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ABSTRACT
This study examines the predictive utility of the community-based
Positive Achievement Change Tool–Prescreen (PACT-PS) for staff
assault in a sample of 787 state-committed male youth. Bivariate
and multivariate analyses indicated the PACT-PS failed to predict
staff assault across racial/ethnic groups. Notably, this study also
found youth with serious delinquent histories and prior commit-
ments improved the PACT-PS’s ability to predict staff assault.
Limitations of this study, suggestions for future research, and prac-
tical implications are discussed.
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Youth assaults against correctional staff is a major concern for administrators and policy
makers. Correctional staff victimized by youth can experience physical and psychological
harm, both potentially leading to death (Goetting & Howsen, 1986). There are also
economic costs associated with staff assault in terms of medical expenses, lost workdays,
turnover, legal liability, and high insurance premiums (Griffith, Daffern, & Godber, 2013).
Administrators have to consider the costs related to housing movements, reclassification,
facility instability, and the interference of rehabilitative efforts when assaults transpire
(Deitch, Madore, Vickery, & Welch, 2013). Youth who assault staff may receive new
adjudications, longer lengths of stay, and parole denials, all of which place additional
burdens on juvenile correctional facilities and increase the costs to taxpayers (Makarios &
Maahs, 2012). As a result, it becomes essential for juvenile correctional agencies to use risk
assessments to identify youths’ relative risk of assaulting staff to maintain safe correctional
environments.

Risk assessments are composed of static risk factors, dynamic risk factors, and protec-
tive factors that are related to outcomes for specific populations within a given period
(Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Static risk factors are characteristics of the offender’s past and
immutable to treatment. The severity of the offense, age at commitment, and prior felonies
are examples of static risk factors. Dynamic risk factors are individual characteristics that
can be changed over time usually with treatment, such as school performance and Grade
Point Average (GPA). Protective factors are individual characteristics recognized for their
ability to reduce risk. A high GPA and relationships with nondeviant peers can be
categorized as protective factors. Researchers assign numeric values to risk, dynamic,
and protective factors, which are summed into a risk score. Youth with the highest risk
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scores have the greatest likelihood of assaulting staff, whereas youth with the lowest risk
scores are least likely to assault staff. Practically, high-risk youth should receive more
treatment and supervision intensity compared to low-risk youth. This practice allows
juvenile justice agencies to increase consistency in decision making in the areas of
classification, case planning, and allocation of resources across racial/ethnic and gender
groups (Schwalbe, 2008; Vincent, Chapman, & Cook, 2011).

The accuracy of a risk assessment is contingent on its predictive validity, the degree
to which a risk assessment score predicts a future outcome. The examination of
reliability and validity represents important concepts for evaluating the predictive
validity of risk assessments (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006).
Reliability is the extent to which a risk assessment is dependable on what it is intended
to measure every time. Reliability estimates can include internal consistency, inter-rater
reliability, parallel forms reliability, and test–retest reliability. Validity is the extent to
which a risk assessment measures what it was designed to measure. Statistics used to
evaluate validity can include area-under-the-curce (AUC) values, correlations, Cohen’s
d, Cox regression, and logistic regression. Risk assessments with high levels of pre-
dictive validity (i.e., acceptable reliability and validity) may increase courts’ and juvenile
justice agencies’ capacity to allocate resources to high-risk offenders (Schwalbe, Fraser,
& Day, 2007). In contrast, risk assessments with low levels of predictive validity (i.e.,
unacceptable reliability and validity) can produce higher rates of classification errors,
misdirect juvenile justice agencies’ resources, and may be no better than professional
judgment used by juvenile justice staff (Krysik & LeCroy, 2002). Most importantly,
when risk assessments do not reliably predict outcomes across racial/ethnic, gender,
and age groups, the predictive validity can differ by race, gender, and age.
Consequently, exacerbating disparities within the juvenile justice system (Onifade,
Davidson, & Campbell, 2009). The goal of this study was to explore the predictive
validity of the community-based Positive Achievement Change Tool–Prescreen (PACT-
PS) for staff assault among state-committed male youth and at the request of Youth
Correctional System (YCS; a pseudonym; confidentiality was a condition for obtaining
data from the agency). The PACT-PS was selected for examination because it measures
several items that can be used to test the importation model.

Importation factors and juvenile staff assault

Researchers have often selected predictors of institutional misconduct based on the
importation model. Irwin and Cressey (1962) proposed the importation model of adjust-
ment, arguing that offender behavior is best explained by antisocial behaviors, values, and
beliefs offenders develop in the community and import into the prison environment. For
example, if an individual was convicted and sentenced for larceny, it is likely he or she will
do the same while incarcerated. Previous studies examining the importation model have
identified predictors significantly related to staff assault such as race, age, gender, criminal
history, high-risk youth, being on probation at state commitment, out-of-home place-
ments, gang members, gang-related family members, violence toward family members,
chaotic home environments, living in poverty, substance abusers, mental disorders, dis-
tress, externalizing behaviors, and time served (Blackburn & Trulson, 2010; DeLisi et al.,
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2010; DeLisi, Trulson, Marquart, Drury, & Kosloski, 2011; Trulson, 2007; Trulson, DeLisi,
Caudill, Belshaw, & Marquart, 2010).

