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Executive Summary

The purpose of this research was to investigate the biopsy-
chosocial correlates and determinants of violent criminal behav-
ior. One aspect of this research involved a detailed review of
the literature on aggression and violence in the light of
Megargee's theoretical framework for the analysis of aggressive
behavior. This theory postulates that an aggressive act is the
outcome of an interaction between per.onal (internal) factors and
situational (external) factors. The personal or internal factors
that are conducive to aggressive behavior are "instigation®" (or
motivation) and "habit strength." There are two types of instiga-
tion or motivation, "extrinsic" and "intrinsic." Extrinsic
("instrumental") motivation is using aggression as a means to an
end, such as obtaining money from a robbery or power from an act
of terrorism. Intrinsic ("angry") aggression is motivated simply
by animosity or a desire to harm or injure the victim.

Habit strength, which is alsoc conducive to overt aggressive
behavior, is a person's propensity to use aggressive behavior
based on his or her history of being reinforced for aggressive
acts. The reinforcement can be either extrinsic or intrinsic, and
may often be a combination of the two.

Opposing aggressive behavior are internal inhibitions. These
may be very pragmatic; the individual may decide that the act of
aggression being contemplated has little chance of success
and/or that very bad things will happen if the individual at-
tempts to carry it out. Inhibitions may also stem from one's
conscience, Superego, culturally transmitted taboos or condi-
tioned inhibitions, depending on one's theoretical frame of
reference. The common denominator is the feeling that, whether or
not the aggressive act will succeed in its objective, it would be
wrong, reprehensible or sinful.

These personal factors, which differ as a function of the
nature of the aggressive act in question and the target against
which is directed, and which change over time, interact with
situational factors that may encourage or inhibit aggressive
behavior. The interaction of these factors determine the "re-
sponse potential"™ of any given aggressive act directed at any
particular target in any given set of circumstances at any par-
ticular point in time. In this framework, a potential aggressive
response will be blocked or suppressed when the impediments
exceed the factors conducive to emitting that response. If the
reverse is true and the factors conducive to expressing aggres-
sion outweigh the inhibitions, then that particular aggressive
response is possible; however, before it is actually performed it
must compete with all the other responses that are possible, some
of which may be more effective in meeting the individual's needs
at that time ("response competition"). The "algebra of aggres-
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sion" stipulates that the act that offers the most satisfaction
at the least cost will be selected.

These constructs and this theory guided the design and the
analysis of the empirical investigation that was the second major
aspect of this research. This consisted of analyzing data from a
longitudinal empirical investigation of a cohort of criminal
offenders begun in 1970. The present investigation focused on the
psychological, social and biological factors that differentiate
violent from nonviolent offenders. As part of an earlier NIJ-
funded study on the predictability of career criminality, Carbo-
nell and Megargee (1984) obtained complete FBI fingerprint
arrest records on 947 criminal offenders who had been extensively
studied as young adults.

Using the Rap Sheets, the follow-up subjects were classified
into Violent and Nonviolent groups based on the NCIC Uniform
Offense Codes of the charges that had been filed against them.
The "Violent" category was further subdivided into "Angry,"
"Instrumental," and "Potentially Violent" subgroups on the basis
of the charges recorded on the FBI Rap sheets.

Once the subjects were classified on the basis of their
criminal histories, the research focused on testing hypotheses
derived from the literature regarding the familial, social,
psychological, and physiological factors associated with the
various types of violent behavior.

For each set of variables, three analyses were performed.
The first compared the Nonviolent Offenders, who had never been
charged with any sort of violent crime, with all the Violent
Offenders; in these analyses, the Violent sample included the
Potentially Violent, the Angry, and the Instrumentally Violent
offenders. It also included both those who had been charged with
but a single violent offense as well as those who had two or more
charges.

The second analysis compared the "Angry" with the "Instru-
mentally Violent" subgroups. No Nonviolent or Potentially Violent
subjects were included in these comparisons which were designed
to determine if violent offenders differ as a function of appar-
ent motivation.

The third analysis compared the "One Off" or "Single Vio-
lent" Offenders, who had one and only one charge for a violent
crime recorded in their Rap sheets with the "Repetitively Vio-
lent" Offenders who had two or more such charges.

The demographic data showed the research cohort consisted of
young adult males, most of whom were single and sentenced for
their first adult conviction. The four subsamples (Angry Violent,
Instrumentally Violent, Potentially Violent and Nonviolent) did
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Executive Summary

not differ significantly in age, marital status, and prior re-
cord. The groups did differ significantly in the offenses for
which they had been committed to FCI. Since the commitment of-
fenses were used to classify the subjects, these data are, of
course, confounded. There were, however, truly significant
differences in the racial composition of the samples, the Nonvio-
lent sample having a higher proportion of white subjects than
either of the two violent groups.

The familial variables that differentiated the Nonviolent
from the Violent Offenders were those reflecting economic depri-
vation and social deviance and marginality of the developmental
family, but in addition to these measures, variables reflecting
the adequacy of childrearing differentiated the Single from the
Multiply Violent Offenders. No differences were found between
Angry and Instrumentally Violent Offenders.

Summarizing the results with regard to cultural values and
conformity, overall the Violent Criminals as a group did not
differ from the Nonviolent Criminals. Nor did the violent crimi-
nals who acted out due to anger differ from the instrumentally
violent offenders. However, the Repetitively Violent Offenders
were assessed as being significantly less socialized, conforming
and responsible than those offenders who were charged with only a
single violent offense.

The data regarding the association of violent crimes with
mental health measures showed significant differences between
Nonviolent and Violent Offenders and between Single and Repeti-
tively Violent offenders on a case history-based measure of Adult
Maladjustment and Deviance; the Single and Repetitively Violent
Offenders also differed on a case history-based measure of Child-
hood Maladjustment and Deviance as well as on a number of MMPI
scales including the average elevation of the overall MMPI pro-
file. Differences between Angry and Instrumentally Violent Of-
fenders on these measures were minimal.

Replication and extension of a study by Heilbrun (1979)
showed that among whites, offenders low in IQ but high in psy-
chopathy, as defined by an index based on the CPI Socialization
(S0) scale and the MMPI Psychopathic Deviate (Pd) scale, were
more: prone to Instrumentally Violent or Potentially Violent
offenses than were subjects 1low in IQ but low in psychopathy, or
subjects high in IQ and either high or low in psychopathy. Among
Blacks, however, it was IQ rather than psychopathy that was
associated with violence; ironically, it was the higher IQ Blacks
who were more prone to commit Instrumentally Violent offenses.
One implication of these findings is that further analyses are
needed exploring differences between Blacks and Whites in the
factors related to violent crimes. These analyses were also the
first indicating that distinguishing Angry, Instrumental and
Potential violence may have heuristic value.
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The measures of intellectual and cognitive abilities,
achievement orientation and educational accomplishments showed
numerous statistically significant differences between the Nonvi-
olent and Violent Offenders as well as between the Single and
Repetitively Violent criminals. In these comparisons the Nonvio-
lent and the "One Off" Offenders were consistently assessed as
having achieved significantly higher grade levels, and higher
General Aptitude Test Battery General Scale scores as well as
higher Stanford Achievement Test Median scores. However, there
were no differences in Beta IQs, suggesting that the differences
lay chiefly verbal skills. In addition, these groups manifested
more achievement motivation and fewer problems in behavior and
adjustment in the school setting than their counterparts.

For the Nonviolent Offenders, especially, the CPI scales
reflecting achievement and intellectual efficiency were ‘also
significantly superior to the scores attained by the Violent
Offenders, although the means for both groups were below average
when compared with national norms. The differences were less
pronounced when the Single Violent Offenders were contrasted with
the Repetitively Violent Offenders. As usual the differences
between the Angry and the Instrumentally Violent Offenders were
less apparent, although the latter group was assessed as being
better on Highest Grade and Achievement Orientation.

In the investigation of the relation between vocational
attitudes and achievement with violent criminal behavior, previ-
ous work history as recorded in the Bureau of Prisons forms and
work performance within the institution did not differentiate
among the various groups. Nor did the attitudes regarding work
expressed in the Intake Interviews to the psychologists differ.
However, on an MMPI scale reflecting negative work attitudes and
on the Presentence Investigation report scale assessing previous
employment performance, the Nonviolent Offenders were found to be
significantly better than the Violent Offenders; moreover, among
the Violent Offenders, those men who had been charged with but a
single violent offense in the course of the careers were assessed
as youthful offenders as having significantly better work atti-
tudes and employment histories than those who were found on
follow-up to have been charged with two or more violent crimes.
Angry and Instrumentally Violent Offenders did not differ among
themselves on any of the work-related measures.

With regard to interpersonal relations, no differences were
found on the personality inventory scales assessing social skills
and sensitivities. However, the psychologists rated the Nonvio-
lent Offenders as being more sociable and less constricted than
the Violent Offenders, and on the Intake Interview and the PSI
the Nonviolent Offenders were assessed as having fewer interper-
sonal difficulties. The Dormitory Officers also assessed them as
being better adjusted and having fewer interpersonal problems
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during the second 90 days of imprisonment.

When the Violent Offenders were subdivided into Angry and
Instrumentally Violent groups, once again no differences in
interpersonal relations or social skills were noted. However,
when they were subdivided into those with Single as opposed to
Multiple charges, the "One Off" Violent group was assessed as
having fewer interpersonal difficulties than the Multiply Violent
Offenders on the Intake Interview and PSI scales as well as on
the Interpersonal Adjustment Ratings made by the staff during the
second 90 days.

Tuening to hostile and aggressive attitudes and behavors, 10
of 12 measures studied showed significant differences between the
Violent and the Nonviolent offenders, and noteworthy trends were
obtained on the remaining two. In the comparisons of the Angry
with the Instrumentally Violent Offenders, once again no differ-
ences were found. This suggested that either this is not a mean-
ingful distinction,.- or that offense patterns are too crude a
measure of apparent motivation. With regard to the comparison of
the Repetitively Violent with the Single Violent Offenders, fewer
differences were obtained on the MMPI, but the Repetitively
Violent Offenders were assessed as being more aggressive and
hostile on the Q-sort and Interview measures. The differences in
Institutional Violence fell short of significance.

In summary, a number of statistically significant differ-
ences were found between the Violent and Nonviolent Offenders.
The vast majority, not surprisingly, favored the Nonviolent. The
most noteworthy areas of difference, in terms of the proportion
of statistically significant findings, were in the areas of
familial deviance, cognitive functioning, educational achievement
and aggressive habits and attitudes. The Violent Offenders were
also assessed as being less employable and having more difficul-
ties in interpersonal relations than the Nonviolent. The differ-
ences in physical and mental health and in socialization and
values were much less striking.

The comparisons of the Angry and Instrumentally Violent
Offenders yielded about as many "significant" differences as
would be expected n the basis of chance. As operatonally defined
in this study, this variable was not meaningful.

Even more statistically significant differences were found
between the Singly and Repetitively Violent Offenders than be-
tween the Violent and Nonviolent Offenders. Most favored the
Single Violent Offenders. Whereas the Nonviolent and Violent
Offenders differed most with respect to familial deviance, cogni-
tive functioning, educational achievement and aggressive habits
and attitudes, the Single and Repetitive Violent Offenders were
more likely to differ with respect to culture, socialization, and
mental health. The differences on educational, cognitive and
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vocational differences were similar, but there were somewhat
fewer differences in interpersonal relations and in hostlle and
aggressive attitudes and patterns.

These data showed that Violent Offenders were more deviant
than Nonviolent criminals, and that, within the Violent sample,
the Repetitively Violent Offenders were more deviant than those
charged with but a single violent offense. The Violent Offenders
were also assessed as being less employable and having more
difficulties in interpersonal relations than the Nonviolent. The
differences in physical and mental health and in socialization
and values were much less striking.

Although the data showed that the most violent offenders are
more deviant than the less violent and nonviolent offenders, the
patterns of wvariables differentiating the Violent from the Nonvi-
olent Offenders differed somewhat from those discriminating the
Repetitively Violent from the Singly Violent Offenders. It ap-
pears that instigation to aggression, especially hostility, and
aggressive habit strength interacting with situational variables
influenced whether or not an offender was ever charged with a
violent crime. Repetitive violence, however, was also associated
with less adequate socialization and acculturation and more
difficulties in adjustment and overall mental health.

Although the family is undeniably important, the present
findings also highlighted the role of the school in socializa-
tion; whereas all of the subjects in the present sample had been
incarcerated for felonies, nevertheless the violent and the
repetitively violent had poorer records of achievement and ad-
justment in school settings. it is possible that failure in
school also played a role in fostering the hostile and aggressive
behavior patterns that characterized the more violent offenders.

The overall pattern of data suggested that instigation to
aggression and habit strength, interacting with situational
variables, may be the primary determinants of whether a youthful
offender engages in vioclence, but that measurably deficient
controls, values and socialization may be what determines which
violent offenders become repetitively violent.

vi




. Preface

In this research on violent criminal behavior we have con-
centrated on two separate but complementary tasks. One, conducted
primarily by E. I. Megargee, was to undertake a detailed review
of the literature on aggression and violence in the light of his
theoretical framework for the analysis of aggressive behavior.
This has resulted in two chapters. The first, entitled "Aggres-
sion and Violence" (Megargee, 1993) discusses the most recent
revision of Megargee's overall theory aggression. The second,
entitled "Internal Inhibitions and Controls," (Megargee, in
press) focuses on inhibitions which are a central construct in
that theory. These reports are summarized in the literature
review in the body of this report, and copies of these two chap-
ters are included as appendices to the present report.

The second major task was a longitudinal empirical investi-
gation of the factors associated with various types of violent
criminal behavior. This study was the primary responsibility of
Joyce L. Carbonell. This research utilized a broad array of data
collected on 1345 young adult male offenders admitted to the
Federal Correctional Institution in Tallahassee, Florida from
1970 through 1972. These data included structured interviews,
psychological testssts of personality and ability, behavioral obser-
vations, extensive case histories, as well as physiological and
medical data.

. Part I of the present report attempts to place this research

in context by discussing the problem of violence in the United
States and some of the methodological problems associated with
doing research on vioclent behavior. Next a summary of Megargee's
conceptual framework for studying aggressive behavior is provid-
ed, since this theory guided the empirical study. This section
concludes with a description of the sampling and data collection
procedures used in the empirical investigation.

Part II reports on the empirical investigation. In this
section, specific comparisons are made among the different groups
on a broad array of factors. After an initial demographic de-
scription of the violent and nonviolent samples and subsamples,
their family backgrounds are explored, followed by a chapter
investigating personal values and socialization. The next two
chapters focus on ph physical and mental health. These are followed
by two chapters that explore cognitive abilities and education
and vocational attitudes and history respectively. The last two
chapters in Part II investigate the groups' social and interper-
sonal skills and their histories of aggressive behavior and
attitudes. Throughout, the data are discussed in terms of their
implications for the conceptual framework of aggression presented
in Chapter 2.

vii




Chapter 1: Introduction

The Incidence of Criminal Violence in the United States

In 1989, it is estimated that 5.8 million violent crimes
were committed in the U. S.(Maguire & Flanagan, 1991). Further-
more, it is estimated that for every violent crime actually
committed, two others were attempted (Flanagan & Jamison, 1989,
p. 233). If you are living in America, there is an 83% chance
that someday yvou will be the victim of a violent crime such as
murder, rape, kidnaping, assault or robbery. What's more, it is
not unlikely that you may someday be victimized again (Flanagan &
Jamison, 1989, p. 250).

Langan and Innes (1985) reported that six percent of the
households in the United States are directly touched by vioclent
crime annually. This statistic, however, includes only those
households in which a family member was victimized; it does not
include the families of perpetrators, who are also victims when a
relative is arrested for committing a crime of violence, nor does
it include the impact of highly visible and publicized crimes on
the public's sense of security.

Problems in Investigating Criminal Violence

Definitional issues. Despite the frequency with which wvio-
lence occurs, there are many difficulties in conducting rigorous
research in this area. Authorities disagree on both semantic and
operational definitions of aggression, violence and criminal
violence (Baron, 1977; Buss, 1961; Johnson, 1972; Megargee, 1969,
1982). Intentionality and motivation strongly influence whether
people <classify injurious behavior as aggression or violence.
Some will categorize any infliction of pain by one person on
another as aggression; others will rule out "accidents" such as
injuries received in an auto accident or instances in which pain
was inflicted for the recipient's "own good," such as a parent
punishing a child or a dentist drilling a tooth.

If conscious intent to injure is an essential criterion, how
should we evaluate the immense literature on aggression using
infrahuman subjects? Is aggression confined to vertebrates, or is
it aggressive for an amoeba to engulf a paramecium? Rage and
predation are mediated by different parts of the brain; should
both be regarded as aggression? Similarly, some authorities
distinguish agonistic behavior aimed at establishing dominance or
protecting territory from "purely aggressive" behavior (Ardrey,
1966; Johnson, 1972; Lorenz, 1966; Tinbergen, 1953; 1968).

Some behaviorists attempt to finesse such fuzzy concepts as
intentionality by defining aggression as behavior that "delivers
noxious stimuli to another organism" (Buss, 1961). But what
about behavior that is clearly aimed at inflicting injury and
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fails in its objective? How should we classify  behaviors di-
rected at things rather than organisms? Is arson nonaggressive if
no one is injured? And what about verbal attacks or indirect
aggression, such as spreading malicious gossip? (Buss, 1990).
Still another issue, especially relevant in criminal cases,
concerns whether the victim desired, or at least acquiesced to,
the noxious stimulation or injury.

The study of criminal violence is further complicated by
laws which permit aggressive behavior under some circumstances,
such as legally authorized executions or acts of war. Research-
ers who exclude legally permitted behavior, must consider how
legal definitions differ from one jurisdiction to the next, or
how they change over time, as in the case of dueling.

These definitional questions are important. To the extent
that psychology is scientific, our knowledge and understanding of
aggressive behavior and violence comes from our observations of
these behaviors and the creatures, animal and human, who engage
in them. If we cannot agree on what behaviors we will classify as
aggressive, then our observations will differ, and, even though
we may be using tbhe same terms, we may be studying and analyzing
different phenomena.

Methodological and ethical considerations. The definitional
issues listed above have direct implications for how we conduct
our research. If only humans can engage in violence, by defini-
tion, then animal research is excluded.

