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The classification of adult criminal populations for

training, treatment, and security purposes has been time-

consuming and expensive. The main purpose of this study was

to develop a classification system which considered a wide

variety of behavioral, biographical, and psychometric varia-

bles and yet was efficient in terms of time and money. One

of the limitations in developing such a system has been the

fact that personality testing has relied almost exclusively

on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI).

For inmates who were uncooperative, severely emotionally dis-

turbed, or who have taken the MMPI several times previously,

the odds of getting reliable results on the MMPI have been

poor. Therefore, an alternate form of the MMPI which is con-

siderably shorter is needed.

The MMPI and Mini-Mult Prisoner Questionnaire (MMPQ)

were administered to 200 medium-security federal prisoners,

and behavioral and biographical data were obtained for each

inmate. The MMPI and MMPQ profiles were divided into homo-

geneous groups (clinical scales only and clinical scales

plus selected experimental scales) using a hierarchical



profile analysis (HPA) which resulted in 9 groups for the

MMPI--and 10 groups each for the HPA of the MMPQ, MMPI, and

MMPQ plus experimental scales. The HPA groups were then used

in a multiple discriminant analysis to determine if the bio-

graphical and behavioral variables were significantly differ-

ent for each group. In addition, the K-corrected T scores

from the MMPI and MMPQ (internal and external) were compared

using means, standard deviations, invalid profiles, and con-

sistency of the three highest scales.

Based on the biographical and behavioral variables, the

multiple discriminant analysis correctly placed individual

profiles into the correct HPA groups for 42% of the MMPI

cases, 52% of the MMPQ cases, 44% of the MMPI plus experi-

mental scale cases, and 50% of the MMPQ plus experimental

scale cases. The multiple discriminant analysis clustered

analogous HPA groups so that the MMPI had four clusters, MMPQ

had three, MMPI plus experimental scales had seven, and the

MMPQ plus experimental scales had six. Descriptions of the

individual HPA groups and clusters were drawn from the results.

Classification recommendations were proposed for each cluster.

The four clusters from the MMPI were summarized as follows:

well-adjusted with minimal criminal record, relatively well-

adjusted but criminally oriented, criminally oriented with

impulsive acting out, and criminally oriented with moderate

to severe emotional problems.



Statistically, the MMPQ did not reliably predict the

full MMPI on any of the statistical criteria used. The lack

of statistical correspondence may have been due to the dif-

ferences between the standardization sample (very few refus-

als and rated as a high security risk) and the sample for

the present study (large number of refusals and rated as a

low-to-medium security risk). Comparability of the MMPI and

MMPQ was close enough to encourage the use of the MMPQ for

research and screening purposes--however, it should not be

assumed that the results reflect a totally accurate MMPI

profile.

In conclusion, it is recommended that three forms of the

MMPQ be developed (for minimum, medium, and maximum security

level populations) and that these forms be used in a long-

term research project in conjunction with other psychometric,

biographical, and behavioral data. The goal would be to

develop a comprehensive classification system which would

account for individuals who refused to take part or all of

the psychometric measures.
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PRISONER CLASSIFICATION BY BEHAVIORAL, BIOGRAPHICAL,

AND PSYCHOMETRIC ANALYSIS IN CROSS-VALIDATION OF

THE MINI-MULT PRISONER QUESTIONNAIRE

Classification of adult criminals in correctional insti-

tutions has attempted to determine appropriate security

designations and proper placement in rehabilitation programs.

Procedures for classifying adult inmates in federal correc-

tional institutions have been time-consuming and expensive.

In addition, these procedures have often challenged the

frustration level of inmates so that minimal cooperation has

been received. During the last 40 years, psychologists have

attempted to solve these problems by conducting studies on

a variety of inventories, questionnaires, and behavioral

observations. The results have been mixed, and no overall

classification system has been developed which efficiently and

accurately classifies inmates.

One of the instruments which has been used most often

for classification purposes with correctional populations has

been the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI)

published in 1943 by Hathaway and McKinley. This true-false

inventory of 566 items was designed for the assessment of

personality with the relatively simple administration usually

requiring from 1 to 2 hours to be completed. It has been

routinely administered in correctional settings where it has

generated an abundance of research concerning typical scale

1
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and profile responses which can be expected for prison popu-

lations. Despite its simple administration, many inmates

refuse to complete the inventory. It has been widely assumed

that the inmates' reluctance to take the inventory was due

to the excessive length of the MMPI (Armentrout & Rouzer,

1970; Kirk, Butler, & Peek, 1975; Walls, McGlynn, & Tingstrom,

1977).

The objective of the present study was to explore whether

or not an abbreviated version of the MMPI along with behavioral

and biographical data would produce a meaningful classification

system. It was hoped that this classification system would

provide better predictions for new prisoners in the areas of

security, training, work assignments, treatment, and in

general, enhance the administrative decisions which must be

made for the orderly operation of a prison. The review of the

literature summarized pertinent studies which: attempted to

use the MMIPI for classification fo specific problems (e.g.,

homosexuality), attempted to use the MMPI to develop profile

types for different criminal groups, and outlined the develop-

ment of abbreviated versions of the MMNPI.

Classification of Inmates Based on the MMPI

Butcher and Tellegen (1973) questioned the appropriate-

ness of using the MMPI to measure general personality factors.

However, due to the assumption that anyone who committed a

crime must have had some type of psychological problem

(Repucci & Clingempeel, 1978), the MMPI has been the only

personality test which has been routinely administered to
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inmates in many correctional settings. Some of the main

areas in which the MMPI has been used for classification

were: racial differences; homosexuality; escapism; hostility,

aggression, and violence, adjustment to prison life; poten-

tial for rehabilitation; and recidivism and parole.

The effect of ethnic and cultural factors on the MMPI

should have been considered when diagnostic, treatment, and

security decisions were made. Although the potential for

misclassification due to racial background has been examined

closely in the last 5 years, there were only four studies

which addressed this issue between 1939 and 1960 (Gynther,

1972). Stanton (1956) reported no differences between

blacks and whites on the MMPI. On two of the studies, blacks

scored significantly higher on scales 8 and 9, and on the

fourth study the blacks scored higher on scale 8. These

studies were criticized because the black samples were not

representative of prison populations and the authors did not

include possible differential incarceration practices across

racial lines (Powell & Johnson, 1976). Despite the criticism

of Powell and Johnson, the research since 1963 has consis-

tently shown that blacks elevate the MMPI profile more than

whites (Costello, 1973; Elion & Megargee, 1975; Gynther,

1972; McDonald & Gynther, 1963).

It has been suggested that the different in elevation

between blacks and whites could be corrected with the creation

of MMPI norms specifically for blacks (Gynther, 1972;
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Hokanson & Calden, 1960). Baughman and Dahlstrom (1968)

proposed that the elevation on the MMPI by blacks might be

attributed to a typical black trait rather than a sign of

emotional deviance. Blacks may be justified in being doubtful

about the way they have been treated by others due to their

history of treatment in the American culture. This differen-

tial elevation in white and black MMPI profiles has been

attributed to differences in values, perceptions, and expec-

tations rather than differences in levels of adjustment. The

effect of cultural differences was emphasized in a study

in which 86 black residents of a small southwestern Alabama

town took the MMPI (Gynther, Fowler, & Erdberg, 1971). The

subjects had no record of mental or police trouble and had an

average annual family income of less than $1,000. They took

the tape-recorded version of the MMPI and received $2 as

reimbursement for their time. Scale 8 was elevated most often

with scales 9 and 6 also being significantly high. By

employing a computer interpretation of the above profiles,

only 10% were described as normal. Although this was inter-

preted as evidence for a cultural effect, some have argued

that the differential responses of blacks represent a socio-

economic effect.

McCreary and Padilla (1971) examined cultural and socio-

economic differences among black, Mexican-American, and

white male offenders. Comparisons were made among the three

groups by using: (a) matched (education and occupation)/

unmatched groups, (b) all MMPI profiles/valid profiles only,
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and (c) individual/type differences. They concluded that

both cultural and socioeconomic factors discriminated among

the three groups.

The MMPI has been used for classification along the

dimension of homosexuality. Using a sample of convicted

offenders, Cubitt and Gendreau (1972) found that their homo-

sexual sample did score significantly higher on the Masculinity-

femininity (Mf) scale than their nonhomosexual sample. However,

the misclassification rate on the homosexuals was 35%. They

proposed that futher cross-validations and refinement of the

Mf scale be obtained before extensively using it in correc-

tional settings.

From 1966 to 1971, psychologists at the North Carolina

Department of Corrections noted a tendency for the Mf scores

to be higher. This was tested by Panton (1976) and his

results suggested that the Mf score had increased while the

other scales had remained the same. Both samples had means

which produced a 4-2-9 MMPI code type. The mean Mf score

for the 1971 sample was significantly higher than the mean

Mf score for the 1968 sample. When the Mf scale was broken

down into its subscales, those which had made a significant

change were for personal and emotional sensitivity and for

the denial of masculine occupations. The mean for the sub-

scale for sexual identification was identical for the two

groups. The hypothesis that homosexuality was increasing

was not supported.
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The use of the MMPI to classify inmates who were more

likely to escape was another area discussed. Beal and Panton

(1956) developed an index of escapism with 103 adult felon

inmates who had escaped and 100 adult felons who had not

escaped. Chi-square was used to determine the difference in

the frequency with which the two groups responded to each of

the 566 personality variables. This resulted in 42 items

which identified 76.7% of the escapee group and 73% of the

nonescapee group. Comparable results were obtained in a

cross-validation sample.

In developing this scale for the MMIPI, the authors

appeared to have used only one variable, escape versus non-

escape. It might be assumed that their groups were rather

heterogeneous so that important characteristics were unknown.

The usefulness of this scale might have been improved if

other independent variables had been included such as age,

race, and educational and intellectual functioning (Butcher

& Tellegen, 1978).

Pierce (1971) conducted a study to examine both the

postdictive as well as predictive effectiveness of the

Escapism (Ec) scale. In the postdictive phase of the study,

the Ec scale identified 14 of 15 escapees. However, it also

identified one-half of the nonescapees as escapees. In the

predictive phase of the study, the Ec scale correctly identi-

fied 50% of escapees, but falsely identified as an escapee

24% of nonescapees. Pierce attempted to refine the Ec scale
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by setting two cut-off points so that different probability

statements could be made regarding the probability that an

inmate would escape.

The adequacy of the Fc scale was questioned for minimum

custody inmates since it was developed on inmates who had all

levels of custody (Adams & West, 1976). Comparisons for age,

IQ, education level, and education achievement revealed a

significant difference for the age category alone. The mean

age for the escapee group was 27.5 years and the mean age

for the nonescapee group was 37.9 years. The mean scores for

the Ec scale for the escapee and nonescapee groups were not

significantly different. To avoid drawing conclusions on

chance differences, the study was duplicated and the results

were nonsignificant again. The authors concluded that the

MMPI Ec scale was inadequate for predicting escapism of

prisoners in minimum security institutions. They suggested

that the scale should be refined and that social background

data be used to supplement the MMPI escape predictor.

The MMPI has been freuqently used to make classification

decisions regarding inmate's level of hostility, aggres-

sion, and violence. One of the objectives of the Federal

Bureau of Prisons has been to use enough security so that an

inmate did not physically harm himself or others. To determine

the amount of security which would be required, correction

counselors reviewed the severity of the current and previous

offenses as well as the inmate's history of violent behavior.
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The results of the MMPI have also been used to make that

security classification.

Megargee (1966) developed the concept of the under- and

overcontrolled personality type. In this hypothesis the

overcontrolled individual was more likely to engage in

extreme forms of physical aggression when he was upset.

Megargee, Cook, and Mendelson (1967) developed an MMPI scale

which could identify the "chronically overcontrolled person-

ality type." Deiker (1974) reported that over 25 different

MMPI measures had been proposed to measure hostility and

control factors. In these scales, over half of the items

had been related to aggression, with a third of them being

scored in the opposite direction on at least two or more of

the various scales. Deiker questioned the validity of this

type of scale development.

Using abnormal offenders, a factor analysis of 6 hostility

scales and 11 personality scales was used to determine if the

dimensions of hostility and aggression could be differentiated

(Blackburn, 1972). The results suggested that there were

two different dimensions: an aggressive response tendency

and a hostile evaluation. The first might be conceptualized

as the readiness to respond with aggressive behavior, while

the second was defined as the tendency to evaluate persons,

including the self, in negative or unfavorable terms.

Deiker (1974) proposed that the results for the

Overcontrolled-Hostility (0-H) scale was due to "Nay-saying,"

since 21 items of the scale were keyed false and 10 of the
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items were keyed true. He suggested that the Nay-saying

could be rectified by balancing the item scoring on the

scale. In response to Deiker's article, Megargee and Cook

(1975) conducted a study in which they produced four balanced

Overcontrolled-Hostility scales. They concluded that the

validity of the 0-H scale was not dependent on Nay-saying.

The construct validity of the O-H scale was further studied

by comparing scores obtained on the O-H scale with the

aggressiveness manifested in the verbal responses to

Rosenzweig's Picture-Frustration Study (White, 1975). High

0-H subjects demonstrated a significantly higher level of

control when contrasted with the low O-H subjects. A

significant difference was not found in the 0-H score for

people who committed murder when the death penalty was or

was not in effect (Rawlins, 1976).