Trulson (2007) examined the relationship between several individual-level factors and
institutional danger using a large sample of state-committed youth (N = 4,684) from a
large Southern juvenile correctional system.1 He explored several demographic, delinquent
history, and risk factor variables derived from importation theory.2 Logistic regression
analyses revealed that non-Whites, males, being on probation at state commitment, high-
risk youth, gang members, gang-related family members, number of previous out-of-home
placements, and violence toward family members were factors associated with serious
forms of misconduct. Although this study made a significant contribution to the literature,
examining only a composite measure leaves the question of what needs to be targeted for
prevention and intervention unanswered.3

Blackburn and Trulson (2010) examined the relationship between several importation
variables and staff assault among 139 serious and violent female youth who were com-
mitted under a blended sentencing statue at the YCS.4 Using negative binomial estimates,
they found that Blacks and females with mental disorders were more likely to engage in
staff assault. They made no attempt to suggest why Black females were more prone to
assault staff compared to other racial/ethnic groups. However, the authors did suggest that
correctional agencies should pay more attention to females with mental health issues to
develop strategies to prevent, intervene, and suppress staff assault. Although this study
identified the research setting as the YCS, these findings cannot be extrapolated to other
geographical locations.

Trulson, Delisi, and colleagues (2010) examined staff assault among a sample of 2,520
serious and violent male state-committed youth under the state’s blended sentencing statue at
the YCS. They explored several demographic, criminal history, and social history variables
based on importation theory.5 Using negative binomial regression models, they found that
Blacks, younger commitments, total previous adjudications, greater number of out-of-home
placements, serious person/property offenses, sexual related offenses, substance abusers, and
chaotic home environments were variables associated assault staff. Although this study is
consistent with the importation model of institutional misconduct, the authors noted that
their study was limited due to a lack of access to additional importation variables and further
specificity among the variables they used in their models.

Delisi, Beaver, and colleagues (2010) used data from 791 state-committed youth confined
to the California Youth Authority to evaluate self-control and staff assault. Distress, self-
restraint, age, race, sex, commitment offense type, total prior delinquent offenses, and mental
health served as independent variables. Using negative binomial regression models, Delisi,
Beaver, and colleagues (2010) found female commitments with greater distress, prior delin-
quent offenses, and externalizing behaviors were more likely to engage in staff assault than
male commitments. Younger youth at commitment were more likely to assault staff for both
genders. The authors concluded that self-control was a weak predictor of staff assault. This
study failed to control for a number of social history variables that are known to be
significantly related to staff assault, which leads to the problem of omitted variable bias.

DeLisi et al. (2011) examined assault (i.e., any assault against a staff or fellow resident)
within a life-course framework using a large sample of state-committed youth (N = 2,520)
from a large southern state. Four importation domains were examined: race/ethnicity, time
served, family background characteristics, and delinquent career characteristics.6 They
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found youth with a greater number of out-of-home placements, living in poverty, violence
toward family members, and those with lengthier time served were more likely to engage in
assault. Overall, Delisi, Trulson, and colleagues (2011) suggested that proximal importation
variables were more predictive of institutional misconduct than the distal importation
variables. One question left unanswered is whether these importation factors will be pre-
dictive of serious forms of assaultive behaviors such as staff assault.

PACT-PS

The PACT-PS is a generalized initial screening instrument designed to predict youths’ risk
to reoffending and identify their criminogenic needs and strengths. The PACT-PS con-
tains 43 items, which are unequally distributed throughout four subscales: record of
referrals (10 items), social history (21 items), attitudes and behaviors (six items), and
mental health (six items). The record of referrals and social history subscales are used to
determine the youth’s risk to reoffend. Examples of the record of referrals items included
age at first offense, misdemeanor referrals, felony referrals, weapon referrals, against
person misdemeanor referrals, against person felony referrals, confinement orders to
detention, confinement orders to state institution, escapes, and failure to appear warrants.7

The social history items include the minor’s current school enrollment status, current school
conduct, current school attendance, current academic performance, history of antisocial friends/
companions, current friends/companions with whomminor actually spends time, out-of-home
placements, history of running away, history of jail/imprisonment of persons who were ever
involved in the household for at least 3 months, history of jail/imprisonment of persons who are
currently involved with the household, problem history of parents who are currently involved
with the household, parental authority/control, history of alcohol use, history of drug use,
current alcohol use, current drug use, history of physical abuse, history of witnessing violence,
history of sexual abuse, history of neglect, and history of mental health problems. The attitudes/
behaviors and mental health subscale scores are used to determine if there is a need to refer
youth for further mental health or substance abuse evaluation.

