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Abstract
The objective of this research is to study the personality characteristics of a sample of men and women who are serving prison
sentences in Spanish prisons, to determine their distinguishing characteristics, and to analyze whether the personality traits are
related to the type of crime for which they are condemned. The sample is composed of 294 inmates (265 men and 29 women)
(M = 41.20; SD = 10.51). The results indicate that the main crime for which they are imprison is for acts against property that
involve violence or threat of violence against people (30.4%); to a lesser extent, acts that involve the use of psychoactive
substances or other drugs (19.8%); acts that cause harm or that are intended to cause harm to people (17.9%); and acts that
cause death or are intended to cause death (13.9%). Paranoia is the personality trait that most predicts criminal behaviors
consisting of acts against people (homicide, injuries, and threats). Acts against property involving violence or threat against a
person are more likely in people who have problems with alcohol and antisocial behavior. Finally, borderline personality traits are
associated more with acts involving controlled psychoactive substances or other drugs.
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Introduction

The special characteristics of the prison environment (isolation,
loneliness, violence, etc.), combined with the length of incar-
ceration that any person convicted of a crime is subject to, make
it increasingly common for the prison population to suffer from
psychological problems that can lead to serious pathology.
Such personality characteristics may be derived from the prison
stay or from part of the characteristics that predetermine the
commission of criminal offenses. That is why a deeper knowl-
edge of the differential personality characteristics that lie behind
the different types of crime is fundamental for the design of
specific prevention and treatment strategies based on the crime

committed and that favors the prevention and reinsertion of the
offender, this being the purpose of the present investigation.

On a global scale and through an examination performed in
24 countries by Fazel and Seewald (2012), it can be argued that
the prevalence of psychotic and depressive disturbances occurs
in one of every seven inmates and that the high comorbidity of
such disturbances is related to substance abuse.

This worldwide reality is reflected in a distinguishing man-
ner in different prison populations, where the psychopatholog-
ical disturbances can vary. In a study of a Colombian popula-
tion, Acero et al. (2007) indicated a high prevalence of psy-
chiatric disorders (90%), conduct disorders (75%), psychoac-
tive substance abuse disorders (55%), and psychotic symp-
toms (34%) in young people from that country.

In a sample of 78 prisoners in Ecuador, using the brief
version of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(MMPI), Arias et al. (2016) found clinically significant scores
on the scales that indicate somatization (hypochondria), de-
pression, psychopathic deviation, and schizophrenia.

In a Spanish population, Marín-Basallote and Navarro-
Repiso (2012) analyzed 128 inmates that requested psychiatric
assistance within the prisons of Puerto de Santa Maria (Cádiz),
and reported that around 46.1% of subjects were diagnosed
with a disorder corresponding to Axis I (disorders that can be
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subject to clinical attention), of which 35.2% displayed sub-
stance abuse disorders. In the study, they highlight the high
percentage (60.94%) of subjects who displayed psychiatric an-
tecedents, half of whom displayed a seriousmental disorder that
required treatment with antipsychotic drugs.

A recent review carried out by Zabala-Baños et al. (2016)
with a sample of 184 inmates that were serving sentences in
the prisons of Castilla La Mancha and Madrid indicates a
prevalence 5.3 times greater than that of the general popula-
tion, with substance abuse being the most common disorder
(72.3%), followed by mood disorder (anxiety and depression,
38.5%) and psychotic-type disorders (34.2%).

The broadest sample used to date for the study of mental
disorders in the Spanish prison environment was that com-
piled by Vicens et al. (2011), which, based on 707 inmates,
estimated the presence of mental disorders in the life of the
individual and in the month prior to the collection of data. In
their research, they establish that the prevalence of mental
disorders in the life of inmates approximates 84.4%, the most
common being substance-related disorders (abuse as well as
dependency) at 76.2%, followed by anxiety-related disorders
(45.3%), mood disorders (41%), and psychotic-type disorders
(10.7%). Regarding the prevalence of disorders during the
previous month, the percentages decreased to 41.2%, with
anxiety disorders being the most prevalent (23.3%), followed
by substance abuse disorders (abuse and dependency, 17.5%),
mood disorders (14.9%), and psychotic-type disorders (4.2%).

