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Abstract

Respondents were introduced to a hypothetical situation of an individual being released from prison. The test stimuli were vignettes comprising

information about WHO the released prisoner is, WHAT the person did in prison, WHAT kind of people were in prison with the released individual, and

WHAT efforts were made in prison to help the prisoner adjust after release. Respondents projected their impression of the described former prisoners,

using an anchored 9-point scale, from 1=feeling hopeful to 9=feeling suicidal. When viewing the scale from the point of view of “Suicide,” two mind-

sets emerged: MSI, responding to lack of preparation for release, and MS2, someone who is middle class with nothing to do in prison, surrounded by

drug addicts. When viewing the scale from the point of “Hopefulness,” two other mind-sets emerge: MS3, hopeful after release and when in prison had

daily schedule, and MS4, hopeful when took preparatory courses in prison. The experimental design allows the creation of a PVI, personal viewpoint

identifier, to assign a person to one of each mind-set.

Background

Increasingly, we come to hear of the difficulties faced by people who,
having served their sentences, are released from prison, only to find a
wall of obstacles in front of them as they try to reconstruct their lives.
The anguish is great, and occasionally one reads of the despair, which
may lead to the use of drugs and often to suicide. The suicides are among
otherwise decent people who, having served their time, are attempting
to re-enter society [1-3]. We read these stories, feel saddened by them,
and, at the same time, we are often fascinated by these individuals and
by why they committed suicide. It is a bit of what in German might
be called Schadenfreude, the interest of others in a person’s misfortune.
The great sociologist, Emil Durkheim, talked about suicides, finding
from his statistical analysis of the frequency of suicide, that those with
a structured religious life (e.g., Catholics) showed fewer suicides than
those with a less well-structured religious life (e.g., Protestants) [4].

The notion of understanding the situation which might lead to
suicide prompted a discussion among the two senior authors, Ari
Zoldan and Howard Moskowitz, and a separate discussion with
author Arthur Kover. The issue was whether there was a “wisdom
of the masses” which could inform about what details of a situation
might likely be the cause for a released prisoner to commit suicide.
The answers were not clear, and so the discussion led to a small Mind
Genomics cartography, an attempt to understand the conditions
leading to suicide (viz., despair) versus hopefulness, albeit from
the ‘outside-in, from the response of the general population to
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presentation of material about released prisoners. This is called a
Mind-Cart ‘cartography’

The literature dealing with the emotions of released prisoner
is extensive. Most of the literature is descriptive, dealing with the
measurement of recidivism and even suicide. Issues include WHO
the released prisoner is (viz., [5-7]. Other topics include the prison
environment [8], the other prisoners with whom the individual
socialized in prison, including violence which occurred [9,10] and the
prisoner’s thoughts and preparations for release while in prison [11-16].
Finally, the literature deals with the follow-up situation and activities of
the released prisoner [17], and ongoing efforts to maintain contact with
the released prison to integrate the prisoner into society [18].

The literature is primarily sociological in nature, looking at the
situation which exists. We propose a ‘next step, namely looking
into how people feel about the nature of the feeling of the released
prisoner, one year after release. This first paper deals with the ‘wisdom
of crowds’ [19], using external respondents to read vignettes about the
released prisoner, and based upon the vignette, estimate the feeling
that the individual will have one year after release.

How Mind Genomics and the ‘Wisdom of the Masses’
Combine Approach the Problem?

We use the newly emerging science of Mind Genomics, a branch of
experimental psychology, to understand why “suicide” The approach,
a version of “wisdom of masses,” presents the respondent with
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combinations of messages, descriptions of the “case,” and instructs
the respondents to rate the likely outcome, adjustment to suicide. The
science of Mind Genomics is appropriate to study how people think
about these topics.

Mind Genomics emerged from the desire to study the experience
of the “every day;” using the techniques of experimental psychology
(actual experiments, conducted with the aid of computers), consumer
research (focusing on the real world of experience, rather than on a
situation distorted in the interests of the experiment), and experimental
design (focusing on so-called within-subjects design). The topics of
Mind Genomics already studied range from disease and recovery,
internal war and peace, law, education, food, social distancing in
time of COVID-19, and a host of others [20,21]. The worldview of all
these studies is the same: study how people make decisions with the
ordinary information to which they are exposed, information known
to everyone. It is the focus on the daily life, on the situations to which
one pays conscious attention, the absolute ordinary, which constitutes
the hallmark of Mind Genomics.

Mind Genomics follows a series of well-defined steps, starting with
choice of topic, elucidation of different “granular aspects” of the topic,
how people respond, and concluding with the discovery of underlying
mind-sets, mental genomes, viz., fundamentally different ways that
people think about the same aspects of the topic [22] [23]. The later
applications of Mind Genomics have been presented by [20,21].