The record of referrals subscale score ranges from 0 to 31, with higher scores indicative
of official referral seriousness. The social history subscale score ranges from 0 to 18, with
higher scores reflecting more risk factors present in the youth’s social environment. The
record of referrals subscale score and social history subscale score form a matrix, which
classifies each youth into one of the four risk levels, low, moderate, moderate-high, or high
risk. The PACT-PS recommends the following cutoff points for the record of referrals
subscale: 12 or higher is high risk, 9 to 11 is moderate-high risk, 6 to 8 is moderate risk,
and 0 to 5 is low risk. The cutoff points for the social history subscale are as follows: 10 or
higher for high risk, 6 to 9 for moderate risk, and 0 to 5 for low risk. Based on samples of
probationers, several studies have examined the psychometric properties of the PACT
scale and subscale scores and supported their use as predictors of subsequent delinquent
referrals, rearrests, new convictions, and violations of probation (PACT; Baglivio, 2009;
Baglivio & Jackowski, 2013; Baird et al., 2013; Winokur-Early, Hand, & Blankenship, 2012;
YASI; Orbis Partners Inc., 2007; Washington State Juvenile Court Assessment (WSJCA);
Barnoski, 2004; Van Der Put, Stams, Deković, & Van Der Laan, 2014).

4 D. A. REMBERT ET AL.
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Current study

Given that the record of referrals and social history subscales of the PACT-PS are
consistent with importation theory, the aim of this study is to examine the predictive
validity of the community-based PACT-PS for staff assault in a correctional setting.
Research examining the predictive utility of the PACT-PS and improving its accuracy
can assist the YCS in making informed decisions in their efforts to minimize staff assault.
This study was guided by two research questions. First, can the community-based PACT-
PS predict staff assault in a correctional setting? Second, can the record of referrals and
social history subscale items predict staff assault in a correctional setting?

Method

Participants

The data for this study was collected from YCS electronic database. Only youth
adjudicated to correctional facilities between February 2009 and June 2010 were
eligible for inclusion in this study. The initial sample size consisted of 1,481 state-
committed youth. However, due to a recent lawsuit settlement between YCS and the
U.S. Department of Justice, our sample was limited to 787 state-committed male
youth. All youth were administered the PACT-PS when they first entered the juvenile
correctional system. Consistent with the literature, which holds that female pathways
to delinquency are inherently different from the pathways into delinquency for males
and due to their small sample size, 49 females were excluded from this analysis.
Males self-identifying themselves as either Asian (n = 3), or Other (n = 4) and age
18 years(n = 1) were excluded from statistical analysis due to their insufficient
sample size. The final sample size consisted of 730 male state-committed youth, of
which 46% were Hispanic, 35% were Black, and 19% were White. The average age of
the sample was 15.63 years. Based on the PACT-PS total risk score, 40% of the
sample was classified as high risk, 30% moderate-high risk, 18% moderate risk, and
12% low risk. Data did not allow for a comparison between the current study’s
sample (n = 730) and the general population (N = 1481) by age, race/ethnicity,
PACT-PS score, and length of stay because sample is not representative of all youth
in custody, only youth committed to 9 month lengths of stay. This sample is
characterized as small with state-committed youth having more severe offenses
compared to previous studies examining predictive validity of the PACT using larger
samples with probationers having less severe offenses (Baglivio, 2009; Baglivio &
Jackowski, 2013; Baird et al., 2013; Winokur-Early et al., 2012).

Measures

The Positive Achievement Change Tool–Prescreen (PACT-PS) is an initial screening
instrument designed to predict youths’ risk to reoffending and identify their crimino-
genic needs and strengths. The PACT-PS contains 43 items, which are unequally
distributed throughout four subscales: record of referrals (10 items), social history
(21 items), attitudes and behaviors (six items), and mental health (six items). Scores
and items were obtained based on interview and file review. The record of referrals
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and social history subscale scores were used to determine youth risk of assaulting staff.
The attitudes/behaviors and mental health subscale scores are used to determine if
there is a need to refer youth for further mental health or substance abuse evaluation.
The exact scoring of the record of referrals and social history subscale items and how
they are used in the calculation of scores is proprietary to Assessments.com, the
vendor of the PACT-PS. Therefore, the record of referrals and social history subscale
items were coded as binary variables (e.g., 0 = risk item not present, 1 = risk item
present); the exception was age at commitment, which was coded as a continuous
variable. The mean and standard deviations for the record of referral items and social
history items are listed below (see the appendix).

Youth on staff assault, a dichotomous variable, was operationalized as whether a youth
was written up for a disciplinary infraction involving an assault against a staff member
(0 = no, 1 = yes). The current study used a 9-month follow-up period to assess staff assault
subsequent the initial assessment. This outcome measure was chosen for several reasons.
First, there has been essentially no examination of youth on staff assault in the validation
literature of general risk/needs assessment instruments. Second, in comparison to lesser
forms of rule violations (e.g., stealing, extortion, possession of an unauthorized items),
youth on staff assault is a serious rule violation, which has a higher rate of detection and
reporting by correctional staff. Third, YCS requested that this study examine this outcome
to facilitate prevention and intervention strategies.

