you must clearly explain the project to the 

s~bject, gain his trust, and con~ince him ~hat he should participa~e. 

What happens during the first few minutes can set·the tenor for the 

entire intervie\,/~ and it can affect the reliability and validity of . 

the subjectls responses. 

The first objective is to make the subject as comfortable as 

possible. This i's not an easy task. Many subjects will be anxious 

and suspicious, and they may not ha~e much' information about you or 

the project. The information they do ha~e about the project may have 

been provided by staff mew-bers or fellow inmates who may give a very 

distorted picture of the nature of the project. You may have to deal 

with same frustrated and angry people who assumed that they were sup

posed to s~e someone other than yo~, for exampl~, their lawyer or 

mother. For these reason~, identify yourself as soon as the subject 

walks into the roo~, and then proceed to describe the project. 

Avoid descriptions of the proje.ct that sound like 60 second 

television spats for selling Vegamatics. The particular approach 

you use should be suitable to you and tailored to the individual 

subject. You should try to project an image of calmnes~, confidence, 

and genuine concern for the subject. However, you should nat carry 

your concern to the point vJhere you appear fawning, and you should try 

nat to appear patronizing to the subject. You should emphasize the 

following points in your introduction: 

2 

1) You are not an employee of the county. You a~e employed 

by Rutgers University on a research grant funded by the 

National Institute of Justice. 

2) The purpose of the project is to gather some information 

that can be used to help develop programs and improve 

services in jails. 

3) The information needed can best be. supplied by those 

who know what it is like to be locked up. We want 

their impreSSion of what it's like to be in jail. We 

want to know what problems they face and how they deal 

with those problems. 

4) We have developed a series of questions that we would 

like to ask. The questions are straightforward, they 

mean what they say, and are not designed to find out 

about hidden motives and the· like. The interview gives 

the subject a chance. to express ~iews and feelings about 

jail. Here you should stress that there are no right or 

wrong answers to the questioning. It is not a test. 

5) All the information provided by the subject will be con

fidential. We guarantee that we will not disclose any 

information, that can be identified with t~e subject. fhe 

cpnsent form to be signed by the subject protects both 

parties. It means that we agree that we will not disclose 

any information, and we did not force the subject into 

the interview. Breach of confidentiality would be foolish 

on our part. If we broke confidence and the word got out 

on us in jail, weld be out of business. Most inmates find 

this a convincing point. 
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6) The only benefit associated with participation in the 

project is a chance to express views and fe~lings. There 

are no rewards or pri~ileges for participating., You 

cannot do any favors. You cannot bring messages in or 

out of the institution. 
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Dear Participant: 
4 

Rutgers University has been awarded a' research grant to 

study how people who come into this place react to it. We would 

like to ask you some questions about how you are feeling and how 

you felt before you came in here. 

How were you selected? He decided the best way to get a 

handle on what's happening with guys who come in here is to talk 

to all those who come in during a certain time period. You happen 

to be one of those guys. 

Participation in this project is voluntary. You don't have 

to answer any questions if you don't-want to. And, you can quit 

answering questions at any time. The choice is yours. We don't 

want to and can't force'.xou to parti ci pate. if you choose not to 

participate, this will also be kept confidential. 

What's in it for you? It gives you a chance to express your 

vi ews and feel i ng,s, and thi s i nformat; on will help to fi 11 a gap 

;n our knowledge and mqy be important in making things better. 

Participa~ian in the project will not help you get out, and it will 

not result in special benefits. 

We think this project is important. We would like to have 

your cooperation. It's up to you. Keep in mind that you do~'t 

have to participate if you don't want to. 

Ask any questions you would like to about this research. If 

you would like to participat~, please check the box below, and 

sign your naMe. 

Thank you, 

John J. Gibbs 
Project Director 

I consent to participate in the project (=) 
Signature ~ ________________________________________ _ 

.... 
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Personal Characteristics and History Questions 

After the subject signs the consent for~,.suggest that you 

begin the interview with a few warm up questions. These questions 

will give the client a chance to get used to your style of inter

viewing, and it will give you a chance to get used to the subject1s 

response style. During this stage of the intervie~, you should 

establish the rhythm and tempo of the questioning. _~ 

You don1t have to ask the questions exactly as they are 

phrased. Make them conversational. Also don1t be afraid to skip 

questions and return to them. For example, if the respondent b~

gins the interview by volunteering information about the number of 

persons in his family or his employment history, record the rele

vant information on the response shee~, and ask all the questions 

in the particular area before returning to the sequence appearing 

on the schedule. In some case,s, you may \'Jant to rearrange the 

sequence of the instruments. For instance, if a subject starts 

describing his experiences 'in a mental hospital wh'ile you1re try

ing to gather personal history and characteristics information, 

switch to the Mental Institutiona'lization Inventory schedule, and 

return to the personal history and characteristics questions later 

in the interview. Of course, these kinds of sequence changes 

require that you know your instruments very well. 

I 
" 

6 

Personal History and Characteristics 

1. Age at last birthday? 

2. Race? 

3. Marital Status? 

4. Number of persons living in household? 

5. Number of dependents other than self?' 

5. Number of children? 

7. Counting yourself, your br~thers, your 
sisters, and your parents---how many 
people are in your immediate family? 

8. Counting your wife, her brothers, her 
sister,s, and her parents----how many 
people are in her immediate family? 

9. Number of persons in immediate family 
and wife's immediate family living 
in the area? 

10. Number of face to fa,ce contacts per 
month with members of ,immedi ate fami ly 
or wife1s immediate family for the six 
months prior to incarceration? 

11. Who was the first telephone call made 
to after arrest? 

l. White 
2. B'lack 
3. Latin 
4. Asian 
5. Other 

1. Married 
2. Common Law 
3., Single 
4. Separated 
5. Divm'ced 
6. Hidowed 

Iu... _________________________ --:l. ___________ ~_~~~ ______ ~~~ ___ ~_<___~~ __ ~_~~_~ __ ~._~ ____ ~ ________ . ________ _ 
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12. Employment? 