The elevated presence of psychopathology is not only lim-
ited to male inmates but also demonstrated when considering
imprisoned women. James and Glaze (2006) contend that
75% of women who enter prison display symptoms of differ-
ent mental disorders, and three-quarters of these meet the di-
agnostic criteria for substance abuse disorder.

In a sample of 98 female inmates in the Villabona
(Asturias) prison, Villagrá et al. (2011) confirm that 44.06%
of the sample meets the requirements for a diagnosis of some
psychological disorder, predominantly depression, somatiza-
tion, obsessive-compulsive disorder, and paranoid ideation.

In addition to the question of the presence of psychopathol-
ogy in the prison population, it is important to know whether
particular personality characteristics determine criminal typol-
ogy. Regarding this aspect, there is research that distinguishes
sociodemographic features and psychological traits that pre-
cipitate the perpetration of a violent offense as opposed to
other nonviolent offenses (Dausey et al. 2016), with few ap-
proaches to the study of personality variables associated with
specific criminal typologies.

To date, the only contribution is that made by Burneo-
Garcés (2017) through a sample of 576 men who were serving
sentences in two prisons in Ecuador for crimes of robbery,
murder, rape, and drug trafficking. The above authors main-
tain that the subjects serving sentences for robbery offenses
displayed high scores on the scales of antisocial conduct,

alcohol and drug use, and aggressiveness. The subjects whose
main offense was an attempt against the life of another (ho-
micide and murder) displayed fewer antisocial characteristics,
fewer aggressive behaviors, and fewer problems with sub-
stance abuse than the rest of the subjects participating in the
study. Those inmates convicted of rape displayed differentiat-
ed personality characteristics compared to the rest of the
groups, with an elevated score in suicidal ideation. Finally,
subjects who committed a drug trafficking crime displayed
fewer characteristics of depressive symptoms than the others.

The previous results and the scarcity of existing research on
the subject justify a more detailed study of the personality
characteristics of men and women serving prison sentences,
aimed at broadening knowledge about the psychological pro-
file of this population and confirming the hypothesis that cer-
tain personality traits lead to the commission of some crimes.

Similarly, andwith the aim of preventing criminal conduct, it
is important to know whether personality characteristics in any
way determine criminal typology, understood as a construct that
is subject to contextual and temporary changes, such as that
suggested by Clinard et al. (2015, p. 13), B(…) Typologies, like
theories, are historical, time-bound mental construction.^ This
temporary characteristic makes it necessary to address the evo-
lution and development of criminal conduct according to the
specific community and historical moment to make sense of the
information collected; but, what will always be useful is to
knowwhether the personality characteristics influence the prev-
alence of criminal conduct or not, so that the design of specific
intervention programs can be required in populations with a
high frequency of criminal offenses.

The objectives of this investigation are to:

(1) Define personality profiles and criminal profiles of the
men and women that are serving sentences in the Spanish
population.

(2) Corroborate whether there is a higher percentage of sub-
jects in the prison population with personality character-
istics considered clinically problematic, as previous stud-
ies have indicated.

(3) Analyze whether the personality characteristics influence
the commission of a determined offense, identifying
which characteristic it is according to the type of offense.

Material and Methods

Participants and Research Design

The sample is composed of 509 inmates (449 men and 60
women) who are serving sentences in the prisons of Galicia,
as well as measures of conditional release in the centers of
social integration.
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Of the initial sample, only those subjects who were able to
fully complete the Personality Assessment Inventory (PAI)
were selected, with the final sample being composed of 294
inmates (265 men and 29 women), excluding 17 question-
naires that could not be included as they presented an elevated
number of blank responses (omissions) and thus did not allow
for the collection of results on the questionnaire’s scales.

The average age was 41.20 years (SD = 10.51), convicted
of a single offense, with sentencing average of 8 years, of
which they have already completed more than 3 years.

Access to the prisons was requested in writing from the
General Secretariat of Penitentiary Institutions (Department
of Interior). In this request, the aims of the project, facilities
to be accessed, and the main areas of work with their corre-
sponding information gathering instruments were specified.

Coordination with the facilities was first made in writing,
addressed to the director, who delegated it to the person in
charge of education or the treatment subdivision whom we
had already contacted by phone to gain access to the facilities.
Together, we were able to set a schedule for the fieldwork,
establishing the best days and times for conducting tests, alter-
ing to the least extent possible, the life of the facilities, and the
daily activities of the inmates (workshops, school, work, etc.).