Statistical analyses

Predictive validity of the PACT-PS was assessed with Cronbach’s alpha, point biserial
correlations, receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves, and hierarchical binom-
inal logistic regression for the sample and each racial/ethnic group. Cronbach’s alpha
was used to measure the internal consistency of the PACT-PS scales and subscales.
We used point biserial correlations to test model assumptions regarding variable
relationships. Next, ROC analyses were conducted to examine the predictive accuracy
of the PACT-PS score for staff assault. The ROC produces an AUC value with values
greater than .56 indicating weak predictability, values greater than .64 indicating
moderate predictability, and values greater than .71 indicating good predictability
(Rice & Harris, 2005). Last, hierarchical binominal logistic regression models were
created to examine the predictive power of PACT-PS scale score and items for youth
on staff assault. A backwards stepwise elimination procedure was applied to identify
the most influential items for the sample and racial/ethnic groups. The PACT-PS,
record of referrals items, and social history items were entered sequentially in three
blocks: the PACT-PS scale score was entered in the first block; the record of referrals
items were entered in the second block; and the social history items were entered in
the third block. This particular method was useful in studying the items’ cumulative
contribution to the variance in staff assault, and identifying determinants associated
with staff assault among state-committed youth. Due to the nature of utilizing a
stepwise backward elimination approach, the final models will only be presented for
sake of brevity. A p value < .05 was considered statistically significant for all analyses
using version 20.0 of SPSS.

6 D. A. REMBERT ET AL.
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Results

Sample characteristics

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the PACT-PS scale and subscale scores,
supervision levels, severity of committing offense, and the outcome measure. The mean
PACT-PS scale score was 18.19, 11.47 for the record of referrals subscale score, and 6.72
for the social history subscale score for the sample. With respect to race/ethnicity, one-way
ANOVA and Bonferroni post hoc comparisons revealed that the PACT-PS scale scores
were significantly higher for Black state-committed youth compared to Whites, F(2,
724) = 3.17, p < .01. The record of referrals subscale scores were significant for race/
ethnicity, F(2, 724) = 5.91, p < .01, and post hoc tests revealed that the record of referrals
subscale scores were significantly lower for White state-committed youth when compared
to Blacks and Hispanics. The social history subscale scores did not differ significantly by
race/ethnicity.

A series of chi-squared tests of independence were conducted to determine whether
race/ethnicity was associated with supervision level, offense severity, and staff assault.
Overall, a majority of the high-risk youth were committed for first- and second-degree
offenses. No significant differences were found between Blacks, Hispanics, and Whites
with respect to the PACT-PS supervision levels and offense severity. Of the sample, 47% of
the state-committed youth assaulted staff. The percentages for Hispanics (43%) and
Whites (43%) assaulting staff were significantly different from Blacks (54%), χ2

(2) = 7.33, p < .05.

Internal consistency

Table 2 presents the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients that were conducted to examine the
internal consistency of the PACT-PS scale and subscale scores for the total sample and
racial/ethnic groups. Generally, alpha coefficient values .70 and higher indicates good
internal consistency, which means that the items are reliable measures of staff assault

Table 1. Sample characteristics.
Sample Blacks Hispanics Whites

Variable M SD M SD M SD M SD

Age at commitment 15.63 (.976) 15.61 (.964) 15.68 (.955) 15.57 (1.05)
PACT-PS
Total Risk Score 18.19 (4.95) 18.75 (4.96) 18.12 (4.92) 17.32 (4.93)
Record of referrals 11.47 (3.74) 11.96 (3.69) 11.50 (3.78) 10.49 (3.66)
Social history 6.72 (2.66) 6.79 (2.64) 6.63 (2.67) 6.84 (2.69)

Risk levels
% Low 12 10 12 14
% Moderate 18 14 18 26
% Moderate-High 30 33 30 24
% High risk 40 43 40 36

Seriousness of current offense
% State jail 17 18 16 20
% 3rd degree 27 27 28 26
% 2nd degree 33 34 32 32
% 1st degree 23 21 24 22

Outcome measure
% Staff Assault 47 54 43 43

Note: PACT-PS = Positive Achievement Change Tool-Prescreen.

CORRECTIONS: POLICY, PRACTICE AND RESEARCH 7
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(Nunnally, 1978). The internal consistency of the PACT-PS scale and subscales were
unacceptable with alpha coefficients ranging from .47 to .66 for the total sample. With
the exception of White state-committed youth, all of the alpha coefficients for the PACT-
PS scale score and social history subscale score were less than .70 for Black and Hispanic
state-committed youth. Importantly, the social history subscale had higher alpha coeffi-
cients than the record of referrals subscale across all racial/ethnic groups, .58 to .71 versus
.44 to .48, respectively.