Ethical concerns are omnipresent. Experimentation is agreed
to be the only sure way to determine cause and effect relation-
ships, however, experiments inciting people to violence are
usually unethical. Naturalistic observations of violent behavior
could be used, but in most circumstances observers are obliged to
intervene in some fashion before mayhem results. Sherif & Sherif
(1953), studying the effects of frustration and competition
among boys in a summer camp, had to halt their study when fight-
ing among the subjects got out of hand.

In our research, we have chosen to study the characteristics
of people who have engaged in criminal violence. While this
method avoids some ethical problems, it, too, has its drawbacks.
By focusing on violent individuals, we are apt to overlook the
fact that it takes two people for a violent act to occur. In our
research we remain ignorant of the degree to which the victim and
other situaticnal factors may have contributed to our subject's
violent behavior. Moreover, we are not studying our subjects
while they are actually engaging in violence. To the extent that
they change, perhaps as a result of the violence or the legal
consequences that ensue, we may be obtaining a distorted picture
of the violent individual.
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oversimplification. Many researchers and theorists on ag-
gression and violence tend to oversimplify the factors involved
in aggressive behavior and violence. In the 1960s, authorities
such as Berkowitz (1962) and Buss (1961) agreed that violent
criminals were all characterized by excessive anger or hostility
and inadequate inhibitions or controls...in short that they were
"all id with no lid." Now we realize that there are at least six
modal types of violent individuals that are consistently de-
scribed in the literature from a variety of disciplines. These
include:

(1) normal individuals driven to violence by severe
situational circumstances, sometimes exacerbated by alcohol;

(2) people whose violent behavior stems from severe
psychopathology, including functional and organic psychoses;

(3) individuals committed to an aggressive lifestyle or
socialized in a subculture in which violence is a normal way of
life or an expected response in certain circumstances;

(4) people who employ violence as a means to accomplish
certain extrinsic ends, such as financial gain, political change,
sexual gratification, or social status, or who engage in violence
as a necessary part of their jobs;

(5) those whose violence stems from chronic feelings of
anger, rage, hostility, or hatred induced by oppression, abuse,
frustration and the like; and

(6) individuals whose violent behavior paradoxically
stems from excessive inhibitions and controls (Megargee, 1966;
1982).

These varied types demonstrate the complexity of the factors
that interact to determine whether or not a person commits an act
-of eriminal violence, or any other aggressive act, in response to
a particular set of circumstances at a given time and place. Over
the years, Megargee (1982, 1984) developed a conceptual framework
to assist in understanding theories and research on aggression
and violence. This system was further refined and explicated
during the period covered by the present grant, especially with
respect to the analysis of the factors involved in internal
inhibitions and controls. 2aAn overview of this approach will be
presented in the next section.




Chapter 2:
A Conceptual Framework for Analyzing Aggressive Behavior

Most human behavior, including aggression, is performed on a
fairly routine basis. As response follows response in a smooth-
flowing, often automatic sequence, it is easy to lose sight of
its complex determinants. However, if we "stop the action" and
analyze a single response, we become aware that each act is the
result of the interaction of many factors and dozens of uncon-
scious choices.

In most situations, an individual can make any one of a
number of different responses. People who are threatened can
fight, run away, or attempt to make some conciliatory gesture.

If they choose to attack, they can do so verbally or physically,
with vigor or with restraint, within certain limits or with no
holds barred. Their aggressive behavior can be directed at those
who aroused their ire or can be displaced to other targets.

How is the choice made? Typically, a person selects the response

“that appears to offer the maximum satisfactions and the minimum

dissatisfactions in that particular situation.

This simple statement conceals a rapid but extremely complex
internal bargaining process in which the capacity of a given
response to fulfill many different drives and motives is weighed
against the pain that might result from that response, as well as
from the postponement of the satisfaction of other competing
drives. Flight might best satisfy an individual's need for
safety, but at the expense of humiliation for what might be
regarded as cowardly behavior. Attack might satisfy a person's
aggressive needs, but at the expense of personal injury. By
means of this "internal algebra," the net strength of each possi-
ble response is calculated and compared with all other responses,
and the strongest one is selected (Megargee, 1969, 1972, 1982).

What determines the net strength of a potential response?
In the case of an aggressive or violent response, we can isolate
several broad factors that interact to determine response
strength. The first of these is instigation to aggression.
Instigation to aggression is the sum of all the forces that
motivate an individual to commit a violent or aggressive act. It
includes both intrinsic ("angrv") instigation, which is the
conscious or unconscious wish to harm the victim in some fashion,
and extrinsic ("instrumental") instigation which is the yearning
for other desirable outcomes which the aggressive act in question
might accomplish, such as economic gain in the case of a robbery
or perceived political benefits from an act of terrorism.

The second major variable is habit strength, the extent to
which the response has been rewarded or punished in the past.
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Other things being equal (which they rarely are), the more often
a given aggressive act directed at a particular target has been
successful in the past, or the more one has observed people
aggressing successfully, the more likely one is to aggress in the
future. Habit strength is especially relevant in the case of
extrinsic or instrumental aggression.

Instigation to aggression and habit strength both motivate
people toward aggression. What stops them? Opposing the motiva-
tional factors is the third set of variables, namely inhibitions
against aggression. They include all the reasons why a person
would refrain from a particular aggressive act directed at a
particular target. Included are both moral prohibitions which
classify the particular act as wrong and practical considera-
tions, such as fear of retaliation or the possibility the act may
fail in its objective. Inhibitions can be general or specific and
can vary as a function of the act, the target, and the circum-
stances. -

Instigation, habit strength, and inhibitions are all person-
al characteristics, but behavior results from individuals inter-
acting with their milieus. The fourth class of variables, situa-
tional factors, encompasses those external factors that may
facilitate or impede aggressive behavior. Since the present
study investigated the characteristics of violent criminals,
situational factors were not studied, but their influence should
not be overloocked. One effect will be to establish an upper limit
to the association between silent behavior and any personality
factor.

Reaction potential, the fifth and last major construct,
consists of the net strength of a given response after the inhib-
itory factors have been balanced against the excitatory ones. 2
response will be blocked and cannot occur whenever the inhibi-
tions exceed the instigation. A response is possible (i.e., has
a positive reaction potential) if the forces favoring the aggres-
sive response exceed those opposing it. However, all the possi-
ble responses must first compete with one another; the one with
the highest reaction potential--that is, the greatest capacity to
satisfy the most needs at the least cost--should be chosen.

In the pages that follow, each of these constructs will be
discussed in greater detail. Specifically, some of the factors
that have been found to influence these variables will be de-
scribed.

Instigation to Aggression

As noted above, instigation to aggression refers to all
those factors that motivate an organism to behave aggressively.
In our theoretical framework, we first examine the sources, both
physioclogical and psychological, of aggressive instigation. Next,
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we consider what happens to aggressive instigation once it has
been aroused.

Sources of Instigation. Instigation to aggression has both
physiological and "psychological' sources. Among the physiologi-
cal factors that have been identified are 1) heredity, 2) CNS
pathology, 3) endocrinological influences, 4) neurctransmitters,
5) physical illness, 6) toxic factors and drugs, 7) fatigue, and
8) generalized arousal. These are discussed in greater detail in
the appendices.

It is possible to differentiate two broad categories of
psychological motivation for aggressive behavior. The first is
extrinsic or, to use Buss's (1961) term, "instrumental" motiva-
tion. In extrinsic motivation, injuring the target is secondary.
The primary goal is to accomplish some other end, such as acquir-
ing money, achieving dominance, or simply doing one's job. Ag-
gressive behavior is the instrument for achieving that extrinsic
goal. As Al Capone once said, "You can get much farther with a
kind word and a gun than you can with a kind word alone" (quoted
by Peter, 1977, p. 141). Extrinsic factors can motivate legal,
as well as illegal, aggression and violence. Police officers,
correctional officers, military personnel, and athletes are among
those who are most frequently called on to engage in physical
aggression as part of their professional responsibilities.

The second type is intrinsic or "angry" motivation, in
which injury to the victim is the primary goal, and any other
benefits are secondary. Intrinsic motivation can be mild or
intense, relatively brief or long=-lasting. In the English lexi-
con, we use different words to make these distinctions: anger
refers to moderate, short-lived instigation, hostility to moder-
ate, long-lasting instigation, rage to extreme, short-lived
instigation, and hatred to intense, long-lasting instigation.

The most frequently cited cause of instigation to aggression
is frustration (Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears, 1939),
operationally defined as interference with an ongoing goal re-
sponse. Extensive research over the past half century has estab-
lished that the amount of anger aroused by frustration varies as
a function of 1) the strength of the frustrated drive, 2) the
degree of interference with the goal response, 3) the number of
frustrated response sequences, and 4) the arbitrariness of the
frustration (Dollard et al., 1939; Pastore, 1952). Moreover,
instigation from several different sources of frustration can add
together, or summate, and reminiscence can serve to rearouse
anger long after the frustration has occurred.

In addition to frustration, the writer includes physical or
verbal attacks and territorial intrusions (Ardrey, 1966) among
the psychological factors arousing anger, along with jealousy and
revenge. Others disagree, however, and regard frustration as the
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only source of instigation to aggression.

Dissipation of Instigation to Aggression. It is as important
to assess how an individual deals with anger, rage, hostility,
hatred, and instrumentally-induced instigation to aggression as
it-is to ascertain the sources of these motives. How are these
drives expressed? What mechanisms are used to dissipate instiga-
tion? How successful are they? Once aroused, how long does
this person's instigation remain active, and how easily is it
rearoused?

Extrinsic instigation to aggression should be dissipated by
achieving the desired goal. The most obvious way to dissipate
or reduce angry instigation is through aggressive behavior, or
catharsis (Feshbach, 1984; Geen & Quanty, 1977). However, such
direct satisfaction of an aggressive drive is not always possi-
ble. In such cases, various substitutive mechanisms may be used
to dissipate some of the anger or hostility. These include
displacement, respohse substitution, and vicarious aggression.
Cognitive redefinition and humor can also dissipate instigation.
Although all these mechanisms for the dissipation of aggressive
instigation are firmly rooted in psychological theory, their
evidential basis is less secure, perhaps applying only to certain
types of aggression or in certain circumstances more than others
(Feshbach, 1984; Hokanson, 1970).

Habit Strength

Habit strength, the degree to which an individual has been
reinforced for aggressive behavior or violence in the past, is
the second major factor to consider. Other things being equal,
the more an individual has aggressed successfully in the past,
the more likely it is that person will choose an aggressive
response in the future.

Sources of Habit Strength. The acquisition of habit strength
follows the basic principles of operant learning. Extrinsically
motivated aggressive responses are reinforced by the attainment
of the desired goal; intrinsic responses by the injury, physical
or psychological, to the victim. Unanticipated secondary rewards
may also be experienced such as thrills, feelings of power or
status accorded by others.

Habit strength is probably acquired most effectively
through direct experience, but it can also be obtained indirectly
through observation or imitation (Bandura, 1981; Huesmann & Eron,
1984; Huesmann, 1988). Violent motion pictures and television
shows may teach aggressive habits (Eron & Huesmann, 1986; Geen,
1976; 1983).

Decreasing Aggressive Habit Strength. Once acquired, habits
are difficult to eliminate. Extinction, the repeated performance
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of a an aggressive response in the absence of any reinforcement,
is the only sure way to eradicate an aggressive habit, but, from
a practical standpoint, this is virtually impossible. There is
simply too much reinforcement for aggression in our culture, and
angry aggression is immediately rewarded by the injury to the
victim. While punishment may suppress aggressive behavior, it
does not appear to diminish habit strength significantly.

Inhibitions Against Aggression

Inhibitions against aggression refer to all those factors
that may operate to impede, oppose, or block an aggressive act.
Internal inhibitions, or taboos, include learned moral injunc-
tions that stipulate that aggression in general is wrong, that
particular aggressive acts are forbidden, or that aggressive acts
directed at certain individuals or under certain circumstances
are reprehensible. In addition, aggressive behavior is also
inhibited by external, pragmatic concerns. These include the
perception that the aggressive act is likely to fail in its
purpose or that bad things may happen to the aggressor.

Sources of Inhibitions. As with instigation, both physiolog-
ical and psychological causes of inhibitions have been discussed
in the literature. However, there has been much less research on
inhibitions than on instigation, partly because of some unavoid-
able methodological and conceptual difficulties (See Appendix B.)

Physiological sources of inhibitions include 1) heredity, 2)
inhibitory centers in the central nervous system, 3) the effects
of certain neurotransmitters such as serotonin, 4) chemical
factors, including certain psychotropic medications, 5) and
physical illness that might prevent a person from carrying out an
aggressive act.

Psychological sources of inhibitions include anticipated
adverse consequences such as punishment, introjected moral values
and attitudes, and empathy or compassion for the potential vic-
tim. Both physiological and psychological sources are discussed
in detail in Appendix B.

Factors decreasing inhibitions. For internal inhibitions
against aggression to operate, three things must occur. First, at
some point in his or her development, a person must have learned
and adopted a rule to the effect that one should not engage in
the aggressive behavior that he or she is tempted to perform.
Second, the individual must classify the proposed behavior as
belonging to that class of acts that is prohibited. If the first
two conditions apply, then the individual must decide whether or
not to abide by the rules. Unfortunately, there are more ways to
diminish or circumvent inhibitions against aggression than there
are to foster them. These include both physiological and psycho-
- logical mechanisms.
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Physiological factors include injuries or diseases affecting
the central nervous system, especially temporal lobe lesions and
injuries to the hypothalamus and amygdala (Mark and Ervin, 1970),
as well impaired functioning of the neocortex resulting from
developmental deficits, anoxia, fever, malnutrition, disease,
toxins, tumors and traumas (Buikhuisen, 1987; Nachshon & Denno,
1987) . Endocrinological disorders and hormones such as testoster-
one can also lower our inhibitions and make us more impulsive
(Brain & Benton, 1981; Moyer, 1976). Certain psychotropic medica-
tions have the effect of chemically increasing patients' inhibi-
tions. If these medications are discontinued, inhibitions would
be expected to revert to their usual level. Other chemical sub-
stances, most notably alcohol, have a disinhibiting effect,
especially when it comes to aggressive behavior {Bushman & Coop-
er, 1990).

Psychological factors that can decrease inhibitions abound.
If children's basic needs for nurturance and discipline are not
met, or if they are not provided with consistent, socially appro-
priate role models exemplifying the culture's values, they may
develop deficient, deviant or conflicting values ((Becker, 1964;
Cloward & Ohlin, 1960; Garfinkel, 1956; Glueck & Glueck, 1950;
Lemert, 1967; McCord & McCord, 1959; Megargee, Parker, & Levine,
1971; Merton, 1938; 1957; Nye, 1958; Rosenguist & Megargee,
1969; Sellin, 1938; Sutherland, 1939; Wilson & Herrnstein, 1985;
Wolfgang & Ferracuti, 1967).

Earlier we noted that engaging in aggressive behavior or
observing others aggress, either directly or in the media, can
serve to increase habit strength. If such direct or vicarious
aggression is reinforced rather than punished, it can also serve
to diminish inhibitions or fears of performing taboo aggressive
acts (Parke et al., 1977).

Inhibitions can also be subverted by rationalization, neu-
tralization (Sykes & Matza, 1957) and the juxtaposition of con-
flicting values (Merton, 1938; 1957), all of which help us con-
vince our selves that this particular situation is an exception
to the general rule and the usual moral prohibitions therefore do
not apply. Finally, anything that differentiates or dehumanizes
the potential victim can decrease the empathy or compassion an
aggressor might feel (Prentice-Dunn & Rogers, 1983).

Strong inhibitions against aggression do not necessarily
rule out the possibility of assaultive behavior or violence.
Some extremely assaultive people are paradoxically characterized
by massive inhibitions against the overt expression of hostility
or aggression. In the "chronically overcontrolled assaultive
type" (Megargee, 1966), instigation can accumulate to the point
where it overwhelms even massive inhibitions so that homicidal
violence results.
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Situational Factors Influencing Aggression and Violence

In discussing the situational factors related to aggressive
behavior, Monahan and Klassen (1982, pp. 301-306) singled out the
family environment, the peer environment, and the job environ-
ment for special discussion, along with the availability of
alcohol, potential victims and weapons. Other authorities have
examined broader influences such as ambient temperature (Baron &
Ransberger, 1978; Megargee, 1977) and architectural design
(Newman, 1972). Other important factors include the behavior of
antagonists or victims, the behavior of associates and bystand-
ers, access to victims, crowding, and the presence of weapons.

Situational factors such as these can operate to facilitate
aggression or to impede it. To the extent that situational fac-
tors interact with personal factors to influence aggressive
behavior, one effect will be to limit the strength of associa-
tions between personality factors and violence. The reason Arthur
Bremer shot George Wallace instead of Richard Nixon was because
he was able to get closer to Wallace than he had to Nixon. In
investigating the biopsychosocial factors that characterize
people who have been violent, we may find some statistically
significant associations, but we will remain cognizant of the
fact that situational factors determine much of the variance.

Reaction Potential and Response Competition

The relative strength of the instigation, habit-strength,
and situational factors facilitating the expression of aggres-
sion, on the one hand, and the inhibitions and situational fac-
tors impeding aggression, on the other, determines the reaction
potential of every possible aggressive response directed at every
available target at any given time. If inhibitions exceed insti-
gation, the response will be blocked or suppressed. If instiga-
tion exceeds inhibitions, then that response is possible.

However, at any given moment a range of responses, both
aggressive and nonaggressive, may be possible. According to the
conceptual framework presented in this chapter, the response that
has the capacity to satisfy the most needs at the least cost will
be selected; although again it must be emphasized that these are
rarely consciously thought out, rationally considered, decisions.
Often these choices are made so rapidly and spontaneously that
the individual is unaware of the response competition that we
have postulated. Like situational factors, response competition
can serve to attenuate the relationship between measurable per-
sonality and demographic variables and an individual's history of
violent behavior.

10
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This investigation was designed to use data already collect-
ed as part of a longitudinal research project to investigate the
factors that differentiate certain types of violent criminals
from other, nonviolent, offenders. It focused on testing hypothe-
ses derived from the literature regarding the familial, social,
psychological and physiological causes of violent behavior.

Rationale

Since Cain slew Abel in the first recorded case of intrafa-
milial violence, there have been numerous theories as to the
causes of violent behavior (Megargee, 1969). There have also
been many empirical studies. Unfortunately, too few of the theo-
retical propositions have been tested empirically, and too few of
the empirical studies have been guided by theory.