The uses of the clinical and experimental scales for

the classification of hostility and control yielded incon-

clusive results (Appeldorf, Hunley, & Cooper, 1971; Blackburn,

1971; Carroll & Fuller, 1971; Johnston & Cooke, 1973). In

the conclusions of these articles, the need for further

refinement of the partiuclar experimental scale was emphasized.

Disregarding the mixed results on MMPI experimental

scales for classifying violent behavior, relatively consis-

tent results have been obtained between the MMPI 4-3 code

and hostile, aggressive behavior. Sines (1966) found 78%

of the subjects in a prison sample had committed crimes of

violence whose MMPI profile showed Psychopathic deviate (Pd)
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and Hysteria (Hy) which has been referred to as a 4-3 profile.

Davis and Sines (1971) examined the MMPI's of 500 state hos-

pital patients, 1,136 state prisoners, and 625 men tested

in a university medical center. From these three samples of

men, the following percentages of each group had the 4-3

profile: 5.0% of state hospital, 6.6% of prison group,

and 1.65% of the university counselees. In describing the

actual behavior of the three samples, it was concluded that

hostile-aggressive behavior was a frequent characteristic

of men who generated the 4-3 MMPI profile. The frequency

with which the hostile aggressive behavior came (in out-

bursts after periods of control) would support Megargee

et al.'s (1967) hypothesis regarding the overcontrolled-

hostile personality.

Expanding the study of Davis and Sines (1971) on a sample

of approximately 1,900 maximum security state inmates, the

most freuqenlty occurring 2-point code types were 4-2, 4-9,

4-8, and 4-3 (Persons & Marks, 1971). The percentages of

current violence and current/past violence were combined

for the 4-3 code which was compared with the other three

codes. It was then compared with the base rate of violence

for the total population. From these comparisons, it was

determined that the 4-3 code type had significantly more

violence than the other types. In this study, 66.7% of

the 4-3 subjects were incarcerated for violent crimes and

85.4% had a history of committing violent offenses. The

authors suggested that future studies should explore the
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situation and sociocultural factors that precipitate vio-

lence, rather than simply concluding that the high 4-3 code

was a violent personality type. Future studies should be

cognizant of the fact that the base rates in this study were

on maximum security state inmates. Both the base rates and

the percentage of violence might be different in a medium

or minimum security institution.

Correctional staff have been interested in facilitating

a positive prison adjustment. For many offenders (particu-

larly first-time offenders) their arrest, trial, and fear of

going to prison contributed to their being disorganized and

confused when they began their sentence. Once an inmate

arrived at the institution, his dignitiy was further

challenged by his being searched, undressed, losing his

possessions, receiving clothing, and assigned to quarters.

The new inmate received formal (from the system) and informal

(from peers) introductions about the expectations and the

punishment for disobeying the rules. The new inmate has

often felt more pressure to uphold the inmate code than the

rules of the institution.

Truxal and Sabatino (1972) identified four ways in

which the offender frequently responded to this new environ-

ment. First, he might experience what has been termed

"situational withdrawal" which resulted in a withdrawn,

regressed life style with few friends. In its extreme, it

has been referred to as prison psychosis. Second, he may

have experienced colonization or a response style whereby
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the inmate adapted to the manipulation and conning of the

other inmates. Third, the intransigeant line represents his

response to the new environment by intentionally challenging

the institution and flagrantly refusing to cooperate. Fourth,

the inmate might have played the role of the perfect inmate

which has been known as a conversion. Using the MMPI, Truxal

and Sabatino found a significant difference on all the clinical

scales except Pd and Mf when they compared the intransigeant

line who were epileptic with either the nonepileptic or the

conversion group.

Prison adjustment was evaluated by comparing an Adjust-

ment Rating Scale with social, vocational, personal, and

behavioral factors (Driscoll, 1952). When a comparison was

made between the inmates with the best adjustment (group IV)

and the inmates with the poorest adjustment (group I),

MMPI differences were significant for scales 2, 5, and 6.

The profile of group I was the most pathological overall.

Since the MMPI was administered shortly after incarceration,

it may have been that the inmates had not had time to make

the initial adjustment to prison life.

With the rapid change in environmental conditions and

social expectations, initial classification with the MMPI

may give the picture of a very disturbed individual. In a

test-retest design (Pierce, 1972a) with a 6-weeks interval

between retesting, it was found that the mean results were

significantly lower for scales K, 7, 8, and 0. This fre-

quently resulted in the emergence of a profile showing high
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Pd and Ma (4-9) which had been masked by a more psychotic-

like profile. Pierce did not point out that people did not

appear as pathological when the MMPI was readministered in

short time spans. The proposal for delayed testing for

classification deserves further research, since the recom-

mendations for training, treatment, and security of inmates

may vary greatly depending on whether or not the recommenda-

tions are made on tests administered immediately upon entrance

or after an adequate time for adjustment.

Panton (1958b) proposed that an MMPI scale could be

developed which would identify nonadjusted prison behavior,

excluding escapism. A 36-item scale called Prison Adjustment

(Ap) was created which correctly identified 82% of the adjusted

and 88% of the nonadjusted inmates. A cross-validation study

of the Ap-scale correctly identified 88% of the nonadjusted

group, however, it also identified as nonadjusted 50% of the

adjusted group (Pierce, 1972b). Pierce proposed the use of

probability statements based on different cut-off scores,

rather than the fixed Ap scale cutting score proposed by

Panton.

In summary, the MMPI and its various experimental

scales have been used extensively in the prediction of inmates'

prison adjusmtnet. The results have not been totally con-

sistent which has special implications for decision-making

in regard to the treatment, training, and security of inmates.

The potential rehabilitation of inmates has been studied

by dividing them into groups based on their degree of
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rehabilitation, and then comparing the significant differ-

ences of their MMPI and other measures. Edwards (1963)

compared five groups on the continuum of success in .

rehabilitation and found the least rehabilitated group to be

significantly different from the other four groups. However,

his results did not discriminate between the four groups which

were better adjusted. The group with the poorest adjustment

appeared to be more schizoid with the three highest points

being 4-8-7 while the three highest points for the other four

groups were 2-4-1, 4-2-1, 4-9-2, and 4-6-2. A weakness of

this study was that it did not evaluate any other factors

which may have contributed to the inmates' potential for

rehabilitation. Dahlstrom, Welsh, and Dahlstrom (1975)

pointed out that success in rehabilitation or parole

depended upon factors other than just the personality of the

inmate. For instance, the skills the inmate possessed, his

opportunity for work, the support from his family, and the

degree of contact he had with former associates should be

incorporated into predictions about an inmates' potential

for successful rehabilitation.

Since many recidivism cases have been parole violators,

these two topics have freuqently been researched together.

The MMPI research has dealt with the classification of

inmates in regard to their readiness for parole and their

potential for recidivism. The probability of successful

parole or of recidivism has been shown to effect the
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decision-making of parole boards and staff members at state

prison diagnostic units (Holland & Holt, 1975).

Comparing both a group of parole violators and nonviola-

tors, 26 MMPI items discriminate between the two groups and

these items were labeled the Parole Violator (Pv) scale

(Panton, 1962a). Parole nonviolators demonstrated a greater

acceptance of social mores and were less likely to act out

their antisocial feelings. In addition, they had better

reality thinking and were better prepared to develop and

maintain meaningful interpersonal relations.

The Habitual Criminal (Hc) scale was developed by

combining the Pd and Ap scales (Panton, 1962b). This scale

worked well in predicting recidivism with inmates who had

three or more sentences but did not do as well on those who

only had one or two sentences. The author suggested that

this scale be used with caution until it could be further

validated with first-offender groups.

Although there has been abundant research using the

MMPI for predicting parole and recidivism, the results have

been mixed. Many have obtained significant correlations, but

the correlations have generally been small. Where differences

were found, the MMPI scales F, 7, 8, and 9 accounted for

most of the differences (Adams, 1976; Gough, Wenk, &

Rozynko, 1965; Holland & Holt, 1975; Mack, 1969). Some of

the articles pointed out the need to consider environmental

and demographic variables, however, this was frequently

overlooked. Expectancy tables for predicting recidivism
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indicated that the most salient factors were age at the

present commitment and the prior penal record (Carney, 1967).

Development of MMPI Profile Types of Criminal Populations

Hathaway and Monachesi (1951) did one of the earlier

studies dealing with MMPI results for a delinquent population.

They administered the 1MMPI to 4,046 ninth graders and then

did a 2-year follow-up to determine how many had a record of

delinquency as defined at three levels of severity. Of the

1,834 boys who had valid profiles, 382 fell into one of the

three categories for delinquency at the end of the 2 years,

which amounts to a frequency rate of 201 per thousand. In

the original sample of 1,834 boys, 7% had marked deviations

on scales 4 and 9. Boys with this profile yielded a delin-

quency rate of 421 per thousand at the end of the 2 years.

By contrast, three profile patterns were identified for boys

who had the relatively low delinquency rates. These profiles

included those without abnormal elevations, those with only

the depression scale elevated, and those with elevation only

on the masculine-femininity scale. The authors concluded

that the results would enable schools and agencies to iden-

tify groups of children who would profit from special

programs to combat delinquency.

After administering the MMPI to 100 white and 100 black

inmates (Stanton, 1956), developed a standard group profile

which demonstrated peaks on scales 4 and 9 respectively with

scale 2 also being above a T score of 60. He suggested

that the high score on scale 2 may reflect a feeling of
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uselessness and pessimism due to the fact that the inmates

had just arrived at the institution when they were required

to take the MMPI. The MMPI scales 4, 8, and 9 were able to

discriminate between factors related to repeated criminal

offenses, addiction to alcohol and narcotics, poor work

record in society, and poor familial relationships.

Panton (1958a) attempted to find a relationship between

crimeclassification groups and MMPI profile configurations.

Using a sample of 1,313 valid tests results, the high points

of the profiles for the six crime classification groups com-

bined was on scales 4, 8, and 2. He did not find any

marked differences on the MMPI when comparing the crime

groups of white collar, aggravated assault, robbery-burglary,

property theft, sex perversion, and aggravated sex. In

another study designed to discriminate criminal types,

Christansen and LeUnes (1974) found significant differences

for groups based on burglar, forger, narcotics offender,

theft offender, robber, and murderer. Scales L, Pd, and Ap

discriminated between the various crime classification groups

using a multiple discriminate analysis of the data.

A comparison of heroin addict and nonaddict prisoners'

MMPIs revealed that the T scores for scales 2 and 4 were

approximately 13 points higher for the addict group (Sutker,

1971). In a similar study, Black and Heald (1975) compared

the MMPI characteristics of alcohol and illicit drug-abusers.

Although there was a tendency for the drug-abuse groups'
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profile to be elevated higher than the alcoholics, especially

on psychotic indicators, there were no significant differences

betwen the two groups.

The profiles of exposers, rapists, and assaulters were

compared on the MMPI (Rader, 1977). There were no signif-

icant differences between the mean raw scale scores for the

exposer and assaulter groups. However, the rapists had MMPI

K-corrected mean raw scale scores that were significantly

higher than those of the exposer groups on F, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6,

and 8 scales--and greater than those of the assaulter group

on scales 4, 6, and 8. Rader also found some MMPI differences

based on the disposition of the three groups (incarcerated

versus parole). However, many of the subgroups had such a

small number of subjects that the results would need to be

cross-validated before being used.

In summary, MMPI profile types have generally been

effective in discriminating between major categories, e.g.,

incarcerated offenders versus a normal population. However,

the differentiation of subgroups within the prison population

has been more difficult to assess, e.g., differences between

minimum and medium security inmates. As an alternative to

this mosaic of MMPI research which has analysized demographic,

behavioral, and personality factors, Mayer and Megargee

(1972) proposed a comprehensive typological analysis of

prison inmates based solely on MMPI profiles.

Megargee (1977) pointed out that it would be a tremendous

advantage if one instrument which was economical and easily
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administered could provide the data for a typology. Since

the MMPI would reflect changes in personality over time, it

would have the added benefit of giving feedback on the effects

of treatment or incarceration. The main weakness in this

approach was the fact that the MMPI might not provide a broad

enough data base on which to build a typological system.

Meyer and Megargee (1972) began the MMPI typology research

at the Federal Correctional Institution in Tallahasse, Florida.

This medium-security prison housed an average of 530 youthful

offenders who ranged in age from 18 to 27. Profiles on 300

inmates were randomly selected from approximately 2,500 MMPI

profiles which had been stored on computer cards. The pur-

poses of this study were to determine: (a) whether or not the

MMPI profiles of youthful offenders would fall into distinct

groups, (b) whether or not the same basic groupings would be

obtained in different samples, and (c) whether or not it would

be possible for a clinician to sort individual MMPI profiles

into such groups reliably.

The 300 profiles were divided into three samples of

100 subjects each. Each sample was then run through a hier-

archical profile analysis using Veldman's (1967) program, "H-

Group" in the following manner as explained by Meyer and

Megargee (1977).