Step 1: Select Raw Materials (Topic, Four Questions, Four
Answers to Each Question)

The basis of Mind Genomics is the deconstruction of responses
to mixtures of ideas, these ideas representing answers to relevant
questions. Figure 1 shows the templated version. The researcher is

COUNTERING SUICIDE IN PRISON

For your study, please choose four questions which
tell a story.

Question 1*

What kind of person is this |
buestion 2*

What does the person do on a daily basis
Question 3*

what kind of people are in the prison
Question 4*

What kind of links are there for a future after prison|

© O

given the form, which is structured, and comprises several screens.
All the respondent must do is type in the topic at the start of the study,
then type in the four questions (Figure 1, left panel), and then the four
answers to each question (Figure 1, right panel).

Table 1 shows the raw material created for the topic of feeling after
being released from prison. The four questions are not engraved in
stone. Rather, they are “first guesses,” aspects that can be fine-tuned or

Table 1: The four questions and the four answers for each question.

Question A: What kind of person is this?

Al WHO: young inner city black woman

A2 WHO: white middle age for theft

A3 WHO: 21-year-old, second conviction for drugs
A4 WHO: 54-year-old woman convicted for drugs

Question B: What does the person do on a daily basis?

Bl ACTIVITIES: boring stay, little to do

B2 ACTIVITIES: machine shop license plates
B3 ACTIVITIES: 4 hours of forced library

B4 ACTIVITIES: rehabilitation and reeducation

Question C: what kind of people are in the prison?

C1 SITUATION IN PRISON: lower and upper middle class
C2 SITUATION: camaraderie

C3 SITUATION IN PRISON: drug addicts

C4 SITUATION IN PRISON: invisible status

Question D: What kind of links are there for a future after prison?

D1 RELEASE PREPARATION: optional courses to prepare for jobs
D2 RELEASE PREPARATION: out you go

D3 RELEASE PREPARATION: no support

D4 RELEASE PREPARATION: simply re-enter life

QUESTION 214: WHAT
DOES THE PERSON DO
ON A DAILY BASIS

Now choose four answers to this first question.
Make the answers simple. Try to paint a picture
with your words in the mind of the respondent.

Answer 1
( boring stay, little to do
:Answer 2

machine shop license plates
.Answer 3

4 hours of forced library

Answer 4

rehabilitation and reeducation

© O

Figure 1: The set up-template for the Mind Genomics study, showing the input form for the four questions, and the input form for the four answers

from question #2.
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even discarded in subsequent easy and affordable iterations. The Mind
Genomics experiment can be modified quickly, after the initial data
have been collected, and executed once again, virtually immediately
after the study materials have been updated.

Step 2: Select a Rating Scale

The rating scale dictates the nature of the experiment. The rating
scale is shown below. The scale deals with the likelihood of what will
happen 12 months after the person is discharged from prison.

Rating question: What will happen in 12 months?
Low Anchor: Rating question 1=hopeful
High Anchor: Rating question 9=suicidal

Figure 2 two other tempates. The left panel in Figure 2 shows the
orientation page. The right panel show the rating scale, including
number of scale points (9), and the anchors for each scale point.

Step 3: Create the Vignettes, Combinations of Elements to
be Tested

The vignette, a combination of 24 elements, becomes the “stimulus”
that the researcher presents, and the respondent responds by following
arating scale introduced in Step 2. The vignettes are created according
to a systematically designed set of combinations, “the experimental
design” [24]. The underlying experimental design for this so-called
4x4 design of Mind Genomics (4 questions, 4 answers/question)
prescribes exactly 24 combinations. The combinations are of three
types: combinations with one element from two questions (2-element
vignette), one element from three questions (3-question vignette),
or one element from four questions (4-question vignette). By design

each question can contribute at most one element, but often no
elements. Furthermore, each respondent evaluates a different set of
combinations, permutations of the main design [25].

The rationales for the design and the permutations follow:

a. The experimental design ensures that each respondent
evaluates the appropriate vignettes, designed for OLS
(ordinary least squares) regression. OLS regression builds a
model or an equation, of the form: Dependent Variable = k +
k(A1) +k,(A2) ...k, D4)

b. The systematic permutation of the design ensures that the
structure of the combinations is the same for all respondents,
but each respondent tests different combinations. In effect,
the permuted design ensures that the Mind Genomics
experiment covers many of the possible combinations. The
approach of testing many combinations, each with “noise;
rather than testing a limited number of combinations with
the noise averaged out through replication, represents a
dramatic departure from conventional statistics and design.
Conventional design suppresses noise or averages out the
noise. Permuted designs accept the noise at each point
but cover most of the design space, thereby allowing the
underlying pattern to emerge. The best metaphor is the
difference between a high resolution X- ray of a single area,
with a single X- ray impression, versus the MRI, magnetic
resonance imaging, which takes many pictures of the tissue
from different angles, and combines the different pictures later

on. Metaphorically speaking, Mind Genomics is an “MRI of
the mind”

RESPONDENT ORIENTATION

Use this space to tell your study respondents what
the study is about. We recommend 2-3 complete
sentences. Be general, not too specific.