Once the schedules were agreed upon, a written presenta-
tion by the investigators, including objectives, and details of
their participation were provided to the facilities so that they
had the information necessary to make a decision to partici-
pate. Attached to this document is a sample of the informed
consent that was incorporated, which had to be addressed to
the contact person in their unit. After a period of one week for
them to provide consent, we entered the facilities and intro-
duced ourselves to the inmates during the early morning daily
informational assembly, which they all had to attend whether
they had already given their consent or not. During our expla-
nation, we observed that many were deciding to collaborate,
since they had considerable reluctance in the beginning due to
the fear of punishment from merely voicing their opinion. In
these cases, the consent was provided to them right there so
that they could complete it on the spot.

There had not been any prior requirement established for
the participation of the inmates; consequently, the target
population of the study was formed of those who freely
decided to participate, independent of their module (thera-
peutic, ordinary, or respect module). The inmates were in-
formed about the objective of the research, the importance
of their collaboration to make prison life known, and of the
confidentiality of information they provided to us. Such
information would be treated only in a global manner, and
the prison staff would not have any access to it.

Those that demonstrated willingness to participate signed
an informed consent and gathered in a common space in the
prison (library, dining room, or workshop), where they com-
pleted the questionnaire. At all times, a member of the study

team was present to be able to respond to any question, reit-
erating the need to be sincere with the declarations expressed.
During the process of information gathering, no member from
the security team or technical teams of the prison was present
at any time so as not to intimidate the participants. The time
invested did not exceed one hour and as they finished, they
were incorporated into their daily work.

The classification of crimes is based on The International
Classification of Crimes for Statistical Purposes, published by
the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC
2015), which establishes the following categories of level 1
crimes (see Table 1) and was used for the coding of crimes
committed by the inmates. Category 11 established by
UNODC was used in the present study to include those sub-
jects whose reported offense was a sentence violation that was
imposed without being the principal offense.

In addition to the previous categories, an extra category
was established (number 12) that includes the commission
of crimes against a partner, ex-partner, or a person related with
equal bond or affective relation on the part of a man, which
constitutes a specific typology of the Spanish judicial system
called BGender violence^ (see Table 1).

Measures

The Personality Assessment Inventory (PAI) was used for
this study, including a sheet of sociodemographic variables
of the subjects such as sex, age, crime(s) for which they are
currently imprison serving a sentence (open question),
whether it was their first time in prison or whether they
had previously served a sentence (recidivism), and the sen-
tence term imposed in months.

The PAI (Morey 2007), adapted to the Spanish population
by Cardenal et al. (2011), was used to obtain personality mea-
surements. Subjects must assess how the inventory’s 344
statements reflect their way of being, thinking, feeling, and
acting, on a scale ranging from false (0), slightly true (1),

Table 1 Categories for UNODC level 1 crimes

1. Acts leading to death or intending to cause death
2. Acts leading to harm or intending to cause harm to the person
3. Injurious acts of a sexual nature
4. Acts against property involving violence or threat against a person
5. Acts against property only
6. Acts involving controlled psychoactive substances or other drugs
7. Acts involving fraud, deception, or corruption
8. Acts against public order, authority, and provisions of the state
9. Acts against public safety and state security
10. Acts against the natural environment
11. Sentence violation
12. Gender violence

Prepared by the author from The International Classification of Crimes
for Statistical Purposes, published by the United Nations Office on Drugs
and Crime (UNODC 2015)
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mainly true (2), and very true (3). The results provide a com-
prehensive assessment of the psychopathology, measured on a
22-point scale: four validity scales (inconsistency, infrequen-
cy, negative impression, and positive impression), 11 clinical
scales (somatic concerns, anxiety, anxiety-related disorders,
depression, mania, paranoia, schizophrenia, borderline fea-
tures, antisocial features, alcohol problems, and drug prob-
lems), five treatment consideration scales (aggression, suicidal
ideation, nonsupport, stress, and treatment rejection), and two
interpersonal scales (dominance and warmth).

The correctional norms of the instrument allow for the use
of a short version answering the first 165 items, which allows
for obtaining a score on the global scales, but not on the
subscales or on the complementary indexes.