This program combines the data into naturally

similar groups of individuals (rather than scales),

maximizing the average intergroup distance and

minimizing the average intragroup distance.
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This is done by combining the two most similar

profiles into a group (producing an upper limit

of N-l groups) and estimating the potential error

when such a grouping is made. (p. 118)

With a large number of groups, the error variance stayed

small, however, the error variance continued to increase as

more profiles were combined to make fewer groups. Natural

groupings in the data were reported to yield consistent

increases in the error estimate. Whenever there was a

large change in the error estimate, it was assumed that fur-

ther differentiation into groups was unprofitable. This

statistical procedure did not imply statistically significant

differences between groups, but simply provided a description

of the data. Therefore, generalizability of the groups

found in one sample to another was not appropriate.

The results of the H-Group program yielded 14 groups in

one sample and 11 groups in the other two samples. All

subgroupings of 5 subjects were eliminated based on the

assumption that they probably represented atypical or unreli-

able profile groups. After making these eliminations, one

sample had 9 groups and two samples had 8 groups.

Next, the three samples were matched so that one overall

typology was formed which was made by writing rules for each

of the nine groups in sample one. Using these rules, the

eight groups of the other two samples were matched to sample

one. As a result nine distinct groups were formed. Each
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group was given a code name so that premature decisions

would not be made regarding the psychological significance

of the groups.

In conclusion, the authors demonstrated that the MMPI

data would fall into the same basic groupings across samples.

Using the rules which they developed to identify the nine

groups, it was possible for a clinician to sort individual

MMPI profiles into such groups reliably.

In a follow-up study, Meyer (1974) investigated whether

or not 5 of the groups which had been identified would differ

significnatly on non-MMPI variables, e.g., in their life

styles, social history, behavior, and dynamics. Using 100

MMPI profiles from the same Federal Correctional Instituion,

differences between the Meyer-Megargee groups and the depen-

dent variables were tested using multiple discriminant

analysis which was carried out in a step-wise fashion so

that it was possible to tell which combinations of variables

were most useful in discriminating among the groups.

Of the 20 variables, 13 discriminated between the 5

groups at the .01 level or better. However, the first 6

variables gave a perfect discrimination between the 5 groups

at the .00005 level. Therefore, for the sake of efficiency,

it was suggested that the cut-off point in forming an optimal

regression equation be step six in the matrix. The first

four items were taken from the interview data developed by

Haven (1972). Items 5 and 6 were from the Bureau of Prisons

information sheet: (a) high school grade level, and (b)
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number of commitments of 6 months or more. Thus, the author

concluded that the groups could be discriminated on the

basis of non-MMPI variables.

Development of Abbreviated Versions of the MMPI

The most consistently stated rationale for developing

abbrevaited forms of the MMPI has been the assumption that

people would be more willing to take the shortened form and

respond in a more cooperative and productive manner due to

a more positive attitude and less fatigue. No research

validation has been found for the assumption that a short

form would be better in this instance. Mlott and Mason (1975)

argued that certain populations have been reluctant to com-

plete the MMPI, yet in their study with dialysis patients,

seriously ill people completed four different standard and

abbreviated MMPI forms with no dropouts. The reactions of

inmates to the MMPI and other tests used in two Federal

Correctional Institutions were positive (Moss, Klosterman,

& Shoemaker, 1978). A shortcoming of this study was that

the results were obtained only on inmates who completed the

MMPI. It did not account for the reactions of those inmates

who refused to take the MMPI.

During the first 25 years after the MMPI was published,

various means were used to reduce the length of the MMPI

or to substitute some of the scales for the full test.

Short forms were developed by deleting the unscored items

(Ferguson, 1946; Holzberg & Alessi, 1949; MacDonald, 1952a,

1952b). Olson (1954) pointed out that this would have a
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detrimental effect on the future use of the experimental

scales, but he reduced the test to the first 420 items and

made conversion tables for finding scales K and Si. Jorgensen

(1958) was the first person to retain most of the profile

picture while also significantly reducing the number of

items to 176, but he omitted scales F, 5, 6, and 8, since he

did not believe they were appropriate for the population

he was using. However, he did not provide any validity or

reliability data. According to Buros (1972), the Mini-Mult

(Kincannon, 1967) was the first abbreviated form which

actually reflected the full MMPI.

Since the development of the Mini-Mult (Kincannon, 1967)

there have been four other short forms of the MMPI which have

been widely tested and cross-validated with a variety of

populations (Dean, 1972; Faschingbauer, 1974; Hugo, 1971;

Overall & Gomer-Mont, 1974). In review of the literature

since 1968, 70 articles were found pertaining to the 5 short

forms mentioned. They have been evaluated for their reliability,

invalid profiles, comparison of means, high-points, elevation,

psychologist's diagnosis, and to a lesser extent they have

been evaluated with independent criteria.

Of the 70 articles reviewed, only 6 of them used an

inmate or delinquent population. Although significant corre-

lations were found between some of the individual scales,

all five studies involving the Mini-Mult concluded that it

was not a valid short form of the MMPI for use with offender

populations (Armentrout & Rouzer, 1970; Bassett, Schellman,
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Gayton, & Tavormina, 1977; Platt & Scura, 1972; Thornton,

Finch, & Griffin, 1975). Walls, McGlynn, and Tingstrom

(1977) concluded that the FAM and 168 were better suited

for their population of adult offenders than the Hugo.

However, they concluded that none of the three should be

used to generate 'MMPI' profiles. They also decided that the

differential performance between the Hugo and the other two

short forms may have been due to the Hugo being developed on

college students while the other two were developed using

psychiatric populations which would be more similar to the

offender population. In conclusion, none of the short forms

reviewed were adequate for a criminal population, and there

was a need for a short form to be developed specifically for

a criminal population.

Kirk, Butler, and Peek (1975) developed a short form

of the MMPI using adult male felons as the normative group.

Their 192-item short form of the MMPI was called the Mini-

Mult Prisoner Questionnaire (MMPQ). The rationale for

developing the MMPQ was similar to that of other researchers

who have developed shortened forms of the MMPI. First, it

was pointed out that the unwillingness or inability of

some individuals to complete the MMPI was more frequent with

adult inmates. Second, the longer version takes more time to

complete, even with cooperative subjects. The MMPQ was

developed by taking 192 items from the full MMPI, using

a stepwise linear regression procedure. Only those items

providing the most variability in the full MMPI scores were
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retained (those showing the highest contributions to their

multiple correlations with the full MMPI raw scores). A

sufficient number of items were included to allow a suitable

range of scores, and items were excluded which had an inordi-

nate loading in the regression model so that unit weighting

could be used in scoring the MMPQ. In addition to the 3

validity and 10 clinical scales, they developed abbreviated

versions of 40 experimental scales which were relevant for

a correctional population.

The validity of the MMPQ was analyzed by comparing the

product-moment correlations and the 3-point codes of the

MMPI and the internal MMPQ. The product-moment correlations

between the MMPI standard K-corrected T scores and the T

scores predicted from rescoring the MMPI for the internal

MMPQ were calculated for the original study and on three

cross-validation samples. In the original study, the values

ranged from .76 to .93 with a median of .87. In the male

cross-validation sample, the values ranged from .77 to .91

with a median of .83. In the female group, the values

ranged from .72 to .90 with a median of .80. All of these

values were statistically significant. In the third cross-

validation group, the values ranged from .59 to .87 with a

median coefficient of about .70. The lower coefficients were

attributed to the fact that this sample was drawn from a

lower-security primarily drug offender population. There-

fore, the necessity for local cross-validation and possible

scale modification was suggested.
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Profile configuration designed to test the three high

points was used in many of the studies comparing short forms

of the MMPI (Holmes, 1973; Kincannon, 1968). Applying this

technique for measuring the validity of the MMPQ, the original

validation sample had 68% of the subjects having the same scale

as highest on both the WMPQ and the MMPI. The agreement for

the second and third highest scales was 48% and 43% respec-

tively. Comparable results were obtained for the male and

female cross-validation groups. The authors pointed out that

the MMPQ gave very satisfactory results for the female sample

considering that the test was developed on a male population only.

Validity coefficients were also obtained for the abbre-

viated experimental scales of the NHPQ. The coefficients

ranged from .48 to .97 with 75% of the scales obtaining a

validity coefficient of .80 or above. Only 3 scales had a

coefficient below .70.

Butler, Peek, Kirk, and Jenkins (1975) reported a validity

study of the MMPQ using approximately 900 inmates from the

prison system of the Commonwealth of Virginia. In evaluating

prison adjustment, three groups were formed on the basis of

one, or more incident reports. In addition, the groups were

matched for age, IQ, race, length of sentence, date admitted

to prison, date received at the correction center, and

type of offense. Using the 3 validity and 10 clinical

scales plus 12 experimental scales, three distinct profiles

became apparent which enabled them to discriminate between
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analysis was superior to single-scale analysis. The experi-

mental scales played a significant role in making the discri-

mination between the three groups.

In conclusion, the MMPQ (in conjunction with life history

antecedents and criminal record) made it possible to predict

escapes, frequency of adjustment reports, and success in work

release and vocational training programs. Thus, the MMPQ

was successfully used in predicting prison adjustment for

inmates.

In all but one study on abbreviated MMPI's, comparability

to the MMPI was the only criteria used for determining the

validity of the abbreviated test. The incorporation of bio-

graphical and behavioral data with psychometric data was

recommended to improve construct validity of personality

inventories (Reppucci et al., 1978) and to aid in clssification

of inmates (Dahlstrom et al., 1975; Butler et al., Note2).

Yochelson and Samenow (1976) gave numerous references of

studies which correlated life history factors (home, family,

community, economic, etc.) with the current behavior of inmates

populations. In addition, the importance of biographical data

is supported by many personality theories as an important key

in understanding the current behavior (Adler, 1927; Freud,

1933; Sullivan, 1953).

Purpose of the Present Study

To derive a classification system for male inmates which

would capitalize on a combination of psychometric, behavioral,

and biographical data was the primary purpose of the present
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study. It was assumed that this combination of information

would provide a more precise description of the inmates.

Using homogeneous groups based on the MMPI and external MMPQ

(with and without selected experimental scales), it was

hypothesized that the groups would differ on biographical and

behavioral data which would make it possible to refine the

classification statements about the different groups. Since

psychological testing in the Bureau of Prisons is voluntary,

it was hypothesized that the biographical and behavioral data

on inmates who refused to participate in the present study

would be significantly different from comparable data on inmates

who did participate. Thus it would be possible to make classi-

fication statements regarding the refusal group.

The second major purpose of the present study was a cross

validation of the MMPQ in a medium security Federal Prison

since it had been developed in a state prison system. In

many of the studies on abbreviated personality tests, all of

the data has been based on internal administrations of the

abbreviated form (scoring the short form of the MMPI from the

566 item answer sheet). Internal administration usually

resulted in inflated comparability because the items in each

scale were all answered in the same direction for the full

MMPI and the abbreviated form. For practical application, it

was necessary to determine that the results of the external

administration of the MMPQ (administering only the items which

comprise the short form) would also provide high comparability

with the MMPI. It was assumed that: (a) based on means and
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standard deviations, the internal and external MMPQ would

accurately predict the 3 validity, 10 clinical, and 33 experi-

mental MMPI scales, (b) there would be a high positive

correlation between the scales of the MMPI and the respective

scales of the intenral and external MMPQ, and (c) subjects who

have an invalid MMPI profile would also have invalid profiles

for the internal and external MMPQ.

Many abbreviated versions of the MMPI have had highly

significant statistical comparability with the full MMPI based

on group data, but failed to produce comparable results for

individual cases. Although high statistical comparability

was needed to support the validity of the MMPQ, there also

needed to be a method to compare the similarity of MMPI and

MMPQ profiles from the same individual. It was assumed for

each individual that the three highest MMPI scales would also

be the three highest scales for both the internal and external

MMPQ.

Although every researcher who has developed abbreviated

forms of the MMPI has made the assumption that a shorter form

of the MMPI would be better liked and would therefore elicit

more cooperation from clients, this assumption has not been

empirically tested. The final purpose of the present study

was to investigate whether or not inmates would express a

preference for the MMPQ or the MMPI. It was assumed that

of the inmates who did participate in the study, their reactions

to the MMPQ would be more favorable than their reactions

to the MMPI.
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Method

Subjects

The Federal Correctional Institution located in El Reno,

Oklahoma,was the site for the present research. This facility,

which previously housed approximately 1,000 youthful male

offenders, has received older inmates during the last several

years. The current age span ranged from 17 to 64 years with

the mean and median ages being 29.99 and 28 respectively.

There were 786 admissions from August 1, 1978 to July 31, 1979

and the average population for July, 1979 was approximately 880.

For the present study, 204 inmates who had been at the

institution 6 months or longer were randomly selected and

requests were extended for participation. Of this number, 90

were unwilling to engage in the research and 114 volunteered

to take part, comprising the "older" group or those who had

been there for a longer period of time. From this group of

volunteers, 14 dropped out of the study so that all research

materials were completed by 100 inmates in the older group.

Every inmate who was transferred to or committed to El Reno

between March 27 and July 24, 1979 was asked to participate

until a total of 105 volunteers responded to comprise the

"newer" group. From the newer group 5 dropped out of the

study so that a total of 108 inmates were unwilling to take

part in the research and 100 inmates completed all research

materials. For the 200 inmates who volunteered and completed

all the questionnaires, age range was 17 to 62 with the median

age being 27 and the average age being 28.97. Of the total,
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33% were married, 19% were living as married, 24% had never

been married or lived as married, 19% were divorced and 1%

were widowed. Ethnic count was 46% white, 31% black, 14%

Mexican-American, and 9% were other racial groups.