13. How long (in months) in present status? 

14. Hours per \'leek worked? 

15. Wage per hour? 

16. Highest grade completed? 

17. Length of time in hours detained by 
police? 

18. Length of time in hours confined in 
jail? 

19. Number of times taken to court---court 
pens? 

20. What is your pt'esent legal status? 

20a. Have you already spent time in this 
jail for the same case that you are 
no\'l in for (e.g. previously made 
bail )1 

21. Has bail been set? 

1. Employed/Taxes Hithheld 
2. Employed/No Taxes 

Withheld 
3. Unemployed/Collecting 

Benefits 
4. Unemployed/Not Collecting 

Benefits 
5. Student 

1. Serving county jail 
sentence 

2. Waiting municipal 
court hearing 

3. \~aiting grant jury 
action 

4. Waiting trial 
5. Waiting sentence 
6. Waiting transfer to 

other institution 
7. Other -------

1. Yes 
2. No 

1. Yes 
2. No 
7. Subject doesn't know! 

Uncertain 
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22. Amount of bail? 

23. Chat'ges? 

24. Has a lawyer been assigned or secured? l. Yes 
2. No 
3. Subject doesn't know/ 

Uncertain 

24a. Kind of lawyer? l. Court appointed 
2. Own 

25. Number of people in cell? 
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Mental Health Inventory 

This series of questions is designed to m~asure the nature, 

duration, and location of mental hospitalizatiop, and to deter.mine 

if the subject has engaged in activities that may be associated 

\vi th psycho 1 ogi ca 1 problems. In some cases, the quest ions to be 

asked at this stage of the interview are more general and more 

personal than the ones-asked-the last section. Because of these 

factors we expect a broad range of responses that \'Ioul d be impos

sible to categorize a prior), and the response sheet reflects this 

set of ci rcumstances. You \vi 11 have to 1 i sten carefully to the 

subjects. response,s, e:lCtract the necessary informati on, and record 

it in a fashion that can be translated into categories at some point. 

You should record as much information as possible w·ithout losing 

rapport, rhythm, and tempo. In some case~, you'll only be able to 

make brief notes to yourself during the intervie~, and YQu'll have 

to return to the sheet after the interview to complete it. 

Introduce this stage of the interview by telling the subject 

that. you're going to ask him about some of his personal habits and 

life experiences. If necessary, reassure him that the information 

he provides is confiQential, and that you are not sitting in judge

ment of him. 

As was the case for the Personal Characteristics and History 

questions, you will not always follow the sequence appearing on the 

schedul~, and in some cases, the response to a question you ask may 

be the answer to another. You should record or note answers as they 

emerge, and then pursue the most reasonable line of questioning. 
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Mental Health Inventory 

1. How much do you drink on an average day during the week? 

lao How about weekends? 

lb. How many times a week do you get drunk enough to forget part of the 
night? 

2. Do you mess with any drugs? 

2a. Which ones? 

2b. How often? 

2c. How much? 

3. Have you ever thought about hurting yourself or commiting suicide? 

3a. How many times have you thought about it in the last year? 

3b. Have- you ever hurt yoursel f or attempted to hurt yoursel f? 

3c.· Number of times? 

3d. Age at first attempt? 

3e. Place of first attempt? 

3f. Method of first attempt? 

3g. Age at last attempt? 

3h. Place of last attempt? 

3i. Method of last attempt? 

3j. Number of times while in detention? 
. 

3k. Number of times while serving a sentence? 

4. Ha~e you ever been to a psychologist or a psychiatrist for treatment or 
e valuation other than the standard examination at your induction 
phys i ca 1 into the, army or when you entered pri son or j ail ? 

:.J 

4a. Number of separate treatments or evaluations? k 

4b. Age at first treatment or evaluation? 

4c. Length of first treatment in number of visits and number of months? 

L _________________ ~ _________ ~~~~~~"~,~~ 
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4d. Age at last treatment or evaluation? . 

4e. Length of last treatment in number of. visits and nunlber of months?, 

4f. Can you de,scribe the last pro~lem for which you were treated? 

4g. Did you receive any medication? 

4h. Do you know. the name of the medication? 

5. Number of hospitalizations? 

5a. Name and location of hospital? 

5b. When admitted? 

5c. When released? 

Sd. Was the admission voluntary? 

6. Where did you go when you were released from the hQspital the last 
time? 

6a. Were you instructed to take any medication after relea?e? 

6b. 

6c. 

6d. 

6e. 

6f. 

6g. 

Did you follow instructions? 

For how long? 

Were you instructed to contact a community mental health center or 
some other kind of outpatient service after release? 

Did you make that contact? 

How often did you go per month? 

If you went to an outpatient facility after rel~a~e did you com~lete 
the course of treatment or did you make the deC1S10n to stop g01ng on 
your own? 
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The Jail Preference Inventory 

Introduce the JPI with some version of the follpwing: 

In the next series of questions, we're going to ask you 
about your needs and concerns. No matter where you are people 
have different preferences or concerns. For example, on the 
street, some people spend all their time thinking about money 
and trying to make it, while other people (sometimes from the 
same family) spend all their time trying to find "true ll love. 
Another example is that for some people a bar is a place where 
you meet new friends, whereas for other the most important 
feature of a bar is that it's a place where you can shoot pool 
and gamble. 

Although there's not a l?t to like apout jail, some things 
about jail are alright when compared with others, while others 
really get to you. And, some people consider certain things 
impor-tant while they're in jail, while other people consider 
others things important. For example, one guy may be very 
concerned about clean clothes, while another guy may be very 
concerned about getting enough' to read. 