Experts in the area of forensic evaluation support that the
latter instrument has advantages at a psychometric level with
respect to other personality questionnaires validated for use in
a forensic context such as the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory 2 Revised (MMPI-2-RF) (Ben-Porath
and Tellegen 2015) and the Millon Clinical Multiaxial
Inventory (MCMI-III) (Cardenal y Sánchez 2007). Among
the advantages suggested for the use of the PAI, the experts
highlight the fact that it offers four levels of response in addi-
tion to using non-overlapping scales, which increases its dis-
criminant validity (Seijo et al. 2014). The versatility that the
instrument presents has fostered its increased acceptance for
use in the forensic context in recent years (Edens et al. 2001;
Morey and Quigley 2002). Despite this, its use in the interna-
tional context has been inconsistent. As underscored by a
study regarding the use of instruments for the study of person-
ality traits in 17 European countries (Evers et al. 2012), the
PAI is seldom used in Europe, investigators opting instead for
the use of other personality inventories such as the Minnesota
Multiphasic Inventory (MMPI), the Sixteen Personality
Factor Questionnaire (16PF), or the Neuroticism-
Extraversion-Openness Personality Inventory (NEO-PI).

Despite the irregular use in the forensic context, the studies
show the validity of the PAI in the prediction of violent be-
havior among inmates (Gardner et al. 2015; Reidy et al. 2016)
and, to a lesser extent, the criminal recidivism of the same.

The technical manual for the Spanish adaptation of the
Personality Assessment Inventory (Cardenal et al. 2011) es-
tablishes that for a typical score to be considered significant, it
must be above 70 on all clinical scales related to treatment,
except in the case of mania where the score is considered
significant if it is above the cutoff point of 65 and treatment
refusal where the significance cutoff point is at a typical score
of 50. For the scales of interpersonal relations (dominance and
reliability), the cutoff point is above 60.

The reliability data obtained in the assessment of the instru-
ment with the Spanish population show good results for the
short version, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .74 with
the normal population and .81 with clinical groups.

Data Analysis

The data analysis began with a reliability study of the abbre-
viated version of the PAI in the Spanish prison population
using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient.

At first, a descriptive analysis was performed of the total
sample, on the variables of identification and those relating to
the crimes committed and for personality traits. After, the men
and women were analyzed separately to define the profiles in
each case, while it is necessary to take the information on the
subsample of women with caution because of its small size.
Finally, the subsample of men was addressed to analyze
whether the personality traits influence the commission of a
determined offense and which features these were in each one
of the cases.

To calculate the association between personality features and
the different criminal typologies, the multivariate analysis tech-
nique of dependencewas used, specifically discriminant analysis,
considering personality characteristics as independent variables
and criminal typology as dependent variables. Then, we
proceeded to verify compliance with the assumptions required
to apply the discriminant analysis and thus calculate and establish
the objective function, in order to determine which personality
traits discriminate best when evaluating the type of crime
committed (Torrado and Berlanga 2013). The precision of the
model was also calculated to predict the future behavior of the
personality indicators in the commission of a determined crime.

The analyses were performed with SPSS v.22.0 statistical
software.

Results

Reliability

The reliability analysis of the abbreviated version of the PAI
showed good results in the sample used, with high reliability
based on Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, whether we consider the
total sample (α = .962) or the subsample of men (α = .961).

The reliability analysis of the different scales shows that the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient oscillates between .708 and .902
for the anxiety scale; between .605 and .833 for those related
to treatment; and between .590 and .630 for the interpersonal
relationship scales (see Table 2).

Type of Offense Committed and Personality
Characteristics of the Total Sample

The subjects under study have been serving sentences essen-
tially for having committed acts against property involving vi-
olence or threat against a person (category 4) (30.4%); to a
lesser extent, acts involving controlled psychoactive substances
or other drugs (category 6) (19.8%); acts leading to harm or
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intending to cause harm to the person (category 2) (17.9%); and
acts leading to death or intending to cause death (category 1)
(13.9%). Given that the size of the subsample of women is very
small and does not permit a comparison, we present informa-
tion differentiated according to the said variable to know the
criminal profile of each group separately. Both women andmen
correspond in the most common crime identified, that is, they
are imprison for acts against property involving violence or
threat of violence against a person (see Table 3). The women
do not commit crimes of personal harm, injurious acts of a
sexual nature, or against the public order, while like men, they
perform acts involving controlled psychoactive substances or
other drugs. To a larger extent than themen, the women commit
more crimes that involve fraud, deception, or corruption.

