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ABSTRACT It isn't easy to assess people's liability to dangerous behavior. This study intendㄴ to explore variables to predict inmates' behaviors during imprisonment and how to classify them based on theses risk variables As a result of statistical analyses, various predictors effectively explained variance of dangerous behaviors in prison; attitude during pre-convicted detention, a number of punishments during imprisonment, results of correctional counseling, psychological characteristics such as delusion, history of self-injury, history of abscondence, motivation of current offense, agreement with victims, a number of visitation of family members, and educational level. Also, variance of offensive crimes were significantly explained by criminal records, a term of incarceration, a number of criminal convictions including delinquencies, a term of previous imprisonment, a term of previous probation, a number of punishments during imprisonment, an interval of remand, use of armaments, motivation of present offense, psychological tendency of giving-up, aggression, attitude during unconvicted detention, involvement to gangsters, a number of visitation of family members, existence of parent, and academic records. At last, it was discussed how to apply two different classification criteria for inmates’ rehabilitation.

Dramatic increases in adult, male prison populations and dangerously overcrowded conditions in Korea pose an urgent need for methodologically sound procedures of offender classification. Although several psychological classification systems are being broadly used for this purpose in foreign countries, the majority of adult male inmates still continue to assigned to living units based on the current offenses convicted and available bed space in Korea. Such a strategy appears to ignore meaningful personality and behavioral precursors of physical assaults, sexual victimizations, suicides, escapes, and additional dysfunction behaviors.

Studies(Lee, Lee, Kong, 2000; Lee, 2001) on Korean inmates have recently reported that there should be more than five percents of inmate population might be suspicious of having serious mental illness including schizophrenia. The fact that correctional officers most frequently complain how to deal with inmates, with mental problems, makes it obvious confirm for more a professionalized screening procedure to be needed for keeping safety in prison. 

Concern for the mentally disturbed prisoners has induced psychologists to develop useful classification systems for inmate population. Based on Quay’s typology of inmates(1983), Cooke(1998) has idealized bivariate distribution of adult inmates into ‘Aggressive-Psychopathic’ and ‘Neurotic-Anxious’. This typology is originated from personality theory of Eysenck(1970). Figure 1 illustrates an idealized bivariate typology of inmates.
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           Figure 1: Idealized bivariate typology(Cooke, 1998)
Figure 1 shows there are useful criteria to differentiate inmates’ behavioral types; neurotic-anxious and aggressive-psychopathic. In case of prisoner 1, his or her personality is more oriented toward ‘neurotic’ but prisoner 2 has stronger tendency to ‘aggression’. Korean researchers(Lee, Lee, Kong, 2000; Lee, 2001) found similar typology could be useful to classify Korean inmates. There were several groups of inmates; a group of prisoners with multiple illegal acts not having any kind of adjustment problems inside of the prison, and another group of people with frequent violations of behavioral codes in spite of not having bad criminal records. Furthermore, researchers found second group of inmates reported higher scores of mental maladjustment.

This study is designed to make a classification system to distinguish these different groups of Korean inmates. For this purpose, many kinds of data were collected including criminal records, and psychological as well as ideographic characteristics. 

METHOD

In order to search for reliable evidences of inmates’ risk behavior, many kinds of data were pursued to be collected. Besides observational ratings by correctional officers, criminal records and detailed contents of a current offense, ideographic data, and self-report of behavioral habits and personality characteristics were gathered for the final analyses.

Subjects. Data gathering was done in cooperation of Korean Bureau of Corrections. Stratified random samples were selected based on the districts. 7 prisons in Kyonggi area, 11 prisons in Kyongsang area, 6 prisons in Choongchung area, and another 6 prisons in Julla area participated in this research. These prisons were selected to maximize the diversity of prisoners with regard to variables that were suspected a priori to have associations with risk behaviors. 1500 prisoners from these prisons were first asked for data collection but finally data from 1337 inmates and officers in charge of them were gathered. 