We want to know how you feel about different aspects of 
jail. To do this, we are going to ask you to make a series 
of choices. For each pair of choices, choose the one you 
prefer. Select the statement that best represents what you 
would prefer if given the choice. For example, we might ask 
you to tell us wh i ch of the two choi ces bel 0\'1 you wou 1 d most 
prefer: 

Staff who let me 
stay in my cell 

Staff who are 
friendly 

We are only interested in what you prefer, not what other 
people in here prefer. In some cases, choosing may be pretty 
easy. In other cases, you may want to think for a bit before 
you decide. In all cases, select one of the choices, even when 
they appear pretty similar to you. If you have a hard time 
deciding, or have only a slight preference, circle the choice 
toward which you lean. 

l-... . 
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IF GIVEN THE CHOICE: 

1 tJ 
[I 
! Which Would You Prefer? 1 

1. A quiet place all to yourself 

2. A set of rules you can under
stand 

'3. Housing where you're safe 

4. A cell block with very little 
noise and commotion 

5. As few rules as possible 

6. A cell block where you have 
privacy 

7. A facility in which the inmates 
can keep busy 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Staff who stay off your back· 

Guat"ds who protect you from 
danger 

Staff who respect your privacy 

Time alone to think your pro
blems through 

12. A place to think all to your
self 

13. Knowing that you'll have the 
chance to get away by yourself 
each day, 

14. Staff who allow you some,privacy 

15. Knowing that you're safe from 
violent inmates 

16. Staff who stay out of your. 
business 

17. An institution with clear and 
consistent rules 

18. A lot of privacy 

1 

) ! 

i A busy place with plenty to do ,,'I 
t 

~ housing assignment that gives 
you privacy 

1 

{ 
Housing where you're busy 

A cell block with very few rules 

\ ! 
!l 

As much to do as possible 
i I 
! I 

.11 
A cell block where you have safety q 

- \1 
A facility in which there is 1ittle'j 
danger ! 

f 
Staff who respond quickly when you, !,~ 
have a request 'r 

Social workers who get things 
done for you 

Staff who really care about how 
you feel 

An understanding person you can 
tell your problem~ to 

Unescorted movement throughout 
the institution 

Knowing when you'll see your 
lawyer 

Staff who are concerned about 
your safety 

Knowing that you're loved by 
your family 

Staff who help you take care of 
business 

An institution with very few 
rules 

A lot of activity 
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19. Staff who let you know what's 
happening with your case 

20. A jail in which inmates can't 
harm one another 

21. Staff who help you keep active 
and occupied 

22. A tightly run institution with 
definite rules 

23. Staff who keep a close eye on 
you to make sure you're safe 

24. Knowing your lawyer cares 

25. Staff who protect an inmate from 
other inmates 

26. A cell block where you have no 
trouble finding things to do 

27. Guards who.mind their own business 

28. Knowing that you're safe from harm 

29. A jail where they let you work 
every day unti 1 you I re too ti red to 
think 

30. A set of rules that tell you what 
to expect 

31. A definite court date that won't 
change 

32. A jail in which you can keep busy 
all day 

33. Being certain about what's happening 
with your case 

34. A jail ,that has places where you can 
go when you need a place to think 

35. Staff who can help you with legal 
matters 

Staff who advise you on the best 
way to act in court 

A jail in which inmates always 
know what to expect from staff 

Staff who help you fill out 
important forms and papers 

An institution in whic~ the.~ 
inmates call the shots .' 

Staff who let you take care of' 
yourself 

. 
Knowing your family cares 

Staff who stay out of inmate 
affairs I • 

A cell block where the guards 
won't write you a ticket for 
every little thing 

Guards who show a genuine interest 
in how you feel 

Knowing that your lawyer knows 
what he's doing 

A jail where they let you 'have 
visits all day every day. 

A schedule that keeps you busy all 
day " 

A jail program that ~eaches you 
about legal matters 

A jail in which you can get good 
medical attention .' 

Being in a cell block that's safe 

A jail that has programs where you 
can learn something of use for when ~ 
you're released \ 

Staff who can help you with family 
or emotional problems 

"-lo.t.. ________________________ ----" ___________ ~ ______ __'__'_ __ ~ ______ __'__ _____ ~ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~_~, .. _~ ___________ _ 
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37 . 

38. 

39. 

40. 

4l. 

42. 
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Feeling safe 

Knowing exactly what you're up 
against in court 

Staff who will help you find things 
to do to fill the time 

A jail that has places where you 
can go to get away from noise 
and commotion 

Staff you can count on to act the 
same way eve"ry day 

Staff who are consistent 

Staff who believe that you should' 
take care of your own problems 

Feeling loved 
.. 

Having people who believe in 
you no matter what 

Staff who will help you with 
family problems 

A jail that has programs which 
help you take care of business 
like welfare and social security 

Staff you knm'l care about your 
emotional well-being 

Staff who help you keep busy 

Staff \·zho feel that they should 
he 1 p when you I re feel i ng down I 

\ 

, . 

1 
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Introduce this section of the JPI with something like the fo.llowing: 

Now we're going to change the rules. For this set of choice?, 

we will ask yo~ to select the one you dislike most. For exampl~, 

if we asked you which would bother you more: 

Car Trouble Heart Trouble 

most people would select "Heart Trouble." 

Remember to choose the one you dis li ke more or the one tha.t wou 1 d 

bother you more for each pair. 

IF GIVEN THE CHOICE: 
Hhich ~lould Bother You More? 