Another problem that has hindered our understanding of
violent behavior is that researchers have too often regarded
violence as a unidimensional phenomenon and implicitly treated
violent subjects as if they constituted a homogeneous group.
Instead, as noted in Chapter 1, no less than six different types
of violent individuals have consistently been described by au-
thorities from different disciplines who were writing about a
varied panorama of violent offenses (Megargee, 1982). Each of
~ these types is characterized by a combination of instigation,
inhibitions, habit strength and situational influences.

The goal of the present study was to use the theoretical
model presented in the preceding section to guide an inter-
related set of empirical studies on the physical, psychological,
social and cultural characteristics of violent criminal offenders
using our extraordinarily extensive longitudinal data base. In
this research, violent offenders were not treated as a homogene-
ous group; offenders who had engaged in "“angry aggression," in
which the apparent goal was to injure the victim, were differen-
tiated from offenders who had engaged in "instrumental aggres-
sion," in which the aggressive behavior was a means to an end as
in robbery, and from those who had apparently been potentially
violent, as evidenced by making threats or carrying weapons but
who were never accused of any violent offenses. These groups were
compared with one another and with the nonviolent offenders who
had never been charged with violent criminal behavior.

The population of violent offenders was also subdivided
into those who had been repetitively violent and those who had
been charged with but a single violent offense. Although admit-
tedly crude and subject to all the shortcomings of data based on
official records, it was felt these distinctions would provide

11
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some indication of the robustness of certain factors by showing
whether they apply universally to all violent (as opposed to
nonviolent) criminal offenders, or instead characterize only a
subset of violent criminals.

General Methodology and Description of the Available Data

The data for this study were collected as part of a larger
longitudinal study of 1,345 youthful offenders consecutively
admitted to the Federal Correctional Institution (FCI) at Talla-
hassee, Florida during a two-year period from November 3, 1970 to
November 2, 1972. After an initial evaluation period, their
progress and behavior was recorded until they left the institu-
tion or until July 1, 1971, whichever came first. Follow-ups
using FBI fingerprint arrest records ("Rap Sheets") were conduct-
ed in 1976 and 1984.

Setting

At the time these data were collected, the FCI was a medium
security institution for young adult male offenders aged 18 to
27, although a few as young as 17 and as old as 32 were admitted.
During this period the population ranged from about 520 to 630
men with a mean census of 558.

Opened in 1938, the institution was surrounded by two high
fences enclosing 21 acres. At the time of the study, there were
towers manned by armed guards at the four corners of the perime-
ter. Most of the men were housed in four open single bunk dormi-
tories.

Population and Sampling

Initial cohort. The 1,345 men in the overall research cohort
had a mean age of 22.5 at the time of intake; their ages at that
time ranged from 18 through 27. (A few subjects outside this
range were admitted, but most were soon transferred.) At the
time of the follow=-up in 1984, their ages ranged from 31 to 40
with a mode of 36. With regard to ethnicity, 64 percent were
white, 35 percent were black and 1 percent were American Indians;
56 percent were single, 26 percent were married, 14 percent were
divorced or separated, 4 percent lived in common-law arrangements
and one subject was a widower.

The vast majority were sentenced for crimes against proper-
ty, typically interstate transportation of a stolen motor vehi-
cle. Although the modal sentence was a zero to six year indeter-
minate sentence ("zip-six") under the Youth Corrections Act, the
average amount of time served was about 15 1/2 months (Elion &
Megargee, 1879).

According to the official Bureau of Prisons (BOP) data
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sheets, their age at first arrest ranged from 6 to 26 with a mean
of 16.8. The mean number of prior arrests was 7.3; 498 of the
youths (37%) had previous confinements of six months or more
after the age of 18, and 247 (18%) had two or more such previous
imprisonments.

A broad geographic range was included. Although the re-
search subjects were primarily from the Southeastern United
States, 31 different states were represented as well as the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Panama Canal Zone and
Virgin Islands.

Follow-Up sample. The follow-up data were collected in con-
junction with an investigation of the early identification of
career criminality (Carbonell & Megargee, 1984). In that study,
official records were obtained from the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation (FBI), by the Research Division of the Federal Bureau of
Prisons (BOP) and made available to the present investigators by
the latter agency.

The Research Staff of the BOP requested that subject 1lists
be prepared using name, BOP number, birthdate and, when avail-
able, FBI numbers and identifiers. In December, 1982, two such
lists were prepared to these specifications and sent to the BOP,
one for the 1,018 subjects for whom we had an FBI number and the
other for 327 subjects whose FBI number, if any, was unknown.

Data started arriving from the FBI via the BOP in small
batches in early 1983. By July, 1983, 495 records had been
received and in September, 1983, the last records retrieved were
obtained bringing the total number of subjects with follow-up
data to 952 of 71 percent of the total cohort. Five subjects
were reported to have died leaving 947 usable records. The 952,
for whom we obtained Rap Sheets, consisted of 930 of the 1,018
subjects for whom we could provide FBI numbers (91%) and only 22
of the 327 subjects without FBI number (7%).

The demographic characteristics of the follow-up sample are
presented in Tables 3-1 and 3-2 along with those of the missing
cases. (To facilitate comparisons, all tables are presented at
the end of each chapter.) The cases for whom follow-up data were
obtained were slightly older, had more prior offenses, served
more days and were slightly lower in the highest grade attended.
With regard to marital status, the follow-up subject were less
likely to be single or married and more likely to be divorced,
separated or widowed. Although the absolute magnitudes of these
differences were small, given the large sample sizes they were
statistically significant. There were no significant differences
in Beta IQ or racial composition.

These differences suggest that the follow-up sample consist-
ed of the more serious offenders in the original cohort. This is
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consistent with the fact that data were received on most of the
cohort had FBI numbers and were the easiest to retrieve, whereas,
the more difficult-to-locate cases without FBI numbers were much
more likely to be omitted. It seems reasonable to suppose that
FBI numbers would be more systematically recorded on more serious
offenders, such as bank robbers, than on the less serious crimi-
nals such as Selective Service violators. The net result of this
bias is that there may be a higher proportion of violent offend-
ers in our sample than in the cohort as a whole. However, the
investigation of the differences among these groups should not be
influenced by this bias.

Classification of the follow-up sample. Using the Rap
Sheets, the follow-up subjects were classified into Violent,
Potentially Violent and Nonviolent groups based on the NCIC
Uniform Offense Codes of the charges that had been filed against
them. The Violent sample consisted of all those subjects whose
Rap Sheet had any officially recorded charge for a crime of
violence. The following offenses were operationally defined as
violent for the purpose of this investigation:

1. All forms of homicide (NCIC Codes 0901 - 0912),

2. All forms of kidnaping (NCIC Codes 1001 - 1009),

3. All forms of sexual assault, (NCIC Codes 1101 =~
1109),

4. Sabotage (NCIC Code 0104),

5. All forms of robbery (NCIC Codes 1201 - 1211),

6. All forms of assault (NCIC-Codes 1301 - 1316),

7. Those forms of arson which endangered life (NCIC
Codes 2001, 2002, and 2008) or which damaged business, residen-

tial or public property (NCIC Codes 2005, 2006, and 2009),

8. Those forms of extortion involving threats of injury
(2101) or property damage (2102),

9. Those forms of property damage involving the use of
explosives (NCIC Codes 2904 - 2906),

10. Those weapons offenses involving the use of explo-
sives or incendiary devices (NCIC Codes 5206 and 5208),

11. Certain forms of rioting (NCIC Codes 5302 - 5305),

- and

12. Traffic offenses involving hit and run driving
(NCIC Code 5401).
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Any offender who had been charged at any time during his
criminal career with one or more of these offenses was classified
as "Violent."

The "Violent" category was subdivided into "Angry" and
"Instrumental" subgroups on the basis of the charges recorded on
the FBI Rap Sheets. Offenses in which violence or the threat of
violence is typically used to secure moncy or some other extrin-
sic goal were regarded as "Instrumental." Among the violent
offenses we regarded as "Instrumental" were robbery, kidnaping
for ransom, forcible purse snatching, and extortion with vio-
lence.

All other violent charges were classified as intrinsic or
"angry" acts since the apparent goal was to harm the victim.
Those individuals who had both types of offenses were classified
as belonging to the "Angry" group. This was done even if their
extrinsic or instrumental offenses outnumbered their intrinsic or
angry offenses. Thus, a person who had three arrests for robbery
and only one for homicide was nevertheless classified into the
"Angry Aggression" subgroup.

In addition to those subjects who had been charged with a
violent offense, a group of "Potentially Violent" subjects was
identified. An offender with no charges for any of the violent
offenses listed above was classified as Potentially Violent if he
had an arrest for an offense such as extortion without violence,
threatening the President or other public officials, carrying a
concealed weapon, or possession (as opposed to use) of illegal
weapons such as bombs, military weapons or sawed-off shotguns.

"Nonviolent" offenders were individuals who had never been
charged at any time with any of these potentially violent or
actually violent offenses. The number of subjects falling into
these various categories is reported in Table 3-3.

Coding of Violent Offenses. The violent offenses, which were
obtained directly from F.B.I. arrest records, or Rap Sheets,
were coded along several dimensions, specifically type of vio-
lence committed, number of violent offenses, and whether or not a
violent charge resulted in a conviction. Begault (1990, pp. 65 -
69), who was the graduate student who participated in the coding
of the offenses, described the process in detail in her Master's
thesis (which is included as Appendix C of the present Report):

Two undergraduate assistants and one graduate
.student participated in the coding of violent offenses.
Three roles were thus assigned, that of Rater 1, Rater
2, and Mediator. A system of rating was implemented in
which three rating groups were established, Groups A, B
and C, wherein each coder held a different position,
Rater 1, Rater 2 or Mediator, so that the chores of
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each role were equally distributed among the coders.

Before the actual coding of the violence data
began, the raters/mediators were shown how to score the
rating sheets, and they practiced rating 70 randomly
selected Rap Sheets on the previously mentioned crite-
ria (type of violence committed, number of violent
offenses, and whether or not a violent charge led to a
conviction).

During the practice proceedings, the raters/media-
tors were able to discuss their ratings with the other
raters/mediators, as well as their reasons for deciding
to rate an item a certain way. The purpose for these
pilot ratings was to assure that the raters/mediators
received adequate and uniform training, and to assure
that their interrater agreement reached an acceptable
level of accuracy before beginning the coding process.
After 70 practice ratings, the coders achieved an
overall interrater reliability coefficient of .80 for
violent and nonviolent offenses combined.

The pilot rating forms were not used in the data
analysis. However, the 70 Rap Sheets used in the pilot
ratings were returned to their appropriate places in
the files, to be included later in the actual coding
process.

After the 70 practice trials, the raters/mediators
began the coding process. The three roles of Rater 1,
Rater 2 and Mediator were outlined as follows: Rater 1
coded the violent offenses on 10 - 20 Rap Sheets, and
then gave the stack of Rap Sheets to Rater 2; but
passed his/her rating sheets to the Mediator, so that
Rater 2 was not aware of what Rater 1 recorded. Rater
2 independently coded the violent offenses on these
same Rap Sheets, then gave both the Rap Sheets and
his/her rating sheets to the Mediator. At that time,
the Mediator compared the two raters' findings for each
Rap Sheet.

A copy of the rating sheet is provided in Appendix
B (of Begault's thesis which is included as Appendix C
of this Report). The first question on the rating sheet
was, "Are there any offenses which are violent or
potentially violent?". If there were no violent of-
fenses listed on the Rap Sheet, then the rater simply
circled the answer "No," and continued no further. 1If,
however, there were violent or potentially violent
offenses listed on the Rap Sheet, then the rater cir-
cled "Yes," and proceeded. After it was determined
that a Rap Sheet contained at least one violent of-
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fense, the rater then recorded the last date of inijpr-
mation recorded on each violent offense listed on the
Rap Sheet, along with information concerning whether or
not a conviction was reached for that offense, and the
type of violence with which the offender was charged,
and b) the type of violence (if any) included in the
conviction. Nonviolent offenses were not recorded.

For each violent charge on which the raters

- reached 100% agreement on all indices (presence of
vioclence, type of violence and conviction) the mediator
simply copied the identical charge onto a separate
rating sheet without referring to the Rap Sheet. For
charges on which there was at least one discrepancy,
the mediator compared the raters' decisions to the
original Rap Sheet and either agreed with one or the
other rater, or came to an independent decision regard-
ing the discrepancy.

Interrater Reliability Ratings on the Coding of
Violent Offenses. The first step in computing interrat-
er reliability coefficients on the coded violence data
was to determine which offenses were the sources of
disagreement between raters. There were five dimen-
sions on which the raters could have disagreed: over-
all presence or absence of violent offenses, number of
violent offenses, type of viclence for each offense,
last date of information recorded on each offense, and
whether or not a violent charge led to a conviction.
Thus, five separate interrater reliability coefficients
were reported. All reliability coefficients were
computed with the simple percentage equation:

Agreed: Total Number of Violent Offenses. First, inter-
rater reliability coefficients on overall violence
ratings were calculated. Subjects who had committed at
least one violent offense were classified as violent
offenders, whereas, subjects who had not committed any
violent offenses were classified as nonviolent. oOut of
952 subjects, the raters only disagreed on the vio-
lence/nonviclence of an offender in the cases of three
offenders, thus achieving an interrater reliability of
99.78%.

Next, the interrater reliability ratings on the
number of violent offenses per subject were calculated.
The raters agreed on the number of violent offenses
committed by an offender 88.25% of the time. Regarding
type of violence, the raters agreed as to whether an
offense was angrily violent, instrumentally violent, or
potentially violent 94.98% of the time. The raters
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reached agreement concerning whether or not a violent
charge received a conviction in 94.39% of the cases,
and they agreed on the last date of information record-
ed ocn a violent offense in 95.51% of the cases Begault
(1990, pp. 65-69).

Déta Collection

Procedures. During the first four weeks after entry, all
inmates were housed in a separate Admissions and Orientation Unit
prior to classification. During this period the inmates were not
assigned to permanent jobs or programs so their time was free for
interviews and testing prior to classification. All test and
interview data were made available to the classification team and
the inmates were told that this information would be used in
planning their programs. Therefore, our results should be di-
rectly generalizable to applied correctional settings, unlike
studies in which prisoners are assured the results of the testing
will be confidential.

During the first two weeks after admission, each inmate was
administered an extensive battery of tests by the research
project staff. Ability, interest and achievement measures in-
cluded the General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB), the Revised Beta
Intelligence Test, the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), and the
Minnesota Vocational Interest Inventory (MVII). Personality
assessment devices included the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory (MMPI), the California Psychological Inventory (CPI),
the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI), the Gough-Heilbrun
Adjective Checklist (ACL), Quay and Peterson's Personal Opinion
Study (POS), the Interpersonal Personality Inventory (IPI),
Itkin's (1952) Attitudes Towards Parents scales, and Young's
(1975) Prisonization questionnaire based on Wheeler's research.

The two primary instruments utilized in the present study
were the MMPI and the CPI. Entering inmates began the testing
program with the MMPI, which was administered on the first Monday
after their first Wednesday at the FCI, and ended it with the CPI
on the Thursday of the following week. By the time they took the
CPI their motivation had flagged considerably, and the resem-
blance of the CPI to the MMPI, with 180 common items, led to a
higher rate of invalid or nonresponsive answering on the CPI.

Because the MMPI was required by the Bureau of Prisons, the
staff went to great lengths to obtain valid MMPIs on all sub-
jects. Spanish and tape-recorded MMPIs were administered and the
examiner checked for random responding by asking subjects how
they had responded to six randomly selected items. Those unable
to recall were retested. These procedures were not employed with
the CPI.

The MMPI and the CPI were scored on all the regular scales
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and on a number of special scales relevant to criminal and delin-
quent traits and behavior patterns. All scores were converted to
T scores using adult male norms and the usual X corrections were
applied in computing the T scores on the MMPI. All profiles were
screened for nonresponsive or random responding. In the case of
the CPI, 242 profiles with a T score less than or equal to 30 on
the Communality (Cm) scale were excluded (Gough, 1957; Megargee,
1972). In the case of the MMPI, random responding was indicated
by an elevated Frequency (F) scale score (T > 100). Such MMPI
profiles were then clinically inspected and 38 profiles that
approximated the mean random profile (Dahlstrom, Welsh & Dahl-
strom, 1972) or on which the patterns of scales did not make good
clinical sense were rejected. Although he noted this approach
required expertise with the MMPI, Gearing (1979), while reviewing
the literature of the use of the MMPI in prison settings, stated,
"This approach was the best one encountered by this author" (p.
940) .

As part of the classification process, each inmate's case-
worker filled out a series of standard Bureau of Prisons forms
recording the results of the medical, educational and psychologi-
cal evaluations, as well as salient aspects of the case and
criminal history. Copies of these BOP forms were made available
to the project. The variables recorded from these forms which
were used 1in the present project were:

1. Date of birth,

2. Date of entry (used to compute age upon entry),
3. Race,

4., State of residence,

5. Marital status,

6. Age at first arrest,

7. Number of prior adult convictions,

8. Commitment offense(s),

9. Highest school grade completed,

10. Drug dependency, and
11. Alcoholism.

The investigators also obtained copies of each offender's

Presentence Investigation Report (PSIs) that had been prepared by
the Federal Probation Officer. The uniform PSI outline adopted by
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Chapter 3: Rationale and Methodology

the Judicial Conference Committee on the Administration of the
Probation System on January 11, 1965, included fifteen headings
which the probation officer was supposed to follow in sequence:

1. Offense, official version,

2. Offense, defendant's version,

3. Prior record,

4. Family history,

5. Marital history,

6. Home and neighborhood,

7. Education,

8. Religion,

9. Interests and leisure-time activities,

10. Health,

11. Employment,

12. Military service,

13. Financial condition,

14. Evaluative summary and

15. Recommendation.

From this outline, and from a preliminary study of a number
of PSIs, Megargee and his associates devised a series of scales
to quantify the PSI data (Megargee and Hokanson, 1975). Each PSI
was rated independently by two trained raters. At the outset the
three individuals doing ratings all rated the same PSIs, discuss-
ing any discrepancies, until they had achieved what they felt was
a satisfactory degree of inter-rater reliability. Raters who
were subsequently appointed were trained by raters already on the
job, re-rating already coded PSIs until their ratings agreed with
those of the more experienced individuals. Over 150 discrete
items were coded from the PSIs.

Next, the ratings of the two independent raters were com-
bined to increase the reliability. Frequency distributions were
calculated on all the items. Finally, global scales assessing

broad dimensions were constructed from weighted combinations of
these discrete items based on their manifest content and frequen-
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cy of occurrence. A list of these overall PSI scales can be
found in Table 3-4.