Full description of parson in prison. Best guess
of what will happen in 12 months. Hopeful or
suicidal?

© O

RATING SCALE

Please type the question that you would like your
respondents to answer.

What will happen in 12 months

The lowest value is 1, choose the highest 9
-
scale value:

What does 1 mean on the scale? hopeful

What does 9 mean on the scale? suicidal

© O

Figure 2: The templates, for respondent instructions (left panel), and for rating scale (right panel).
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c. In order for the rating scale to work, it must be applied to the
description of a person. Only with combinations of elements
is there a real, albeit sparse, description of a person and
situation. The rating scale will not be meaningful when applied
to each of the 16 elements, in a one-by-one fashion. There is
no context in the format which presents one element at a time,
despite the attractiveness of doing so. By presenting the test
elements in a one-by-one fashion, one allows the respondent
to alter the criterion for judgment to fit the nature of the test
element being evaluated. The experimental design combines
elements, forcing the respondent to maintain one criterion,
and preventing “gaming” the interview.

Step 4: Define the Dependent Variables

The raw data from Mind Genomics are the ratings on the anchored
9-point scale (see Step 2), and the response time. The response time is
defined as the number of seconds between the presentation of the test
vignette and the rating assigned by the respondent. The response time
is easily measured by the underlying computer program.

The original ratings on the 9-point scale are hard for managers
to understand, despite their seeming simplicity. The typical question
encountered is: “What does <rating X> mean?” “Rating X” could be
a 3, a7, or any of the numbers on the scale. As simple as the scale is,
the reality in practice is that the scale has no intrinsic meaning to the
manager, except at the very top or bottom.

The convention in traditional consumer research has been to
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divide the scale into two points, to denote NO versus YES. For these
data we divide the scale two ways:

Top3: The scale is divided so that ratings of 7-9 are transformed to
100 to denote “suicide YES” (whether thoughts or expected action),
and ratings of 1-6 are transformed to 0 to denote “hopefulness
YES”). A small random number is added to the transformed ratings
to introduce minute variability, a statistical requirement for OLS
(ordinary least-squares) regression analysis. The small random
number, assigned to each transformed number, ensures the necessary
but vanishingly low variability in the dependent variable.

Bot3: The scale is divided so that ratings of 1-3 are transformed to
100 to denote “hopefulness YES,” and ratings of 4-9 are transformed to
0 to denote “hopefulness NO” A random number is once again added
to each transformed rating.

The Mind Genomics program, BimiLeap, measures the response
time, defined as the time between the appearance of the vignette and
the time that the rating is assigned. The response time is also treated as a
dependent variable, but not transformed. For the analysis, the response
times from vignettes 13-24 will be the only ones used for analysis. The
use of data from the second half of the vignettes for response time,
but the use of data from all 24 vignettes for the binary transformed
variables (Top3 and Bot3), comes from the striking observation in
Figure 3. The average response time drops as the respondent becomes
more acquainted with the task, and more practiced. In contrast, the
average rating on the 9-point scale does not change. Figure 3 shows
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Figure 3: Average value of the four dependent variables for each of the 24 positions (test order) in the Mind Genomics experiment. Position 1 is the
vignette tested in the first position, position 10, for example, is the vignette tested in the 10" position.
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the average values by each of the 24 positions in the experiment for
the four prospective dependent variables, respectively. It is clear that
there is no order dependency for the average rating, a clear decreasing
function for response time, and a very “noisy;” but possibly decreasing
function for both Top3 and Bot3.

Step 5: Build the Model (Equation) Relating the Presence/
Absence of Elements

It is the contribution of the elements to the response which
constitutes the key information afforded by the Mind Genomics
experiment. That contribution is provided by the coefficient of
the model, relating the presence/absence of the 16 elements to the
dependent variable.

The equation is estimated using the well accepted method of
OLS (ordinary least-squares) regression, or so-called “curve fitting”
The analysis focused on three equations, relating to Top3, Bot3, and
response time. The equation for the rating was not calculated because it
is contained within the analysis of Top3 (Suicide) and Bot3 (Hopeful).

The basic equation is expressed as an additive constant (k ) and 16
coefficients (k -k, ), respectively.

Top3 =k, + k(A1) + k,(A2) ... k (D4)
Bot3 = ko +k1(Al) + kZ(AZ) k16(D4)
RT (Response Time ) = k(A1) + k,(A2) ... k (D4)

The additive constant is the estimated value of the dependent
variable (e.g., Top3 or Bot3) in the absence of elements. The
experimental design ensured that each vignette would be comprised of
2-4 elements, meaning that the additive constant is a purely estimated
parameter. The additive constant can be thought of as the baseline
value of Top3 or Bot3. If the metaphor is a statue, then the additive
constant is the base, viz., not part of the statue itself, but a basic, fixed
contribution to the height.