The analysis of personality traits in prison allows us to
conclude that there is a prevalence of subjects that exceed
the score considered critical (set at 70 points) for each one of
the personality scales studied. The greatest incidence of seri-
ous psychological problems relates to drug use (41.5% of the
subjects exceeded the cutoff point), followed by antisocial
features (20.7%) and depression (20.4%). These problems
vary according to gender: the men present problems derived

from drug use (43%), antisocial features (20.4%), and refusal
of treatment (19.02%); whereas, women’s problems are relat-
ed to stress (37.9%), depression (31%), borderline features
(27.6%), and suicidal features (27.6%) (see Table 4).

Table 2 Cronbach’s
alpha for the clinical,
treatment consideration,
and interpersonal scales

Scales α

Clinical scales SOM .868

ANX .902

ARD .793

DEP .833

MAN .804

PAR .708

SCZ .811

BOR .859

ANT .739

ALC .883

DRG .847

Treatment consideration
scales

AGR .768

SUI .833

STR .716

NON .712

RTR .605

Interpersonal scales DOM .630

WRM .590

Global scale .962

SOM, somatic concerns; ANX, anxiety;
ARD, anxiety-related disorders; DEP, de-
pression; MAN, mania; PAR, paranoia;
SCZ, schizophrenia; BOR, borderline fea-
tures;ANT, antisocial features;ALC, alcohol
problems; DRG, drug problems; AGC, ag-
gression; SUI, suicidal ideation; STR, stress;
NON, non-support; RXR, treatment rejec-
tion; DOM, dominance;WRM, warmth

Table 3 Distribution of men and women by type of offense committed

Category of offense
committed

Men Women

n % n %

1 34 13.7 4 16

2 49 19.8 0 0

3 11 4.4 0 0

4 71 28.6 12 48

5 0 0 0 0

6 48 19.4 6 24

7 8 3.2 3 12

8 1 0.4 0 0

9 1 0.4 0 0

10 0 0 0 0

11 4 1.6 0 0

12 21 8.5 0 0

Table 4 Percentage of the sample that exceeds the cutoff point for each
of the scales

General
population

Men Women

SOM 12.6 10.9 24.1

ANX 12.2 10.6 24.1

ARD 9.5 6.8 24.1

DEP 20.4 18.9 31.0

MAN 14.6 15.5 24.1

PAR 17.3 16.6 24.1

SCZ 13.9 12.8 24.1

BOR 17.0 15.5 27.6

ANT 20.7 20.4 20.6

ALC 16.0 17.0 6.9

DRG 41.5 43.0 24.1

AGG 7.8 6.8 17.2

SUI 16.3 15.1 27.6

STR 19.4 17.4 37.9

NON 10.2 10.9 3.4

RXR 19.7 19.2 24.1

DOM 13.9 12.8 24.1

WRM 9.5 8.3 20.7

SOM, somatic concerns; ANX, anxiety; ARD, anxiety-related disorders;
DEP, depression;MAN, mania; PAR, paranoia; SCZ, schizophrenia; BOR,
borderline features; ANT, antisocial features; ALC, alcohol problems;
DRG, drug problems; AGC, aggression; SUI, suicidal ideation; NON,
non-support; STR, stress; RXR, treatment rejection; DOM, dominance;
WRM, warmth
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The limited number of women that participated does not
permit significant contrasts or extrapolation of results, but
there is a marked tendency to consider them in further studies.
What is clear is that in both crimes committed and personality
traits, remarkable differences between men and women are
evident. To these differences, those derived from Blife in
prison^ should be added. The elevated number of men who
serve sentences predetermines the organization of space and
time, occupation of the greatest number of modules, and the
different groupings into ordinary, respect, and even therapeu-
tic modules, for those who want to undergo rehabilitation for
substance use. The reality of women, being significantly lower
in number, forces all to share the samemodule, independent of
the crime committed, the time of sentence, or the treatment
needs derived from their personality traits.

Type of Offense Committed and Personality
Characteristics of Male Inmates

To know if the personality traits are associated with the com-
mission of a particular crime, that is, if a determined personality
trait can predict the most probable crime, a predictive type of
multivariate discriminant analysis (MDA) was performed.