Instruments

The 566-item Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventroy

(MMPI) was one of the two personality inventories utilized

in this study. It has been well documented and used exten-

sively in the prediction of prison adjustment of inmates. The

192-item Mini-Mult Prisoner Questionnaire (MMPQ) developed

by Kirk et al. (1975) was the other personality inventory

administered to all subjects. Inmates chose to take each

inventory by reading it in English or Spanish or by listening

to a cassette tape recording of the questions in English.

Biographical and Behavioral Data

For the present study, biographical data referred to

events prior to the instant offense and behavioral data

referred to the instant offense and the subsequent adjustment

in prison. There were five sources for the biographical and

behavioral data: Information Sheet (see Appendix A), Preference

Sheet (see Appendix B), commitment card, education file and

central file (see Appendix C). The Infromation Sheet and

Preference Sheet were designed to obtain evaluations about

self and the research project. In addition, the information

sheet was used to obtain current information which was either

unavailable in the central file or needed to be updated in

the central file.
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The commitment card provided the type of commitment or

transfer to El Reno, instant offense(s), total time sentenced,

and date of birth from which the current age was calculated.

Estimates of intellectual functioning based on the Beta (IQ)

and the median grade level for the Stanford Achievement Test

(SAT) were obtained from the education file. The remainder

of the biographical and behavioral data were copied from each

inmates' central file. Biographical data emphasized the

criminal history of the subject (age at first arrest/total

number of arrests), education (year completed in high school/

age dropped out of high school) and whether or not the person

had served in the military. Behavioral data emphasized his

adjustment since the present incarceration (type of work

assignment). The new system of security/custody classifica-

tion started by the Bureau of Prisons in 1978 provided a

combination of biographical and bheavioral data. Security

level classification for an inmate provided biographical data

which was based on: history of violence, escapes, prior

commitments, detainers, severity of the current offense,

the projected length of incarceration, and the precommitment

status. The security level of an institution ranged from one

to six. Level one institutions received inmates who were

classified as being the least threat to society and as a rule

had no history of prior violence or escapes, had no detainers,

and only minor prior commitments. At the other end of the

scale, level six institutions were the most restrictive and thus
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housed inmates who were rated as posing the greatest threat

to society. Custody classification was based on the percen-

tage of time served with the number and severity of incident

reports playing a major role in the custody received. Factors

which were considered for custody level provided behavioral

data.

Procedure

Prior to testing any subject, this research was approved

by the local, regional, and national research committees of

the Bureau of Prisons. All subjects were first given a writ-

ten explanation of the research project and a statement of

informed consent (see Appendix D). After making a verbal

explanation of the project, there was a question and answer

period after which an inmate signed the consent form if he

agreed to be a voluntary participant. Inmates who refused

to sign the consent form were dismissed. Each inmate who had

agreed to participate in the present study completed the infor-

mation sheet. Code numbers were then assigned to each inmage

to facilitate the collation of all the research material and

to protect the confidentiality of each participant. Using

a five digit code number, the first digit indicated whether

the subject was from the newer(l) or older(2) group. The

second digit indicated whether the subject took the MMPI(3)

or the MMPQ(4) first. The last three digits identified the

individual.

Inmates were tested in small groups (2-1.2) with

test administration counterbalanced so that 104 completed the



34

MMPI first and 96 completed the MMPQ at the first session.

The mean and median times between the administration of the

two inventories was 7.85 and 7 days respectively. At the end

of the second session, each inmate completed the preference

sheet indicating their preference and opinion of the useful-

ness of the two inventories--MMPI and MMPQ. Each inmate was

then thanked for his participation, wished good luck, and

dismissed.

After an inmate completed both inventories and the infor-

mation and preference sheets the remainder of the biographical

and behavioral data was obtained by the psychology trainee

during overtime. If data were not available in the central

file in the appropriate place, the file was reviewed in detail

in an attempt to locate the information. Data which were not

located were treated as missing data for the multiple discrim-

inate analysis. Four of the central files were not reviewed

because the inmates were transferred or released before it

was possible to obtain the data. Of the 212 inmates who

refused to participate in the research, 40 were randomly

selected from both older and newer groups and selected bio-

graphical and behavioral data were obtained from them.

Results

The data were analyzed in three sections: classifica-

tion based on personality groupings, comparison of the vol-

unteer and refusal groups, and cross-validation of the MMPQ.

The classification based on personality groupings included
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the hierarchical profile analysis, multiple discriminant

analysis using 33 biographical and behavioral variables, and

chi-square on six variables which were inappropriate for mul-

tiple discriminant analysis. The comparison of the volunteer

and refusal groups was accomplished by using chi-square on 25

biographical and behavioral variables. Finally, the MMPI was

cross-validated with the MMPI by testing for significant dif-

ferences in the means of the respective scales, comparing

correlations of respective scales, comparing the number of

invalid profiles for each inventory, and by comparing the

three highest scales of each inventory.

Classification Based on Personality Groupings

MMPI raw scores were tabulated and converted to T scores

using procedures from the Statistical Package for the Social

Sciences (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975).

The T scores from the MMPI and MMPQ-E (with and without 17

selected experimental scales) were subjected to the hierarch-

ical profile analysis (Veldman, 1967). Since the relative

variance of each scale influenced the analysis, each scale

was standardized before it entered the hierarchical profile

analysis. This procedure assumed that the increases in the

error estimate would be relatively consistent whenever the

data were being combined into natural groupings. A rela-

tively sharp increase in the error estimate was assumed to

be the point at which groups were being combined which did

not naturally fit together. The ideal number of groups was
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assumed to be the group just prior to the sharp increase in

the error estimate. Groups with fewer than 5% of the total

subjects were dropped because they might have represented

atypical profile groups which were not representative of the

larger prison sample (Meyer & Megargee, 1972). After making

these deletions, there were 9 groups for the MMPI and 10

groups for the MMPQ-E, MMPI plus experimental scales (MMPIxp),

and MMPQ-E plus experimental scales (MMPI-Exp).

The hierarchical profile analysis groups were named by

using the abbreviations (e.g., Pd, Ma, Sc) of the top scales

on each group profile. Scales with a T score ranging 80 and

above were given a double prime ("), scores from 70 to 79

were given a single prime ('), and no prime was given for

scores below 70 (e.g., Pd"Ma'Sc). The abbreviation for each

validity scale was included in the name only when the T score

exceeded 80. Hierarchical profile analysis group names

included at least one of the experimental scales for the MMPIxp

and MMPQ-Exp.

Using the stepwise discriminant analysis with Wilk's

Lambda as the criteria for F, an optimal set of biographical

and behavioral variables were selected for the MMPI, MMPQ-E,

MMPIxp, and MMPQ-Exp. The significant discriminant functions

for each psychometric measure that had the highest relative

percentage based on the eigenvalue and the highest canonical

correlations have been listed in Table 1. The centroids of

the groups were plotted, and the first two functions provided
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the maximum discrimination between the hierarchical profile

analysis groups for the MMPI, MMPIxp, and MMPQ-Exp. The

MMPI-E had only one function which was significant, p < .05.

Using these functions, 43% of the cases were correctly clas-

sified for the MMPI, 53% for the MMPQ-E, 46% for the MMPIxp,

and 50% of the cases for the MMPQ-Exp. were correctly classi-

fied. Although each psychometric measure provided a set of

biographical and behavioral variables which distinguished

between the hierarchical profile analysis groups, there was

no overall test of significance which pointed to one of the

four as the best psychometric measure. The MMPQ-E discrimi-

nant analysis correctly classified the largest number of

individual profiles for their actual placement on the hier-

archical profile analysis. However, the MMPQ-E did not

compare well for the cross-validation with the MMPI. The

results are reported in detail for the MMPI and only summar-

ized for the MMPQ-E, MMPIxp, and MMPQ-Exp.

Although 19 of the 39 biographical and behavioral varia-

bles were significant (Wilk's Lambda, p < .0005) on the MMPI

discriminant analysis, only 5 variables improved the discrim-

inant analysis at the p < .05 level. These variables were:

age at first arrest, adjustment at El Reno, number of times

the inmate had taken the MMPI prior to the present study,

prior use of alcohol, and highest year of education completed.

Only the first item was obtained from the central file, while

the other four items were from the information sheet (Appendix
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Table 1

Significant Discriminant Functions for
Each Psychometric Measure

Relative Per- Canonical Significance
Measure centage Based Correlation of Derived

on Eigenvalue Function

MMPI
Discriminant
Functions

1

2

3

27%

25%

16%

.56

.54

.46

.0005

.050

.295

MMPQ-E

1

2

3

MMPI plus
Experimental Scales

1

2

3

MMPQ-E plus
Experimental Scales

1

2

3

.71

.60

.50

37%

22%

12%

28%

22%

15%

.59

.55

.48

23%

20%

17%

.59

.55

.53

.010

.338

.722

.0005

.047

9320

.0005

.001

.059

15% .51 .5294
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E). Five additional variables from the Bureau of Prison's

Security-Custody Classification System which were significant

on Wilk's Lambda, p < .0005, were included to distinguish

between the MMPI hierarchical profile analysis groups. The

nine MMPI groups were described in terms of a brief "blind"

personality description and the results of the discriminant

analysis were given.

Group MaPd was generally well-adjusted with no extreme

behavior patterns, although the potential for impulsive act-

ing out was present. Adding the biographical and behavioral

data, MaPd was older than any other group at the time of their

first arrest (24). On the average, they had taken the MMPI

fewer times than any of the other groups and had the fewest

reports of violent behavior. Of the 9 groups, they consumed

the least amount of alcohol based on self-report. Finally,

their history of prior commitments was least severe. Group

PdPaMaSi was still within the limits of the normal personality,

but was moderately more depressed and suspicious as compared

to MaPd. As a group, they were more likely to feel uncomfort-

able interacting with others than group MaPd. Adding the bio-

graphical and behavioral data, PdPaMaSi described themselves

as having above-average adjustment in the institution, but

reported the second lowest level of education completed (about

10th grade). They also had the severist detainers when com-

pared to all but one other group.
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Profile groups PdHyMa, PdMfMa, and Pd'Ma' were common

for an incarcerated population. These groups were described

as being rebellious towards authority figures with a tendency

towards impulsivity. Adding the biographical and behavioral

data, group PdHyMa reported taking the MMPI more frequently

compared to the other groups and claimed to have the highest

level of education (finished high school or some college).

They were tied with one other group for the most serious prior

commitments. PdMfMa claimed to have one of the better insti-

tutional adjustments and had the second highest level of edu-

cation completed. Their group was one of the three which had

the youngest age at first arrest. Pd'Ma' was one of the four

groups which claimed to have taken the MMPI most often and

one of the three groups who rated themselves as having the

best institutional adjustment.

In additional to the rebelliousness and impulsivity noted

for the three previous groups, Ma'ScPd and Pd"Sc' also showed

tendencies for more psychotic-like behavior. Comparing the

total profiles, Pd"Sc' was more depressed and introverted

when compared to Ma'ScPd. With the biographical and behavior-

al data included, Ma'ScPd had the lowest level of education

(below 10th grade) and were first arrested at the youngest

age of the nine groups (16.4). Although they were described

as least violent and had served a greater percentage of their

sentence than any other group except Pd"Sc', they had the

most severe detainers and were one of the two groups with the
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greatest severity of disciplinary reports. Group Pd"Sc'

complained of the poorest institutional adjustment. They had

served a greater percentage of their time, had the least

severe detainers, and the least severe disciplinary reports

in the last year.

The profile for Sc"Ma"Pt' has a high probability of being

invalid due to the high F score. Description of this group

must be tentative, but if valid, the extreme elevations sug-

gest bizarre, unrealistic thoughts which tended to be of a

suspicious, worrisome nature. The level of impulsivity and

antisocial orientation was very high. Adding the biographical

and behavioral data, individuals in the Sc"Ma"Pt' group claim-

ed to have taken the MMPI most often and were first arrested

at one of the youngest ages when compared to the other nine

groups. They were rated as the group with the most violent

history and were in the top two groups when rated on severity

of disciplinary reports in the last year.

The final group was either invalid or very pathological

as the F"Sc"Pd"Pt" group had an F score of almost 90 T-score

points. In addition, 4 of the scales had a T-score value of

80 or more. Adding the biographical and behavioral data, this

group claimed to have taken the MMPI on several occasions.

Although they had the least severe detainers, they had the

largest percentage of time remaining to serve on their present

sentence. Finally, they were the group reporting the heaviest

use of alcohol.
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The next step of the multiple discriminant analysis made

it possible to cluster the MMPI hierarchical profile analysis

groups. The significant centroids for the two functions on

the MMPI produced four clusters. Two clusters were made up

of one group each, while two other clusters had three and

four groups respectively.

On the MMPQ-E, 22 of the 30 biographical and behavioral

variables were significant (Wilk's Lambda, p < .0005), with

6 of them improving the discriminant analysis at the p < .05

level. Information from the central file included: age at

first commitment of 6 months or more, regular adult or youth

act, and custody level. Variables from the information sheet

were: adjustment at El Reno, prior use of alcohol, and the

number of times the inmate had taken the MMPI previously

(Appendix F). The 10 MDMPI-E groups were reduced to three

clusters with one, four, and five groups.