Above the baseline or additive constant will be the separate
contributions of the elements, given by the coefficients. The coefficients
are positive (the element contributes to the the value of Top3 or Bot3),
zero (no effect), or negative (the element takes away from the value of
Top3 or Bot3). For the sake of clarity and to allow the patterns emerge,
we will estimate the coeflicients, but only show the positive or non-
zero coefficients. It is the pattern of these positive coefficients which
tell the “story”

Step 6 - Results from the Total Panel

The total panel comprises all the vignettes from all the respondents.
Keep in mind that the analysis generated two models, one looking at
suicide (not further defined; Top3), the other looking at hopefulness
(not further defined; Bot3). Again, keep in mind that we are dealing
with the wisdom of the masses, viz, a guess about the behavior based
upon the vignette. Yet, we surmise that an average judgment, given
by many people, may provide a good sense of what people believe
regarding how a recently released prisoner might feel after 12 months.
Table 2 shows the positive coeflicients driving either suicide/despair
(Top3) or hopefulness (Bot3).

Psychol ] Res Open, Volume 3(2): 5-10, 2021

Table 2: Parameters of the models relating the presence/absence of the 16 elements to the
thought of suicide (Top3) or hopefulness(Bot3). Strong performing elements (8 or higher)
are shown in shaded cells. Only positive coeflicients are shown, to reveal the patterns.

Suicide | Hopeful
Top3 | Bot3

Additive constant 24 44

Total Panel - Summary Results

Elements which are believed drive to suicide after release

C3 |SITUATION IN PRISON: drug addicts 11

D3 |RELEASE PREPARATION: no support 11

A3 |WHO: 21-year-old, second conviction for drugs 7

B1 |ACTIVITIES: boring stay, little to do 4 1

D2 |RELEASE PREPARATION: out you go 1

Elements which are believed drive hopefulness after release

D1 |RELEASE PREPARATION: optional courses to prepare for jobs 13

B3 |ACTIVITIES: 4 hours of forced library

C1 |SITUATION IN PRISON: lower and upper middle class

B4 | ACTIVITIES: rehabilitation and reeducation

= lun || o

B2 | ACTIVITIES: machine shop license plates

Elements which drive neither hopefulness nor suicide after release

Al |WHO: young inner city black woman

A2 |WHO: white middle age for theft

A4 |[WHO: 54-year-old woman convicted for drugs

C2 [SITUATION IN PRISON: camaraderie

C4 |SITUATION IN PRISON: invisible status

D4 |RELEASE PREPARATION: simply re-enter life

The additive constant represents the expected feeling of the
person described, in the absence of any additional information. The
expected proportion of responses “suicide”(ratings 7-9) in the absence
of information is 24. Of course, all vignettes by design comprised 2-4
elements, so the addiive constant is a purely estimated parameter.
Nonetheless, we get a sense that about a quarter of the responses will
be that the person described will contemplate suicide. In contrast,
for feelings of hopefulness, Table 2 suggests that 44% of the time, i.e.,
almost half of the responses, the person described will feel hopeful.

It is in the elements that we see some situations which drive the
feeling of suicide. The only elements we show are positive ones because
we are interested in what drives the feelings of suicide, rather than what
does not drive the feeling of suicide. The two strongest elements are
having been in prison with SITTUATION IN PRISON: drug addicts, and
an element described as RELEASE PREPARATION: no support in prison.
Both of these elements have high coefficients of 11, meaning that when
they are included in the description of the released person, an additional
11% of responses are that the person will fee “suicidal” (ratings 9, 8, 7). If
the person leaving is a 21-year old, with a second conviction for drugs,
an additional 7% feel there could be suicide behavior.

The data suggest that two strong elements are thought to drive a feel
of hopefulness: RELEASE PREPARATION: optional courses to prepare
for jobs, and ACTIVITIES: 4 hours of forced library. There is a sense that
forcing the prisoner to do things to improve the mind should help.

Step 7: Response Time (Reflection of Degree of Engagement
of Responder) as a Dependent Variable

The response time, defined as the time between the presentation
of the vignette and the rating, may represent time needed to process
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the information. Response time is not directly under the cognitive
control of an individual, who is simply reading the vignette (if that),
and assigning a rating.

Figure 3 above shows the systematic decrease in the average
response time. The average response time in the aggregate, by test
position (postion 1 to position 24), shows a dramatic pattern which
makes sense. As respondents get increasingly experienced with the
task, even without feedback, their average time to read and rate the
vignette decreases, at first dramatically. The response time eventually
stabilizes near the end of the experiment.

Graphs similar to these appear in virtually any study, leading to
the introduction of a “practice first vignette,” the response to which is
discarded. In this study we discard that first vignette, which is not part
of the design, measure the response times for the 24 vignettes, and
build models for the total set of 24 vignettes, followed by models for
the first half of th vignettes vs the second half (vignette 1-12 vs 13-24).

The deconstruction of the response time for the total vignette
into the component response times is done using the same type of
regression equation , but without the additive constant. The rationale
for this analysis, called “forcing the model through the origin” comes
from the recognition that in the absence of elements there is no
response at all.