Varables. Roughly, four kinds of data were collected. First, crime related variables were the number of criminal records, offense history based on past records, duration of total custody, duration of total imprisonment, current crime and its sentence, and the number and contents of violations against prison discipline. Second, idiographic data related to crime commitment were searched; gender, age, education, SES, number of family, period of employment before present conviction, presence of family members dependent on a prisoner, the number of times of visitation, and educational level of parent. Third, all of participants were interviewed and rated by correctional officers in charge of them about vulnerability to risk behaviors. 8 items of four point Likert scales were rated by correctional officers to assess prisoners’ risk of dangerous behaviors. The reliability of these 8 items was .85. Besides these ratings, six questions were asked whether to have run away from home, whether to be drug-addicted, whether to be alcohol-addicted, whether to commit self-injury or suicide, whether to be tattooed, whether to be a transgender. Fourth, inmates’ personality data was gathered by applying Korean Correctional Psychological Inventory. The factors this inventory of 175 items was measuring were delinquent behaviors, aggression, illegal thoughts, self-abandonment, suicidal risk, and possibility to deceive. The reliability of subscales was .90, .90, .89, .89, .89, and .87 each.

RESULTS

A bivariate classification system has been already mentioned to be useful to typify inmates’ offensive disposition. Korean researchers(Lee, Lee, Kong, 2000; Lee, 2001) also found that prisoners’ criminal acts and disciplinary violations could be caused by separate problems. Therefore, this study pursued to find out two independent criteria to assess inmates’ risk behaviors; risk to illegal acts and risk to management problems. In order to find out predictors of these two different criteria, regression and correlation analyses were applied. 

At first, as criterion data of management problems, the number of discipline violations and seriousness of reason to get penalties during incarceration were selected among various variables. Table 1 and table 2 summarize the results. 

Table 1 shows which predictors explain seriousness of penalty reasons effectively. Inmates’ bad attitudes during pre-convicted detention, the number of penalties during past incarceration, negative ratings of correctional officers, trials to commit self-injury or suicide, history of abscondence were positively related to seriousness of rule violations. On the other hand, prisoners’ educational level, the number of visits, agreement with victims, not having deliberateness to a current crime were negatively related disciplinary breaches.
	Table 1. results of STEPWISE Regression analysis on the seriousness of penalty reason caused by disciple violation

	predictors
	b
	SE of b
	β
	t
	R2
	ΔR2
	F

	Intercept
	-.85
	.23
	
	-3.76***
	
	
	

	attitude during pre-convicted detention
	.69
	.06
	.34
	11.46***
	.23
	.230
	273.91***

	number of penalties during past incarceration
	.28
	.03
	.27
	9.62***
	.33
	.099
	226.92***

	ratings of correctional officers
	.02
	.00
	.17
	5.95***
	.36
	.022
	167.58***

	suicidal trials
	.36
	.08
	.12
	4.34***
	.37
	.019
	136.16***

	intention of a current crime
	-.23
	.06
	-.10
	-3.89***
	.38
	.009
	113.45***

	education
	-.03
	.01
	-.08
	-2.78**
	.39
	.008
	98.56***

	number of visits
	-.05
	.02
	-.08
	-3.02**
	.40
	.005
	85.81***

	running away from home
	.16
	.06
	.07
	2.66**
	.40
	.004
	76.45***

	agreement with victims
	-.08
	.04
	-.06
	-2.35*
	.41
	.003
	68.91***


Table 2 presents variables to explain significantly the number of penalties during present incarceration. Prisoners’ attitude during pre-convicted detention, the number of penalties during past incarceration, suicidal trials, ratings of correctional officers, intention of a current crime, history of abscondence, and the amount of delusive thoughts were positively related to the number of code violations. In contrast, not having deliberateness to a current crime, the number of visits by family members, inmates’ educational level, and making agreement with victims were negatively related to the number of penalties given owing to code violations during present imprisonment. 