Analysis of the resulting contingency table, cross-checking
personality traits with type of crime committed (see Table 5),
allows for the establishment of three distinguishing patterns of
offenders: those who commit acts against property that involve
violence (theft and robbery) (category 4), offenders who commit
acts with the intention of harming people (category 2), and acts
that primarily involve the failure to comply with the conditions
imposed for their parole (sentence violation) (category 11).

In the case of men who commit acts that involve a sentence
violation, significantly higher scores on the alcohol use scales,
and an elevated score on borderline features, which did not
reach the cutoff point to be considered clinically alarming,
were observed.

Subjects who perform acts involving physical harm and
threats and who have the shared intention of harming a person
are characterized by having higher paranoia scores.

Finally, subjects who commit theft and robbery display an
increase on the aggression scale that accurately characterizes
the violent theft of objects in the crimesmentioned, in addition
to elevated scores for drug use and antisocial behavior.

The results obtained on Box’sM test inform us of the desired
existence of the heteroscedasticity assumption or difference of
group averages on the different categories of crimes studied, as
such, the hypothesis of statistically significant differences of
group averages, with relation to personality characteristics, is
accepted. (Box’s M= 72.794 and a p = .000 < .05).

The discriminant model to classify and predict that this
analysis emerges is formed by five types of crime selected
attending to the requirement of having an n > 20 on all the
categories studied: acts leading to death or intending to cause

death (category 1) (n = 34), acts leading to harm or intending
to cause harm to the person (category 2) (n = 49), acts against
property involving violence (category 4) (n = 71), acts involv-
ing controlled psychoactive substances or other drugs (cate-
gory 6) (n = 48), sentence violation (category 11) (n = 21), and
gender violence (category 12) (n = 21).

The test of equality of group averages indicates that initially,
there are only five variables that can enter into the discriminant
function, taking as reference values F > 3.84. These variables
are the following: paranoia (F = 5.511; p = .000 < .05); alcohol
problems (F = 4.754; p = .000 < .05); antisocial features (F =
4.545; p = .000 < .05); drug problems (F = 4.284; p = .000
< .05); borderline features (F = 4.046; p = .000 < .05) (Table 6).

The discriminant capacity evaluation of the canonical func-
tions is obtained with the BSelf-values^ statistic that suggests
four functions that offer the best combination of personality
traits with a 94% explanation of the variance of the crimes
committed. Once the discriminant function is calculated, it is
determined whether this is globally significant. For that, the
null hypothesis is posed whether the population averages dif-
fer significantly in the groups considered, obtaining a result of
χ2 = 43.043; g.l. = 8; and p = .000 < .05, which allows us to
affirm the significance of the discriminant function. The great-
er percentage of variance explained is provided by the func-
tion 1, with 43.9% and an elevated canonical correlation of
.877. These values are elevated which supposes a good dis-
crimination (see Table 7).

As a criterion for selecting the variables that best discrim-
inate personality traits in the commission of a specific crime,
Fisher’s linear discriminant functions were used. Paranoia is
the personality trait that most predicts criminal behaviors
consisting of acts that cause death or that are intended to cause
death, followed by problems with drugs. The personality trait
that precipitates acts leading to harm or intending to cause
harm to the person is also paranoia. Acts against property
involving violence or threat against a person are more likely
in people who have problems with alcohol and antisocial be-
havior. Finally, borderline personality traits are associated
more with acts involving controlled psychoactive substances
or other drugs (see Table 8).

Discussion

The data collected in this study allow for a marked trend in
terms of criminal typologies and personality characteristics of
inmates in Spanish prisons. Although it has not been possible
to analyze the significance of the differences betweenmen and
women due to the scarcity of women in prison, certain ten-
dencies have been revealed that indicate that there are differ-
entiated profiles according to gender.

The analysis of personality traits within the prison permits
the conclusion that the greatest incidence of personality traits
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that can be seen as pathological due to their elevated incidence
relates to drug use (41.5% of the subjects exceeded the cutoff
point), antisocial features (20.7%), depression (20.4%), treat-
ment refusal (19.7%), and stress (19.4%). These results are in
line with those found in other research (Acero et al. 2007;
Vicens et al. 2011; Fazel and Seewald 2012; Arias et al.
2016; Zabala-Baños et al. 2016; Burneo-Garcés 2017;
Molina-Coloma et al. 2018). It is observed that women, more
often than men, self-report somatic complaints, problems

related to anxiety, depression, disorders related to aggression
and stress, and suicidal ideation. Although women are the ones
who display higher scores thanmen on the previous scales, they
are not serious enough to be considered a psychological
problem, therefore contradicting the studies that indicate a
greater prevalence of mental disturbance in female inmates
(James and Glaze 2006; Villagrá et al. 2011). In any case, this
data should be taken with caution due to one of the limitations
of this study, the small sample of women participants.