43. Too much noise and talk 

44. Having nothing to do 

45. A jail with rules that change all 
"the time 

46. Little privacy 

47. Nothing to break the monotony 

48. Being idle everyday 

49. Sitting around dwelling on your 
problems 

50. Being housed where you're the only 
one of your race 

51. A guard who is always on your back 

52. Staff who don't give you any 
privacy 

53. Never a moment alone 

54. A jail where the rules and regula
tions change from day to day 

55'. An incompetent 1 awyer 

Too much time to think 

Having no time alone 

A jail where you can never get 
any privacy 

Limited medical services 

Always being told what to do 

Being threatened by another 
inmate 

Not knowing \vhat to expect in 
court 

Being housed where the guards 
are always busting you for some 
nonsense 

Medical services that aren't 
always available 

Staff who are always quoting 
institutional rules to you 

All kinds of rules and regula
tions 

A jail where there's nothing to 
do to pass the time 

A violent cell mate 

______________________________________ ~ __________ ~"'_~.~_";.;_"_"~_-.• _"~_~.4 __ ~;-C .. =-="-.. =-=.~.~ ____ ~ __________ , ________ ~~ ____ ~~_ 
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56. A ~ail that doesn't offer anythin~ 
to occupy your time 

57. A jail where you sit around all 
day with nothing to do 

58. A lawyer who doesn't care what 
happens to you 

59. Not ever feeling you're by yourself 

60. Not being able to stop thinking 
negative thoughts 

61. Not knowing whether or not your 
people are going to visit you while 
you're locked up 

62. Long boring days and nights with 
nothing to do 

63~ Being sent to the hole for a minor 
infraction 

64. Having a gang out to rape you 

65. Staff who are always telling you 
when and how to do everything 

66. Having people after you in jail 

67. A jail that's run differently 
from one day to the next 

68. A jail where you have to get 
a guard's permission before you 
can do just. about anything 

69. Someone telling you what to do 
every minute of the day 

70. Nothing to do to keep your mind 
off problems 

71. Inmates who are always making 
noise and commotion 

72. Staff who keep changing rules 

A jail that doesn't have a good 
system for channeling requests 
an.d complaints 

A jail that doesn't have a desig
nated staff member you can go to 
with requests or for advice 

Family who don't care what happens 
to you 

Not sure when you III go to court 

Housing where inmates want tC' 
settle everything with their hands 

Knowing for sure that your people 
aren't going to visit you while 
your locked up 

A camera watching'you 24 hours a 
day 

Finding out your family won't come 
to see you 

Knowing your people hate you 

Staff who couldn't care less if 
you're having problems with your 
family 

Having your people think you're 
worthless because you Ire in jail 

A jail in which there aren't any' 
programs to help you out 
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A jail where you seldom get action I I 
when you make a request or complaint 11 
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Not knowing what your lawyer is 
doing with your case 

Nobody to talk to about your 
problems 

Inmates who are always looking 
for a fight 

Staff who are slow to respond 
to requests 
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73. Someone out to get you on the tier 

74. No relief from the talk and noise 

75. Not knowing if your woman's still 
with you 

76. No place where you can go to be 
alone 

77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 

8l. 

82. 

83. 

84. 

Guards who write you up for infrac
tions fo~ little stuff 

A lawyer who doesn't defend you in 
court 

Nothing to do to keep your mind off 
things 

Not understanding what your lawyer 
is doing 

Too much noise and commotion 

Inmates who are always trying to 
prove how bad they are 

A jail in which you can never get 
a quiet place to be alone 

Lots of tension among the inmates 

A 1 awyer \'/hose judgement you don It 
trust 

No one who understands how you feel 

Knowing for sure that 'your woman 
has left you 

No one who understands what's 
'going on in your head 

Guargs_who let you go on something 
one day and write you up for it 
the next 

Peop 1 e who don I t sti ck by you \I/hen 
you Ire locked up 

No visits· from'family and friends 

Not feeling safe 

Too many games and bad feelings 

Guards who are always trying to 
show that they're the boss 

A jail in which complaints and 
requests never get to the right 
staff member 

Unexplained postpGnements and 
and adjournments with your case 

1
\ 
I L..... ____ ...;.... ____ --.;.~~~..;.;...;...;..._. _ __:......;.... ______ __"_ ........ _____ .......... ________________ "___'_ __ _.:..,..:::. .... ::._. _-'--___ ~ ______ ~~ __ ~ __ ~_~ _~ __ . __ . _____ _ 
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The Environmental Quality Scale 

The PPI is intended to measure the environmenta'l needs and 

concerns of prisoners; the EQS measures the amounts of those same 

environmental dimensions (privacy, safety, etc.) available to tlie 

respondent. You should try to c0nvey this dis~inction to the 

subject in your introduction. You should use some version of the 

follov/ing instruction: 

In the last series of questions we tried to find 

out which aspects of jail were important to you. In this 

series of questions, we would like to know how available 

different things are to you while youlre in here. Instead 

of asking you about what you would prefer, we are going to 

ask you how things really are. 

Please indicate whether you strongly agre~, agree, dis

agree, or strongly disagree with each of the statements I 

read to you. (You may give the subject a card with the cate

gories on it). If you are unsure about a particular state

ment, simply indicate how you feel or expect things will be 

in here. There are no right or wrong answers to any of these 

questions; there is only your opinion. 
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1. You don't have to worry about your safety in this place. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree 

2. Your privacy is respected in hey·e. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agret; Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

3. You can keep pretty busy around here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree 

4. They stay off your back in here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
'Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5. The programs they have in here are useful to you. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don't Know/ 
No 9pinion 

Don It Know/ 
No Opinion 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion 

Donlt Know/ 
No Opinion 

Don It Know/ 
No Opinion 

6. They seem to care about your feel ings around here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Donlt Know/ 
No Opinion 

7. The rules and routines in here give you a pretty clear idea 
of what to expect from day to day. 

8. 

9. 

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Donlt Know/ 
Agree Disagree No Opinion 

This is a pretty safe place. 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 

You can grab some time 
in this place. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 

Disagree Strongly Doni t Knowl 
Disagree No Opinion 

to yourself to think things through 

Disagree Strongly 
D'jsagree 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion 

10. You can usually find something to do to occupy your mind in 
here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree' Strongly 
Disagree 

Don I t Knm'l/ 
No Opinion 
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11 .' They I re pretty good about hel pi ng you take care of bus i ness 
in here. 