	Table 2. results of STEPWISE Regression analysis 

on the number of disciple violation

	predictors
	B
	SE of b
	β
	t
	R2
	ΔR2
	F

	Intercept
	-1.06
	.29
	
	-3.70***
	
	
	

	attitude during pre-convicted detention
	.76
	.07
	.35
	11.43***
	.22
	.220
	256.79***

	number of penalties during past incarceration
	.22
	.03
	.20
	6.95***
	.29
	.066
	183.04***

	suicidal trials
	.32
	.09
	.10
	3.43***
	.31
	.019
	133.36***

	ratings of correctional officers
	.002
	.00
	.14
	4.67***
	.32
	.015
	106.95***

	intention of a current crime
	-.279
	.07
	-.12
	-4.23***
	.33
	.013
	90.72***

	history of running away
	.181
	.07
	.08
	2.67**
	.34
	.009
	78.64***

	number of visits
	-.005
	.02
	-.08
	-2.73**
	.35
	.006
	69.20***

	education
	-.003
	.01
	-.07
	-2.30*
	.35
	.004
	61.50***

	agreement with victims
	-.01
	.04
	-.07
	-2.44*
	.36
	.004
	55.59***

	delusion
	.0007
	.00
	.06
	2.19*
	.36
	.003
	50.72***


As criterion data of illegal acts, the number of criminal records and seriousness of current offenses were selected among various variables related to past and current illegal acts. Table 3 and table 4 summarizes the results of stepwise regression analyses to find out useful predictors explaining these criterion variables. 

	Table 3. results of STEPWISE Regression analysis 

on the criminal records

	Predictors
	b
	SE of b
	β
	t
	R2
	ΔR2
	F

	Intercept
	-.05
	.22
	
	-.23
	
	
	

	self reported number of crime commitment
	.30
	.02
	.47
	19.59***
	.45
	.453
	757.19***

	duration of past imprisonment
	.008
	.00
	.27
	11.07***
	.54
	.088
	539.06***

	number of penalties during past incarceration
	.19
	.03
	.14
	6.38***
	.57
	.029
	405.34***

	duration of remand
	-.005
	.00
	-.11
	-5.28***
	.59
	.013
	320.62***

	duration of being kept in custody
	.01
	.00
	.12
	5.30***
	.60
	.011
	268.82***

	self-abandonment
	.01
	.00
	.10
	4.74***
	.61
	.010
	233.46***

	involvement to gangsters
	-.34
	.10
	-.07
	-3.27**
	.61
	.005
	203.98***

	number of visits
	-.05
	.02
	-.06
	-2.90*
	.62
	.003
	181.15***

	intention of a current crime
	.15
	.06
	.05
	2.55*
	.62
	.002
	162.73***


Table 3 presents predictors to explain significantly the number of criminal records. Variables such as self reported number of crime commitment, duration of past imprisonment, the number of penalties during past incarceration, duration of being kept in custody, and the degree of self-abandonment were positively related to the number of inmates’ criminal records. In comparison, prisoners who had frequent criminal convictions, had shorter duration of remand, involvement to gangsters, and smaller number of visits by family members. 

	Table 4. results of STEPWISE Regression analysis 

on the seriousness of a current crime

	Predictors
	b
	SE of b
	β
	t
	R2
	ΔR2
	F

	Intercept
	2.59
	.21
	
	12.38***
	
	
	

	use of armament
	.26
	.03
	.30
	10.22***
	.14
	.135
	143.37***

	sentence duration
	.0008
	.00
	.21
	7.22***
	.19
	.054
	107.57***

	intention of a current crime
	-.22
	.05
	-.14
	-4.66***
	.21
	.015
	79.09***

	Education
	-.04
	.01
	-.14
	-4.50***
	.22
	.014
	64.66***

	criminal records
	.05
	.01
	-.15
	-5.17***
	.24
	.015
	56.62***

	aggression
	.01
	.00
	.17
	4.23***
	.25
	.010
	49.97***

	Delusion
	-.008
	.00
	-.10
	-2.53*
	.25
	.004
	43.79***

	Attitude during pre-convicted detention
	.105
	.04
	.07
	2.46*
	.26
	.004
	39.29***