Table 5 Mean and standard deviation of the 22 PAI scales for the subsample of men and type of crime

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

SOM M 56.44 53.49 54.64 57.03 – 55.29 54.88 47 49 – 65.50 54.14

S.D. 13.58 10.34 9.32 12.32 – 13.33 12.72 – – – 19.36 13.24

ANX M 53.74 53.82 56.64 55.75 – 52.17 50.13 48 39 – 55.25 49.71

S.D. 13.31 11.12 8.15 13.55 – 11.13 11.99 – – – 14.01 10.45

ARD M 57.00 54.49 59.64 55.89 – 53.27 52.00 49 37 – 57.25 54.81

S.D. 8.76 9.28 7.72 10.27 – 10.41 8.60 – – – 9.43 11.76

DEP M 60.47 58.39 59.82 62.69 – 57.85 56.25 53 45 – 59.75 53.38

S.D. 15.06 10.94 9.47 13.94 – 11.20 13.57 – – – 11.06 12.18

MAN M 53.59 54.43 48.91 54.51 – 49.29 54.00 40 40 – 60.00 52.00

S.D. 13.36 11.21 12.83 11.22 – 11.49 17.24 – – – 15.14 11.23

PAR M 60.44 66.16 65.82 63.04 – 61.27 57.25 58 40 – 56.75 59.71

S.D. 9.96 11.97 10.02 10.10 – 08.35 09.59 – – – 04.50 10.71

SCZ M 57.68 58.37 59.45 58.41 – 54.21 55.25 42 27 – 56.00 50.62

S.D. 12.83 12.28 8.39 13.38 – 12.71 19.07 – – – 12.00 11.02

BOR M 54.09 57.84 59.45 57.92 – 49.79 51.63 50 37 – 62.40 53.86

S.D. 13.56 12.19 12.75 12.96 – 09.57 12.76 – – – 14.27 11.46

ANT M 60.24 63.29 58.09 67.27 – 57.19 63.25 63 52 . 57.25 60.90

S.D. 13.80 12.74 9.82 11.97 – 10.63 12.73 – – – 18.25 10.54

ALC M 56.09 69.51 52.27 58.10 – 52.73 73.00 46 46 – 84.50 58.86

S.D. 18.93 24.56 18.60 16.94 – 14.98 29.19 – – – 28.87 18.11

DRG M 65.03 70.24 61.82 80.62 – 66.27 66.00 48 55 – 73.00 71.71

S.D. 24.08 19.45 20.76 21.63 – 20.74 20.46 – – – 25.05 25.54

AGG M 53.24 56.59 50.73 57.08 – 48.13 49.50 50 45 – 49.50 53.57

S.D. 12.80 12.96 10.44 10.94 – 6.73 12.70 – – – 15.00 10.62

SUI M 59.91 54.51 52.27 57.97 – 52.06 54.63 46 46 – 60.00 56.48

S.D. 19.65 14.40 8.91 17.05 – 12.23 17.99 – – – 20.20 20.93

STR M 57.41 58.45 56.09 61.96 – 54.54 59.25 62 45 – 59.00 59.90

S.D. 14.67 11.81 8.81 14.50 – 11.56 11.07 – – – 02.00 14.69

NON M 58.38 59.96 58.27 61.21 – 57.44 49.75 74 44 – 53.75 55.10

S.D. 12.96 13.70 10.92 11.79 – 11.70 12.76 – – – 07.27 12.89

RXR M 44.88 47.90 42.91 44.56 – 49.25 44.88 43 53 – 42.75 45.90

S.D. 11.02 09.15 08.03 08.42 – 09.72 08.10 – – – 05.19 10.56

DOM M 51.79 51.61 49.18 50.38 – 52.15 57.00 46 62 – 48.25 53.48

S.D. 9.11 9.02 12.69 10.68 – 11.52 11.02 – – – 09.60 10.18

WRM M 49.06 47.63 46.18 47.58 – 49.44 53.00 63 51 – 50.00 54.62

S.D. 9.86 10.48 12.72 10.99 – 10.13 09.32 – – – 06.00 08.19

SOM, somatic concerns; ANX, anxiety; ARD, anxiety-related disorders; DEP, depression; MAN, mania; PAR, paranoia; SCZ, schizophrenia; BOR,
borderline features; ANT, antisocial features; ALC, alcohol problems; DRG, drug problems; AGC, aggression; SUI, suicidal ideation; NON,
non-support; STR, stress; RXR, treatment rejection; DOM, dominance; WRM, warmth
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With respect to the distinguishing personality characteristics
of men based on criminal typology, there are no in-depth studies
to date that make comparisons of this type and that corroborate
the profiles found in the present investigation. The results obtain-
ed allow us to identify four criminal typologies with associated
personality characteristics: the first, characterized by criminal
behaviors consisting of acts that cause death or that are destined
to cause death (category 1), to which paranoid traits and drug use
are associated; the second, violent acts that cause harm or are
intended to cause harm (injuries and threats) (category 2) in
which people with traits of paranoia are also associated; the third,