In the third week, an hour-long structured interview was
administered to each inmate by his team psychologist. The inter-
view was designed to compliment rather than duplicate the case
history information obtained from the PSI. Since the PSIs focused
on the "facts," such as the schools attended or jobs held, the
intake interview dealt more with behavior and incidents in these
settings and attitudes towards other people such as teachers or
employers. It inquired in a systematic fashion about the nature
and characteristics of the developmental family and the child's
development, focusing especially on parent-child interactions and
child-rearing practices. It then went on to inguire about the
inmate's own marriage, if relevant. The interview then turned to
the inmate's educational history and attitudes, his work history
and attitudes, and his attitudes toward sex. If the man had been
in the armed forces, information was obtained regarding military
service and attitudes. Next, the inmate's self-reported use of
alcohol and other substances was ascertained. The interview was
concluded by obtaining data on religious preferences and prac-
tices, the self-reported nature of juvenile and adult offense
records, the nature of any problems or difficulties during any
previous confinements and any special concerns or worries the
newly admitted inmate had regarding his stay at FCI.

Since the interview was administered by his team psycholo-
gist, the inmate knew that the results would influence his c¢las-
sification and assignments to work and educational programs. No
doubt this set influenced the content of the interview to some
extent. However, this attitude is the same that would be opera-
tive in any classification interview, so the results obtained
should be directly generalizable to applied settings.

The intake interviews were tape recorded and scored on
approximately 250 discrete items, typically five-point scales, by
two independent raters. (The actual items to be scored and the
point values of various options were printed on the interview
schedules to facilitate the interviewers in obtaining the infor-
mation needed by the raters to score each item.) The raters were
trained on a series of practice tapes until they attained a
sufficiently high degree of reliability. A criterion rater
monitored the independent ratings; when noteworthy discrepancies
appeared, she listened to the tape and did a criterion rating.

After all the interviews had been independently rated, the
two sets of ratings were combined. Frequency distributions were
computed on the combined ratings and global scales were con-
structed assessing various characteristics of the developmental
family, educational and vocational adjustment, interpersonal
relations, overall adjustment and patterns of criminal behavior.
This was done by differentially weighting different items and
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combining them on the basis of their distributions and manifest
content. A list of these global scales appears in Table 3-5.

Four scales were derived by Nuehring (1976) that were based
on the information contained in both the PSI and the Intake
Interview. They are listed in Table 3-6.

After each interview, the psychologists recorded their
clinical impressions of the inmates by filling out a Gough-Heil-
brun Adjective Checklist and performing an evaluative Q-sort.
Nine scales were later constructed based on the psychologist's
Q-sorts. (See Table 3-7.)

At the end of the fourth week, each inmate was assigned to a
dormitory on a space-available basis and the program of educa-
tional or vocational training prescribed by his classification
team was instituted.

From the beginning of the study until July, 1974, data were
systematically collected regarding the institutional adjustment
and achievement of every member of the research cohort. These
data included such measures as disciplinary infractions, time
spent in- disciplinary segregation, reports to sick call and
monthly grades in all academic and vocational courses. In addi-
tion, every dormitory officer and every work supervisor filled
out sets of scales assessing each subject's interpersonal adjust-
ment and work performance at ninety-day intervals.

Immediately prior to release, as many subjects as possible
were reinterviewed and retested on the MMPI, CPI, Values ques-
tionnaire and Adjective Checklist. The purpose of this reassess-
ment was to obtain data for the predictions of post-release
adjustment, to assess the impact of the institution and to obtain
a consumer's opinion regarding the value of various institutional
procedures and programs.
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Table 3-1: Characteristics of the follow-up somple compared with the total cohort

Follow-up sample Missing cases Total cohort
Variable Mean SD N [Mean SD N [Mean SD N
Entry age 22.3 2.3 947 220 2.3 398 22.2 2.35 1345
Prior arrests 8.0 8.4 947 57 53 398! 7.4 7.8 1024
Days served 523.8 375. 947) 420 318. 398 493. 362. 1345
Beta I1Q 100.6 14.4 744[101.0 13.7 312] 100. 14.2 1056
Highest Grade 97 22 769]10.1 2.2 300 9.8 2.2 1069

Table 3-2: Race and marital status of the follow-up sample

Follow-up Missing Total
sample cases cohort
Race N % N % N %
White 609 64.3% 247 62.1% B56 63.69
Black 329 34.7% 146 36.7% 475 35.3%
Other 9 1.0% 5 1.3% 14 1.0%
Total 947 398 1345
Follow-up Missing Total
Marital sample cases cohort
Status N % N % N %
Single 595 62.8% 269 67.6% 864 64.2%
Married 188 19.9% 90 22.6% 278 20.7%
Se sarated/ 122 12.9%9 31 7.8% 153 11.4%
Divorced
Widower 35 3.7% 6 1.5% 41 3.0%
Unknown 7 07% 2 05% 9 07%
Total 947 398 1345
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Table 3=3: Number of violent offenders in the follow—up sample

Number of Violent offenders Nonviolent
Arrests for Types of violence Offenders
W)lent offenses Angry  |Instrumental Potential Total
None 0 0 0 0 343
One 113 66 61 240 0
Two or more 311 51 12 384 0
Total 424 127 73 624 343
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Table 3-4:

. Presentence Investigation Report Scales

Familial and Developmental Measures:
Family Incohesiveness
Adequacy of Childhood Dwelling

Social Deviance Measures (Family):
Social Deviance of Family |
Social Deviance of Father
_Social Deviance of Mother
Social Deviance of Siblings

Educational and Vocational Adijustment Scales:

School Problems
Employment Problems
Achievement Motivation

Interpersonal Relations Measures:

Problems in Interpersonal Relations
Authority Conflicts

Adjustment Measures:

Childhood and Adolescent Maladjustment
and Deviance

Adult Maladjustment and Deviance

Poor Physical Health
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Table 3-4: Presentence Investigation Report Scales
Page 2

Criminal Behavior Problenms:
Juvenile Conviction Record
Adult Arrest and Conviction Record
Violence of Offense
Group Influence on Illegal Behavior

Prior Prison Adjustment

26




Chapter 3: Rationale and Methodology

Table 3-5:

Intake Interview Scales

Familial and Developmental Measures:
Famil§ Incohesiviness
Parental Nurturance
Adequacy of Parental Discipline
Social Deviance Measures (Familv):
Social Deviance of Father
'Social Deviance of Mother

Educational and Vocational Adjustment Measures:

School Problems
Employment Problems
Problems in Military Service
Achievement Motivation
Interpersonal Relations Measures:
Interpersonal Difficulties with Peers
Problems in Race Relations
Authority Conflicts
Marital Instability
Criminal Behavior Patterns Scales:
| Prior Criminal Record
Propensity to Violence
Drug and Alcohol Usage
Prior Prison Adjustment

Attitudes Toward Criminal Justice System
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Table 3-6:
Scales Based on Both the Intake Interview
and the Presentence Investigation Report

(Nuehring, 1976)

Father as a (Negative) Role Model
Soclioeconomic Status of Family
Social Marginality

Parent-child Tension
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Scales Based on the Psychologists:' Q-Sorts

Table 3-7:

Aggression

Hostility Avoidance

Authority Conflict
Sociability

Social Withdrawal
Social/Emotional Constriction
Passivity

Dominance

Adaption to the Environment
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Part II: Comparisons of the Groups on Selected Variables

General hypotheses regarding the nature of criminal violence
and the characteristics of violent individuals were drawn from
the literature and the theoretical framework presented in Chapter
2. From these general hypotheses, specific hypotheses that could
be tested using the available data set were formulated.

In this section, we shall present the results of these
studies. Chapter 4 starts this section with demographic and
descriptive data on the various violent and nonviolent samples
and subsamples. In Chapter 5 the characteristics of the groups'
developmental families will be presented and contrasted, while
Chapter 6 focuses on their socialization and culturally acquired
value systems.

In Chapter 7, physical factors such as health, health-relat-
ed practices such as substance abuse, and autonomic reactivity
are presented. Chapter 8 deals with mental health as assessed by
psychiatric history and personality assessment devices. Chapter 9
focuses on cognitive functioning as indicated by educational
history and measures of intellectual functioning. This is fol-
lowed by Chapter 10, which investigates the degree to which
vocational attitudes and adjustment differ among the groups.
Chapter 11 focuses on social skills and interpersonal relations
as assessed by personality assessment devices and the observa-
tions of staff members. Chapter 12 continues this theme, with
particular attention to aggressive behavior and attitudes.

For each set of variables, three analyses were performed.
The first compared the Nonviolent Offenders, who had never been
charged with any sort of violent crime, with all the Violent
Offenders; in these analyses, the Violent sample included the
Potentially Violent, the Angry, and the Instrumentally Violent
offenders. It also included both those who had been charged with
but a single violent offense as well as those who had two or more
charges.

The second analysis compared the "Angry" with the "Instru-
mentally Violent" subgroups. No Nonviolent or Potentially Vielent
subjects were included in these comparisons which were designed
to determine if violent offenders differ as a function of appar-
ent motivation. ’

The third analysis compared the "One Off" or "Single Vio-
lent" Offenders, who had only one charge for a violent crime with
the "Repetitively Violent" Offenders who had two or more such
charges. The rationale for this comparison was that while a
single violent crime may occur by chance, by accident or in
response to extraordinary circumstances, two or mcre such of-
fenses may indicate a pattern of violent behavior that is more
closely related to personality factors.
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Chapter 4:
Demographic Characteristics of the Samples

At the time the initial data for this study were collected,
the Federal Correctional Institution at Tallahassee was one of
about 45 institutions in the overall Federal Prison System. Those
men chosen for Tallahassee were all "youthful offenders" (actual-
ly young adults) who, it appeared, needed the extensive program-
ming and the medium security level that Tallahassee provided.
Many, in fact, were sentenced to indeterminate zero to six year
("zip-six") sentences under the Youth Corrections Act. Given
these selective factors, the demographic composition of the
population was rather homogeneous, limiting the room for varia-
tion among our samples.

Age. As noted in Chapter 3, the overall mean age of the fol-
low-up samples at the time they entered the FCI was 22.3 with a
standard deviation of 2.3 years. As can be seen in Table 4-1, the
ages of the Nonviolent, Potentially Violent, Angry Violent and
Instrumentally Violent samples closely approximated this overall
average. Their mean ages ranged from 22.14 to 22.45 and the
standard deviations from 2.07 to 2.38 years. This table also
presents a detailed breakdown of age by type and number of of-
fenses.

Marital status on entry. There was slightly more variakili-
ty among the groups in marital status on entry, but none of the
differences approached statistical significance. Of the 804
follow-up subjects whose marital status was recorded, 445 (55.3%)
were single; the proportions in the four subgroups ranged from
49.1% to 59.6%. In the total follow-up sample, 199 (24.6%) were
married or in stable live-in relationships, with the proportions .
ranging from 23.7% to 30.9% for the four samples; 125 (15.5%)
were separated or divorced, with the proportions ranging from
13.1% to 18.0%. Finally, 35 men, 4.4% of the follow-up sample,
were widowers, with the proportions ranging from 3.5% to 6.3%.
(See Table 4-2). An overall 4 by 4 Chi Square was conducted on
the data in Table 4-2; a Chi Square of 9.59 was obtained which,
with nine degrees of freedom was not significant.

A more detailed breakdown of marital status as a function of
the number and types of offenses is presented in Table 4-3.

Race. In the early 1970s, when the demographic data were
collected, the Bureau of Prisons classified each individual's
race as "White," "Black," "Red," and "Other." The primary crite-
rion was how the individual classified his own racial identity.

" There was no separate category for Hispanic people.
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Over 99% of the inmates in our sample classified themselves
as White (65.2%) or Black (34.0%). Only seven men (0.7%) stated
they were Native Americans and one (0.1%) indicated he was
"Other." Because of the small cell entries in the latter two
‘categories, a 4 by 2 Chi Square analysis was conducted on the
relative proportions of "Whites" and "Nonwhites (Other)" in the
four samples. Highly significant differences were obtained (Chi
Square = 64.34, df = 2, p. < .001). (See Table 4-4.) While the
Potentially Violent subjects almost exactly matched the propor-
tions of the races in the institution as a whole, Whites were
over-represented in the Nonviolent sample (81.2%) while Nonwhites
were over-represented among the Angry (44.3%) and Instrumental
(46.9%) Violent offenders. A more detailed breakdown of race and
ethnicity by number and types of offenses can be found in Table
4-5,

Why should Nonwhites be over-represented among the violent
offenders? One explanation is that minorities in America experi-
ence more frustration, which, according to Dollard et al. (1939)
should engender increased instigation to aggression. Another
explanation is offered by Differential Opportunity Theory (Merton
1938, 1959); if discrimination blocks their legitimate aspira-
tions, they may have to resort to vioclence, as in robberies, to
obtain their share of the available goods.

The frustration/aggression argument would suggest an over-
representation of Blacks in the Angry Violent group, whereas the
Differential Opportunity theory would suggest an excess in the
Instrumental Violence category. In point of fact, both these sub-
samples had almost the same proportion of Nonwhites, so the
evidence is equally in favor of both these explanations. Nor can
we overlook the possibility that the home and neighborhood envi-
ronments in which many of these subjects grew up did not favor
the development of traditional social values, specifically inhi-
bitions against aggression; instead aggressive habits might have
been fostered. Cultural influences will be examined in Chapter
Six.

As we proceed to analyze familial, cultural and other
variables, we shall keep these hypotheses in mind. At the same
time, while we will be interested in exploring the reasons for
this over-representation of Blacks among the two violent groups,
we must not allow ourselves to regard criminal violence as a
"Black thing." In point of fact, the data also show that the
majority of the violent subjects were White.

Prior offenses. From the standard Bureau of Prisons forms
described in Chapter 3, the number of prior adult convictions for
each inmate was recorded. These data are reported in Table 4-6.
Overall 461 of these youthful offenders (56.84%) had no priors
and 350 (43.16%) had one or more. The relatively large number of
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first offenders is consistent with the youth of the sample and
the fact that these young men had been sent to a correctional
institution that had extensive educational and treatment re-
sources. Older, more hardened repeat offenders would have re-
ceived a lower priority for programming under the "RAPS" system
then in place which considered a subjective Rating, age level,
number of prior commitments and the length of sentence imposed.

The proportion of first offenders ranged from 52.81% in the
"Angry Violent" group to 61.46% in the Nonviolent group. The dif-
ferences in the proportions of first offenders and recidivists in
the four groups were not statistically significant (Chi square =
5.18, df = 3, p = 0.16).

e e . e R e

offense was also recorded. In the case of multiple charges, the
primary or most serious offense was chosen. Since this was a
federal correctional institution, all of the offenses naturally
involved violation of federal statutes. These differ from state
statutes in that they are focused more on crimes having an inter-
state component. Thus, stealing a car is a state offense, driving
it across a state line is a federal offense. Indeed, violation of
the National Motor Vehicle Transportation (Dyer) Act was the
modal offense in this cohort.

An exception to this general rule is an offense occurring on
a federal or government reservation. Thus, while rape or assault
are typically crimes prosecuted by state authorities and punished
by imprisonment in state facilities, any offenses occurring on
U.S. Government property, such as the District of Columbia,
military bases, and national parks, are federal offenses. Be-
cause of this difference, some criminologists are skeptical about
the generality of studies such as the present one which involves
federal prisoners. However, in our previous study on career
criminality, we discovered that, in the present cohort, those men
who committed other offenses in addition to their commitment
offense typically had state as well as federal charges.

Surveying the range of commitment offenses, they appeared to
fall into seven broad categories:

1. Larceny, which included burglary, robbery, and
embezzlement;

2. Fraud, which included misrepresentation and counter-
feiting;

3. Interstate transportation of stolen or illegal
property other than drugs, which in 93% of the cases involved a
stolen automobile;

4. Possession of contraband other than drugs such as
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illegal firearms or stolen property:

5. Federal crimes against persons such as kidnaping or
violent crimes on government property:

6. Violation of federal drug or liquor laws; and

7. Other offenses, such as violation of the Selective
Service Act.

The overall number of subjects in the follow-up samples
falling into these categories is reported in Table 4-7. Table 4-8
provides a detailed breakdown of prior commitments, arrests and
convictions, including the number before and after age 18. Since
the classification of our subjects into nonviolent and violent
subsamples was based on the entire criminal record, including the
commitment offenses, it is not surprising that the groups dif-
fered significantly (Chi square = 113.67; df = 18; p < .001)
since in some cases' it was the commitment offense that determined
the classification.

Examining the actual Chi square computations (which are not
included in Table 4-~7), it was evident that the major differences
among the groups occurred in the Larceny, Contraband and
Drugs/Liquor categories. The Nonviolent sample had a much higher
proportion of offenders convicted for violating federal drug and
ligquor laws. In 1970-1972, when these data were collected, this
typically involved importation, possession or transportation of
illicit drugs or untaxed alcohol. The Nonviolent sample was less
likely than the others to be involved in larceny and possession
of contraband other than drugs or alcohol.

The Potentially Violent group distinguished itself by having
many more offenders committed for possession of other forms of
contraband. This is not surprising since this offense category
could include illegal weapons and explosives, charges that would
cause an offender to be categorized as potentially violent in the
present study, if he had never been charged with actual violence.

The Angry Violent subjects did not differ greatly from the
overall norms for any of the offenses, but the Instrumentally
Violent differed substantially. They were more than twice as
likely as the other groups to be committed for larceny; since
this category included robbery, and bank robbery is a federal
offense, this difference too may be an artifact. The Instrumental
group was much less likely than the others to be involved in
drugs or alcohol offenses.

Table 4-7 also shows that only 15 men in the total sample
had been initially committed for crimes against persons; of these
12 were in the Angry Violent group. None, of course, were in the
Nonviolent group.
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First and second offenses. The nature of the first and
second offense recorded was also copied from the prison files.
These data are presented in Table 4-8. Similar data are presented
for the second recorded offenses in Table 4-9. The most notewor-
thy finding is that 80% of the Angry Violent subgroup's first
offenses were crimes against persons. However, once again these
data are confounded since some of these offenses no doubt deter-
mined their classification.