Bivariate correlations

Table 3 presents the bivariate correlations between the PACT-PS scale and subscales score
for staff assault. The correlations ranged from .11 to .17, indicating the PACT-PS scale and
subscale scores exhibited positive, yet weak relationships with staff assault for the sample.
The correlations between the PACT-PS scale scores and staff assault were largest for
Whites (rpb = .31, p < .01), followed by Hispanics (rpb = .14, p < .01) and then Black state-
committed youth (rpb = .12, p > .05). With the exception of White state-committed youth
(rpb = .22, p < .01), no significant correlations were found between the record of referrals
subscale scores and staff assault for Blacks (rpb = .06, p > .05) and Hispanics (rpb = .08,
p > .05). The social history subscale scores produced significant correlations for staff
assault across all racial/ethnic groups (Blacks, rpb = .14, p < .05; Hispanics, rpb = .14,
p < .01; Whites, rpb = .28, p < .01).

ROC curve analyses

Table 4 presents the AUC values derived from receiver operating characteristic curve
analysis to evaluate the predictive accuracy of the PACT-PS scores for staff assault. The
results indicated that the PACT-PS scale score was weak for the total sample (AUC = .593,
SE = .02, p. < .01, 95% confidence interval [CI] [.552, .634]) and Hispanic state-committed
youth (AUC = .570, SE = .03, p. < .05, 95% CI [.508, .631]). The PACT-PS scale score was
moderate for White state-committed youth (AUC = .684, SE = .05, p. < .01, 95% CI [.595,
.773]). The AUC value did not reach statistical significance for Black state-committed

Table 2. Internal consistency of the PACT-PS.
Sample Blacks Hispanics Whites

PACT-PS Scale (34) .66 .60 .69 .70
Record of Referrals Subscale (10) .47 .44 .48 .45
Social History Subscale (22) .65 .58 .67 .71

Note. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients; PACT-PS = Positive Achievement Change Tool-Prescreen.

Table 3. Bivariate correlations between the PACT-PS scale scores and staff assault.
Staff Assault

Sample Blacks Hispanics Whites

PACT-PS .17** .12** .14** .31**
Record of referrals .11** .06** .08** .22**
Social history .17** .14** .14** .28**

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01; PACT-PS = Positive Achievement Change Tool-Prescreen.

8 D. A. REMBERT ET AL.
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youth (AUC = .564, p. > .05, 95% CI [.493, .635]). Pairwise comparisons indicated that
AUC values were significantly different between Whites and Blacks, Z = 2.05, p = .04.
However, the AUC values were not significantly different between Whites and Hispanics,
Z = 2.03, p = .04, and not significantly different between Black and Hispanic state-
committed youth, Z = .12, p = .90.

Hierarchical logistic regression analyses

Table 5 presents the hierarchical logistic regression models that examined the effects of the
PACT-PS scale score, record of referrals items, and social history items on staff assault for
the sample and racial/ethnic groups. Only the results from the final models are presented
due to the nature that a stepwise backward elimination approach was applied. For the
sample, the PACT-PS scale score (β = .09) and history of mental health problems (β = .45)

Table 4. Area under the curve (AUC) values for PACT-PS predicting staff assault.
Sample Blacks Hispanics Whites

AUC (SE) CI AUC (SE) CI AUC (SE) CI AUC (SE) CI

PACT-PS .593 (.02)** .552 - .634 .564 (.04)* .493 - .635 .570 (.03)* .508 - .631 .684 (.05)** .595 - .773
Record of referrals .561 (.02)** .519 - .602 .534 (.04)* .462 - .606 .548 (.03)* .486 - .610 .620 (.05)** .527 - .712
Social history .593 (.02)** .552 - .634 .586 (.04)* .516 - .656 .570 (.03)* .509 - .632 .655 (.05)** .562 - .747

Note: SE = standard error; CI = 95% confidence interval; *p < .05, **p < .01; PACT-PS = Positive Achievement Change Tool-
Prescreen.

Table 5. Hierarchical logistic regression models of staff assault.
β SE Wald p OR

Sample
PACT-PS Scale Score 0.086 0.023 14.285 0.000 1.090
Prior weapon −0.651 0.307 4.501 0.034 0.521
Prior person felony −0.335 0.096 12.131 0.000 0.715
Mental health problems 0.457 0.191 5.737 0.017 1.580
Constant −1.176 0.348 11.389 0.001 0.309

Blacks
PACT-PS Scale Score 0.086 0.031 7.632 0.006 1.090
Prior felony −0.243 0.116 4.378 0.036 0.784
Constant −0.255 0.551 0.214 0.643 0.775

Hispanics
PACT-PS Scale Score 0.116 0.031 13.851 0.000 1.123
Prior Person Felony −0.304 0.139 4.792 0.029 0.738
Prior Commitments −0.259 0.100 6.640 0.010 0.772
Constant −1.425 0.530 7.228 0.007 0.241

Whites
PACT-PS Scale Score 0.219 0.065 11.328 0.001 1.244
Prior person felony −0.677 0.261 6.744 0.009 0.508
HJail3 −0.340 0.158 4.660 0.031 0.712
History of drug use −0.822 0.351 5.483 0.019 0.440
Mental health problems 1.616 0.563 8.249 0.004 5.035
Constant −1.260 0.925 1.856 0.173 0.284

Note: PACT-PS = Positive Achievement Change Tool-Prescreen; HJail3 = History of jail/imprisonment of persons who were
ever involved in the household for at least 3 months.