For the MMPIxp scales, 20 of the 39 biographical and

behavioral variables were significant (Wilk's Lambda, p <

.0005). The four variables which improved the discriminant

analysis at the p < .05 level were: highest year of education

completed, total arrests, adjustment at El Reno, and prior use

of alcohol. The first two were from the central file and the

last two were self-report (Appendix G). The MMPIxp contained

one cluster with four groups and six single-group clusters,

For the MMPQ-Exp. scales, 23 of the 39 biographical and

behavioral variables were significant (Wilk's Lambda, p< .0005).
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The 7 variables (Appendix H) which improved the discriminant

analysis at p < .05 were: adjustment at El Reno, family-

community ties, prior use of alcohol, age at first commitment

of 6 months or more, frequency of disciplinary reports in the

last year, amount of time free since the first commitment,

and total commitments of 6 months or more, The first three

were from the information sheet and the last four from the

central file. The MMPQ-Exp. produced one cluster with five

groups and five single-group clusters.

There were six variables which were inappropriate for

the discriminant analysis (detail assignment, type of commit-

ment at El Reno, offense, race, type of discharge from the

military, and marital status). The frequencies of these var-

iables were tabulated for the hierarchical profile analysis

groups and chi-square was run to test for significant differ-

ences between personality groups. The range of significance

level was: .06-.85 on the MMPI, .002-.66 on the MMPQ-E, .009-

.79 on the MMPIxp, and .10-.63 on the MMPQ-Exp. A significant

difference was found for detail assignment on the MMPQ-Exp.

with a larger percentage of PdSiD, F"Pd'Ma, and PdMaHs from

prison industry; MaPdMf from food service; MaPd and Ma'MfPd

from general maintenance; MfPdMa, Mf'Pd, F"Pd'Ma' and F"Pd"-

Ma"Sc' from admission and orientation, and F"Pd"Ma"Sc' and

MaPdMf from vocational training. On the MMPIxp, a significant

difference was found for race with groups PdDeEs, PdHyEs, and

Pd"Ma'De"Pdl' having significantly more blacks; and groups
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MaPdEs, Ma'ScDe', and Pd'Hs'De having significant more Hispan-

ics.

Comparison of the Volunteer and Refusal Groups

Inmates who refused to participate in the present study

were compared to the volunteers using 25 biographical and

behavioral variables. Chi-square was used to test for signif-

icant differences with the data analyzed for the newer and

older groups and for both groups combined. The inmates who

refused to participate in the present study were significantly

different on 8 variables, p < .05.

Inmates who refused from the older group were more likely

to work in industry or food service, with the volunteers be-

ing more likely to work for general maintenance or be in a

vocational training program. The volunteers from the newer

group were more likely to be a new commitment from the federal

courts, whereas the refusals were more likely to be an escapee,

parole violator, or transfer from another institution. Race

was a significant variable in discriminating the older group,

as a larger number of Hispanics refused to participate in the

study. A significant difference was found for the newer group

on both history of escapes and history of violence. The refus-

al group was more likely to have past minor, recent minor, and

recent serious escapes or attempted escapes, whereas the vol-

unteers were more likely to have no history or a past serious

history of escapes or attempted escapes. The refusal group

was more likely to have a history of past serious or recent
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serious violence. Refusals from the older group were more

likely to be classified for a maximum security institution.

Finally, the newer group had a significant difference between

the volunteers and refusals for the severity and frequency of

disciplinary reports during the last year. The refusals had

high or greatest severity disciplinary reports for 45% of the

cases compared to 14% of the volunteers. The refusal group

had two or more incident reports for 32% of the cases, where-

as the volunteers had that many reports for only 11% of the

cases.

Cross-Validation of the MMPQ

The means and standard deviations were subjected to t

tests to determine significant differences between the means

of the external MMPQ (MMPQ-E) and the internal MMPQ (MMPQ-I)

based on the predicted MMPI scores compared to the actual

MMPI scores. The difference between the MMPQ-E and MMPQ-I

based on offender norms was also subjected to t tests. The t

values for the MMPI means compared to the means of the MMPQ-I

based on the validity and clinical scales ranged from 1.59 to

26.55 with all but two being significant at the .001 level

(Appendix I). The t values ranged from .89 to 63.64 for the

MMPI-MMPQ-I experimental scales, with 26 of the 33 differences

being significant at the .001 level. In comparing the MMPI/

MMPQ-E validity and clinical scales, the t values ranged from

1.69 to 22.44, with all but five being significant at the .001

level. The t values for the MMPI-MMPQ-E experimental scales
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ranged from .33 to 62.69, with 21 of the 33 being significant

at the .001 level. Only 4 of the 46 scale means were signifi-

cantly different when the MMPQ-I was compared to the MMPQ-E.

None of the clinical and four of the experimental scales had

means which were significantly different at the .001 level

for the comparison of the MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E based on offender

norms (Appendix J).

The correlations for the MMPI/MMPQ-I, MMPI/MMPQ-E, MMPQ-I/

MMPQ-E MMPI norms, and MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E offender norms have been

listed in Table 8 (Appendix K). Correlations for the compari-

son of the MMPI/MMPQ-I ranged from .94 to .31 and were all

significant at the .001 level. The MMPI/MMPQ-E correlations

ranged from .79 to .09, and were all significant at the .001

level except the .09 correlation. Except for rounding error,

the correlations for the MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E and the MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E

(based on offender norms) were identical because they were

based on the same raw scores. These correlations ranged from

.82 to .51 and were all significant at the .001 level.

The statistic for nonindependent proportions was used to

test the differences between the number of invalid profiles

on the MMPI as compared to the number of invalid profiles on

the MMPQ-I and MMPQ-E. Since correctional populations tend

to have elevated scores on the F scale, the proportions for

invalid profiles were figured with two cutoffs: L, F, or K

of 70 T-score points or more, and L, F, and K of 80 T-score

points or more. The number of invalid profiles were
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significantly different from the MMPI/MMPQ-E at both the 70

and 80 T-score cutoffs with respective z scores of 10.73,

p < .001 and 8.90, p < .001. The 200 subjects were divided

so that the proportion of invalid profiles could also be

tested for the newer versus older groups, and whether they

took the MMPI or MMPQ at the first administration.

The 8 z scores ranged from 6.10 to 7.94, p < .001. The

number of invalid profiles for the MMPI/MMPQ-I were signifi-

cantly different for the 70 and 80 cutoffs with z scores of

8.72, p < .001 and 10.50, p < .001 respectively. The z

scores of the newer versus older and MMPI-first versus MMPQ-

first groupings ranged from 5.97 to 7.63 with all of them

significant at the .001 level.

The percentage of cases which had the same three high

points on two different inventories or a test-retest compari-

son have been listed in Table 9 (Appendix L). Frequency

counts for the MMPQ-I and MMPQ-E were converted into percent-

ages so they could be compared with the percentages reported

by Lichtenstein and Bryan (1966) for test-retest reliability

of the MMPI, and with the percentages reported by Kincannon

(1967) for the MMPI/Mini-Mult reliability. Percentages were

figured for the frequency of a scale score being ranked first

on the MMPI and also being ranked first, second, third or

lower on other inventory. This procedure was also followed

for the second and third ranked scores on the MMPI. Using

the percentages reported for MMPI test-retest and MMPI/Mini
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Mult reliability as the expected, and the percentages for the

MMPI/MMPQ-E and MMPI/MMPQ-I as observed, chi-square was used

to determine if there were significant differences in the

three highest scales from one inventory to the other. The

MMPI/MMPQ-E was found to be significantly different from the

Lichtenstein's test-retest, chi-square (6) = 50.33, p < .001,

and from the MMPI/Mini-Mult, chi-square (6) = 23.57, p < .001.

No significant difference was found between the MMPI/MMPQ-I

and MMPI test-retest, chi-square (6) = 22.22, p > .001 nor

between the MMPI/MMPQ-I and MMPI/Mini-Mult, chi-square (6) =

16.60, p > .001. A significant difference was found between

the MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E when compared to the MMPI test-retest, chi-

square (6) = 22.66, p < .001. The shifts in the three highest

scales from the MMPI to the MMPQ-E were also tested for the

newer versus the older groups, chi-square (6) = 42.55, p <

.001, and for the MMPI versus MMPQ-E taken first, chi-square

(6) = 9.93, p > .001.

Using the significance of difference between means for

correlated samples, no difference was found between the in-

mates' preferences for either the MMPI or MMPQ-E, t (195) =

.2373, p > .001. There was no difference in inmate responses

to the two questions concerning their willingness to repeat

the MMPI or MMPQ at some future date, t (197) = .3229,p> .001.

Discussion

The results support the assumption that a system which

capitalizes on a combination of psychometric, behavioral, and
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biographical data provides a much more detailed picture of

inmates for classification pruposes. The multidata approach

has the advantages of providing a summative effect for simi-

lar variables, including variables which are rarely endorsed

on a single measure, and giving an interaction effect which

adds to the classification statements which are possible.

As expected, the results point out clearly that there are

distinct differences in the biographical and behavioral data

for the group of inmates who volunteered as opposed to the

group of inmates who refused to participate in the present

study. Finally, from a statistical point of view, the MMPQ

did not compare well with the MMPI on any of the measures

used, and it is not recommended that the MMPQ be substituted

for the MMPI. However, the comparison was close enough to

encourage further research using the MMPQ or "MMPQ-like"

inventories.

Classification Based on Personality Groupings

A criticism of the hierarchical profile analysis is that

the groups cannot be generalized for different populations.

Before dropping groups with less than 5% of the total, the

number of natural groups ranged from 11 to 15 for the present

study. In the study by Meyer and Megargee (1972), the natur-

al groupings range from 11 to 14. The consistency of these

results leads one to speculate that the optimal number of

personality groupings based on MMPI/MMPQ-type data can be

generalized across populations. To investigate this
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possibility, 100 MMPI profiles for the newer group were clas-

sified using the rules developed by Megargee and Dorhout

(1976) for 10 classification groups, e.g., Group Able; (1)

Top scale< 90 T (2) Scale 8< 71 T, (3) Scale 4 > Scale 3,

(4) Scale 2 < 60 T, (5) Scale 4 and Scale 9 in the top three.

Using the same rules, the 9 MMPI hierarchical profiles analy-

sis groups are classified into 6 of Megargee's 10 groups.

The hit rate (individuals who are in the same Megargee group

on both classifications) is 44% with percentages ranging from

29 to 66. Eight of the 10 MMPQ-E groups are classified into

4 of Megargee's 10 groups, but 2 other groups meet the Megargee

criteria for unclassified groups. The average hit rate for

the MMPQ-E is 37% with the percentages ranging from 0 to 100.

The number of groups which were dropped (groups which repre-

sented 5% or less of the population) may account for the fact

that there was not a better match between the present study

and Megargee and Dorhout (1976). In addition, the discrepan-

cies may be due to the differences in the population (youthful

offender versus an older group). The fact that the hit rate

for the MMPQ was lower than the MMPI would be expected since

the MMPQ did not compare well with the MMPI for the cross-

validation. The assumption that Megargee's 10 hierarchical

profile analysis groups are representative of all prison pop-

ulations may be premature. It is recommended that the hier-

archical profile analysis be applied to MMPI profiles at

different security levels for county, state, and federal



51

institutions--and that all natural groupings be retained for

the development of a classification system. Once the system

has been refined for a broad population, it might be appro-

priate to drop certain groups as being unrepresentative or it

may be that different personality groupings are more likely

to occur in the various populations.

Since the MMPQ-E did not predict the MMPI in the cross-

validation, it is worth noting that in the multiple discrimi-

nant analysis, the MMPQ had a larger percentage of individual

profiles correctly classified than the MMPI. Although this

was not reported as a significant difference, a likely explan-

ation for the difference is the fact that the MMPQ was devel-

oped specifically for an offender population. The fact that

classification of individual profiles was not improved with

the addition of the experimental scales (MMPIxp and MMPQ-Exp)

does not rule out the possibility of making more detailed

classification statements about the personality groupings

when the experimental scales are included. However, the use-

fulness of some of the experimental scales (e.g., escapism,

homosexuality, and prison adjustment) are questionnable and

classification statements should be made cautiously after it

is certain that the particular experimental scale being used

is valid and reliable for the particular population where it

is being employed.

The multiple discriminant analysis for the four personal-

ity measures correctly classified 43% to 53% of the individual
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profiles in their hierarchical profile analysis group. These

percentages are not high enough to justify comprehensive pre-

dictions about a person's future behavior, treatment needs,

and security level placement using only psychometric-person-

ality measure--particularly when the data are from a single

instrument, in this instance, the MMPI. However, the multi-

ple discriminant analysis based on biographical and behavioral

data and personality groups could be used for screening and

for additional research. When used as a screening device, it

would be important to have regular follow-up so that individ-

uals who were initially misclassified could be correctly

placed. Although the MMPQ-E correctly classified the largest

number of individual cases in the multiple discriminant analy-

sis, it seems premature to develop a classification system

based on the MMPQ-E since it did not reliably and validly

duplicate the results of the MMPI. Therefore, the classifica-

tion statements are limited to the MMPI.