Summary. The demographic data showed the research cohort
consisted of young adult males, most of whom were single and sen-
tenced for their first adult conviction. The four subsamples did
not differ significantly in age, marital status, and prior re-
cord. The groups did differ significantly in the offenses for
which they had been committed to FCI. Since the commitment of-
fenses were used to classify the subjects, these data are, of
course, confounded. There were, however, truly significant
differences in the racial composition of the samples, the Nonvio-

lent sample having a higher proportion of white subjects than any
of the violent groups.
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Violence

Table 4-1:

Demographic Characteristics of Violence Variables:

Age at Entry and Year of Birth

Variables Mean

Tvype of Violent Offender

nonviolent 22.27
potential 22.25
instrumental 22.14
angry 22.45
Violent Convictions

none 22.36
one ' 22.22
two or more 22.37
Violent Charges

none 22.25
one 22.26
two or more 22.46

Viclent Convictions Overall

none 22.39
one 22.16
two or more 22.35

Violent Charges Overall

none 22.25
one 22.28
two or more 22.41

Angry Violent Convictions

none 22.36
one 22.13
two or more 22.42

Angry Violent Charges

none 22.22
one 22.45
two or more 22.43
Instrumentally Violent Convictions
none 22.32
one 22.40
two or more 22.02

36

Age at Entry
S.D.

2.38
2.07
2.15
2.29

2.30
2.21
2.42

2.32
2.19
2.33

2.30
2.23
2.33

2.37
2.27
2.22

2.27
2.36
2.38

2.28
2.34
2.22

2.29
2.31
2'18

48.46
48.57
48.64
48.22

48.36
48.43
48.56

48.50
48.47
48.20

48.34
48.54
48.41

48.49
48.52
48.24

48.38
48.56
48.30

48.54
48.25
48.18

48.37
48.39
48,97

Year of Birth
Mean

S.D.

2.28
1.92
2.26
2.28

2.23
2.24
2.38

2.20
2.20
2.35

2.25
2.26
2.24

2.26
2.27
2.22

2.24
2.23
2.47

2.22
2.27
2.31

2.23
2.31
2.37
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Table 4-1: Demographic Characteristics of Violence Variables

Age at Entry and Year of Birth

Page 2
Violence - Age at Entry
Variables Mean S.D.

# Instrumentally Violent Charges

none 22.27 2.27
one 22.56 2.38
two ©Or more 22.15 2.18
# Potentially Violent Convictions
none 22.32 2.31
one 22.34 2.13
two or more 21.92 2.30
# Potentially Violent Charges _
none 22.33 2.34
one 22.23 2.18
two or more 22.48 2.07
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Year of Birth

Mean

48.42
48.32
48.47

48.41
48.43
48.81

48.41
48.41
48.30

S.D.

2.21
2.31
2.41

2.28
2.16
2.28

2.32
2.07
1.92




Chapter S5:

Familial and Social Factors and

Viclent Criminal Behavior

Background and Rationale

The family is, without doubt, the most powerful environmen-
tal influence on the child's socialization and values. A family
that abuses or neglects the child or which provides the child
with negative role models can foster later violence in several
ways according to our theoretical framework. Deprivation, neglect
and abuse are frustrating in the extreme, and it will be recalled
that the Yale group (Dollard et al, 1939) postulated that frus-
tration is the cause of (angry) instigation. Parents that trans-
mit deviant values or fail to foster the usual middle-class
taboos against engaging in physical aggression can produce chil-
dren who grow up with insufficient inhibitions against aggressive
behavior. Parents who are themselves violent not only lower the
child's inhibitions, but alsoc can increase vicariously aggressive
habit strength through social modeling (Bandura, Ross, & Ross,
1961). Thus, for a number of sound theoretical reasons we would
predict that violent inmates would come from more deviant fami-
lies than nonviclent inmates.

Bandura and Walters (1959) investigated the factors, famili-
al and otherwise, that differentiated violent delinquents from
nonviolent nondelinquent adolescents. As might be expected, many
of their findings were similar to those of studies that have
compared delingquents with nondelinquents, so the differences they
noted cannot be viewed as being specific to violence per se.
McCord, McCord and Howard (1961) controlled for delinquency by
studying the factors associated with differences in aggressive-
ness among nondelinquent children. This study, too, suggested
links between parental behavior such as conflicts, dissatisfac-
tions, and lack of affection with aggressive behavior on the part
of the children.

Method

Data regarding familial factors were drawn from four
sources: the MMPI administered on intake (scored for Wiggins'
Family Problems scale), Itkin's (1952) self report scales on
Attitudes Toward Father and Attitudes Toward Mother, the intake
interview and the Presentence Investigation Report. Five scales
derived from the Presentence Investigation were used: Family
Incohesivenesss, Social Deviance of the Mother, Social Deviance
of the Father, Social Deviance of the Siblings, Social Deviance
of the Overall Family and Physical Adequacy of the Childhood
Dwelling.

51



.Chapter 5: Familial Factors

Six global scales based on the Structured Interview were
examined. Five dealt with the developmental family in which the
inmate was raised: Past Family Incohesivenesss, Parental Nurtur-
ance, Adequacy of Parental Discipline, Father as a Socializing
Influence, and Mother as a Socializing Influence. The sixth
scale, Marital Instability, referred to the inmate's own mar-
riage. Since, as already noted, most subjects were not yet mar-
ried at the time they entered FCI, there were considerably lower
sample sizes in the analyses dealing with the Marital Instability
Scale.

Finally, four scales constructed by Nuehring (1976) were
used: Parent-Child Tension, Father as a (Negative) Role Model,
Socioeconomic Status, and Social Marginality. These scales were
based on both the PSI and the Intake Interview and were devised
to test certain theoretical predictions about the characteristics
of certain offense groups. The scale Father as a Role Model
attempted to assess both the father's availability and the quali-
ty of the father-son interactions; the higher the score, the less
available the father was and the poorer the model he provided
when he was around.

Three sets of analyses were performed on these data. The
first compared all the Violent inmates with the Nonviolent sub-
jects. The next two sets tested for differences among the violent
subjects; the first compared the Angry with the Instrumentally
Violent offenders and the second contrasted those men with but a
single violent offense with those who had two or more arrests for
violent crimes. :

Violent vs. Nonviolent Offenders

The first analysis compared the Nonviolent Offenders with
all the Violent Offenders, that is the Potentially Viclent, the
Angry Violent and the Instrumentally Violent Offenders. This can
be found in Table 5.1 at the end of this chapter. No significant
difference was found on the MMPI Family Problems scale. On the
Itkin scales, Violent Offenders reported significantly more fa-
vorable attitudes toward their mothers (t= =-2.31, p = .021, two
tail). They also tended to report more favorable attitudes toward
their fathers as well (t= -~1.61, p = .098, two tail). One wonders
how many of their violent offenses were precipitated by some
antagonist insulting their mother.

Turning to the Intake Interview, none of the scales on child
rearing or family cohesiveness showed any significant differences
between the Violent and the Nonviolent Offenders. The scale of
Overall Social Deviance of the Family did attain significance (t=
-2.80, p = .,005, two tail), with the Violent Offenders coming
from the more socially deviant families. The analyses of the
subscales regarding the social deviance of various family members
showed the Violent Offenders' siblings to be more deviant than
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the Nonviolent Offenders' (t= -2.80, p = .005, two tail), but no
significant differences were obtained for either the Mother's or
Father's social deviance.

Highly significant differences between the Violent and
Nonviolent Offenders were obtained on the PSI scales for Sociocec-
onomic Status (t= 3.39, p = .001, two tail) and Physical Adequa-
cy of the Childhood Dwelling (t= 3.65, p = .000, two tail). In
both cases, it was the Nonviolent Offenders who had the higher
scores, indicating higher SES and more adequate living condi-
tions. Finally, on the scale for Social Marginality, the Violent
Offenders obtained significantly higher scores (t= =-3.76, p
= ,000, two tail).

These comparisons of the family backgrounds of the Violent
and Nonviolent Offenders indicated that there were no discernible
differences in the childrearing and nurturance, but that the
Violent Offenders came from more deviant and marginal families,
and were more likely than the Nonviolent Offenders to come from
less adequate physical surroundings and from lower socioceconomic
circumstances than the Nonviolent Offenders. Further analyses are
needed to determine whether these differences are.associated with
differences in minority group status.

Angry vs. Instrumental Violent Offenders

Next, the differences between the Angry Violent and the
Instrumentally Violent subjects were tested to determine whether,
as one might expect, the Angry subgroups' families manifested
more problems than those of the Instrumental subgroup (Wilson &
Herrnstein, 1985).

Method. In these analyses, the same set of dependent varia-
bles was used as in the comparison of the Violent with the Nonvi-
olent Offenders. However, the Nonviolent and the Potentially
Violent subjects were excluded, leaving only the Angry and In-
strumentally Violent subjects.

Results. The results of these comparisons can be found in
Table 5-2. The results were quite clear cut: ncne of the compari-
sons was significant. Whatever differences there are between
Angry and Instrumentally Violent Offenders, they are clearly not
to be found in their upbringing or developmental families, inso-
far as they can be assessed with the techniques used in the
current investigation.

Single vs. Repetitively Violent Offenders
Method. In the final set of analyses, those Violent Offend-
ers whose records showed they had been charged with a crime of

violence only one time in their careers were compared with those
who had two or more such charges. (Potentially Violent subjects
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were excluded from these analyses.) While a single violent of-
fense may be accidental, situationally determined or victim
precipitated, being charged with two or more violent offenses
suggests a possible pattern of violent behavior. Although two
tailed tests were used, it was anticipated that the Violent
Offenders with two or more charges would be assessed as more
deviant than those with but a single charge.

Results. The results of these analyses were consistent with
this expectation. The pattern of significant differences indicat-
ed that more negative factors were found among the Repetitively
Violent Offenders. Interestingly, the variables that discriminat-
ed the Repetitively Violent from the "One Off" Violent Offenders
differed from those that had distinguished the Violent from the
Nonviolent criminals.

Evidence from several sources converged in pointing to the
relation of the subjects with their father differing from the
single to the repetitively violent subjects. Significant differ-
ences were obtained on the Interview scale Father as a Socializ-
ing Influence (t = 3.46; p = .001, two tail) and on the Interview
and PSI scale Father as a Role Model (t = -3.08; p = .002, two
tail). Moreover, the Itkin the Scale for Attitude Toward the
Father closely approached significance (t= 1.89, p = .059, two
tail). These scales all indicated that the fathers had a more
positive and constructive influence on the "One Off" Offenders
than was the case with the Repetitively Violent subjects.

In addition, the Violent Offenders who had but a single
charge were significantly better than the Repetitively Violent
Offenders with respect to Parental Nurturance (t= 2.21, p
= .028, two tail). They reported significantly less Parent Child
Tension (t= =-2.92, p = .012, two tail), and significantly more
adequate Parental Discipline (t= 2.54, p = .012, two tail). They
came from families that were significantly higher in Sociceconom-
ic status (t= 3.95, p = .000, two tail), lived in better houses
(t= 3.12, p = .002, two tail), and were lower in Social Marginal-
ity (t= -3.52, p = .000, two tail).

Summary. The variables that differentiated the Nonviolent
from the Violent Offenders were those reflecting economic depri-
vation and social deviance and marginality of the developmental
family, but in addition to these measures, variables reflecting
the adequacy of childrearing differentiated the Single from the
Multiply Violent Offenders. No differences were found between
Angry and Instrumentally Violent Offenders.

The prediction of dangerous behavior is a notoriously diffi-
cult task. It is interesting that there appear to be more signif-
icant differences between the Single and the Multiply Violent
Offenders than between the Nonviolent and the Violent Offenders.
Most studies on the prediction of dangerous behavior contrast
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violent criminals with some contrast group such as nonviolent
criminals or normals; few have much success. It may be that
chance factors enter in to many isolated crimes of violence and
that more meaningful and reliable personality differences are to
be found between the Repetitively Violent Offenders and other
groups, including even Single or "One Off" Violent Offenders.

Further analyses need to be done to determine if these
differences are confounded with minority group membership. Since
stabler more nurturing homes with fair and consistent discipline
are more apt to produce better socialized adults, it will be
interesting to see if differences in socialization and accultura-
tion are also found among these groups. This question will be
investigated in the next chapter.

55




Chapter 5: Familial Factors
Table 5-1

Association of Violent Crime with Familial Factors
Violent vs. Nonviclent Offenders

Family Violent/ N Mean  S.D. t- Prob.
Variable Nonviolent value

MMPI Family Problems N 305 5.97 3.40 -.60 .549
A% 569 6.10 2.97

Itkin Parent Attitude: N 309 93.74 16.01 -2.31 .021

Mother VvV 524 96.15 13.59

Itkin Parent Attitude: N 295 86.03 19.94 -1.66 .098

Father v 501 88.29 17.68 .

Past Family N 279 16.89 6.13 -.57 .569

Incohesiveness-Interview Vv 477 17.15 5.93

Nurturance- Interview N 285 40.78 6.21 -.87 .384
A% 499 41.16 5.70

Parent-Child Tension N 270 28.00 5.55 -.24 .809

PSI and Interview Vv 476 28.09 5.21

Parent-Child Discipline- N 270 22.10 4.25 .20 844

Interview Vv 475 22.03 4.37

Father as Socializing N 283 26.90 6.20 1.03 .305

Influence - Interview A% 493 26.42 6.07

Father as Role Model- N 282 19.00 5.06 -.54 592

PSI and Interview vV 494 19.20 4.96

Mother as Socializing N 296 27.77 4.54 -.09 931

Influence-Interview Vv 526 27.80 4.42

Marital Instability- N 109 23.64 6.20 -1.34 181

Interview Vv 203 24.72 7.04

PSI Family N 282 19.49 6.33 -1.63 .103

Incohesiveness Vv 488 20.22 5.80

PSI Social Deviance of N 263 10.89 3.92 -1.72 0.87
A%

Family-Father 449 11.42 3.96
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. Table 5-1 (continued)

Association of Violent Crime with Familial Factors
Violent vs. Nonviolent Offenders

Family Violent/ N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Variable Nonviolent value

PSI Social Deviance of N 273 9.55 3.23 -1.19 236
Family-Mother Vv 466 9.83 3.10

PSI Social Deviance of N 211 2.74 1.44 -2.81 .005
Family-Siblings Vv 350 3.13 1.70

PSI Social Deviance of N 254 22.70 6.94 -2.80 .005
Family-Overall v 437 24.23 6.92

| Socioeconomic Status- N 196 21.17 5.61 3.39 .001
: PSI and Interview Vv 310 19.57 4.90

. a  Physical Adequacy of N 201 970 265 365  .000
@  Childhood Dwelling v 317 886  2.45

j Social Marginality- N 274 2353 545  -376  .000
PSI and Interview Vv 454 25.03 5.12
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Association of Violent Crime with Familial Factors

Table 5-2

Angry vs. Instrumentally Violent Offenders

58

Family Type of N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Variable Violence value

MMPI Family Problems A 394 5.97 2.83 =79 43
I 111 6.23 3.10

Itkin Parent Attitude: A 353 95.48 13.87 -1.73 .08
Mother I 112 97.89 12.52

Itkin Parent Attitude: A 337 87.87 17.90 -1.27 21
Father 1 107 90.18 15.88

Past Family A 320 17.11 5.89 -.33 14
Incohesiveness-Interview I 102 17.33 5.86

- Nurturance- Interview A 334 40.96 5.68 -1.15 .25
I 107 41.68 5.60

Parent-Child Tension A 332 28.24 5.18 Y b7
PSI and Interview I 107 27.91 5.60

Parent-Child Discipline- A 332 21.89 442 -1.36 17
Interview I 101 22.55 4.24

Father as Socializing A 331 26.08 6.14 -.92 .36
Influence - Interview I 105 26.70 6.10

Father as Role Model- A 331 19.37 5.03 .64 .52
PSI and Interview I 106 19.01 5.07

Mother as Socializing A 354 27.82 4.38 -.01 .99
Influence-Interview I 113 27.83 4.42

Marital Instability- A 138 24.59 7.29 -49 .62
Interview I 37 . 25.22 6.78

PSI Family A 324 20.37 5.82 1.23 22
Incohesiveness I 108 19.62 5.34

PSI Social Deviance of A 298 11.47 3.92 75 45
Family-Father I 99 11.13 3.94
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Table 5-2 (continued)

Association of Violent Crime with Familial Factors:

Angry vs. Instrumentally Violent Offenders

Family Type of N Mean  S.D. t- Prob.
Variable Violence value
PSI Social Deviance of A 311 9.78 3.14 -.60 .55
Family-Mother I 99 9.98 2.86
PSI Social Deviance of A 233 3.08 1.66 -.90 37
Family-Siblings I 76 3.29 1.78
PSI Social Deviance of A 291 24 .22 6.89 -.04 97
Family-Overall I 94 24.24 6.56
Socioeconomic Status- A 202 19.27 4.98 -1.63 11
PSI and Interview I 71 20.35 4.78
Physical Adequacy of A 205 8.80 2.48 -.79 43
Childhood Dwelling I 71 9.06 2.38
Social Marginality- A 302 25.10 5.06 41 .69
PSI and Interview I 102 24 .87 4.92
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Table 5-3
. Association of Violent Crime with Familial Factors
Offenders with one Violent Offense vs. Repetitively Violent Offenders
Family Number of N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Variable Violent value
Charges
MMPI Family Problems 1 220 6.06 3.26 -.28 781
2+ 348 6.13 2.78
Itkin Parent Attitude: 1 205 96.07 14.60 -.08 940
Mother 2+ 318 96.16 12.92
Itkin Parent Attitude: 1 194 90.13 17.65 1.89 .059
Father 2+ 306 87.06 17.62
Past Family 1 190 16.76 6.37 -1.20 232
Incohesiveness-Interview 2+ 286 17.43 5.61
Nurturance- Interview 1 199 41.83 5.67 2.21 .028
24 299 40.69 5.67
Parent-Child Tension 1 189  27.25 5.25 -2.92 .004
. PSI and Interview 2+ 286 28.66 5.13

Parent-Child Discipline- 1 187 22.65 4.45 2.54 .012
Interview 2+ 287 21.62 4.27
Father as Socializing 1 197 27.56 5.67 3.46 001
Influence - Interview 2+ 295 25.65 6.23
Father as Role Model- 1 197 18.37 4.80 -3.08  .002
PSI and Interview 2+ 295 19.76 4.99
Mo her as Socializing 1 205 27.96 4.59 .69 493
Influence-Interview 2+ 320 27.68 4.32
Marital Instability- _ 1 82 24.93 6.65 41 879
Interview 2+ 120.  24.50 7.31 ‘
PSI Family 1 189 19.57 5.85 -1.99 .047
Incohesiveness 2+ 298 20.64 5.74 :
PSI Social Deviance of 1 179 11.14 3.88 -1.26 .208
Family-Father 2+ 269 11.62 4.00
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Table 5-3 (continued)

' Association of Violent Crime with Familial Factors:
Offenders with one Violent Offense vs. Repetitively Violent Offenders

Family Numberof N Mean  S.D. t Prob.
Variable Violent " value
Charges

PSI Social Deviance of 1 182 9.65 3.32 -1.02 .308
Family-Mother 2+ 283 9.95 2.94

" PSI Social Deviance of 1 137 292 157 191  .057
Family-Siblings 2+ 212 3.27 1.76

PSI Social Deviance of 1 172 23.50 7.22 -1.82 .070
Family-Overall 2+ 264 24.73 6.69

Socioeconomic Status- 1 126 20.85 4.98 3.95 .000
PSI and Interview 2+ 183 18.66 4.65

Physical Adequacy of 1 122 8.39 2.25 3.12 002
Childhood Dwelling 2+ 194 8.52 2.52

. Social Marginality- 1 179 24.01 5.17 -3.52 .000

PSI and Interview 2+ 274 25.72 4.99 '
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Chapter 6:

Socialization and Cultural Values and Violence

Background and Rationale

By and large middle-class American society disapproves of
physical aggression and violence except under certain strictly
delimited circumstances, i.e. in self defense or against an eneny
in time of war. However, various authorities such as Wolfgang and
Ferracutti (1967) have noted that there are deviant subcultures
with different attitudes and mores regarding the expression of
physical violence. Megargee (1982) included a "group committed to
a violent lifestyle with supporting attitudes and values" as one
of the six types of violent criminals that recurred in his survey
of the literature on types of violent individuals. From this it
would follow that some violent criminals deviate from convention-
al middle class values, failing to develop the normal inhibitions
and prohibitions against physical aggression. The question is
whether their value structure differs from that of nonviolent
criminals, or if there are differences in socialization among
angry, instrumental and potentially violent criminals.