StY'ongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree ,Strongly 
Disagree 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion 

12. YOLI can count on your family (people) to stick by you when 
you1re in here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don't Know/ 
No. Opinion 

13. They give you a pretty good idea of what's'going on with 
your case when you're in here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agr.ee Disagree , Strong.ly 
Disagree 

Don't Know! 
No Opinion 

14. They'll help you with emotional or: family problems in this 
place. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion 

15. They usually let you know for sure when you'll be' going to 
court and when youl11 see your lawyer. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion 

16. There are people working here who are willing to answer 
questions about welfar~, social security, law, and other 
stuff like that. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree 

17. This is a pretty dangerous place. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

18. The noise and commotion is pretty bad in here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion 

Don't Know/ 
No Opinion 

19. They're always telling you what to do and how to do it 
around here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Donlt Know/ 
No Opinion 
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You spend a lot of your time just sitting around with nothing 
to do in this place. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Di sagree , Strongly 
Disagree 

Don It Know/ 
No Opinion' 

They hound YD'J with their rules and regulations in here. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Don It Know/ 
No Opinion 

........... --------------------"---"-----~-~---'----'--~--~---~------"--------~~~--~- -~ --_._--- --~-
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The SCL-90 

You should introduce the SCL-90 by telling the subject that 

you are going to read him a list of problems and complaints that 

people sometimes have. You want him to tell you how much he's 

bothered by each one you read for the \'Jeek before hi s i ncarcera

ticn and since ~e's been locked up. Instruct the subject to take 

his time and to be honest as possible. Try to convey to the sub

ject that even though everything's looks bleeker in jail ~ you wa'nt 

him to make the comparative rating between jail a~d the outside 

as accurate as possible. Use the following example to instruct 

the subject: 

Si nce you've been inhere how much ~'j(lVe you been bothered 
by backaches. • • • • . . 

Not at all A little bit Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 

1 2 3 4 5 

How about on the streets about a week before you got locked 

Not at all A little bit Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 

1 2' 3 4 5 

You may want to supply some subjects with a card with the 

. response categories on it so you don't have to keep repeating the 

categories until they memorize them. 
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SCL90 

1. Headaches 

2. Nervousness or shakiness inside. 

3. Unwanted thoughts, words, or ideas that won't leave your mind 

4. Faintness or dizziness 

5. Loss of sexual interest 

6. Feeling critical of others 

7. The idea that someone else can control your thoughts 

8. Feeling others are to blame for most of your troubles 

9. Trouble remembering things 

10~ Worried about sloppiness or carelessness 

. 11. Feeling easily annoyed or irritated 

12. Pains in heart or chest 

13. Feeling afraid in open spaces 

14. Feeling low in energy or slowed down 

15. Thoughts of endin.g your life 

16. Hearing voices that other people do not hear 

17. Trembling 

18. Feeling that most people cannot be trusted ' 

19. Poor appetite 

20. Crying easily 

21. Feeling shy or uneasy with people 

22. Feeling of being trapped or caught 

23. Suddenly scared for no reason 

24. Temper outbursts that you could not control 

25. Feeling afraid to. go out of your house (cell) alone 
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Blaming yourself for things 

Pains in lower back 

Feeling blocked in getting things done 

Feel ing lonely 

Feeling blue 

Worrying too much about things 

Feeling no interest in things 

Feel ing fearful 

Your feelings being easily hurt 

Other people being aware of your private thoughts 
" 

Feeling others do not understand you or are unsympathetic 

Feeling that people are unfriendly or dislike you 

Having to do things very slowly to insure correctness 

Heart pounding or racing 

Nausea or upset stomach 

Feeling inferior to others 

Soreness of your muscles 

Feeling that you are watched or talked about by others 

44. Trouble falling asleep 

45. Having to check and double-check what you do 

46. Difficulty making decisions 

47. Feeling afraid to walk around alone 

48. Trouble getting your breath 

49. Hot or cold spells 

50. Having to avoid certain things, places, or activities because they 
frighten you 
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51. Your mind going blank 

52. Numbness or ti ng1 i ng in parts of your b'ody 
,J' 

53. A lump in your throat 

54. Feeling hopeless about the future 

55. Trouble concentrating 

56. Feeling weak in parts of your body 

57. Feeling tense or keyed up 

58. Heavy feelings in your arms or iegs 

59. Thoughts of death or dying 

60. Overeating 

61. Feeling uneasy when people are watching or taiking about you 

62. Having thoughts "that are n'ot your own 

63. Having urges to beat, injure, or harm someone 

6~. Awakening in the early morning 

65. Having to repeat the same actions such as touching, counting, washing 

66. Sleep that is restless or disturbed 

67. Having urges to break or smash things 

68. Having ideas or beliefs that others do not share 

69. Feeling very self-conscious with others 

70. Feeling uneasy in crowds in open or public places 

71 •. Feeling everything is an effort 

72. Spells of terror o~'pa~ic 

73. Feeling uncomfortable about eating or drinking in public 

74. Getting into frequent arguments 

75. Feeling nervous when you are left alone 
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I 76. Others not giving you proper credit for )our achievements 

77. Feeling lonely even when you are with people 

78. Feeling so restless you couldn1t sit still 

79. Feelings of worthlessness 

80. Feeling that familiar things are strange ~r unreai 

81. Shouting or throwing things 

82. Feeling afraid you will faint in public 

83. Feeling that people will take advantage of you if you let them 

84. Having thoughts' about. sex that bother you a lot 

85. The idea that you should be punished for your sins 

86. Feeling pushed to get things done 
, 

87. The idea that ?umething serious is wrong with your body 
. 

88. Never feeling close to another person 

89. Feelings of guilt 

·90. The idea that something is wrong with your mind 
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The Self-Anchor Scale 

You are going to ask the subject to descr~be the best and worst 

possible jails from his perspecti~e. When the subject is describing the 

heaven and hell of jail,' you should be making at least a mantal note of 

his descriptions so you can summarize them for him before he makes his 

rating. 

After the subject leave~, you should record a full description of 

his best and worst possible worlds. 