Based on the results obtained, the following classifica-

tion statements are made regarding the four clusters for the

MMPI hierarchical profile analysis groups. The cluster which

includes Pd'Ma', PdPaMaSi, PdMfMa, and PdHyMa is expected to

make a relatively good adjustment in a medium security level

institution. Inmates in this cluster generally have a long

history of criminal activity which started at an early age,

thus they tend to be sophisticated in criminal activity and

have had plenty of opportunity to learn how to con their way
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through prison life. Most inmates in this cluster would par-

ticipate in educational activities and other extra-curricular

activities in order to make a "good" impression on correction-

al staff. Emotional problems would most likely be situational

stress reactions and would require crisis counseling rather

than long-term therapy. After taking out 14% of the total

subjects (three groups with less than 5% of the total subjects)

this cluster represents 45% of the subjects. In comparison

with the four ways an offender can respond to a prison setting

mentioned by Truxal and Sabatino (1972), this cluster comes

closest to colonization which is described as a style whereby

the inmate adapts to the manipulation and conning of other

inmates.

The cluster with groups Pd"Sc', F"Sc"Pd"Pt", and Sc"Ma"Pt'

is seen as having chronic emotional problems which may or may

not be of severe nature. This group is generally discontent

with their incarceration and prone to violent behavior so that

medium to maximum security is recommended. Treatment for emo-

tional problems needs to have professionals who are qualified

to diagnose and treat inmates with severe emotional problems--

possibly to administer and monitor psychotrophic medication,

as this may be required for some of the group. Much of their

criminal activity and misconduct once incarcerated may be due

to their bizarre, irrational outlook on life, therefore, spec-

ial training for correctional officers in recognizing and

dealing with this type of inmate would be beneficial. In
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comparison to the Truxal and Sabatino (1972) types, this

cluster represents the "situational withdrawal" group which

leads a regressed lifestyle with few friends. In its extreme,

this is the group which is most likely to be psychotic. In

the present study, this group represents 21% of the subjects.

The cluster with group MaPd presents the most normal-

looking personality profile. Since these individuals were

older at the time of their first arrest, it is assumed that

they possess more skills for earning a productive living and

for interacting with others in socially appropriate ways.

Minimum security facilities would be appropriate for these

individuals with opportunities for education or work release.

It would be speculated that these individuals would make a

better adjustment on parole and that they would have a lower

recidivism rate. While incarcerated, they would most likely

be active in extra-curricular activities of a constructive

nature, such as athletics and clubs. This cluster is compar-

able to the Truxal and Sabatino (1972) group known as conver-

sion where the inmate plays the role of the "perfect inmate."

This cluster accounts for 11% of the population for the pres-

ent study.

The final cluster, Ma'ScPd, is seen as the group with the

worst institutional adjustment. They are more likely to act

out impulsively and, therefore, medium to maximum security is

needed. Due to their low level of education and training,

remediation is recommended, however it would be anticipated
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that they would have difficulty completing courses due to

their impulsivity and lack of long-term goals. Counseling

should focus on being able to establish meaningful long-term

goals which can be accomplished, as this group as a whole is

usually not motivated for in-depth counseling. This group is

comparable to the Truxal and Sabatino (1972) intransigeant

line which responds to prison by intentionally challenging

the institution and flagrantly refusing to cooperate. This

cluster represents 8% of the population. It seems probable

that this percentage would have been larger if more of the

refusal group had participated in the study.

The finding that detail assignment for the MMPQ-E is

significant using chi-square may be an artifact of the pro-

cedure of not assigning inmates a detail until they have

completed their admission and orientation physical examina-

tion. As a result, there were significantly more people in

the admission and orientation group so that in the other six

categories, 80% of the cells had a frequency of 5 or less.

The significant finding for race on the MMPI-Exp seems valid.

The fact that groups Ma'PdDePd2 and F"Sc"PaO"Gm" had signif-

icantly more blacks is in keeping with previous research

which indicates that blacks elevate scales F, Sc, and Ma

(Gynther, 1972; Gynther, Fowler, & Erdberg, 1971).

In summary, the information obtained in this study does

facilitate classification decisions. The multiple sources of

data improve the reliability when the same factor is seen in
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the biographical, behavioral, and psychometric measures. The

combination of factors have definite implications for treat-

ment (e.g., frequent use of alcohol), security management

(e.g., high level of impulsivity or high frequency of incident

reports), and training (e.g., lowest level of education).

Comparison of the Volunteer and Refusal Groups

Biographical and behavioral data were collected for the

refusal group since the large number of refusals would make

it impossible to generalize the classification statements

from the discriminant analysis to the total population.

Interpretations of the significant difference for detail

assignment should include the fact that jobs in prison indus-

try paid two to five times as much as any other detail assign-

ment, and inmates frequently refused to participate stating

that they could not afford to be docked for time missed on

the job. The fact that food service is highly represented by

the refusal group is understandable in light of the fact that

inmates are frequently assigned to food service after they

have gotten into trouble on some other job or have been con-

fined in maximum security for an extended period of time.

It is assumed that these people would be less cooperative.

People from general maintenance and vocational training

probably represent those who generally cooperative and are

"typing to go along with the program" or they may have par-

ticipated due to boredom on the job.
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Based on the biographical and behavioral data, the fol-

lowing summary classification statements could be drawn from

the comparison of the volunteer and refusal groups. If the

inmate from the newer group refused, there is a greater chance

that he has tried to escape, been a parole violator, been

more violent, had a higher rate of incidents reports, and also

had more severe incident reports. These people would tend to

be hostile and resentful, and medium to maximum security would

be recommended. They might be attempting to establish them-

selves in a position of power at the new institution and con-

flict could arise with staff or other inmates. Inmates who

had just been committed to the system who volunteered to take

the test probably felt a need to go "along with the system"

in order to make a good impression on the staff. Only a ten-

tative hypothesis would be that this group would continue to

be cooperative regarding the rules of the institution and

requests made by correctional staff. However, any decisions

based on these data should be closely monitored to determine

the accuracy.

If the inmate refused from the older group, it may

reflect more hostility in the case of individuals from food

service and individuals with a maximum security rating. The

disproportionate number of Hispanics who refused may repre-

sent some sociocultural bias regarding the inappropriateness

of revealing one's personality or "weaknesses" to another

individual. The meaning and classification statement for
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refusals from (prison) industry is less clear, in that some

inmates appeared to be motivated to work in industry so they

could enjoy the "good life" in prison (have money to buy what-

ever they wanted including drugs), whereas others were either

saving the money for the future or sending it home to support

their families. Therefore, additional information would need

to be obtained before a classification statement could be made

about an inmate who said that he refused to take the test

because he could not afford to miss his paycheck. The differ-

ence between the volunteers and refusals makes it possible to

make some classification statements about people who refuse

to take the MMPI. More specifically the statements refer to

people who refused to participate in a reserach project when

they were asked to take a series of tests and questionnaires,

and were offered no incentives (Bureau of Prisons policy

specifies that incentives will be limited to coffee, soft

drinks, and light snacks). However, it is speculated that

they would also have refused if they were asked to take the

MMPI for routine classification purposes rather than for

research. During the 4 months prior to the present research,

65% of the admission and orientation inmates agreed to take

the MMPI. Thus, the 52% participation rate for the present

study is very close.

This study could have been improved if there had been a

way to include the biographical and behavioral data of the

refusal group in the multiple discriminant analysis. When
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Meyer and Megargee (1972) describe their population for the

hierarchical profile analysis, the issue of volunteer versus

refusals is not addressed. Since their population was based

on MMPIs given during admission and orientation, it is assumed

that their sample is not really representative of the total

prison population as they no doubt had refusals also. Thus,

classification systems which rely solely on psychometric data

are incomplete for those individuals who refuse to take the

test or turn in an invalid test. From a practical point of

view, this continues to be one of the main arguments in favor

of the MMPQ, in that logically one would expect a person to

be more willing to take the shortened version. This was one

of the original assumptions for the present study, however

the Bureau of Prison's requirement that the inmate be given

a full explanation of the research project made it impossible

to implement, since the inmate realized from the beginning

that he was volunteering or refusing to take both the MMPI

and MMPQ.

Cross-Validation of the MMPQ

Statistically, the MMPQ-E does not reliably predict the

full MMPI on any of the statistical criteria used for the

cross-validation (means, correlations, validity scales, and

three high points). However, it comes close enough that it

could be used in conjunction with other psychometric measures

if biographical and behavioral data were also being obtained.

Several factors probably contribute to the low correlation
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between the MMPI and the MMPQ-E. The standardization sample

for the MMPQ-E was older and was described as a population of

greater security risk than the minimum-medium security sample

of the present study. In addition, the original standardiza-

tion group had almost 100% participation, but invalid profiles

were removed for the standardization. In the original study,

Kirk et al. (1975) attributed the drop in correlations for

one of the cross-validation samples to the fact that the sam-

ple represented a population of less security risk.

Scale F on the MPQ-E overestimates the MMPI F scale by

approximately 12 T-score points. Kincannon (l967) points out

the difficulty of predicting items which are rarely endorsed.

In developing the Mini-Mult, Kincannon had th most difficulty

developing scale F and Pa. The two poorest MD4PQ-E scales in

the present study are F and Sc. To a lesser extent, the other

scales which contain the K correction have the largest t val-

ues, leading to the speculation that the transformation for

K correction may need to be altered.

In comparing the means for the MMPQ-I and MMPQ-E, it is

surprising that the MMPQ-E/MMPI have fewer clinical and exper-

imental scales which are significantly different than the

MMPQ-I/MMPI. However, there is no test to determine if this

is a statistically significant difference. The close compar-

ability of the means of the MMPQ-I compared to the MMPQ-E

(only 4 of 46 scales are significantly different) demonstrates

excellent test-retest reliability. As a follow-up, it is
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recommended that the MMPQ-E be used in a test-retest to see

if the results can be duplicated.

Although the correlations for the MMPQ are statistically

significant at the .001 level, the MMPQ-E correlations in the

.44 to .67 range and MMPQ-I correlations in the .45 to .84

range would account for about 30% of the variance on the

MMPQ-E and about 55% of the variance on the MMPQ-I. Using

these correlations in a prediction formula would have limited

value. However, the correlations for the MMPQ-I are consist-

ent with those reported by Kirk et al. (1975) in their third

cross-validation group (values ranged from .59 to .87 with a

median of .70) in which they attributed the drop in compara-

bility to the difference in the security level of the cross-

validation sample. This would have definite implications for

the development of an MMPQ-type inventory which is better

suited for minimum and medium security institutions. The

close correspondence between the MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E correlations

based on MMPI and offender norms is related to the fact that

both are calculated on the same raw score. The close compar-

ison of the means of the MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E is also true for the

correlations, and again this supports the test-retest relia-

bility of the MMPQ. One explanation for this close corre-

spondence is that the MMPQ was developed specifically for a

correctional population and is therefore more reliable for

that population than the full MMPI which is used for a vari-

ety of populations.
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Because the F scale on the MMPQ is consistently elevated

(about 12 T-score points on the average) above the F scale on

the MMPI, it is not possible to accurately test the assump-

tion that the profile which is invalid on the MMPI would 
also

be invalid on the MMPQ.

Although the F scale on the MMPQ is elevated, the MMPQ

profiles are not necessarily invalid. Therefore, if a new

or alternative form of the MMPQ should be developed, the F

scale would be one of the main scales to be improved. The

results from testing the newer versus the older groups and

the MMPI versus MMPQ-administered-first groups are also of

questionnable value due to the consistent 
elevation of the

MMPQ F scale.

In comparing the shifts of the three highest scales on

the MMPI with the highest scales on the MMPQ, one should real-

ize that the samples used by Lichtenstein and Bryan (1966)

and Kincannon (1967) were not prison populations, and thus

the fact that the MMPQ-E is significantly different may be

partly a function of the comparison populations. Although

the MMPI/MMPQ-E percentages for the matches of the highest

scale on the MMPI also being the first, second or third high-

est on the MMPQ-E are below the two criterion measures, an

equally important way of analyzing high points 
is to examine

the high points disregarding an aboslute one-to-one equiva-

lence. Using this approach, the highest scale on the MMPI

is either the highest or second highest scale on the MMPQ-E
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81% of the time. The top scale on the MMPI is among the top

three MMPI-E scales 95% of the time, and the top two MMPI

scales are among the top three MMPQ-E scales 68% of the time.

Therefore, the MMPQ-E would be adequate for a screening ap-

proach which depends on one or two high points.

The MMPI/MMPQ-I high points are not significantly differ-

ent from the two comparison criteria, however for practical

application there is little to be gained 
from the internal

administration of the MMPQ. For cross-validation purposes,

the close correspondence of MMPQ-I and MMPI high points 
indi-

cates that the MMPQ does validly replicate the MMPI in this

area. Deisregarding the absolute one-to-one equivalence of

high points, the top MMPI scale is found among the two top

MMPQ-I scales 85% of the time. The top MMPI scale is found

among the top three MMPQ-I scales 98% of the time, 
and the

two top MMPI scales are found among the three top MMPQ-I

scales 83% of the time.

The MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E high points are significantly differ-

ent from the two comparison groups, but in the opposite

direction from the MMPI/MMPQ-E percentages. Thus, the MMPQ

test-retest did a better job of matching the high points than

the MMPI test-retest of Lichtenstein and Bryan (1966). Dis-

regarding the absolute one-to-one equivalence of high points,

the top scale on the MMPQ-I is among the two top MMPQ-E

scales 92% of the time. The top MMPQ-I scale is among the

top three MMPQ-E scales 100% of the time and the two top
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MMPQ-I scales are among the top three MMPQ-E scales 89% of

the time--the test-retest reliability of the MMPQ has been

supported for the means, correlations, and comparisons of

high points. It is recommended that the test-retest relia-

bility of the MMPQ be evaluated with two external administra-

tions.