Response Time = k (A1) + k(A2) ...
constant)

k (D4) (Note: no additive

Table 3 shows the coefficients for response time, first for the total
set of vignettes (Vig 1-24), then for the first 12 vignettes (Vig 1-12)
and finally for the last 12 vignettes (Vig. 13-24). The final column
(Sec-First) shows the change in estimated response time (seconds)
by element, for the total panel. The important thing to notice is the
changes are not the same. There is a dramatic range.

The response times are not highly correlated, but they are
positively correlated, all except one being shorter for the second half

of the 24 vignettes, and being longer for the first half of the vignettes.
That element, B3, ACTIVITIES: 4 hours of forced library’ is important
because it becomes more engaging as the respondents are exposed to
it. It may be that the message becomes increasingly meaningful with
repeat exposures. It may be these types of elements which are most
important to recognize. Their meaning may “sink in” over time, rather
than become diluted (Figure 4).

Step 8: Create New Groups of Respondents (Mind-sets),
based Upon the Patterns of Their Coefficients

A continuing hallmark finding of Mind Genomics is that people
differ in the way they think. The finding is not surprising and often
glossed over as a characteristic of “subjective data,” such as ratings
of opinions, and certainly ratings of opinions of the Mind Genomics

vignettes.
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Figure 4: Relation between the coeflicients for response time for the
first vs the second half of the set.

Table 3: Response times for the 16 elements, showing the response time for the total panel over 8 second for all 24.

Vig 1-24 Vig 1-12 Vig 13-24 Sec- First
B2 ACTIVITIES: machine shop license plates 1.0 1.6 0.3 -1.3
C2 SITUATION: camaraderie 1.3 1.9 0.7 -1.2
C1 SITUATION IN PRISON: lower and upper middle class 1.7 2.2 1.1 -1.1
D3 RELEASE PREPARATION: no support 1.3 1.8 0.8 -1.0
C4 SITUATION IN PRISON: invisible status 14 2.1 12 -0.9
D1 RELEASE PREPARATION: optional courses to prepare for jobs 1.4 1.8 1.0 -0.8
D2 RELEASE PREPARATION: out you go 1.1 14 0.7 -0.7
Al WHO: young inner city black woman 1.3 1.6 1.1 -0.5
D4 RELEASE PREPARATION: simply re-enter life 1.5 1.8 14 -0.4
B4 ACTIVITIES: rehabilitation and reeducation 1.0 1.2 0.9 -0.3
A4 WHO: 54-year-old woman convicted for drugs 1.6 1.6 1.4 -0.2
A3 WHO: 21-year-old, second conviction for drugs 1.4 1.6 1.4 -0.2
Bl ACTIVITIES: boring stay, little to do 1.5 1.5 1.3 -0.2
C3 SITUATION IN PRISON: drug addicts 1.4 1.5 13 -0.2
A2 WHO: white middle age for theft 0.9 1.0 0.9 -0.1
B3 ACTIVITIES: 4 hours of forced library 12 0.9 12 0.3

Psychol ] Res Open, Volume 3(2): 6-10, 2021



Howard Moskowitz (2021) Countering Expect Despair after Release from Prison: A Mind Genomics Cartography from the ‘Outside In’

Mind Genomics studies often reveal that what seems to be a “flat”
data set with few strong elements is stronger than one might believe
at first glance. The mind-sets can be thought of as different patterns of
interesting elements. When one group of people is interested in a set
of elements, but another group is not, often the result is flat and noisy
when the coefficients of the elements are plotted against each other.
The plot is “noisy;” with the coefficients darting about with no pattern
emerging. Such is the general problem in research when one deals
with groups of people with radically different points of view towards
the same topic. What could be rich veins of information, rich patterns
of “color” are discarded because at first glance the general impression
is a boring monochrome. Only when one looks more closely do
the intricate patterns reveal themselves, patterns which otherwise
intertwine, interdigitate, and produce a dull gray.

The process to uncover the mind-sets comprises simple steps,
described elsewhere [26]. Here is a list of the steps:

a. Create a model for each respondent. This is possible because
of the underlying experimental design, used to create the
vignettes for each respondent.

b. Cluster the respondents based upon the pattern of their
coefficients.

c. For clustering, use the metric (1-Pearson Correlation) as
the measure of “distance” or “dissimilarity” between pairs of
respondents.

d. Extract two and then three clusters, the mind-sets.

e. Create the models for all respondents in a specific cluster or mind-
set. Thus the analysis creates two new models for the two-mind
set solution, three new modesl for the three mind-set solution.

f. Inspect the models for interpretability, viz., do the data “tell a
coherent story?”

The clustering program was run twice, first for the models
for Top3 (suicide), and second for the individual models for Bot3
(hopefulness). The analysis, run twice, allows us to look at these two
feelings separately, viz. treating the data anew, once from the viewpoint
of feelings about suicide and once, and entirely separately, from the
point of view of feelings about hopefulness.