Introduce the anchor scale to the subject in the"-following ma·nner: 

1. Nobody considers jail a good time, but while you1r.e in 

jai~, there are things that can make it easier or harder' 

for you. Assuming that you hav~ to be in jail for a certain 

period of time, what would the best possible jail situation 

be for you. 

Can you describe the best jail circumstances for you 

while you're in jail? 

Permissible probe: What would jail have to be like for 

you to have the easiest or most comfortable or least 

painful time? 

Obligatory probe: Anytning else? 

2. How about the other side of the coin: What would be 

the worst possible jail situation for you? 

Permissible probe: What would make jail difficult for 

you? What would make jail a miserabl& experience? 

Obligatory probe: Anything else. 
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Here's a. picture of a ladder. Suppos~ that tbe top of the 

ladder represents the best possible jail situation as you 

have described it (SU~·1~1ARIZt: oEST POSSIBLE SITUATION) and 

the' bottom of the ladder represents the worst possible jail 

situation for you (SU~1MARIZE THE WORST POSSIBLE SITUATION), .. 

where would you place your present situation in jail. 
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II SUBCULTURAL II SECTION 

INTAKE ITEfvlS 

1. Have you previously been confined in: 

A. This jail __ ! 

IF YES, How many times? Just once before --
Twice -- Three or more ' __ 

B. Some other jail __ ? 

IF YES, Hml/ many times? Just once before --
Twice __ Three or more --

c. A state prison __ ,,? 

IF YES, How many times?' Just once before' --
Twice Three or more --

D. A juvenile detention facility .1 

r'F YES, How many times? Just once before --
. Twice -- Three or more 

---.-

E. A juvenile training center (school) __ ? 

IF YES, How many times? 

'Twice -- Three or more __ 

1---_______________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 
J 

.. j 

I 

I 
,~ 

CHECK ITE~1: If lA = Yes, skip to Question #5. 

If lA = No, but lB, lC, lD, or lE = Yes, skip to 

1 ~ I If lA thru l~_:_::~_:::_~~::::::_:~~ __________________________________ . 

Question #4. 

--------_ .. _-----""------------------------ ~ 

, 
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Before entering this plac~, had you ever talked to anyone about 

what being in jail would be like? No __ (Skip to Question #3) 

Yes __ 

A. ~Jas this person(s) a relative __ , close friend __ , 

acquaintance' __ , other' __ ! (Note: If multiple responses, 

record estimated number in each category.) 

B. Did this person(s) talk about this ja.il __ , some other 

specific jail(s) __ , jails in general ? --
c. Did this person(s) have first-hand experience in this 

jail , some other jail -- ? --
If either, in what role? 

Inmate 

Guard 

Visitor --
Other (specify) 

D. In general, what were the one or two most important things 

that this person told you to expect? 

E. Have these expectations been accurate so far? 

Yes . (Skip to Question #3) 

No 

If no~, how were they wrong? 

.. I . I 
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3. Did you have any expectations of your own about this place (other 

than what someone else might have told you)? 

No ' ' (Ski P to Questi on #6) 

Yes' --
A. What were one or two most important things you expected? 

B. Have your expectations been accurat~ so far? 

Yes' . (Skip to Question #6) 

No 

Ifno~, how were they wrong? 

(NOTE: SKIP TO QUESTION #6) 

4. A~ How long ago was your last stay in (another jai], prison, 

juvenile facility?' ' _______________ _ 

B. How long did you stay in that last time? -------
C. Did your experiences in (another jail, priso~, juvenile 

facility) give you any ideas about what to expect in this 

place? 

No (Skip to Question #6) 

Yes --
D. ~Jhat were th~ one or two most important thi ngs you expected? . ' 

E. Have your expectations been accurate so far?' 

Yes __ (Skip to Question #6) 

No 

F. If not, how we're they wrong? 

(NOTE: SKIP TO QUESTION #6) 
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Between the last time you were 'in this jail and now~ were 5. A. 

you in any other jail (P~iso!1' juvenile,institution)? 

No' (Skip to Question #50) 

Yes --
B. How long ago was the last time you were in another jail 

(prison, juvenile institution)?'_'_' ,_. ___ ,_. _'_'_'_' ___ _ 

c. How long were you in that time? _,_. _' . ________ ---...._ 

D. How long ago was the last time you were in this ja~l? 

E. Did it concern 'the same case you are in for now? ___ _ 

F. How long did you stay at that time? _________ _ 

G. Is this jail any different. now than it was the last time 

you were here? 

No (Skip to Question #6) 

Yes' --
H. HO\T1 is it diff.erent? 

6. Have you met, anyone confined, here who you ai'ready knew before 

you came jn? 

No ' (Skip to Question '7) 

Yes 

A. Is this person(s) a relative' , close friend _,_, 

acquaintance' , other ? (NOTE: If multiple 

response~, record estimated number in each category.) 

34 

7. Thin,k, for a moment, about the other guys held in this jail. 

A. In genera,', are they simi 1 ar to __ or di fferent than 

-- the guys you know on the outside? (If respondent 

says he doesn I t know' __ or can I t make a Judgement __ , 

skip to #7C). 

B. How are they similar or different? 
, " ... 

C. Do you see yourself as different than the other guys in 

this place? 

No ] (Skip to Question #8) 
Don't know 

Yes 

D. How do you differ? 

8 .. If you wanted to knO\'/ something about how this ~ail operates 

(e.g,., schedule;s, most helpful people, most dangerous peop]~, 

availability of legal or'other types of aSSistance), who do you 

think you would be most likely to ask? 

9. If you were being hassled by some other guy being held her~e, 

how would you handle it? 

10. Since being in here, have you had contact with anyone on the 

outside? 

No (Skip to Question #'1) 

Yes __ 

I 

i' 
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d t t "th? How many times? 10. A. Who have you ha con ac Wl " 

By \'Jhat means: (telephon~, ~isit)? 