characterized by acts against property that involve violence or
threat of violence against people (theft and robbery) (category 4)
in which antisocial people and alcohol problems are framed; and
the fourth, acts that involve psychoactive substances or other
drugs (category 6), which are associated with borderline traits.

The criminal profile found in the inmates who committed
theft and robbery coincides with those obtained using the
same measuring instrument on the Ecuadorian population
(Burneo-Garcés 2017), and, as with the Spanish prison popu-
lation, the profiles indicate that the subjects who commit a
crime of theft or robbery display elevated scores in antisocial
personality, aggression, and problems with alcohol use.

Another limitation of this work is that it is a cross-sectional
study in which we have not been able to determine if the per-
sonality traits of the inmates analyzed precede imprisonment or

if they are a consequence of the characteristics of life within the
prison environment.

The scales that analyze the consumption of alcohol and
drugs deserve special consideration, and it would be interest-
ing to study whether the abuse of these substances occurs
before or after imprisonment, as a means of escaping the con-
ditions of life in prison.

In spite of the limitations set out, the conclusions of this
study allow a more complete view of the characteristics of the
Spanish prison population, their differential profiles, and the
personality traits that discriminate the type of crime that has
led them to prison.

The tendencies found can be useful for the design of spe-
cific interventions within the prison environment that involve
personalized attention depending on the type of crime com-
mitted and the personality characteristics that explain it.

Likewise, they represent an advance in the use of Personality
Assessment Inventory (PAI) in forensic contexts, adding to the
ability to predict violent behavior and recidivism (Gardner et al.
2015; Reidy et al. 2016) and the possibility of being used as a
discriminant instrument of personality characteristics according
to the criminal typology.

Table 6 Variables included/
excludeda,b,c,d Wilks of Lambda

F exact

Step Personality trait λ df1 df2 df3 F df1 df2 Sig.

1 Paranoia .908 1 4 218 5.511 4 218.000 .000

2 Alcohol problems .845 2 4 218 4.754 8 434.000 .000

3 Antisocial features .786 3 4 218 4.545 12 571.774 .000

4 Drug problems .739 4 4 218 4.284 16 657.473 .000

5 Borderline features .699 5 4 218 4.046 20 710.708 .000

a The maximum number of steps is 30
b The partial minimum F to enter is 3.84
c The partial maximum F to eliminate is 2.71
d Level F, tolerance, or VIN not enough for an additional calculation

Table 7 Self-values

Function Self-
value

% de
variance

% variance
accumulated

Canonical
correlation

1 .966 43.9 48.9 .877

2 .726 30.2 80.1 .735

3 .547 13.9 94.0 .701

4 .275 6.0 94.0 .612

The first four canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis

Table 8 Classification function coefficients

Criminal typology

1 2 4 6

Paranoia .031 .883 .531 .036
Alcohol features .032 .144 .651 .052
Antisocial features .830 .350 .750 .288
Drug problems .614 .053 .079 .781
Borderline features .204 .098 .124 .578
(Constant) − 15.892 − 17.176 − 17.158 − 13.140

1. Acts leading to death or intending to cause death

2. Acts leading to harm or intending to cause harm to the person

4. Acts against property involving violence or threat against a person

6. Acts involving controlled psychoactive substances or other drugs
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