Table 4 shows the results of two sets of cluster analyses: MS1 and
MS2, based on suicide (Top3); MS3 and MS4, based on hopefulness
(Bot3). Table 4 shows only the positive coefficients for each, in the
interests of readability and to detect the underlying patterns. The
strongest performing elements are shown in shaded cells. The “names”
for the mind-sets are shown in the second row. These names were
assigned by the researchers based upon the “story” which the strong
performing elements appeared to provide.

Pairwise Interactions - What Situation Drives a Rating of
“Suicide”

The underlying exoerimental design using Mind Genomics ensures
that all of the elements are statistically independent of each other.
Yet, despite that, some combinations naturally “enhance each other,”
when they appear together, despite being statistically independent.
The permuted design used here (Gofman & Moskowitz, 2010) allows
us to discover these synergistic combinations, or more correctly, to
discover how a set of elements performs when one of the elements is
held constant with different options. This analysis shows the change
in the performance of a set of elements when we systematically “cycle
through” the elements in one question.

In order to discover these synergistic combinations we simpy
divide the data for any question (e.g, WHO the person is, question A)
into the five levels or strata (A=0 viz., A does not appear in the vignette;
A=1in the vignette, A=2 in the vignette, A=3 in the vignette, and A=4
in the vignette, respectively). The vignettes in each strata comprise

Table 4: The two pairs of mind-sets, based upon clustering coefficients for suicide (Top3, left two columns) and coefficients for hopefulness (Bot3, right two columns).

‘What drives projected suicide (Top 3) ‘What drives projected hopefulness (Bot3)
MS1 No extern'al release suﬁiﬁ:ﬂ:;:lajgp:s:r{s) MS3 Succe.eds. whe.n Succeeds wh?n ta}(es
preparation nothing to do in prison scheduled daily in prison | prep courses in prison
Additive constant 26 24 29 59
A3 WHO: white middle age for theft 5 9
B1 ACTIVITIES: boring stay, little to do 12 5
B2 ACTIVITIES: machine shop license plates 3 8
B3 ACTIVITIES: 4 hours of forced library 13 4
B4 ACTIVITIES: rehabilitation and reeducation 1 15
C1 SITUATION IN PRISON: lower and upper middle class 4 18
(67] SITUATION IN PRISON: camaraderie 6
C3 SITUATION IN PRISON: drug addicts 5 13 5
C4 SITUATION IN PRISON: invisible status 3 7
D1 RELEASE PREPARATION: optional courses to prepare for jobs 6 4 22
D2 RELEASE PREPARATION: out you go 20
D3 RELEASE PREPARATION: no support 32
D4 RELEASE PREPARATION: simply re-enter life 7

Psychol ] Res Open, Volume 3(2): 7-10, 2021



Howard Moskowitz (2021) Countering Expect Despair after Release from Prison: A Mind Genomics Cartography from the ‘Outside In’

an experimental design that can be analyzed. The value of A is held
constant in the stratum. Thus, A no longer acts as a source of four
independent variables (A1-A4). We are now left with 12 independent
variables, B1-B4, C1-C4, and D1-D4, respectively.

Table 5 shows the coefficients which are very strong for independnt
variables B1-D4, when A is “cycled through,” viz., A0 (A absent),
Al, A2, A3 and A4, respectively. Only the very strong performing
coeflicients appear in Table 5. The analysis was done for suicide (Top3)
as the dependent variable. It is clear that there are synergies between
WHO the person is and the situation in prison. Of course, these are
inferred by the respondent. We are relying on the “wisdom of the
masses” to give us a sense of the pattern Nonetheless, the data suggest
some patterns, such as the perceived synergy between a middle class
released prisoner and an experience with drug addicts in prison.

Finding these Individuals in the Population

A key output of most Mind Genomics studies is the continuing
discovery that the mind-sets do not vary in a straightforward way
with the typical geo-demographics that fill the databases of people.
We know a lot about the behavior of people. However, despite being
able to measure their behaviors at many touchpoints and in many
situations, we cannot say that we know the attitude of a person in a
granular way for any topic which arises. Everyday experience suggests
that people differ. Although we might hazard a guess about the way
people make decisions regarding issues in a specific topic, these are
guesses, not facts. Indeed, just a bit of thinking will reveal that people
dramatically differ, often to the surprise of those who question them
and believe they know the answer before it is given. The reason for
the surprise is that how a person thinks is not related to, except in the
most obvious cases, who the person is.

Table 6 below shows the distribution of mind-sets for both Top3
(suicidal) and Bot3 (hopeful). There were two mind-sets extracted for
each. There is no clear relation between mind-sets in either case analysis
to gender or age. Indeed, there is no clear relation between membership
in segments created for suicidal vs segments created for hopeful, even

Table 5: Synergistic combinations in which the coefficient for the situation is very strong.
The dependent variable is Top3 (suicide).