When the shifts in the three highest scales for the

MMPI/MIPQ-E are compared for the group who took the MMPI

first versus the group that took the MMPQ first, there is no

difference. Therefore, it might be assumed that the order of

test administration does not effect the stability of high

points. However, when the same set of profiles are divided

based on the newer and older groups, the stability of the

older group is significantly higher than the newer group.

The one-to-one equivalence for the first, second and third

highest scales was 44%, 30%, and 24% for the older group com-

pared to 26%, 22%, and 20% for the newer group. Since there

is no reason to assume that the newer group is more unstable,

the most logical explanation for this finding is the fact

that inmates are more disoriented when they first enter a

prison setting and that more reliable, accurate results could

be expected if one waited approximately 6 weeks before admini-

stering the psychological testing (Pierce, 1972a).

On the preference sheet, the subjects indicated whether

they liked the MMPI or MMPQ, and whether they would be willing

to repeat either at some future date. The lack of significant
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differences for these two items seems to 
be partly a func-

tion of the volunteer sample, which tended to 
be noncommital,

whereas the refusal group may have been 
more willing to ex-

press an opinion for either the MMPI or MMPQ. It is specu-

lated that the refusal group would have 
been more favorable

to the MMPQ.

In conclusion, it is recommended that several forms of

the MMPQ be developed to accomodate various 
security level

institutions. Assuming that these alternate forms could val-

idly and reliably predict the full MMPI for their particular

security level, they could then be used in a long-term research

project for developing a comprehensive 
classification system.

In addition to the MMPQ, there could be biographical, behav-

ioral, and other psychometric data incorporated into 
the clas-

sification system so that classification statements 
and pre-

dictions could be made for inmates who refused to take 
part

or all of the psychometric measures.
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Appendix A

Information Sheet

Code No:

Unit:

1. Date of birth 2. Age

3. Current Marital Status: 4.

Married

Living as married

Divorced

Widowed

Never married or lived
as married

Race:

American Indian

Black

Mexican-American

White

Other

5. Circle the number of years of education completed:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 GED 13 14 15 16 17 18+

6. My use of alcohol
has been:

Extensive (a lot)

Heavy

Average

Infrequent

None at all

8. My use of other drugs
has been:

Extensive (a lot)

Heavy

Average

Infrequent

None at all

7. My use of marijuana
has been:

Extensive (a lot)

Heavy

Average

Infrequent

None at all

9. I would rate my family-
community ties as:

Excellent

Above average

Average

Below average

Very poor
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10. At the present time I would rate my adjustment at El
Reno, FCI as:

Excellent

Above average

Average

Below average

Very poor

11. I volunteered to participate in this research because:

I enjoy taking personality inventories

I thought my cooperation would make a good impression
on staff

It was my desire to help improve the tests available
to the BOP

The change of pace helps make the time go by

Other reason

12. I am currently covered by life insurance for approximately:

$0-999; $1,000-25,000; $25,001-50,000;

$50,001 or more

13. My total number of commitments of six months or more

14. Age at first arrest ? (include juvenile arrests)

15. Approximate number of offenses I have committed (include
parole violations) for which I did not get caught.

number of major offenses number of minor offenses

67
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Appendix B

Preference Sheet

1. Taking the 566-item MMPI was
an experience which I

Liked very much

Liked slightly

Neither liked nor disliked

Disliked slightly

Disliked very much

2. Taking the 192-item MMPQ
was an experience which I

Liked very much

Liked slightly

Neither liked nor disliked

Disliked slightly

Disliked very much

Code No:

3. Taking the 566-item MMPI
was an experience which was

Very valuable for me

Valuable for me

Neither valuable or
worthless for me

Worthless for me

Very worthless for me

4. Taking the 192-item MMPQ
an experience which was

Very valuable for me

Valuable for me

Neither valuable nor
worthless for me

Worthless for me

Very worthless for me

5. If the Bureau of Prisons required that I take a personality
inventory in the future, I would:

Like very much to repeat the 566-item MMPI

Be willing to repeat the 566-item MMPI

Dislike repeating the 566-item MMPI

Dislike very much repeating the 566-item MMPI

Refuse to repeat the 566-item NMPI

6. If the Bureau of Prisons required that I take a personality
inventory in the future, I would:

Like very much to repeat the 192-item MMPQ

Be willing to repeat the 192-item MMPQ

Dislike repeating the 192-item MMPQ

Dislike very much repeating the 192-item MMPQ

Refuse to repeat the 192-item MMPQ
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7. Prior to this research project, I had taken the 566-item
or 399-item MMPI how many times. (Approximately if you
do not know for sure')

8. If you have taken the MMPI previously, give to the best
of your memory the date when you took it last. (Give
month and year.)

Month Year
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Appendix C

Behavioral and Biographical Data

*1. Detail assignment

(1) MD & T Industry (5) Admission and Orientation
(2) Broom Factory (6) Vocational Training
(3) Food Service (7) Don't know
(4) General Maintenance

*2. Type of commitment at El Reno

(1) Federal Court (Regular Commitment for Service of
Sentence

(2) Study & Observation Commitment--All Types
(3) Transfer from Other Prison
(4) Escape Return
(5) Parole Violator
(6) State Prisoner
(7) Other

*3. Offense

(1) Narc/Drugs
(2) Kidnapping
(3) White Slavery
(4) Stolen MTV
(5) Checks, Securities, Money Orders
(6) Bank Robbery
(7) Firearm Violation
(8) Sex
(9) Murder/Manslaughter

(10) Theft and larceny other than bank robbery
(11) Assault
(12) Miscellaneous

*4. Total time sentenced (Card)

0-1 = 1
1+-3 =2
3+-5 =3
5+-7 = 4
7+-9 =5
9+-15 = 6
15+ =7
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*5. Race

(1) Black
(2) White
(3) Hispanic
(4) Indian
(5) Other

*6. Severity of Detainer

(1) None 0 pts. = 1
(2) Lowest/low Moderate 1 pt. = 3
(3) Moderate 3 pts. = 5
(4) High 5 pts. = 7
(5) Greatest 7 pts. = 9

*7. Severity of Current Offense

(1) Lowest 0 pts. = 1
(2) Low Moderate 1 pt. = 3
(3) Moderate 3 pts. = 5
(4) High 5 pts. = 7
(5) Greatest 7 pts. = 9

*8. Projected length of incarceration

(1) 0-12 months 0 pts. = 2
(2) 13-59 months 1 pt. = 4
(3) 60-83 months 3 pts. = 6
(4) 84+ months 5 pts. = 8

*9. Severity of prior commitments

(1) None 0 pts. = 3
(2) Minor 1 pt. = 5
(3) Serious 3 pts. = 7

*10. History of escapes or attempted escapes

(1) None 0 pts. = 1
(2) Past Minor 1 pt. = 3
(3) Recent Minor 3 pts. = 5
(4) Past Serious 5 pts. = 7
(5) Recent Serious 7 pts. = 9

*11. History of Violence

(1) None 0 pts. = 1
(2) Past Minor 1 pt. = 3
(3) Recent Minor 3 pts. = 5
(4) Past Serious 5 pts. = 7
(5) Recent Serious 7 pts. = 9
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*12. Presentence Status

(1) Arrested
(2) Own Recognizance
(3) Self-commitment/Vol-

untary surrender

0 pts. = 7
-3 pts. = 5

-6 pts. = 3

*13. Determination of the institutional level

(1) 0-6 pts. Level 1
(2) 7-9 pts. Level 2
(3) 10-13 pts. Level 3
(4) 14-22 pts. Level 4
(5) 23-29 pts. Level 5
(6) 30-38 pts. Level 6

*14. Percentage of time served

(1) 0-25%
(2) 26-75%
(3) 76-90%
(4) 91%

3 pts. = 8
4 pts. = 6
5 pts. = 4
6 pts. = 2

*15. Severity of disciplinary reports in the last year

(1) Greatest
(2) High
(3) Moderate
(4) Low Moderate
(5) None

1 pt. = 9
2 pts. = 7
3 pts. = 5
4 pts. = 3
5 pts. = 1

*16. Frequency of disciplinary reports in the last year

(1) 10+
(2) 6-9
(3) 2-5
(4) None or 1

0 pts. = 8
1 pt. = 6
2 pts. = 4
3 pts. = 2

*17. Custody level

(1) In
(2) Out
(3) Community

1 = 731=7
3= 5

*18. IQ (Beta)

-25 =1
26-39 = 2
40-60 = 3
61-75 = 4
76+ =5
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*19. Grade completed in elementary or high school

1-5 = 1
6=2
7=3
8=4
9=5

10 = 6
11 = 7
12 = 8

*20. Age at which dropped out of high school or completed

high school

6-12 = 1

13 = 2
14 = 3
15 = 4
16 = 5
17 = 6
18 = 7

19+ = 8
ComHS = 9

21. Number of months served in the military

0 =1
1-6 =2
7-12 = 3
13-24 = 4
25-36 = 5
37-48 = 6
49-60 = 7
60+ =8

22. Type of Discharge

(1) Honorable
(2) Medical
(3) Other than Honorable
(4) Dishonorable
(5) If 0 months served, then leave blank

*23. Age at first arrest

7-12 = 1 22-24 = 5
13-15 = 2 25-29 = 6
16-18 = 3 30-39 = 7
19-21 = 4 40 + = 8
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*24. Age at first arrest

7-45

*25. Total arrest

1
2-4
5-7
8-10
11-15

=1
=2
=3
=4
=5

16-20 = 6
21-25 = 7
26+ = 8

*26. Total arrests

1-50

27. Age at first commitment of 6 months or more

7-10 = 1
11-13 = 2
14-16 = 3
17-20 =.4

21-25 = 5
26-30 = 6
31+ = 7

28. Age at first sommitment of 6 months or more

9-40

29. Total commitments of 6 months or more

1 = 1
2 =2
3 - 3
4 -4
5 =5

6 =6
7 =7
8 =8

9+ = 9

30. Amount of time free since the first commitment

0 =1
1-4 = 2
5-12 = 3
13-24 = 4

25-48 = 5
49-60 = 60
61+ = 7

*31. Regular Adult/Youth Act

(1) Regular Adult
(2) Youth Act

*32. S.A.T. (Battery Median)

1.6-3.9 = 1
4.0-5.9 = 2
6.0-6.9 = 3
7.0-7.9 = 4

8.0-8.9 = 6
10.0-10.9 = 7
11.0-11.9 = 8
12.0+ = 9
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*33. Current age

17-20 = 1
21-24 = 2
25-28 = 3
29-33 = 4
34-40 = 5
41+ = 6

*34. Current Age

17-62

35. Marital Status (self-reported)

(1) Married
(2) Living as married
(3) Divorced
(4) Widowed
(5) Never married or lived as married

36. Highest year of education completed (self-reported)

1-7 = 1
3-11 = 2
12 =3
GED =4
13 =5
14 =6
15+ =7

37. Prior use of alcohol (self-report)

(1) Extensive (a lot)
(2) Heavy
(3) Average
(4) Infrequent
(5) None at all

38. Prior use of marihuana (self-report)

(1) Extensive (a lot)
(2) Heavy
(3) Average
(4) Infrequent
(5) None at all

39. Prior use of other drugs (self-report)

(1) Extensive (a lot) (4) Infrequent
(2) Heavy (5) None at all
(3) Average
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40. Family-Community ties (self-reported)

(1) Excellent
(2) Above average
(3) Average
(4) Below Averaae
(5) Very poor

41. Adjustment at El Reno (self-report)

(1) Excellent
(2) Above average
(3) Average
(4) Below average
(5) Very poor

42. Reason volunteered to participate in research

(1) I enjoy taking personality inventories
(2) I thought my cooperation would make a good impression

on staff
(3) It was my desire to help improve the tests available

to BOP
(4) The change of pace helps make the time go by
(5) Other reason

43. Major offenses commited for which not apprehended (self-
report)

0 =1
1-5 =2
6-10 = 3
11-20 = 4
21-50 = 5
50+ =6
Blank = 7

44. Minor offenses commited for which not apprehended (self-
report)

0 =1
1-5 =2
6-10 = 3
11-20 = 4
21-50 = 5
50+ =6
Blank = 7
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45. Number of times inmate has taken MMPI prior to this
study (self report)

0 =1
1 = 2
2 =3
3-4 = 4

7-8 = 6
9-10 = 7
11+ = 8

5-6 = 5

46. Number of months since inmate last took MMPI (self report)

Never
1-6
7-12
13-24
25+

=1
=2
=3
=4
=5

*Behavioral and biographical data collected on inmates
who refused to participate in this research.
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Appendix D

Consent Form

Explanation of Research and Informed Consent for Inmates in
Admission and Orientation who will take the MMPI first and
the MMPQ second.*

You are being asked to participate in a research project which
is being conducted by Robert Holmes, who is a Psychology
Trainee at FCI, El Reno. This research is being carried out
under the general authority of 18 U.S.C. 4001(b) and 4042(2).
This project has the following purposes:

1. To study the usefulness of an alternate inventory
for the assessment of personality

2. To discover what inmates like and dislike about the
inventories used in this project

3. To develop a classification procedure based on the
results of the personality inventories used in this project

If you volunteer to participate in this research project, you
will be asked to complete an Information Sheet and the Minne-
sota Multiphasic Personality Inventory today. This will take
approximately 2 hours and 15 minutes of your time.