	Absence of parents 
	.04
	.02
	.06
	2.08*
	.26
	.003
	35.54***


	Table 5. correlations between predictor variables 

and management problems

	
	number of disciple violation
	seriousness of

penalty reason

	bad attitude during 
pre-convicted detention
	.48***
	.47***

	Number of penalties 
during past incarceration
	.44***
	.37***

	education(reversed)
	.20***
	.18***

	Number of visits(reversed)
	.15***
	.13***

	delusion
	.21***
	.34***

	ratings on risk by 

correctional officers
	.37***
	.24***

	Running away from home
	.18***
	.18***

	Suicidal trials
	.23***
	.21***

	intention of a current crime
	-.01
	-.02

	agreement with

victims(reversed)
	.03
	.02

	Number of disciple violation
	
	.11**


Table 4 shows variables explaining much variance of seriousness of current crime. Predictors such as use of armament, intention of a current offense, aggression, attitudes during pre-convicted detention, and absence of parents were positively related to the seriousness of a current crime. In contrast, in mates’ intention to commit a current offense, educational level, criminal records, and degree of delusive thoughts were negatively related to the criterion variable.
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Figure 2. A causal model of risk behaviors during incarceration
Based on the results of regression analyses, the predictors were only selected, which had significant power of explanation. Some of these variables were recoded to have coherent directions and all variables, standardized, were then correlated with criterion variables of risk behavior inside of prisons. Table 5 summarizes correlation indices and the relationship among variables produced by regressions was confirmed again. Two observational variables of criteria were positively related and its correlation index was statistically significant. Other predictors except a variable, deliberateness of a current offense, present to be positively related. Therefore, a causal modeling seemed to be proper to be explored. An application of AMOS 4.0 for causal modeling confirmed expected relationship among endogenous and exogenous variables. The corrected model with mutual interaction between crime data and psychological characteristics (Figure 2) had better fitness indices than an original model proposed without any interactions among latent variables. GFI of the corrected model was .98 and its TLI was .97. CFI was .98 and RMSEA was .07. 

Table 6 presents variables explaining illegal acts of inmates. Since two criterion variables, which should be internally consistent, were negatively related many correlation indices among predictors were hard to be interpreted. Therefore, consistent relationship among observational variables couldn’t be guaranteed and it seemed improper to explore a causal model to be understandable. 

	Table 6. correlations between predictor variables 

and illegal acts

	
	criminal records
	seriousness of 

a current crime

	self reported number of crime commitment
	.67***
	-.16***

	duration of past imprisonment
	.57***
	.02***

	number of penalties during past incarceration
	.42***
	.04

	duration of remand(reversed)
	.07*
	.04

	duration of being kept in custody
	.32***
	-.03

	involvement to gangsters
	-.05
	.10**

	number of visits(reversed)
	.18***
	.05

	intention of a current crime
	.03
	-.11***

	use of armament
	-.04
	.37***

	sentence duration
	-.04
	.31***

	education(reversed)
	.20***
	.15***

	Aggression
	.19***
	.09**

	self-abandonment
	.34***
	.01

	Delusion
	-.06
	.01

	attitude during 
pre-convicted detention
	.12***
	.08*

	absence of parents
	.12***
	.09**

	criminal records
	
	-.11***


DISCUSSION

This study provides evidences for a bivariate typology to be useful to classify different types of Korean inmates. Results presents population with safety problems could be differentiated from population with strong potentials of crime. Although these groups of inmates are not exactly equivalent to two types of prisoners Cooke(1998) idealized, there are many congruent facets between two typology systems. At first, neurotic-anxious inmates must have adjustment problems and the population with frequent rule violations this study found might meet the characteristics of neurotic-anxious style. This point is inferred based on the fact that this group of people had psychological maladjustment problems with high level of delusive thoughts. On the other hand, aggressive-psychopathic people might correspond to the second group of inmates with high aggression who committed serious offenses. Based on these findings, at least two standards are recommended to use for classifying Korean prisoners. Figure 3 displays a diagram about how to typify and manage inmates.
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