The familial data presented in the previous chapter. suggest-
ed that the differences among the Violent Offenders were less
likely to be associated with whether the offense was Angry or
Instrumental and more with whether the perpetrator had committed
only one or two or more violent offenses. Since the "One Off"
Violent subjects came from stabler and more nurturing homes with
more appropriate discipline, it may be that socialization and
cultural values may also be found to differentiate these sub-
groups.

Method

These notions were tested in two ways. To assess the of-
fenders' identification with conventional middle class values,
four scales from the California Psychological Inventory (CPI)
were used, Responsibility (Re), Socialization (So), Self Control
(Sc) and Communality (Cm). The CPI Re scale is supposed to iden-
tify people who are conscientious, reliable and dependable; it
indicates the degree to which values and controls are internal-
ized and understood. The So scale assesses the degree of social
maturity, integrity and rectitude an individual has attained; it
is considered by some to be "...one of the best-validated and
most powerful personality sales available..." (Megargee, 1972a,
p. 65). In many factor analyses of the CPI, it defines Factor 4
along with the Communality scale, which assesses the degree to
which the respondent holds conventional attitudes typical to
those held by the vast majority of the mostly middle class Ameri-
cans who made up the derivation samples for the CPI. Self Control
(S¢) indicates the degree to which the person tested is able to
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adhere to whatever values he espouses. People who are high on
this measure are able to regulate their behavior, while those who
are low are impulsive.

In addition to these CPI scales, one other measure was
chosen to assess acculturation, the Intake Interview scale for
Conservative Religious and Sexual Attitudes.

Results

Violent vs. Nonviolent offenders. The comparisons of the all
the Violent Offenders with the Nonviolent Offenders can be found
in Table 6.1 at the end of this chapter. None of the four CPI
scales examined differentiated the Violent from the Nonviolent
Offenders. In interpreting these data, it should be noted that
the ranges of these CPI scales were gquite restricted. As is
usually the case among criminal offenders, the various group
means were all well below average. None of the means equaled a T
score of 50 and most were below 40.

However, the Intake Interview scale of Conservative Reli-
gious and Sexual Attitudes showed the Nonvioclent Offenders es-
poused significantly more conservative values than their Violent
counterparts (t = 1.30; p = .01, two tail).

Angry vs. Instrumental Violent Offenders. When the violent
offenders were divided into Angry and Instrumental subgroups,
(Table 6-2), no significant differences were found. There was a
slight tendency for the Instrumentally Violent Offenders to be
somewhat higher on Responsibility than the Angry Violent Offend-
ers (t = ~1.86, p = .064, two tail).

Single vs. Repetitively Violent Offenders. When subjects
charged with only one violent offense were compared to subjects
with two or more charges, (Table 6-3) statistically significant
differences were obtained on the CPI scales for Responsibility
(t = 2.93, p = .003, two tail), Socialization (t = 2.08, p
= ,043, two tail), and Communality (t = 2.16, p = .031, two
tail), with the Repetitively Violent Offenders scoring in the
more deviant direction. Thus, as anticipated in Chapter 5, the
Repetitively V.iolent Offenders, who had less favorable childhood
histories, were¢ also assessed as being significantly lower on
scales assessing the degree to which they had incorporated and
lived according to conventional middle class values and stand-
ards.

Discussion. In terms of the theory of aggression guiding the
present studies, these findings suggest that, among these crimi-
nal offenders who were assessed as young adults, it was not
instigation to aggression, either Instrumental or Angry, that
differentiated those who would become the most violent. Instead,
the data thus far point to habit strength and inhibitions against
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aggression as the more important variables. The role of habit
strength is suggested by the finding that, as in the previous
chapter, the major differences are to be found between the Single
and the Repetitively Violent Offenders. The importance of differ-
ences in inhibitions is inferred from the differences found on
the CPI Responsibility, Socialization and Communality scales.

In the 1950s, the criminologist Walter Reckless and his
colleagues theorized that a positive self-concept would serve to
buffer young men from becoming delinquent. In a series of studies
of boys in high delinquency neighborhoods, Reckless and his asso-
ciates established that boys nominated by their teachers as being
likely to get into trouble differed from those nominated as being
unlikely to become delingquent on their measure of self concept.
Moreover, a follow-up four years later showed a dramatically
higher rate of delinquency in the former group. (Reckless, Dinitz
& Kay, 1957;Reckless, Dinitz & Murray, 1956; (Reckless, Dinitz &
Murray, 1957).

Reckless' studies are relevant to the present investigation
because it was the CPI Socialization scale that he used as his
measure of self-concept. Whatever it was that shielded his young
subjects from delinguency, it was measured by the So scale, the
same scale that differentiated the Single from the Repetitively
Violent Offenders in the present study. The author of the CPI,
Harrison Gough, regards So as assessing the degree to which
people have absorbed the values of their culture (Megargee,
1972a). If Gough is correct, then it would appear that in the
"algebra of aggression™ it is inhibitions against aggression,
i.e. values, that separate the Single from the Repetitively
Violent Offenders.

Summary. Summarizing the results with regard to cultural
values and conformity, overall the Violent Criminals as a group
did not differ from the Nonviolent Criminals. Nor did the violent
criminals who acted out due to anger differ from the instrumen-
tally violent offenders. However, the Repetitively Violent Of-
fenders were assessed as being significantly less socialized,
conforming and responsible than those offenders who were charged
with only a single violent offense.
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Table 6-1

Cultural Values and Violence:
Violent vs. Nonviolent Off'enders

Values/Variables Violent/ N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Nonviolent value

CPI Responsibility N 305 35.1 12.7 1.11 .28
v 521 31.9 12.0

CPI Socialization N 305 36.1 11.5 1.12 26
A% 521 33.8 10.8

CPI Self Control N 305 474 11.2 1.01 .88
A" 521 46.6 11.1

CPI Communality N 305 41.2 19.3 1.17 .13
Vv 521 38.5 20.8

Conservative Religious & N 370 15.7 4.1 1.30 .01

Sexual Attitudes A% 117 15.1 3.6
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Table 6-2
Cultural Values and Violence:
Angry vs. Instrumentally Violent Offenders
Values/Variables Type of N Mean  S.D. t- Prob.
Violence value

CPI Responsibility A 348 31.32 11.88 -1.86 .064
I 113 33.70 11.68

CPI Socialization A 348 33.64 10.51 -.29 773
I 113 33.97 11.03

CPI Self Control A 348 - 46.78 11.07 .28 782
I 113 46.45 11.20

CPI Communality A 348 3843 2041 .28 781
I 113 37.81 22.33

Conservative Religious & A 370 15.06 3.53 -.20 .842
Sexual Attitudes I 117 15.14 3.57
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" Table 6-3

Cultural Values and Violence:
Offenders with One Violent Offense vs.
Repetitively Violent Offenders

Values/Variables Number of N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
. Violent value
Charges

CPI Responsibility 1 208 33.72 12.95 2.93 .003
2+ 312 30.58 11.23 '

CPI Socialization 1 208 3499 1157 2.08  .043
2+ 312 32.97 10.30

CPI Self Control 1 208 46.79 11.23 34 731
2+ 312

CPI Communality 1 208 40.86 19.56 2.16 .031
2+ 312 36.85 21.51

Conservative Religious & 1 211 15407  3.69 1.38 .169

Sexual Attitudes 2+ 334 14.97 3.52
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Chapter 7:
Physical Factors Associated with Violent Criminal Behavior

Physical Health

Background __g rationale. Physical health is not only an
important variable in its own right, but also a proxy variable
that can reflect many other criminogenic influences such as lower
class status, early childhood deprivation, parental neglect and
the like. In order to test the applicability of the frustration-
aggression hypothesis (Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears,
1939) to homicide, Palmer (1960) made the assumption that poor
health is a frustrating circumstance that would lead to increased
instigation to aggression, i.e.anger and hostility. As he had
predicted, Palmer found that convicted murderers had histories
showing more health problems than their non-homicidal siblings.

On the other hand, severe physical disabilities could pre-
vent a person from carrying out an attack. Reinforcement theo-
rists would argue that young men who are larger, stronger and
generally more mesomorphic than their peers are more likely to
have been positively reinforced for aggressive behavior because
they are more likely to have been reinforced by successful ag-
gressive encounters as children. The first goal of the research
reported in this chapter was to explore the relationship between
physical health and criminal violence among the youthful offend-
ers in these samples.

Method. Several measures were used to test the Null hypothe-
sis that there is no difference in the physical health of the
Violent and Nonviclent Offenders. The first was the Presentence
Investigation Report scale "Poor Physical Health" which indicated
whether or not as youthful offenders the subjects had manifested
health problems of such severity that they came to the attention
of the investigating probation officer.

During the time they were incarcerated, the number of times
each inmate reported to Sick Call was recorded. The number of
visits to Sick Call during the first and second 90 days of their
confinement are the next two health variables used.

A third source of data was the MMPI. Two scales proved
respondents with an opportunity to report a variety of physical
symptoms and somatic complaints. One is Wiggins' (1966) Poor
Health content scale from the MMPI. High scorers on this scale
report a number of physical symptoms, most centering on the
gastrointestinal system. The other is the standard MMPI clinical
scale for Hypochondriasis (Hs). It consists of items which were
empirically found to discriminate people with excessive somatic

#» complaints from normals.
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Results. The comparison of the Violent and Nonviolent sub-
jects on these variables is reported in Table 7-1. As can be
seen, the differences were not significant. Only one of these
five variables approached significance, namely reports to Sick
Call for the second 90 days (t = -1.94, p = .053, two tail).
Given the failure of any of the other health variables to differ-
entiate between the Violent and the Nonviolent samples, it seemns
likely that this difference is due to chance.

The comparison of the Angry and the Instrumentally Violent
Offenders on these is present in Table 7-2. None of the differ-
ences remotely approached statistical significance.

The comparison of the Repetitively Violent Offenders with
those who had but a single violent charge is presented in Table
7-3. -The two MMPI scales, which are very similar, both showed
significant differences; on Wiggins Poor Health content scale (t
= =-2.00, p = .046, two tail) and the standard K-corrected Hypo-
chondriasis scale (t = -2.02, p = .044, two tail) the Repetitive-
ly Violent Offenders had the more deviant scores, with their T-
scores on Hs + .5K being about a standard deviation above the
norm (Mean T = 59.59). Consistent with this, there was also a
slight tendency for the Repetitively Violent Offenders to make
greater use of Sick Call in the first 90 days (t = -1.65, p
= ,099, two tail).

By and large these youthful offenders tended to be a healthy
lot, and it is unusual to find differences in health related
variables. The findings on the MMPI may simply be part of an
overall pattern of greater deviance among the Repetitively Vio-
lent Offenders. This aspect will be explored further in the
chapter dealing with mental health variables.

Drug and Alcohol Use

Background and rationale. Considerable concern has been
voiced in recent years whether .the use of illicit drugs and/or
alcohol is associated with violent criminal behavior, either
directly via psychophysiological effects or indirectly by moti-
vating instrumental violence aimed at securing drugs.

Alcohol has long been associated with violent crime. In the
"algebra of aggression," alcohol is regarded as a factor that
operates to promote aggressive acting out by lowering inhibitions
against aggression. This may or may not be due to its physiologi-
cal effects in the brain. Lang and his colleagues have noted that
in our culture people who drink expect to have their inhibitions
lowered and are more prone to behave aggressively even if they
have unknowingly been administered a placebo instead of alcochol
(Lang, Goeckner, Adesso & Marlett, 1975; Lang & Michalec, in
press). Whatever the specific mechanism, it would appear that any
aggressive behavior that is associated with alcohol use would
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stem from decreased inhibitions.

The relation of drugs to violent behavior is more complicat-
ed. First, different drugs have different effects:; some act as
stimulants, others as depressant while still others are hallucin-
ogenic to name only a few of the pharmacological effects. Many
induce dependency, and addicted individuals suffering from with-
drawal may commit instrumental offenses such as larceny to secure
funds with which to purchase drugs.

Method. There were two primary sources of information re-
garding drug and alcohol use. The first was the Intake Interview
administered to each inmate as part of the research project. The
second was the report of the physical examination administered on
intake. It is likely that this, too, was largely based on self
reports.

In the Intake Interview, the psychologists recorded in
detail the nature and extent of the inmate's self-reported drug
and alcochol usage. In the course of this interview, the inmate
was asked how often, if ever he had used each of 10 different
substances (alcohol, marijuana, LSD, psilosybin, barbiturates,
amphetamines, cocaine, opiates, and inhalants). Frequency of use
was recorded as: "Never," "1-2 times," "Sometimes," or "Often"
by two different raters, and their individual ratings were com-
bined to create scales with a possible range from 0 to 6.

This information was used to create two measures of drug
and alcohol use. The first was a global scale of self reported
drug and alcohol use in which these items were weighted according
to overall frequency and the degree of deviance represented by
each drug. Thus, frequent use of heroin received a higher rating
the frequent use of marijuana. The more different substances the
inmate reported using substances, and the more often he indicated
he used them, the higher his score on this scale of self-reported
"Drug and Alcohol Usage." The differences on this measure were
tested using t tests. ‘

The second scale was categorical. In conjunction with a
study of the validity of various MMPI drug and alcohol scales,

- Zager (1978; Zager & Megargee, 1981) used this interview informa-

tion to classify the subjects into the following mutually exclu-
sive groups:

0: Nonusers
1: Low alcohol
2: High alcohol

3. Low multiple drug use
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4: High multiple drug use
5: Low heroin use
6: High heroin use
7: Low drug use
8: HEigh drug use
The second major source of data was a standard Bureau of
Prisons form ("BP-8") filled out by the examining physician upon

the inmate's entry into the prison. Three variables on this form
addressed substance use or abuse as follows:

Drug Dependency:
1: Nonuser
2: Former user
3: Recent user
4: User {(Immediate past)
5: User (Not withdrawn)
Type of drug:
1: Marijuana
2: Narcotics
3: Hallucinogens
4: Barbiturates
5. Psycho-stimulants
6: Other
Alcoholism:
1: Non-significant use
2: Former excessive use
3: Binge use
4: Habitual excessive use

5: Other

71




Chapter 7: Physical Factors
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Like the Intake Interview data, these medical reports were
probably based primarily on the inmates' self-reports. Any dif-
ferences to be found should be regarded as differences in the
self-reported patterns of substance use among youthful offenders
differing with respect to the degree to which they have been
arrested for violent crimes, rather than as independently veri-
fiable histories of actual use. Similarly, failure to find
differences does not rule out the possibility that actual differ-
ences in alcohol or substance use may have been present.

Results. The results of the t tests on Zager's Intake
Interview Drug Use Scale are reported in Tables 7-1, 7-2, and 7-3
along with the data regarding the measures of physical health.
The comparisons of the Nonviolent with the Violent Offenders, of
the Angry with the Instrumentally Violent Offenders and of the
Repetitive with the Single Violent Offenders were all insignifi-
cant.

The data on the four categorical data appear in Table 7-4
through 7-7. Table 7-4 shows the data for the eight patterns of
alcohol and drug use delineated by Zager; the first part of this
table contrasts the Violent with the Nonviolent Offenders, the
next section compares the Angry with the Instrumentally Violent
Offenders and the last part compares the Single with the Repeti-
tively Violent Offenders. Table 7-5 displays the same comparisons
for the five categories of Drug Dependency derived from the BP-8
form, Table 7-6 provides this information for the variable "Type
of Drug Used" derived from the BP-8 and Table 7-7 displays the
information regarding patterns of alcohol use from the BP-8.

A number of Chi Square analyses were performed on these
data, comparing users with nonusers, heavy users with light users
and so on. No significant differences were found, and inspecting
the data, it is clear that there are no reliable discernible
differences in reported patterns of drug and alcohol use as a
function of the violence of the offense(s).

Summary. The data regarding physical health and reported
patterns of drug and alcohol use showed little association be-
tween these factors and the violence displayed by the various
groups. If physical illness is a frustration that makes people
angrier and hence more prone to violence, there is no evidence of
it among these youthful offenders. Nor is there any indication
that those who use alcohol or other drugs differ in their pat-
terns of offending from those who do not. The only noteworthy
findings in this section were that the Repetitively Violent
individuals reported more somatic symptoms on the MMPI than did
the "One Off" Violent Offenders; this may simply be part of a
pattern of greater deviance among the Repetitively Violent group
rather than an indication that physical illness contributes
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directly to violent tendencies.