" . 
11. HO\'l long do ynu expect to be in here?'_'_' __________ _ 

'. 

l" 
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12. Now I am going to read some descriptions of situations that 

might occur in this jailor in any other j~il. Please give me 

your reaction to each of the situations. 

A. TvJO inmates are planning an escape. They threaten a 

third inmate, Jone~, with a beating unless he steals a 

wire cutter for them from the place he is assigned to 

work. Jones thinks they mean business. He gets the 

wire cutter, but is caught trying to smuggle it into 

his cell. If he doesn't describe the whole situatio~, 

he will probably be charged with an escape attempt. He 

can avoid this by blaming the other two inmates. What 

should Jones do? 

-- Clear himself by telling about the escape 

plans of the other two inmates? 

__ Keep quiet and face the consequences. 

B. Owens is assigned to a jail work detail. Some other guys 

criticize him because he works as hard as he can and does 

more work than anyone else on the detail. The other guys 

think this makes them look bad. How do you personally 

feel about Owens' behavior? 

__ Strongly approve 

Approve --
-- Disapprove 

__ Strongly di sapprove 

-- No opinion or don't know (volunteered) 

--.----
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C. Smith and Lung are friends in the same jail. Smith has some 

cash that was smuggled into the jail by a visitor. Smith 

tells Long that he thinks the guards are suspicious of hi~, 

and he asks Long to hide the cash for him for a few days. 

How do you p~rsonally feel about Long's hiding the money? 

__ Strongly approve 

__ Approve 

__ Oi sapprove 

__ Strongly disapprove 

No opinion or donlt know (volunteered) --

D. Johnson knO\'ls that two guys are threatening to beat up 

another guy, Martin, because Martin won't help them cover 

up their gambl ing operation 'in the jail. Martin is afraid 

to tell anyone. Johnson has an opportunity to pa\ss this 

information on to a guard without anyone else finding out. 

What should Johnson do? 

___ Tell the guard about ~1artin's problem. 

Mind his own business ~nd keep quiet. 
--' 

E. Hill is awaiting trial on a burglary charge. Another guy 

in the jail tells Hill that he knows a la\'/yer who can almost 

certainly get him off with a prison sentence. In return for 

putti ng Hi 11 in contact wi th thi s 1 awyer, the other guy It/ants 

Hill to help him smuggle some pills into the jail. Hill 

be 1 i eves that, \'Iithout thi s 1 awyer, he wi 11 probably get a 

prison sentence on the burglary charge. What should Hill do? 

__ Accept the other guyls bargain. 

--
Reject the offer so he can avoid the risk of being 
caught smuggling pills. 

. , 
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Dear Respondent, 

As you may know, the Rutgers University School of Criminal Justice 
has been conducting a study of the problems and stresses of jail 
confinement. It seems that few people really pay attention to jail 
problems. In fact, jails have been relatively neglected as a topic 
of study. This project is important because it ;s one of the few 
studi es focus.ed speci fi ca lly on the county jail setti ng. 

As part of the study, we are interested in learning your opinions 
on the major problems faced by both inmates and jail personnel. 
Your responses are very important to us. As individuals who work 
in the jail, you are the only ones who can provide us with this 
information. We feel that the best way to find out about the problems 
of jail confinement is to ask those who must deal with such issues 
on a daily basis. 

Attached to thi~ letter is a questionnaire that contains a number 
of questions abbut problems faced by inmates and by jail staff. 
Please answer all of the questions and return your response's to the 
designated area in the control center where we will collect them. 

Your responses will be strictly confidential. Any information that 
could be used to identify an individual will be removed before 
analysis. A final report bases on aggregate results will be made 
available to interested jail staff. 

Thank you for your cooperation in completing the questionnaire and 
for you~ continued assistance to the Rutgers project staff during 
our visits to your institution. 
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STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 

PART A 

A. 

1 
not 
B. 

1 
not 
c. 
1 
not 
D •. 

1 
not 
E. 

1 
not 
F. 

1 
not 
G. 
1 
not 
·H. 

I 
not 
I. 

1 
not 
J. 

1 
not 

Instruction: Below you will find a series of problems 
that may be found in jails. Please rate each problem 
in terms of its seriousness in your institution. 

Circle the value between 1 (not a problem) and 5 (serious 
problem) that you consider as best representing the 
extent of each problem in your institution. 

The last three scales do not have any problems listed. 
This was done so that you can write in problems we may 
have missed, and provide a rating for these problems. 
Please be sure to rate each problem. 

OVERCROWDING 

2 3 
a problem 
SEXUAL ASSAULTS AND THREATS 

2 3 
a problem 
INMATE-INMATE FIST FIGHTS 

2 3 
a problem 
INMATE-STAFF FIST FIGHTS 

2 3 
a problem 
INMATES STEALING FROM EACH OTHER 

2 3 
a problem 
IN1QTES POSSESSING WEAPONS 

2 3 
a pr.oblem 
DEST'RUCTION OF INSTITUTIONAL PROPERTY 

2 3 
a problem 
DRUGS IN THE JAIL 

2 
a pro~lem 
ALCOHOL IN THE JAIL 

2 
a prob119m 
OTHER CONTRABAND IN JAIL 

2 
a problem 

3 

3 

3 

4 5 
serious problem 

4 5 
serious problem 

4 5 
serious problem 

4 5 
serious problem 

4 5 
serious problem 

4 5 
serious problem 

4 5 
serious problem 

4 5 
serious-E.,roblem 

4 5 
serious problem 

4 5 
serious problem 
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K. DEALING WITH 

1 ' 2 
not a problem 
L. STAFF MORALE 

1 2 

STATE PRISONERS 

3 

3 

4 

4 

!l 

5 
serious problem 

5 
not a problem serious problem 
M. CONFLICT BETWEEN CUSTODIAL AND SOCIAL SERVICE STAFF 