Sometime during the next 8 days, you will have a second
appointment at which time you will be asked to take the Mini-
Mult Prisoner Questionnaire which takes approximately 40
minutes for most people to complete. At the end of your
second appointment, you will also fill out a Preference Sheet
on which you can express your feelings about the research
project and the inventories which you have completed. The
data will be statistically analyzed to achieve the purposes
outlined above. The results of your Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory will be placed on file with your psycho-
logist since this is the psychological data routinely obtained
during Admission and Orientation.** No discomforts or risks
are anticipated for you as a result of your participating in
this project. There will be a question and answer period
prior to signing the consent form.

Informed Consent Statement

I, understand the purpose of the study

by Robert Holmes as explained above, and I consent to parti-
cipate in the study. My participation is voluntary and I
realize that I am free to withdraw my consent at any time.
I understand that all research information will be handled in
the strictest confidence and that my participation will not
be individually identifiable in any reports. I further
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understand that there is no penalty or prejudice of any
kind for not participating in the study.

(Signature) (Register No.)

(Witness)

(Date)

(Date)

*Test sequence was reversed for half the subjects.
**This sentence was deleted for the older group.
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Appendix I

T Score Scale Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Values
for the MMPI, MMPQ-Internal, and MMPQ-External

Standard MMPI Norms *

MMPI MMPI/ MMPI/
MMPI MMPQ-I MMPQ-I MMPQ-E MMPQ-E MMPI-E

Scale
Mean SD Mean SD t Mean SD t t

L
F
K

Hs
D

Hy
Pd

Mf-m
Pa
Pt
Sc
Ma
Si

A
Ac
Am
Ao
Ap
As
De
Dy
Ec
Es

Gm
Bc
Ho
Hy
Im
Lp

Ma'
Mal
Ma4
Mf 1

52.08
59.65
51.69

55.77
54.72
55.44
70.17
57.85
58.77
60.33
66.38
67.86
51.44

51.70
46.89
73.54
45.75
53.58
50.17
71.66
52.14
70.18
59.28

61.64
59.02
52.81
56.60
55.71
51.49
58.50
64.51
58.62
58.01

9.18
15.53

9.07

13.25
11.30
10.14
11.58
9.64

13.03
13.20
18.15
12.17
10.82

12.52
12.08

9.44
11.10
11.10
11.28
11.44
11.31
12.84
12.94

14.07
14.83
10.21
12.68
11.52
10.93
10.60
12.25
10.84
12.49

54.59
80.41
54.04

48.21
56.21
54.64
67.60
61.55
54.97
54.23
50.03
64.71
47.62

54.31

53.15
68.44
47.98

49.12

54.74
53.95
59.55
57.16
56.36
9.90

56.34
57.58
57.50
51.37

9.79
14.62
10.57

11.67
8.26
8.98
7.45

10.16
11.67
11.74
14.67
11.14
10.25

7.11

8.42
10.34
10.46

10.75

11.31
15.40
9.10

10.27
12.40
3.41
9.50

11.49
10.25
9.39

6.53*
26.55
4.48

13.16
2.80
1.59
5.73
5.04
6.70
8.87

19.21
4.70
5.54

28.03

4.01
5.27
7.97

16.54

9.76
6.48

14.15
.90

1.44
63.64
3.74
7.10
2.11
5.27

54.41
82.27
54.11

48.29
56.72
54.36
66.89
61.87
56.24
53.65
49.71
65.57
49.54

54.19

53.67
69.18
48.46

50.53

52.09
53.55
59.64
57.66
55.22
10.57
56.50
56.66
58.86
51.51

10.04
16.54
10.78

11.34
8.43
8.77
7.48

19.21
12.30
11.13
14.67
10.42
11.05

8.09

8.58
10.22
10.92

10.56

11.47
14.07

9.26
10.25
13.48
3.24

8.82
11.38
10.37

8.97

4.12
22.44
3.92

9.95
2.96
1.69
5.96
4.96
3.28
8.70

17.13
2.70
2.47

25.02

4.38
3.07
5.74

11.51

11.23
6.27

12.94
1.35
.69

62.69
2.67
7.13
0.33
5.30

.32
2.21
.11

.14

.99

.58
2.20

.52
2.11
1.01
.50

1.32
3.00

.25

.91
.86
.86

2.37

3.79
.51
.20
.87

1.78
3.93
.27

1.46
2.33
.23
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MMPI/ MMPI/ MMPI/
MMPI MMPQ-I MMPQ-I MMPQ-E MPQ-I MMPQ-I

Scale an__D___an__Dt___an__tt
mvean SD Mean SD t Mean SD t t

51.68
54.71
57.31
57.16
52.99
60.12
52.36
55.04
60.01
59.86

10.55
9.88

11.87
13.08
10.18
9.60
9.57

10.28
12.22
11.63

13.73
1.51
3.50
3.88
8.18

10.18
3.04

16.78
10.38
3.66

58.75 10.64 18.20
39.06 9.94 2.10

R
Nt
Nu

Pa-O
Pal
Pdl
Pd2
Pd3

Pd4b
Pd-O

Pr

Rc
Re-r
Sb-m
Scla
Sclb
Sc2a
Sc2b

Sv
To

57.31
59.65
55.44
59.29
59.37
58.56
64.96
49.94
59.82
63.29
57.48

71.54
40.52
51.45
53.63
47.17
54.90
57.07
59.26
48.65

11.75
12.19
10.41
13.05
13.50
12.61
9.46

10.03
11.34
13.48
11.05

11.92
10.82
10.67
15.49
14.64
14.68
15.96
11.30
10.89

51.10
54.02
58.56
58.54
53.26
59.80
53.80
53.55
58.83
60.23

11.08
9.89

13.01
14.48
10.55

9.34
10.40
10.06
12.16
11.77

11.53
2.30
1.05
1.03
6.58
8.64
3.96

10.34
7.49
3.35

59.57 10.26 14.01
42.75 9.83 2.86

51.30
50.53
51.00
48.72
61.56
40.71

12.64
14.59
10.52
14.40
8.59

10.87

2.97
2.99
4.70
9.36
3.22

10.88

*p < .001 = t of 3.29.

49.97
51.25
54.28
49.45
61.77
39.10

11.78
15.08
10.97
14.61

8.37
10.93

5.73
4.67

.89
13.28

4.17
16.25

1.09
1.34
2.28
2.26
.44
.65

2.05
2.86
2.28
.53

1.33
6.54

2.29
.76

4.80
.91
.45

2.67

9 3
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Table 7

T Score Scale Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Values
for the MMPI, MMPQ-Internal, and MMPQ-External

Offender MMPI Norms*

MMPQ-IO MMPQ-EO
Scale

Mean SD Mean SD t

L
F
K

Hs
D

Hy
Pd

Mf-m
Pa
Pt
Sc
Ma
Si

A
Ac
Am
Ao
Ap
As
De
Dy
Ec
Es

Gm
Hc
Ho
Hv
Im
Lp

Ma'
Mal
Ma4
Mf 1

55.49
55.06
54.02

44.55
48.77
48.50
45.04
54.12
46.44
48.78
44.05
46.81
42.76

41.61

46.55
53.20
46.34
52.15
48.48
43.18
43.62
53.38

46.48
43.89
46.80
45.16
45.77
56.80
48.16
49.20
47.95
44.01

11.78
15.28
11.66

10.05
7.69
9.99

11.50
11.63

9.19
10.01
10.57
11.25
11.60

10.44

8.90
7.82

10.72
8.42

11.34
9.77
9.46

10.07

9.72
9.51
9.97

10.27
9.73

10.76
9.28
9.99

10.15
7.38

55.28
56.93
54.13

44.63
49.18
48.18
43.95
54.48
47.39
48.28
43.89
47.70
44.93

41.55

46.45
53.46
45.37
52.67
49.07
43.64
42.57
54.67

44.14
43.63
46.88
45.66
44.87
58.91
48.34
48.40
49.32
44.12

12.08
17.21
11.89

9.78
7.81
9.77

11.55
11.71
9.65
9.49

10.61
10.57
12.41

10.14

10.17
7.97

10.32
8.58

11.21
10.19

9.51
9.92

9.94
8.71

10.10
10.25
10.57
10.26
8.62
9.90

10.26
7.05

.32
2.13
.16

.16

.87

.60
2.14

.52
1.98
1.01

.36
1.35
3.03

.11

.18

.55
1.57
.91
.86
.88

2.15
2.30

3.85
.54
.17
.87

1.79
3.99
.31

1.46
2.35

.23
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MMPQ-IO MMPQ-EO
Scale

Mean SD Mean SD t

Nt
Nu

Pa-O
Pal
Pdl
Pd2
Pd3

Pd4b
Pd-O
PrPr

R
Rc

Re-r
Sb-m
Scia
Scib
Sc2a
Sc2b

Sv
T To

43.33
44.71
46.65
46.67
45.32
50.60
50.67
42.19
44.64
46.28

39.88
46.24
50.35
51.44
42.70
45.12
48.17
44.88
47.61
50.77

9.49
9.88
8.49
8.56

10.75
11.29

9.98
9.66

11.04
9.85

8.07
12.98
9.56

10.26
8.54
9.96
8.92

10.00
8.09
9.50

42.80
44,02
47.55
47.60
45.64
50.26
52.21
40.83
43.62
46.59

40.93
47.37
53.93
52.27
43.66
44.65
45.50
44.37
47.41
52.17

9.92
9.89
9.32
9.48

11.17
10.98
10.84
9.44

10.94
9.96

8.39
12.53
9.53

10.76
9.18
9.64
8.55
9.86
8.33
9.46

1.10
1.34
2.29
2.31
.49
.59

2.11
2.79
2.17
.53

2.39
1.52
6.56
1.29
2.27
.75

4.80
.93
.45

2.68

*p < .001 = t of 3.29.
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Appendix K

Table 8

Pearson Product-moment Correlations for
the MMPI, MMPQ-Internal, and MMPQ-Externala

MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E
Scale MMPI/MMPQ-I MMPI/MMPQ-E MMPI Norms Offender Norms

r r r r

L .84 .66 .70 .70
F .73 .61 .72 .71
K .73 .63 .67 .68

Hs .79 .64 .77 .77
D .75 .57 .62 .63

Hy .73 .55 .71 .71
Pd .76 .62 .81 .81

Mf-m .45 .33 .65 .65
Pa .79 .63 .75 .75
Pt .70 .61 .75 .75
Sc .75 .67 .81 .81
Ma .67 .44 .64 .64
Si .53 .51 .64 .64

Am .34 .23 .65 .65
As .46 .38 .54 .54
De .73 .45 .63 .63
Dy .77 .67 .73 .73
Es .75 .60 .69 .69

Gm .71 .57 .62 .62
Hc .73 .64 .72 .73
Ho .76 .71 .74 .75
Hv .72 .55 .69 .69
Im .86 .69 .76 .76
Lp .61 .63 .74 .75

Ma' .67 .42 .60 .60
Mal .51 .34 .70 .70
Ma4 .75 .50 .68 .68
Mfl .31 .29 .57 .57

Nt .75 .60 .75 .75
Nu .78 .63 .73 .73

Pa-O .80 .71 .81 .81
Pal .82 .67 .81 .81



Appendix K--Continued

MMPQ- I/MMPQ-E MMPQ- I/MMPQ-E
Scale MMPI/MMPQ-I D4MPI/MMPQ-E MMPI Norms Offender Norms

r r r r

Pdl .66 .53 .64 .63
Pd2 .75 .60 .73 .73
Pd3 .34 .09b .51 .51

Pd4b .94 .69 .74 .74
Pd-O .94 .79 .82 .82

Pr .67 .49 .65 .65

Rc .62 .41 .65 .66
Re-r .56 .43 .67 .67
Scia .81 .71 .77 .78
Scib .66 .41 .60 .60
Sc2a .75 .61 .60 .60
Sc2b .86 .66 .70 .70

Sv .66 .51 .69 .70
To .71 .55 .70 .70

aAll but one correlation is significant at the .001 level.

bSignificant at the .106.
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Appendix L

Table 9

Percentage of the Three Highest Scales on One Inventory
Also Being Ranked as the Three Highest Scales

on a Second Inventory

Rank on Rank of the Same Scale on the Second

the MMPI Inventory

2 3 4

50a 21 16 13
42b 22 7 19

1 35c 20 11.5 33.5
39.5d 24 15 21.5

(MMPQ- I) 57.5e 19 9 14.5

16 33 15 12
18 25 23 33

2 21 26.5 17.5 35
23 30 21 26

(MMPQ-I) 20.5 38 17.5 24

12 20 29 39

3 13 17 20 50
12.5 13 22 52.5

11 14.5 25 49.5

(MMPQ-I) 7 18.5 35.5 38.5

Note. (a) MMPI test-retest (Lichtenstein &
(b) MMPI/Mini-Mult (Kincannon, 1967)

(c) MLMPI/MMPQ-E
(d) MMPI/MMPQ-I
(e) MMPQ-I/MMPQ-E

Bryan, 1966)
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