This table only reports the final models and significant PACT-PS items due to the nature of the backwards elimination.
Sample: n = 652, χ2 = 57.96, p = .00, Cox & Snell R2 = .085, Nagelkerke R2 = .114, correct classification = 61%. Blacks:
n = 233, χ2 = 14.34, p = .006, Cox & Snell R2 = .060, Nagelkerke R2 = .080, correct classification = 63%. Hispanics: n = 299,
χ2 = 18.87, p = .000, Cox & Snell R2 = .061, Nagelkerke R2 = .082, correct classification = 64%. Whites: n = 120, χ2 = 44.62,
p = .000, Cox & Snell R2 = .311, Nagelkerke R2 = .417, correct classification = 77%.
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increased the likelihood of staff assault. Prior weapon referrals (β = –.65) and prior person
felony referrals (β = –.34) were significantly and negatively associated with staff assault.
For all racial/ethnic groups, the PACT-PS scale scores were significantly and positively
related to staff assault. For Hispanics and Whites, prior felony referrals were related to
staff assault, β = –.30 and β = –.68, respectively. Black state-committed youth with no
prior felony referrals (β = –.24) were more likely to assault staff. Hispanic state-committed
youth with no prior commitment referrals (β = –.26) were more likely to assault staff.
None of the social history items added predictive power to the statistical model for Black
and Hispanic state-committed youth. For Whites, history of jail/imprisonment of persons
who were ever involved in the household for at least three months (β = –.34), history of
drug use (β = –.82), and history of mental health problems (β = 1.62) emerged as
significant predictors of staff assault.

Discussion

The present study examined the predictive utility of the community-based PACT-
Prescreen (PACT-PS) for staff assault in a sample of state-committed male youth at
YCS. The current study found that the PACT-PS score failed to classify youth with and
without disciplinary infractions for assaulting staff, suggesting it is not a valid classification
tool for juvenile corrections. According to the AUC value for the total sample, the PACT-
PS score had modest effects on youth on staff assault and is consistent with AUC values in
previous PACT validation studies using probation samples (Baglivio, 2009; Baglivio &
Jackowski, 2013; Barnoski, 2004; Orbis Partners, Inc., 2007; Van Der Put et al., 2014). In
addition, the AUC value for the social history score was greater than the criminal history
score. This result may be explained by the fact that the internal consistency of the social
history items was greater than the criminal history items. Another possible explanation for
our findings is that different items, weights, and scoring procedures are required for
correctional outcomes as opposed to probation outcomes. Further, this explanation is
supportive of Makarios and Latessa’s (2013) finding that there are considerable differences
in risk items related to reoffending at different phases of the criminal justice system.

Predictive validity of the PACT-PS score by race/ethnicity

Results from the ROC analyses provided evidence that the PACT-PS was acceptable at
distinguishing White youth with and without disciplinary infractions for staff assault, but
poor for Hispanics and Blacks. This finding was consistent with other studies examining
the differential predictive validity of risk assessment instruments across racial/ethnic
groups (Fass, Heilbrun, DeMatteo, & Fretz, 2008; Rembert, Henderson, & Pirtle, 2014;
Schlager & Simourd, 2007; Vincent et al., 2011; Whiteacre, 2006). An explanation for this
finding is that the risk and needs items predicting recidivism may differ according to race/
ethnicity. For instance, in the current study five items for Whites, two items for Hispanics,
and one item of Blacks predicted staff assault. In addition, further analyses demonstrated
that the many PACT-PS and social history scales had moderate internal consistencies,
reducing the power to detect significant effects for Blacks and Hispanics compared to
White state-committed youth. The record of referrals scale had weak internal consistencies
for the entire sample and each racial/ethnic group. As such, researchers have suggested
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measuring exogenous community-level variables (e.g., neighborhood disadvantage, vacant
housing, public assistance, crime rates, and law enforcement surveillance) that are dis-
proportionately distributed across racial/ethnic groups to improve instrument’s overall
predictive equity (Chenane, Brennan, Steiner, & Ellison, 2015). Future research should
examine these variables that are relevant to different racial/ethnic groups.