Table 6: Distribution of mind-sets for Suicidal (Top3) and for Hopeful (Bot3).

Synergistic combination of WHO the person is, and the situation .
described as strong drivers of expected suicide after release Coefficient
WHO: 54-year-old woman convicted for drugs (additive constant = 20)

D3 |RELEASE PREPARATION: no support 23

C3 [SITUATION IN PRISON: drug addicts 16
WHO: young inner city black woman (additive constant = 21)

B1 [ACTIVITIES: boring stay, little to do 8
WHO: white middle age for theft (additive constant = 24)

C3 [SITUATION IN PRISON: drug addicts 16
WHO: 21-year-old second conviction for drugs (additive constant = 27)

D3 |RELEASE PREPARATION: no support 23

D2 |RELEASE PREPARATION: out you go 10
WHO: No one mentioned (additive constant = 35)

B1 [ACTIVITIES: boring stay, little to do 9

C3 |SITUATION IN PRISON: drug addicts 13
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MS1 (Top3) Feel worst when | MS2 (Top3) Feel worst when
just sent out after finishing recalling time in prison
sentence with no contact after was spent being bored,
release surrounded by addicts, etc.
Total 42 19 23
Male 19 9 10
Female 23 10 13
Age 18-29 13 7 6
Age30-Plus 29 12 17
MS3: (Bot) Feel h he
§3: (Bot) e'e opefu.l'w n MS$4 (Bot) Feel hopeful when
recall that prison experience X R
. recalling prison prepared for
Total | was ok, fellow prisoners were . X .
. h N exit, and provided something
middle class, time was boring to do to keep bus
but did some work P busy
Total 42 22 20
Male 19 9 10
Female 23 13 10
Agel8-29 13 6 7
Age30-Plus |29 16 13
Total Bot 3 MS Seg3 Bot 3 MS Seg4
Total 42 22 20
Top 3 MS1 19 12 7
Top 3 MS2 23 10 13

though the people were the same, the ingoing data were the same, and
all that differed was the way the data in the scale were treated.

Unable to generalize the discoveries of Mind Genomics, our
ability to understand what the mind-sets mean in terms of behavior
and how they relate to mind-sets of other studies is limited. The mind-
sets here can be used to understand how one thinks of the feelings of
released prisoners. The results would be far stronger if the study could
be administered to prisoners a year after their release or to prisoners
from different socio-economic classes with the objective to assign a
new individual (ex-prisoner) to one of the two mind-sets.

Recently, authors Gere and Moskowitz developed an approach
to assign new people to the mind-sets discovered through Mind
Genomics. The approach, called the PVI (Personal Viewpoint
Identifier), uses a combination of Monte Carlo Simulation with added
variability, and Decision Tree analysis. The PVI creates a set of six
questions, using the elements and coefficients shown in the left part
of Table 4 (mind-sets created from Top3, viz., Suicide). The table,
comprising both positive and negative coefficients, is “perturbed” by
added, random variability. The PVI then identifies the optimal set of six
elements, taken directly from the study, the patterns of response which
best reproduce the original mind-sets. The elements are presented to
the new person on a 2-point scale. The pattern of responses to these six
questions, based on the elements, assigns the new person to one of the
two (or three) mind-sets, empirically uncovered by the study.

It should be kept in mind that the PVI works with granular data,
with data used to create the vignettes in the first place. Thus, the
PVI does not need to be “interpreted” by experts, who take macro
segmentation of an entire topic and change the focus to a micro-
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topic. The PVI works automatically, without training, and is set up in
minutes based upon the proper input from the study.

Figure 5 shows the PVIL The first part of the PVI (left side)
contains a section to obtain demographics, allowing the researcher to
understand who the respondent IS, when the PVI is completed, and so
forth. Many of these questions can be suppressed for a shorter interview.
The second part comprises two PVTs, one for Suicide, and the other
for Hopefulness. The respondent simply answers the 12 questions. The
data are stored in a database, showing the demographics, the mind-set

for each PVI (suicide, hopefulness), and the original ratings. The PVI
is set up for rapid, easy deployment, and for fast answers.

The PVI for the study, the left panel shows the demographics
section. The right panel shows the two PVIs comprising six questions
each, one for suicide (study 1), the other for hopefulness (study 2).
The PVI structure allows the researcher to randomize the order of
the studies, and within a study randomize the order of the questions.
There is a third option to randomize all 12 questions so that questions
of hopefulness may be mixed with questions of suicide (Figure 5).

‘We are interested in how YOU think
prisoners released after their sentence
will feel 12 MONTHS AFTER RELEASE.
‘We need your first impression. Your
efforts will help many people te live
better lives.

The information | am giving you is sbout my stSitudes
towands a specific topic(s). As part of the exercise, | am
piving you information about meyneil Thes information will by
used B0 provide bettes choices in prodhucts and dervices,
based on your answers.