Two factors must be kept in mind when evaluating these data.
The first is that the present population consisted of youthful
offenders who were basically in good health. The second is that
most of the indices are based on self reports and are thus indi-
cations of what the subjects are willing to say about their
health and their use of drugs and alcohol rather than measures of
their actual use of these substances.
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Table 7-1

Association of Violent Crime and Physical Health:

Violent vs. Nonviolent Offenders

" Physical Health Violent/ N  Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Variable Nonviolent value

PSI Poor physical health N 286 5.58 1.78 1.02 .84
A% 492 5.52 1.76

Sick calls N 346 1.81 - 3.27 -1.31 .19

first 90 days \Y% €25 2.11 3.35

Sick calls N 346 1.83 3.27 -1.94 .053

second 90 days A\ 625 2.21 3.74

MMPI: Poor health N 305 6.06 4.01 1.16 15
A% 569 6.36 4.30

MMPI: Hypochondriasis N 394 58.19  13.68 -17 .861
A% 111 59.70  13.62

Drug use- Interview N 308 17.25 6.90 1.06 .30
\Y% 539 17.70 6.70
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Association of Violent Crime and Physical Health:
Angry vs. Instrumental Violence

Factors

Table 7-2

Physical Health Type of N Mean  S.D. t- Prob.
Variable Violence value
PSI Poor physical health A 327 5.63 1.81 1.27 21

I 108 5.38 1.76

Sick calls A 424 2.21 3.55 17 .862
first 90 days I 128 2.15 3.23

Sick calls A 424 224 368  -98  .327
second 90 days I 128 2.62 4.21

MMPIL: Poor health A 394  6.46 4.38 .26 795
' I 111 6.34 4.36

MMPI: Hypochondriasis A 394 58.96 13.68 -17 .861
I 111 58.70  13.62

Drug use- Interview A 364 17.79 6.74 -.07 944
I 116 17.84 6.98

75




Chapter 7: Physical Factors

Table 7-3

Association of Violent Crime and Physical Health:

Offenders with One Violent Crime vs.
Repetitively Violent Offenders

Physical Health Number of N Mean  S.D. t- Prob.
Variable Violent value
Charges

PSI Poor physical health 1 191 5.48 1.50 -.40 .690
2+ 300 5.55 1.91

Sick calls 1 240 1.83 2.77 -1.65 .099
first 90 days 2+ 384 2.28 3.66

Sick calls 1 240 2.38 4,02 49 .622
second 90 days 2+ 384 2.23 3.54

MMPI: Poor health 1 220 5.90 4.13 -2.00 .045
2+ 348 6.65 441

MMPI: Hypochondriasis 1 220 57.25 12.71 -2.02 .044
2+ 348 59.59  13.87

Drug use- Interview 1 208 17.64 6.98 -.05 .962
2+ 330 17.67 6.48
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Table 7-4
‘ Zager Drug Alcohol Scale
Violent vs, Non Violent QOffenders
Non Low Risk  High Risk  Low Risk  High Risk
User Alcohol Alcohol Multiple Multiple
Drugs Drugs
N % N % N % N % N %
Non- 20 25 7 9.5 16 2.0 23 28 150 185
violent
Violent 35 43 123 152 51 6.3 33 41 282 3438
Totals 55 68 200 247 67 8.3 56 69 432 533
An vs. Instrumentally Violent Qffender
Non Low Risk  High Risk  Low Risk- High Risk
User Alcohol Alcohol Multiple Multiple
Drugs Drugs
N %o N % N % N % N %
Angry 19 4.0 81 17.2 40 8.5 21 45 195 415
Violent
‘ Instrument 13 28 30 64 7 15 6 13 58 123
ally Violent
Totals 2 6.8 111 236 47 100 27 57 253 53.8

Offenders with One Violent Offense vs. Repetitively Violent Offenders

Non Low Risk  High Risk  Low Risk = High Risk

User Alcohol Alcohol Multiple Multiple

Drugs Drugs

N % N % N % N % N %

One 10 19 57  10.9 18 3.4 13 25 103 197
Offense

Two+ 25 4.8 66 126 33 6.3 2 3.8 178 340
Offenses

Totals 8 67 123 235 51 98 33 63 281 537
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Table 7-5

Drug Dependency

Violent vs. Non Violent Offenders

Non Former Recent User- User-Not
User User User Immediate Withdrawn
Past

N % N % N % N % N %
Non- 241 27.7 49 5.6 17 2.0 2 2 1 Bl
violent
Violent 435 50.0 83 94 37 4.3 6 7 0 0
Totals 6716 717 131 15.1 5% 6.2 8 9 1 A

An vs. Instrumentallv Viglent Offender
Non Former Recent User- User-Not
User User User Immediate Withdrawn
Past
N % N % N % N % N %
Angry 203 58.6 57 114 27 54 6 1.2 0 0
Violent
Instrument % 18.8 17 3.4 6 1.2 0 0 0 0
ally Violent
Totals 387 774 74 14.8 33 6.6 6 1.2 0 0

Offenders with One Violent Offense vs. Repetitively Violent Offenders

Non Former  Recent User User- User-Not
User User Immediate Withdrawn
Past

N % N % N % N % N %

One 172 30.8 2 5.7 14 2.5 2 4 0 0
Offense

Two+ 263 47.0 49 8.8 23 4.1 4 7 0 0
Offenses

Totals 435 777 81 145 37 66 6 1.1 0 0
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Table 7-6
Type Of Drug
Violent vs, Non Violent Offenders

Marijuana Narcotics Hallucin- Barbitur- Psycho- Other
ogens ates Stimulants
N %o N % N % N % N % N %
Non- 14 7.1 23 117 2 102 4 2.0 9 4.6 0 0
violent
Violent 26 133 63 321 17 8.7 9 4.6 9 4.6 2 1.0
Totals 40 204 8 439 37 189 13 66 18 9.2 2 1.0
An vs, Instrumentally Violent QOffender
Marijuana Narcotics Hallucin- Barbitur- Psycho- Other
ogens ates Stimulants
N % N % N % N % N %o N %
Angry 18 1568 46 404 13 114 7 6.1 6 5.3 1 9
Violent
Instrument 5 44 12 105 3 2.6 1 9 2 1.8 0 0
‘ ally Violent ‘
Totals 23 202 58 509 16 140 8 7.0 8 7.0 1 9
Offenders with One Violent Offense vs. Repetitively Violent Offenders
Marijuana Narcotics Hallucin- Barbitur- Psycho- Other
ogens ates Stimulants
N % N % N % N %o N % N %
One 13 104 19 152 9 7.2 4 3.2 3 2.4 1 8
Offense
Two+ 12 96 4 352 8 64 5 40 6 48 1 .8
Offenses
Totals 2 200 63 504 17 136 9 7.2 9 7.2 2 1.6
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Table 7-7
Alcoholism
Violent vs, Non Violent Offenders
Non-Significant Former Binge Habitual
Use Excessive Use Use Excess
N % N % N % N %
Non- 301 34.6 8 .9 1 .1 1 1
violent
Violent 532 61.1 12 14 5 6 10 1.1
Totals 833 95.7 20 2.3 6 e 11 1.3
An vs, Instrumentally Violent Offender
Non-Significant Former Binge Habitual
Use Excessive Use Use Excess
N % N % N % N - %
Angry 365 73.1 9 1.8 3 .6 5 1.0
Violent
Instrument 108 21.6 3 .6 2 4 4 .8
ally Violent :
Totals 473 94.8 12 2.4 5 1.0 9 1.8

Offenders with One Violent Offense vs, Repetitively Violent Offenders

Non-Significant Former Binge Habitual
Use Excessive Use Use Excess
N % N % N % N %
One 209 37.5 5 .9 2 4 3 5

Offense

Two+ 322 57.7 7 1.3 3 5 7 13
Offenses

Totals 531 95.2 12 2.2 5 .9 10 1.8
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Background and Rationale

There is considerable disagreement regarding the relation-
ship, if any, between mental illness and criminal behavior,
especially violent crime. The typical research strategy has been
to cross-tabulate criminal and mental health records. Thus, an
investigator in a correctional institution may seek to determine
how many offenders have records of past mental illness, while a
researcher in a mental health -ietting may ingquire about the
incidence of criminal behavior among the patients.

There are a number of problems with such studies. Controls
are often lacking, and the operational definitions of mental
illness and criminal offense are sometimes questionable. In some
instances, it is the relative availability of beds in the psychi-
atric facility and the jail that determines whether certain forms
of deviant behavior are processed by the mental health cr crimi-
nal justice systems. In the case of violent crime, records-based
research often is limited to the instant or commitment offense,
although it is not uncommon for violent offenders to have arrests
and convictions for nonviclent offenses as well.

Although Collins and Schlenger (1983) reported that over the
course of their lifetime male felons have a higher rate of mental
disorder, Teplin's research suggests that this could be an arti-
fact of a greater tendency on the part of police to arrest men-
tally disordered individuals (Teplin, 1984) and Monahan and
Steadman (1983) argue that factors such as age, race and SES can
account for much of the apparent covariation.

Another approach is to use psychometric measures such as the
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) to assess the
adjustment of violent offenders. The advantage of standardized
personality tests is that they can assess deviance relative to
national norms. Research on the.MMPI has shown that Scales F, 4,
6, and 8 tend to be more elevated among criminals than they are
with noncriminals. The question is whether they reflect differ-
ences among criminal offenders who differ with respect to vio-
lence.

A third attack on this problem replicates research by Heil-
brun (1979) who discovered that he could differentiate violent
from nonviolent felons by jointly considering psychopathy and
intelligence; among Georgia State Prisoners, inmates who were
higher in psychopathy and lower in IQ had a disproportionately
high rate of commitment for violent crimes.

History of Maladijustment and Deviance

Method. The present study first investigated the association

81




Chapter 8: Mental Health and Adjustment

between mental health and violence by comparing Violent and
Nonviolent Offenders on two scales based on the Presentence
Investigation Report. The scale for Childhood and Adolescent
Maladjustment and Deviance included items reflecting such things
. as reports of psychological trauma over parental deaths or
divorces, educational and school behavior problems, and problems
in interpersonal relations and emotional adjustment in childhood
and adolescence recorded by the Probation Officer. The PSI Adult
Maladjustment and Deviance Scale included items relating to
drinking, drug use, adult emotional adjustment, sexual deviance,
employment problems, problems with interpersonal relations,
aggressiveness, authority conflicts and maladjustment in previous
imprisonments.

First, the Violent and Nonviolent Offenders were compared ocn
these scales. Then among the Violent Offenders, the Angry and the
Instrumentally Violent were compared; although as always two tail
tests were used, it seemed more likely that mental instability
would be more characteristics of the Angry than the Instrumental
subgroup. The third comparison was of the Single and the Repeti-
tively Violent Offenders; it was anticipated that the latter
group would exhibit more psychopathology than the former.

Results. The results of these three analyses are presented
in Table 8-1. There was a slight trend for the Violent Offenders
to be higher on Child Maladjustment and Deviance (t= -1.57, p =
0.117, two tail), and highly significant differences were ob-
tained on the scale for Adult Maladjustment and Deviance (t =
-5.35, p = .000, two tail).

The comparisons of the Angry with the Instrumentally Violent
Offenders showed no significant differences; there was a slight
trend for the Angry Violent to be somewhat higher than the In-
strumentally Violent (t = -1.44, p = .15, two tail).

When the Repetitively Violent Offenders were compared with
the One Violent Offense group, the former group was found to be
significantly higher on both the scale for Child Maladjustment
and Deviance (t= -2.84, p = .004, two tail) and on the scale for
Adult Maladjustment and Deviance (t = -3.15, p = .002, two
tail).

These significant findings are especially noteworthy because
these measures reflect maladjustment and instability that is not
confounded with the violent offenses. The scale of Childhood
Maladjustment and Deviance obviously refers to events that took
place many years before, and even the Adult Maladjustment and
Deviance Scale deals with problem behaviors other than those
involved in the offenses. Indeed, it will be recalled that the
data on which the ratings were based were obtained when the
Violent subjects were youthful offenders in a federal institu-
tion, before many of them had committed their violent crimes.
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Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory

Method. The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(MMPI) was the first test administered to all inmates after the
entered the institution. The MMPIs were scored on the standard
validity and clinical scales. In addition, three more global
measures were also used, Average Elevation, Sines and Silver's
(1963) Index of Psychopathology (Ip), and Wiggins' content scale
Psychoticism (PSY). According to Greene (1980, p. 181), "High PSY
admits to a number of classic psychotic symptoms of a primarily
paranoid nature. He admits to hallucinations, strange experi-.
ences, loss of control, and classic paranoid delusions of gran-
deur and persecution. He admits to feelings of unreality, day-
dreaming, and a sense that things are wrong, while feeling misun-
derstood by others." The same basic comparisons were made as in
the previous section.

Results. The results of these analyses are presented in
Tables 8-2, 8-3 and 8-4. There was no significant difference in
the Average Elevation of the MMPI between the Violent and Nonvio-
lent Offenders, nor did the differences on any of the individual
clinical scales attain significance. There was a slight trend for
the Violent Offenders to be higher on Scale 4 (t= -1.70, p
= ,089, two tail) and Scale 9 (t = -1.80, p = .071, two tail).
The Vioclent Offendersdid obtain significantly higher scores on
the Psychoticism Scale (t = ~2.21, p = .027, two tail). Even
though these are scales associated with acting out, in view of
the large number of inter-related variables tested it is probably
safest to interpret these differences cautiously.

Two of the validity scales did attain conventional levels
of significance. The Nonviolent Offenders were higher on the L
Scale (t= 2.66, p = .008, two tail) while the Violent Offenders
were higher on Scale X (t = -2.02, p = .044, two tail). However,
the magnitude of the mean differences was small, and with the
results being inconsistent these, too, may well have been due to
chance.

Chance differences probably also account for the one "sig-
nificant" finding when the Angry and Instrumentally Violent
Offenders were compared on the 16 MMPI scales. The Instrumentally
Vioclent Offenders were assessed as being significantly higher
than the Angry Violent offenders on Scale 5 (t= -2.25, p = .02,
two tail) with the Instrumental group scoring in the more femi-
nine direction.

As has been the case throughout, the comparisons of the
Single Violent Offense group with the Repetitively Violent Of-
fenders proved to be the most fruitful; eight of the 16 compari-
sons attained probabilities of .055 or less. On the overall Aver-
age Elevation variable, the Repetitively Violent Group had a mean
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score significantly higher than the Single Violent group (t = -
2.43, p = .016, two tail). The significant difference on this
overall variable allows us to examine the remaining scale differ-
ences without being too concerned about family-wise errors.

. On the standard MMPI scales, the Repetitively Violent Group
scored higher than the Single Violent group on Scales K (t = -
1.95, p = .052, two tail),Hs + .5K (t = - 2.02, p = .044, two
tail), a finding that was previously presented in the section of
physical health,D (t = - 1.92, p = .055, two tail),Pd + .4K (t =
- 2.14, p= .033, two tail),Pt + 1K (t = - 2.37, p = .018, two
tail), Sc¢ + 1 K (t = - 2.86, p = .004, two tail), and Ma + .2K (t
= - 2,13, p = .034, two tail). There were also noteworthy trends
on the MMPI Index of Psychopathology (t = -1.84, p = .066, two
tail) and Psychoticism Scale (t = =1.64, p = .102, two tail),
with the Repetitively Violent Offenders scoring in the more
deviant direction on both.

These differences were despite the fact that the "One Off"
Violent Offenders also had noteworthy elevations on these scales.
Indeed the mean scores of the Repetitively Violent Offenders were
above T-70 on two of the MMPI scales meost closely associated with
acting out, Scales 4 (Pd + .4K) and 8 (Sc + 1K). These differ-
ences are a further indication that the real deviance in this
study is to be found among the Repetitively Violent Offenders.

PD/SO: Y“Psychopathy" and Intelligence as Factors in Violent
Crime

Background and rationale. Heilbrun (1979) hypothesized that
level of intelligence would serve as a cognitive variable moder-
ating the relationship between a personality construct that he
termed "psychopathy" and criminal violence. Using 76 White Geor-
gia state prison inmates as his subject pool and the commitment
offense as is criterion of violence, Heilbrun demonstrated that
those who were high on psychopathy and low on IQ had a higher
incidence of violence than those in the other three quadrants.
The purpose of this study was to replicate and extend Heilbrun's
study. First, instead of using merely the instant offense, the
overall extent of violence in the criminal career was used.
Second, Black as well as White inmates were studied. Third, the
type of violent offense, Angry or Instrumental, was investigated.

Method. A detailed account of this complex investigation is
included as Appendix 3, Begault's (1990) Master's Thesis entitled
The relation of psvchopathy and intelligence to violent crime.
Heilbrun administered both the MMPI and CPI and used the differ-
ence between the T-scores on the Pd and So scales as his measure
of psychopathy. Those whose difference scores were above the
median, Heilbrun classified as psychopaths and those who were
below were classified as non-psychopaths. For his measure of
intelligence, Heilbrun used the IPAT Culture Free Intelligence
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Test. He divided his sample at IQ = 105 into high and low IQ
subgroups.

ILike Heilbrun, the present investigators used the P4 - So
Index to measure of psychopathy, but the Beta was used instead of
the of the IPAT as a measure of IQ (Begault, 1990; Begault,
Carbonell & Megargee, 1991). Because Blacks and Whites differed
significantly on the Pd - So measure, the sample was subdivided
according to race, and different cutting scores were used for the
two subgroups, 36 for the Blacks and 41 for the Whites. This
vielded White samples consisting of of 89 low IQ/low psychopathy
subjects, 121 high IQ/low psychopathy subjects, 88 low IQ/ high
psychopathy subjects and 106 high IQ/high psychopathy subjects.
Among the Blacks there were 51 low IQ/low psychopathy subjects,
44 high IQ/low psychopathy subjects, 51 low IQ/ high psychopathy
subjects and 54 high IQ/high psychopathy subjects. These groups
were compared with respect to their overall propensity to commit
violent crimes as well as the relative frequency with respect to
Angry aid Instrumentally Violent offenses. Separate analyses were
carried out for White and Black subjects using analyses of vari-
ance.

These findings are presented in detall in Appendix 3. Be-
gault concluded, "...the relationship between intelligence,
psychopathy and violent crime is strongly dependent on subject
and offense characteristics, such as race, and frequency of
viclent offenses and type of violent offenses committed" (1990,
p. 101). Summarizing these findings, amcng White subjects there
was an association of Instrumental and Potential violence with IQ
and psychopathy, with the low IQ/high psychopathy Whites being
more likely to commit such offenses. Among Blacks, however,
violent offending was more closely related to IQ than psychopa-
thy, with high IQ Blacks being found to be more likely to be
involved in Instrumentally Violent crimes (Begault, 1990; Be-
gault, Carbonell & Megargee, 1991).