Improving the PACT-PS

In efforts to improve the PACT-PS, importation model was supported by the findings of the
current study. The record of referral items had the most robust effect on staff assault. Prior
weapon referrals, prior felony referrals, prior person felony referrals, felony referrals, and prior
commitments were inversely predictive of staff assault. This finding is consistent with the
importation model and supportive of previous institutional misconduct studies with adult and
juvenile samples indicating that criminal history is predictive of violentmisconduct (Lahm, 2009;
Sorensen & Davis, 2011). This finding is of particular importance because youth committed for
nonviolent offenses and no prior commitments were more likely to be written up for assaulting
staff than youth with violent offenses and prior commitments. A possible explanation for this
might be that youth committed for serious offenses hold a higher status in the offender hierarchy
based on the seriousness of their offenses, and in part, these higher ranking youth command
inferior/weaker youth with lesser offenses to carry out assaults against staff. Conversely, youth
with lesser offenses may assault staff to gain a higher status within the residential population.
Another possible explanationmight be youth with prior commitments have learned from actual
or observed past experiences that the consequence of assaulting staff might lead to a denial of
parole, a transfer to more secure facilities, or a loss of transition eligibility to least restrictive
environments. Finally, a substantial amount of interpersonal violence in prison environments is
caused by the need for offenders to maintain, retain, or gain criminal and violent reputations
(Harding, 2014), which might be related to hypermasculinity, anger, revenge, and the percep-
tions of never backing down from confrontations (Denson, Pedersen, & Miller, 2006; Kupers,
2005). These factors are almost certainly more important than delinquent history as a determi-
nant of assaults against persons. Future research should explore how these factors affect staff
assault as well as any form of assaultive behavior in correctional institutions.

Limitations

Despite the contributions of this study, there are several limitations that must be noted. First,
the current study was limited by its reliance on official data for staff assault. Using official data
involves the inherent risk of underestimating the actual number of youth who committed staff
assaults and those who were not written up for it, as there are more acts of such behavior
unknown to the agency (Delisi, Caudill, et al., 2010; Delisi, Drury, et al., 2010). We could have
simply used self-reported data to obtain incidence of staff assault that were unknown to the
agency, but this type of data has a limitation as well, in that youth have the tendency to under-
report serious delinquent acts (Breuk, Clauser, Stams, Slot, & Doreleijers, 2007). Future
research should use official and self-report data to produce a complete empirical picture of
staff assault and institutional misconduct in general (Light, 1990).

Second, though our sample size was sufficient and heterogeneous enough to analyze
staff assault, it was only representative of low-risk youth with less serious offenses and 9-
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month lengths of stay. As a result, caution must be applied, as the findings of this study
might not generalize to youth with more serious offenses, longer lengths of stay, and those
confined to higher levels of security. Future work should be undertaken to investigate
youth confined for longer periods of time and structural features of the correctional
environment such as security levels and officer-to-youth ratios to determine whether the
PACT-PS is effective at predicting staff assault.

Third, this study was not specifically designed to evaluate the effects of attitudes on staff
assault. For example, do retaliatory attitudes, perceived threats, restoring self-worth, protect-
ing reputation, or deterring future injustice exacerbate assaults? Previous research has demon-
strated that the above-mentioned factors are related to assaultive behavior (e.g., Copeland-
Linder, Johnson, Haynie, Chung, & Cheng, 2012; Wulf-Ludden, 2013). Bennett and
Brookman (2009) also reported that youth will engage in violence to enhance their reputation,
respond to challenges against their masculinity, or as a means of vengeance. Future research
should examine violence-related attitudes and beliefs, as their validity has important implica-
tions for interventions to reduce the likelihood of all types of assaultive behavior.

Implications for practice

This study has two important implications for practice. First, further studies need to be
conducted before considering the PACT-PS as a comprehensive classification tool for staff
assaults. This study found that the risk and needs items were marginally related to staff
assault, which left a moderate amount of variance unexplained. This means that empiri-
cally supported risk and needs items related to staff assault are absent from the PACT-PS
itself. A large number of studies have examined many determinants of institutional
misconduct in juvenile correctional environments based on the theoretical perspective
of importation. Future research should therefore concentrate on examining the impact of
demographics, educational levels, substance abuse history, criminal history, gang member-
ship, and family background characteristics on youth assaults against staff.

Second, correctional administrators must implement policies that help prevent the occur-
rence and reduce the probability of staff assault in juvenile correctional settings. A reasonable
approach might involve developing a most-to-least-restrictive-environment continuum. For
example, initially classify youth with serious offenses (e.g., prior weapon, prior felony prior
person felony, mental health problems, history of drug use, and history of imprisonment of
person who were ever involved in the household for at least 3 months referrals) and prior
commitments to custody levels that have the greatest degree of control over youth. Next,
create policies that govern a system of rewards, incentives, and privileges designed to reinforce
positive behavior, which will allow youth to step down to custody levels that have the least
degree of control over youth within facilities. However, if youth violate rules, there is the
possibility that they could be reclassified to more restrictive environments and lose incentives
and privileges. We believe adhering to these recommendations will lead to a more humanistic
and cost effective approach for juvenile justice agencies.
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Notes
1. Institutional danger is a composite dichotomous outcome measure indicating whether the

youthful offenders had assaulted staff, other wards, or were found in possession of a weapon
while incarcerated among state-committed youth.