1 2 3 4 
not a problem 
N. SHORTAGE OF CUSTODIAL STAFF 

1 2 3 
not a problem 
O. SHORTAGE OF SOCIAL SERVICE STAFF 

123 
not a problem 

4 

4 

P. PHYSICALLY ILL INMATES IN NEED OF MEDICAL CARE 

1 2 3 4 
not a problem 
Q. INMATES WHO EXPERIENCE PSYCHOLOGICAL PROBLEMS 

1 2. 3 4: 
not a problem 
R. PEOPLE mIO DON'T BELONG IN JAIL SUCH AS DRUNKS 

1 2 3 4 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
not a problem serious problem 
S. PEOPLE m~o DON'T BELONG IN JAIL SUCH AS MINOR OFFENDERS 

1 2 3 4 5 
not a problem serious problem 
T. PEOPLE WHO DON'T BELONG IN JAIL SUCH AS NON-SUPPORT CASES 

1 2 3 4 
not a p:r:oblf=m 
U • INADEQU;~TE LEGAL ASSISTANCE FOR INMATES 

1 2 3 4 

5 
serious problem 

5 
not a problem serious problem 
V. NOT ENOUGH FOR INMATES TO DO TO KEEP THEM OCCUPIED 

1 2 3 4 5 
not a-problem 
W. DETERIORATING PHYSICAL STRUCTURE 

1 2 3 
not a problem 
X. LACK OF PRIVACY 

1 2 3 
not a problem 
Y. NOISE 

1 2 3 
not a problem 

4 

4 

4 

serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 
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Z. CONFLICT BETWEEN OLDER AND YOUNGER INMATES 

1 2 3 
not a problem' 
AA. LOW PAY FOR STAFF 

1 2 3 
not a problem 
BB. POOR WORKING HOURS/SHIFT WORK 

12 3 
not a problem 
CC. DANGER ON THE JOB 

1 2 3 
not a problem 
DD. ALCOHOL PROBLEMS, AMONG STAFF 

123 
not a problem 
EE. DRUG PROBLEMS AMONG STAFF 

123 

not a problem 
FF. LACK OF RESPECT FROM INMATES 

123 
not a problem 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

GG. CONFLICT AMONG MEMBERS OF THE CUSTODIAL STAFF 

1 2 3 4 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 

serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
not 
HH. 

a problem serious problem 
INADEQUATE/INSUFFICIENT TRAINING FOR UNIFORMED STAFF 

1 234 
not a problem 
II. SUPERVISORS/ADMINISTRATORS WHO DON'T CARE 

1 2 3 4 
not a problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

JJ. RIGID/UNREASONABLE REGULATIONS FOR UNIFORMED STAFF 
1 2 3 4 5 
not a problem 
KK. ABUSE FROM INMATES 

1 2 3 
not a problem 
LL. STAFF BOREDOM 

1 2 3 
not a problem 
MM. TOO MUCH INMATE MOVEMENT FOR ACTIVITIES 

1 2 3 
not a problem 

4 

4 

serious problem 

5 
serious problem 

5 
serious pl.-oblem 

AND SERVICES 

4 5 
serious problem 

NN. LACK OF OPPORTUNITY FOR ADVANCEMENT FOR STAFF 

1 2 345 
not a E~r~o~b~l~e~m~ _______________________________________ ~s~e~r~~~'o~u~s~p~r~o~b~l~e~m 

......... 
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00. FURNISH PROBLEM: 

1 2 3 4 
not a problem 

5 
serious problem 

PP. FURNISH PROBLEM: 

1 2 3 4 
not a problem 

5 
serious problem 

QQ. FURNISH PROBLEM~ 

1 2 3 4 5 
serious problem not a problem 

PART B 

Instructions: Please answer the follo~ing questi90s 
concerning YOllr opinions. 

A. What i.s your position within the institution? 

B. 

Administration 

Social Service 

__ Superior Officer 

Medical 

Line Officer 

Do you think that there has been an increase in the percentage 
of jail prisoners who have social and medical problems rather 
than criminal justice problems in the last few years.? 

Yes No 

C. Do detained prisoners seem to experience more problems than 
do sentenced prisoners? 

D. 

Yes No 

Rank order the following according to how common you think each 
is for jail inmates. Rank the most common problem with a number 
1 the second most common problem with a number 2, and so on. 
u~e each number only once, ranking the items 1 through 7. 

Boredom Fear of Victimization 

__ Uncertainty Lack of Privacy 

___ Separation from family/friends Inability to make decisions 
---concerning self 

Lack of Social Services/Assistance 

E. There are many things that can make working in a place harder 
or easier for a person. Many different things can influence 
how you feel about where you work. We're going to ask you to 
think about the characteristics and aspects that could make 
your job pleasant or unpleasant for YOU, and to rate the jail 
where you work in light of them. ---

Imagine that the top of the scalei 10i is the best possible. 
jail you could work in. In other words, the things that would 
make work better or more pleasureable for you are there. The 
bottom of the scale, 1, is the worst possible work situation 
for you. The things that make work tougher or unpleasant, are 
there. Circle the number 'that. shows how you feel about the 
jail in which you work. In other words, rate this jail in light 
of what you consider the best and worst possible jails to work in. 

123 
Worst possible 
jail to work 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Best possible 
jail to work 

F. .Similarly, there are many things that can make doing time in a 
jail harder or easier for a prisoner. We~re going to ask you to 
think about the characteristics and aspects that could make jail 
harder or easier for people who are locked up, and to rate the 
jail where you work in light of them. 

Imagine that the top of the scale, 10, is the best possible jail 
an inmate could do time in. In other words, the things that 
would make jail easier or better are there. The bottom of the 
scale, 1, is the worst possible jail situation. The things that 
would make jail harder or tougher to do time in are there. Circle 
the. number that shows how you feel about the jail in which you 
work. In other words, rate this jail in light of what you con
sider the best and worst possible' jails to do time in. 

123 
Worst possible 
jail to do 
time in 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Best possible 
jail to do 
time in 
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