1 Agree to Participaie 1 Da Not Agree 1o Participate

Fodlow Up lor Research and Marketing Purposes *Requined
() Aliow () Mot Allow

Dy Of Week Taken "Required

DAY

Appraximate Time Taken "Required

SELECT RANGE

It you were given an Admin code enter it belaw

It you were given a Respondent code enter it below

Email address *Reguired

Year of Birth "Required

YEAR b

Country "Required

Unite:d States

Postal Code *"Required

Phomne Number “Requined
Gender *Required

GENDER

Ethnkcity *Required

HOT SPECIFIED

JOBS
L

J

LJ

JOgs

No Specialty Questions for This Study
BEFORE RELEASE: OPTIONAL COURSES TO PREPARE FOR
F :IDEEPM DEPRERIED, MAYVEE MICIDAL

| OF, MO PROBLEM

PRISON STAY: BORING, LITTLE TO DO
('~ DEEPLY DEPRENIED, MAYBE WICIDAL

(_J OF, N0 FACEBLEM

PRISON STAY: SURROUNDED BY DRUG ADDICTS
" DEEPLY DEFRE } JED, MAYEE BUICIDAL

Y OF, MO PROELEM

AT RELEASE: PERFUNCTORY "OUT YOU GO
i ) DEEPLY DEPRERIED, MAVEE BUICIDAL

|:' T OF, NO PROBLEM

PRISONER: 21 YEAR OF SECOND COMVICTION FOR DRUGS

| DEEFLY DEPRE D IED, MAVEE JJICIDAL

y OF, NO PROBLEM

AFTER RELEA SE: NO SUPPORT ANY TIME
() DEEFLY DEFREFIED, MAYBE ILICIDAL

( ) oW, NO PROBLEM

No Specialty Questions for This Study

PRISON STAY: BORING STAY, LITTLE TO DO
| WOT HOPEFUL AFTER RELEANE

| NTRONOLY MOPEFUL AFTER RELEA R

BEFORE RELEASE: REHABILITATION AND REEDUCATION
/) HOT HOPEFUL AFTER RELEALE

( 3 ) ATRONOLY MOPEFUL AFTER RELEANE

AT RELEASE: QOUT YOU GO
(T NOT MOPEFUL AFTER RELEANE

) NTRONOLY WOPEFUL AFTER RELEANE
BEFORE RELEASE: OPTIONAL COURSES TO PREPARE FOR

[: : NOT HOPEFUL AFTER RELEALE

( } FTACHNOLY WOPEFUL AFTER RELEANE

FRISON STAY: MAKE MACHINE SHOF LICENSE PLATE 5
y HOT HOPEFUL AFTEN RELEANE

) ITRGHNOLY WOPEFUL AFTER RELEANE

PRISOM STAY: LOWER AND UPPER MIDOLE CLASS
() MOT HOPRFUL AFTER RALEA N

|:' ‘1 FTRONGLY HOPEFUL AFTER RELEA NE
-

Figure 5: The PVI. The left panel shows the first part, which acquires the demographics. The right panel shows the two PVI questionnaires, for the

two pairs of mind-sets.
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The PVI showing two panels, the left panel obtains the
demographics. The right panel presents two sets of six questions each,
designed to assign a person separately to the one mind-set from the
first pair of mind-sets (regarding suicide), and at the same time assign
a person to one mind-set from the second pair of mindsets (regarding
hopefulness) (Figure 5).

Discussion and Conclusion

With increased experience in applying the methods of Mind
Genomics, the researcher can gain valuable insights into the minds of
people. In contrast to the typical approach of science, which addresses
“holes” in the literature, the Mind Genomics approach proceeds in a
purely inductive, exploratory way. With a Mind Genomics experiment,
there is no hypothesis to be tested and either corroborated or falsified
in the classical manner of science as described by Karl Popper [27].
Rather, the science here is simply observing a situation and formalizing
a way to understand the different aspects of that situation [28].

What is important in this paper is the discovery of the two mind-
sets for suicide thoughts and the two mind-sets for hopeful thoughts. It
should be noted that rather than interviewing recently released prisoners
(viz., after a year), we began this project in the spirit of “wisdom of the
masses” and engaged in a gedanken or “thought” experiment.

If the approach presented here is acceptable to the scientific
community as a way of understanding our perception of others, then
the Mind Genomics approach provides an interesting way to introduce
new topics into the world of research, topics which are appropriate for
specific groups but must be first explored with the world at large. Mind
Genomics offers many benefits. The results can be directly integrated
into a larger database. The data is self-evident. Patterns emerge from
the data. Some are meaningful and some are not. By following many
iterations and fine-tuning the questions and answers that received the
most responses in an earlier iteration, the researcher arrives at the
truth. This is the science of psychology in its most basic form: looking
at all possibilities, sorting out the emerging patterns, searching for
differing mind-sets, and predicting which mind-set someone new will
belong to. By repeating this methodology for dealing with questions
of economics or feelings or everyday occasions, the researcher will
gather the data to formulate a “wiki of the mind” and understand how
mind type and behavior are related.
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