Summaryv. The data regarding the association of violent
crimes with mental health measures showed significant differences
between Nonviolent and Violent Offenders and between Single and
Repetitively Violent offenders on a case history-based measure of
Adult Maladjustment and Deviance; the Single and Repetitively
Violent Offenders also differed on a case history-based measure
of Childhood Maladjustment and Deviance as well as on a number of
MMPI scales including the average elevation of the overall MMPI
profile. Differences between Angry and Instrumentally Violent
Offenders on these measures were minimal.

Replication and extension of a study by Heilbrun (1979)
showed that among Whites, offenders low in IQ but high in psy-
chopathy, as defined by an index based on the CPI Socialization
(So) scale and the MMPI Psychopathic Deviate (Pd) scale, were
more prone to Instrumentally Violent or Potentially Violent
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offenses than were subjects low in IQ but low in psychopathy, or
subjects high in IQ and either high or low in psychopathy. Among
Blacks, however, it was IQ rather than psychopathy that was
associated with violence; ironically, it was the higher IQ Blacks
who were more prone to commit Instrumentally Violent offenses.
One implication of these findings is that further analyses are
needed exploring differences between Blacks and Whites in the
factors related to violent crimes. These analyses were also the
first indicating that distinguishing Angry, Instrumental and
Potential violence may have heuristic value (Begault, 1990; Be-
gault, Carbonell & Megargee, 1991).

86




Chapter 8: Mental Health and Adijustment

Table 8-1

Violent Crime and Mental Disorder:
Nonviolent vs. Violent Offenders

Values/Variables Violent/ N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Nonviolent value
Child and adolescent N 275 15.5 4.8 -1.57 117
maladjustment &deviance v 479 16.1 5.1
Adult maladjustment N 283 24.2 6.1 -5.35 .00
& deviance A% 490 26.7 6.2
Angry vs. Instrumentally Violent Offenders
Values/Variables Type of N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Violence value
Child and adolescent A 319 16.2 4.9 95 .34
maladjustment &deviance I 105 15.6 5.5
Adult maladjustment A 325  26.9 6.0 1.44 .15
& deviance I 107 25.8 6.7

Offenders with One Violent Offense vs. Repetitively Violent Offenders

Values/Variables Number of N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
V.Charges value
Child and adolescent 1 184 15.25 4.9 -2.84 .004
maladjustment &deviance 2+ 294 16.62 5.2
Adult maladjustment 1 191 25.57 6.21 -3.15 .002
6.10

& deviance 2+ 298 27.39
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Table 8-2

Association of Violent Crime with MMPI Scales
Violent vs. Nonviolent Offenders

MMPI Scale/Variable Violent/ N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Nonviolent T-score value

MMPI: Lie Scale N 305 54.03 8.14 2.66 .008
A% 569 52.36 8.67

MMPI: K scale N 305 64.67 17.64 -2.02 044
\" 569 67.32 18.91

MMPI: F Scale N 305 54.46 9.21 1.64 101
v 569 53.37 9.30

MMPI: Hypochondriasis N 305 58.19  12.58 -.53 .598
A% 569 58.69  13.46

MMPI: Depression N 305 62.87 1291 -.96 339
Vv 569 63.74 12.80

MMPI: Hysteria N 305 59.72 9.69 37 714
v 569 59.46  10.22

MMPI: Psychopathic N 305 72.69  10.58 -1.70 .089
Deviate A% 569 73.97 10.68

MMPI: Masculinity- N 305 58.34 1041 1.06 291
Femininity \Y 569 57.59 9.83

MMPI: Paranoia N 305 61.19 13.19 -44 .658
Vv 569 61.61 13.51

MMPI: Psychasthenia N 305 61.79 12.47 -1.51 131
v 569 63.16  12.85

MMPI: Schizophrenia N 305 67.04 17.97 -1.45 146
Vv 569 68.90 18.11

MMPI. Hypomania N 305 66.50 11.25 -1.80 071
vV 569 67.98 11.61

MMPI: Social N 305 51.85 9.13 -1.25 212

Introversion A"

569 52.63 8.79
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Table 8-2 (continued)

Association of Violent Crime with MMPI

Violent vs. Nonviolent Offenders

MMPI Scale/Variable Violent/ N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Nonviolent T-score value

MMPI: Average N 305 63.15 8.55 -1.25 212
Elevation A% 569 63.91 8.64

MMPI: Index of N 305 38.79 22.45 -.96 .336
Psychopathology vV 569 40.35  22.96

MMPI: Psychoticism N 305 11.72 7.63 2.21 027
\'% 569 12.98 8.28
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Table 8-3

Association of Violent Crime with MMPI Scales
Angry vs. Instrumental Offenders

MMPI Scale/Variable Type of N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Violence T-score value

MMPI: Lie Scale A 394 52.5 8.4 -.24 .81
I 111 52.7 0.8

MMPI: K scale A 394 67.6 194 .02 .98
I 111 67.6 18.2

MMPI: F Scale A 394 53.4 9.4 .03 97
1 111 53.4 9.2

MMPI: Hypochondriasis A . 394 59.0 13.7 .18 .86
I 111 58.7 13.6

MMPI: Depression A 394 64.1 12.9 .30 .76
I 111 63.6 13.2

MMPI: Hysteria A 394 59.5 10.7 21 .83
1 111 59.3 9.9

MMPI: Psychopathic A 394 73.6 10.5 -.12 .90
Deviate I 111 73.8 10.5

MMPI: Masculinity- A 304  57.3 9.6 -2.25 .02
Femininity I 111 59.6 9.6

MMPI: Paranoia A 394 - 61.7 13.4 -.07 94
I 111 61.8 14.2

MMPI: Psychasthenia A 394 63.4 13.1 -.09 .93
I 111 63.5 12.9

MMPI: Schizophrenia A 394 69.2 18.0 -.33 74

I 111 =~ 69.8 184 ’

MMPI: Hypomania A 394 68.1 115 .09 .93
I 111 68.0 11.5

MMPI: Social A 394 52.8 8.9 .35 72
Introversion I 111 52.5 8.8

90




Chapter 8: Mental Health and Adjustment

Table 8-3 (continued)

Association of Violent Crime with MMPI
Angry vs. Instrumental Offenders

MMPI Variable /Scale Type of N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Violence T-score value

MMPI: Average A 394 64.0 8.6 -.30 77
Elevation I 111 64.3 8.0

MMPI: Index of A 394 40.6 22.8 -.21 .83
Psychopathology I 111 41.2 23.9

MMPI. Psychoticism A 394 13.1 8.4 -.42 .68
I 111 13.4 8.2
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Table 8-4

Association of Violent Crime with MMPI Scales

One Violent Offense vs Repetitively Violent Offenses

92

MMPI Scale/Variable Number of N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Violent T-score value
Charges

MMPI: Lie Scale 1 220 54.47 8.99 .24 .813
2+ 348 52.30 8.48

MMPI: K scale 1 220 65.40 18.70 -1.95 052
2+ 348 68.56 18.99

MMPI: F Scale 1 220 53.51 9.12 31 .760
2+ 348 53.26 9.43

MMPI: Hypochondriasis 1 220 57.25 12.71 -2.02 .044
2+ 348 59.59 13.87

MMPI: Depression 1 220 62.45 12.64 -1.92 .055
2+ 348 64.56 12.86

MMPI: Hysteria 1 220 58.88 9.85 -1.06 .289
2+ 348 59.82 10.46

‘ MMPI: Psychopathic 1 220 72.76 11.26 -2.14 .033
Deviate 2+ 348 74.73 10.26

MMPI: Masculinity- 1 220 58.22 9.85 1.18 .239
Femininity 2+ 348 57.22 9.81

MMPI: Paranoia 1 220 61.06 13.73 -.83 406
2+ . 348 62.03 13.59

MMPI: Psychasthenia 1 220 61.56 12.59 -2.37 .018
2+ 348 64.17 12.94

MMPI: Schizophrenia 1 220 6618 17.86  -2.86  .004

2+ 348 70.62 18.10 ‘

MMPIL: Hypomania 1 220 66.69 12.11  -2.13 034
2+ 348 68.81 11.23

MMPI: Social 1 220 51.89 8.12 -1.63 .103
Introversion 2+ 348 53.13 9.12
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Table 8-4 (continued)

Association of Violent Crime with MMPI
One Violent Offense vs. Repetitively Violent Offenses

MMPI Scale/Variable Violent/ N Mean S.D. t- Prob.
Nonviolent T-score value

MMPI: Average 1 220 62.81 8.67 -2.43 .016
Elevation 2+ 348 64.61 8.57

MMPI: Index of 1 220 38.16 22.77 -1.84 .066
Psychopathology 2+ 348 41.79  23.01

MMPI: Psychoticism 1 220 12.27 8.14 -1.64 .102
2+ 348 13.45 8.35

93




Chapter 9:
Education and Cognitive 2ability and

Violent Criminal Behavior

Bécquound and rationale

After the family, the school is the primary agent for the
transmission of knowledge and cultural values in Western society.
Schools are supposed to provide students with the tools needed to
seek and profit from further education and, eventually, to obtain
legitimate gainful employment and become a self-supporting mem-
bers of society. In the process, they attempt to socialize chil-
dren, transmitting the values and precepts valued by the larger
society that controls the schools and dictates the curricula. In
particular, schools attempt to teach students what society ex-
pects its citizens to do and, even more so, what behaviors socie-
ty expects its citizens to refrain from doing.

Failure to achieve these goals can yield a person who is
predisposed to criminal behavior in general and, perhaps, vio-
lence in particular (Wilson & Herrnstein, 1985). As already
noted, frustration has been cited as the primary cause of insti-
gation to aggression (Dollard et al., 1939), and few life experi-
ences are as frustrating as being exposed to chronic school
failure day after day throughout one's formative years. As Wilson
and Herrnstein (1985, p. 171) noted, "A child who chronically
loses standing in the competition of the classroom may feel
justified in settling the score outside, by violence, theft, and
other forms of illegality." On the other hand, a successful
school experience enhances one's self esteem, and provides the
tools needed for legitimate vocational achievement. Such success
not only operates to reduce and compensate for frustrations that
might otherwise produce instigation to aggression, but also
success tends to give one a stake in the community; according to
Wilson and Herrnstein's (1985) framework, the more one has to
lose, the less likely one is to engage in criminal behavior.

The interaction between educational achievement and criminal
behavior is more complex than it may first appear. Like Wilson
and Herrnstein (1985), most regard poor school performance as a
likely cause of delinquency and deviance (cf. Cohen, 1955;
McCandless, 1967). However, the relationship works both ways.
Being labeled a juvenile delinquent can lead to difficulties in
school including suspension and expulsion (Becker, 1964), from
which, as Lemert (1967) pointed out, secondary deviance and
delinquency can result.

Most criminological research on educational and cognitive

variables has focused on juvenile delinguents rather than adult
offenders, and most researchers have contrasted delinquents with
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nondelinquents (Glueck & Glueck, 1950). The question posed in the
present investigation is whether educational and cognitive fac-
tors differ among criminal groups, specifically if there are
differences between Violent and Nonviolent Offenders.

. As noted in the previous chapter, Heilbrun (1979) reported a
violent offending was linked to psychopathy and verbal intelli-
gence. The present investigators (Begault, 1990; Begault, Carbo-
nell & Megargee, 1991) found a similar association among White
subjects, at least with respect to Instrumental and Potential
Violence, while, among Black offenders, instrumental violence was
related to IQ but not psychopathy.

Wilson and Herrnstein (1985) reported a link between verbal
abilities and violence. According to thelr review of the litera-
ture, violent offenders tend to have lower verbal IQs than nonvi-
olent, property, offenders. One ex post facto explanation of this
association is that people with more verbal skills experience
less frustration; another is that they have a greater repertoire
of nonviolent behaviors they can use to express anger.

However, Wilson and Herrnstein's observation was based in
part on a faulty premise. In an earlier study of the present
cohort (Megargee & Bohn, 1979, p. 156), it was reported that the
mean Beta IQ of the research cohort was 101.1. Noting that, "The
prisoners in a federal institution of this type are, on the
average, atypically nonviolent...", Wilson and Herrnstein (1985,
p. 166) contrasted this with the lower IQs obtained by other
investigators in samples that presumably had a higher proportion
of violent offenders to support their contention that nonviolent
offenders have lower IQs than violent offenders. Of course, we
now know that many of these "property offenders" have since been
arrested for violent offenses. This provided a further incentive
to investigate whether there is in fact a difference in tested
intellectual ability between the violent and nonviolent members
of the cohort.

Method

To investigate the association of academic and intellectual
variables and violence in the present investigation, data were
drawn from several sources. As noted above, the nonverbal Beta IQ
was available on most subjects. In addition, the General Aptitude
Test Battery (GATB) and the Stanford Achievement Test had been
administered; the General score from the GATB and the SAT median
were used along with the Beta IQ.

Two variables derived from the Bureau of Prisons' record
forms reflected actual educational attainment: the Highest Grade
Attained and the Age at Completion of the Highest Grade. From
the Intake Interview, two scales were selected, School Problems
and Adjustment and Achievement Orientation, and two similar
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scales, School Problems and Achievement Motivation were chosen
from the PSI. The two measures of Achievement, it should be
noted, included achievement motivation manifested in employment
and military settings as well as in school.

Finally, several personality inventory scales dealing with
traits related to educational achievement were analyzed. They
included the MMPI Underachiever Scale (Un) (McQuary & Truax,
1955) and the California Psychological Inventory's Capacity for
Status (Cs), Achievement via Conformance (Ac), Achievement by
Independence (Ai), and Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) scales.

'Results

Vieolent vs. Nonviolent offenders. The differences between
the Nonviolent and Violent Offenders on the Cognitive and Educa-
tion variables are presented in Table 9-1. Significant differ-
ences were obtained on 11 of the 14 comparisons; interestingly,
in view of Wilson and Herrnstein's (1985) analysis reported
above, one of the few variables that did not differ significantly
was the Beta IQ.

The Nonviolent Offenders stayed in school significantly
longer (t = 4.00, p = .000, two tail) and attained a significant-
ly higher grade level (t = 3.20, p = .001, two tail) than the
Violent Offenders. On the SAT, the Nonviolent Offenders obtailned
2 significantly higher Median (t = 4.68, p = .000, two tail) and
on the GATB, the Nonviolent Offenders earned a significantly
higher General score (t = 3.03, p = .003, two tail). It should be
noted that the difference on this GATB was not because of any
deficiency on the part of the Violent Offenders; their score of
102.8 was average. Instead the difference stemmed from the high
average (109.37) score of the Nonviolent group.

Turning to the Interview and PSI scales assessing School
Problems and Achievement, significant differences were obtained
on three of the four measures, the Interview scales of School
Problems and Adjustment (t = =3.74, p = .000, two tail) and

Achievement Orientation (t = -3.47, p = .001, two tail), and the
PSI scale of Achievement Motivation (t = -3.46, p = .001, two
tail).

Turning to the personality scales, no significant difference
was found on the MMPI Underachiever scale. However, all four of
the California Psychological Inventory scales showed significant
differences. The Nonviolent Offenders were significantly higher
than the Violent Offenders on the CPI's Capacity for Status (Cs)
Scale (t = 2.25, p = .027, two tail), Achievement via Conformance

(Ac) Scale (t = 1.99, p = .047, two tail), Achievement by Inde-
pendence (Ai) Scale (t = 2.30, p = .021, two tail),and Intellec-

tual Efficiency (Ile) Scale (t = 2.99, p = .003, two tail).
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Angry vs. Instrumental Violent Offenders. Only two measures
significantly differentiated between the Angry and Instrumentally
Violent Offenders. (See Table 9-2. The Instrumentally Violent
were higher on the Highest Grade Attended (t = 2.25, p = .027,
two tail), and on the Interview scale of Achievement Orientation
(t = -2.30, p = .022, two tail).

Single vs. Repetitively Violent Offenders. Nine of the 14
comparisons of Single with the Repetitively Violent Offenders
attained significance, with the "One Off" Violent Offenders
continuing to obtain the more favorable assessments. The men
charged with but a single violent offense had attained a signif-
icantly higher grade level (t = 2.28, p = .023, two tail), and
obtained significantly higher GATB General scale scores (t =

2.81, p = .005, two tail) and higher SAT Median scores (t = 4.01,
p = .000, two tail) than the offenders with two or more violent
offenses.

Similarly, the Single Violent Offenders had significantly
fewer School Problems on both the Intake Interview (t = =-2.92, p
= .004, two tail) and the PSI (t = -2.81, p = .005, two tail).
The scales assessing Achievement motivation, which included
employment as well as educational items, also showed higher
scores for the Single Violer.t Offenders on both the Interview (t
= 3.49, p = .001, two tail) and the PSI (t = 4.10, p = .000, two
tail).

The differences were less pronounced on the personality test
measures. The Single Violent Offenders had higher scores on the
CPI Achievement via Conformance (Ac) (t = 1.93, p = .054, two
tail) and Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) (t = 2.41, p = .016, two
tail) Scales. (See Table 9-3).

Discussion. The differences among these criminal groups were
more pronounced with respect to these educational and cognitive
variables than among any other data set thus far examined. The
Nonviolent Offenders were consistently assessed on a number of
different measures as having achieved a greater measure of educa-
tional success than the Violent Offenders, and, among the Violent
Offenders, those charged with but a single violent offense had
attained more educational success that those who became Repeti-
tively Violent. It is important to note that these differences
were obtained among different groups of adult offenders rather
than by contrasting violent offenders with noncriminal subjects
or by focusing on juveniles for whom school is a more immediate
factor in their lives.

These findings are especially noteworthy because, in this
longitudinal study, the school performance and educational accom-
plishments, as well as the test measures, generally preceded the
violent behavior since, at the time the data were collected, few
of these federal youthful offenders had yet committed any violent
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offenses. This temporal relationship strengthens the argument
that educational success helps buffer an individual against
violent crime, even though he may commit other criminal offenses,
and, conversely, school problems and failures appear to make
criminal offenders more likely to engage in violence.

Comparing these findings with others reported thus far, it
appears that the variance contributed by an offender's success or
failure in the educational system is at least as importance as
familial factors or mental instability in its relation to subse-
quent violent criminal behavior.

Summary.