2. The demographic variables were race and sex. The delinquent history variables included age at first
formal referral to the juvenile justice system, age at state commitment, age at release from incarcera-
tion, length of incarceration (in days), the number of felony adjudications prior to state commitment,
a weighted risk-classification score, whether the youth was on probation at state commitment, the
degree of the youth’s commitment offense, whether the delinquent was a known gang member at the
time of commitment, and whether the youth was previously violent toward his or her family. The risk
factor variables included gang affiliation of youth’s family members; number of previous out-of-home
placements; the youth’s highest grade completed; presence of divorce in the youth’s family; whether
the youth lived in poverty; whether the youth was confirmed to be physically abused, sexually abused,
emotionally abused, abandoned by his or her family, or physically neglected; whether the youth has
specialized treatment needs (emotional disturbance, sex offender, and capital offender); whether the
youth received specialized treatment for these needs while incarcerated; and whether the youth was
mentally challenged, mentally ill, or demonstrated suicidal tendencies.

3. Although composite measures enhance the interpretability, statistical power, and identification of
general assault dimensions, they make it difficult for administrators to conceptualize problems
associated with individual measures of assault (Dozois, Dobson,Wong, Hughes, and Long, 1996).

4. The demographic variable was race. The delinquent history variables included the total number of
previous delinquent adjudications, total out-of-home residential placements prior to the most
recent incarceration, and gang affiliated at state commitment. The commitment offense variables
included length of time incarcerated, homicide commitments, serious assaultive commitments,
sexual-related commitments, and other commitments. The social history variables included
mental health needs, substance dependency, sexual abuse prior to commitment, history of abuse
or neglect, and perpetrated violence against a family member prior to commitment.

5. The demographic variable was race. The delinquent history variables included the age at YCS
commitment, total number of previous delinquent adjudications, total out-of-home residential
placements prior to the most recent commitment, homicide commitment, serious person/
property commitment, sexual-related commitments, other commitments, gang affiliated at
state commitment, and length of time incarcerated. The social history variables included
substance abuse, suicidal, mentally challenged, mentally ill, physical abuse, sexual abuse, emo-
tional abuse, poverty, chaotic home environment, family gang affiliation, and perpetrated
violence against a family member prior to commitment.

6. The family background characteristics included poverty, family criminality, family members
that were in gangs, violent toward his family member, living in a chaotic home, history of
physical abuse, history of sexual abuse, history of emotional abuse. The delinquent career
characteristics included substance abuse history, gang member, age at first commitment,
number of previous out-of-home placements, and felony adjudications prior to commitment.

7. The phrase record of referrals is not a commonly used indicator of criminal history in validation
research. The developers of the PACT use record of referrals because these records provide a
more complete description of a youth’s misbehavior than official data from juvenile court
records. For example, youth who receive diversion and deferred adjudications or dispositions
avoid the official designation “delinquent,” because their cases are dismissed before the petition
is filed. Barnoski (2004) points out that “a youth’s criminal history is an indicator of the
duration and established persistence of the youth’s criminal behavior. Referrals that resulted in
a conviction, diversion, deferred adjudication, or deferred disposition (regardless of whether
successfully completed), rather than offenses, are the unit of criminal history being counted.
This reflects the youth’s persistence to re-offend even after being processed through the juvenile
justice system. For example, youth who have three separate referrals are more persistent in their
behavior than youth with three offenses on a single conviction” (p. 27).
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Appendix

Means and Standard Deviations for the Record of Referrals and Social History Items

Variables N Minimum Maximum Mean SD

Record of referrals items
Age at first offense 709 12 18 15.63 0.976
Misdemeanor referrals 709 0 1 0.332 0.471
Felony referrals 709 0 1 0.392 0.489
Weapon referrals 709 0 1 0.086 0.281
Against person misdemeanor referrals 709 0 1 0.298 0.458
Against person felony referrals 709 0 1 0.717 0.451
Confinement orders to state institution 709 0 1 0.931 0.254
Confinement orders to detention 709 0 1 0.722 0.448
Escapes 709 0 1 0.016 0.124
Failure to appear warrants 709 0 1 0.172 0.378

Social history items
School enrollment 708 0 1 0.186 0.390
School conduct 636 0 1 0.739 0.440
School attendance 634 0 1 0.697 0.460
Academic performance 638 0 1 0.431 0.496
History of friends 730 0 1 0.693 0.461
Current friends 709 0 1 0.690 0.462
Out-of-home placements 709 0 1 0.365 0.482
Running away 709 0 1 0.456 0.498
HJail3 709 0 1 0.645 0.479
HJailC 709 0 1 0.504 0.500
Problem parents 709 0 1 0.444 0.497
Parental control 709 0 1 0.305 0.461
History alcohol of use 709 0 1 0.739 0.439
History drugs of use 709 0 1 0.867 0.339
Current alcohol use 709 0 1 0.072 0.259
Current drug use 709 0 1 0.113 0.317
History of physical abuse 709 0 1 0.337 0.473
History of witnessing violence 709 0 1 0.735 0.442
History of sexual abuse 709 0 1 0.126 0.332
History of neglect 709 0 1 0.207 0.406
History of mental health problems 709 0 1 0.295 0.456

Note. HJail3 = history of jail/imprisonment of persons who were ever involved in the household for at least 3 months;
HJailC = history of jail/imprisonment of persons who are currently involved with the household.
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