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Preface 

Project Sequil (Development of a Sequential I-Level Classification 

System) is a 29-month research-demonstration project funded by a grant 

from the California Council of Criminal Justice to the American Justice 

Institute. This report describes the ~rogress of the Sequil Project for 

the period of February 1,1971 to January 31,1972, the first year of 

the project. 

Because of the widespread interest in the project, a fairly exten­

sive report has been prepared. This report describes experiences with 

a provisonal sequential classification system. However,. the primary ob­

jectives of the project have not as yet been attained and the final 

classification procedures recommended for general use will not be avail-

able for sev\)ral months. 

In the meantime, the many persons who have inquired about the system 

~re urged to use the I-Level probability statements provided by the 
t 

Jesness Inventory as a provisional method for arriving at I-Level 

classification. In other words, Sequil staff are discouraging interested 

persons from obtai~ing training materials for using the sentences and 

interview at this time, for it may be demonstrated that these particular 

measures are not needed as a part of the procedure. 
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PROJECT SEQUIL - THE DEVELOPMENT OF A SEQUENTIAL 

I-LEVEL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

Sponsored by the Californii Council on Criminal Justice through a 
grant to the American Justice Institute 

First Year Report - Junuary 1972 

I. ClossifiCiJtion, 

Classification is the grouping of objects, people, and events in a manner 

which reflects similarities and differences among that which is being classi-

fied. Clossification is a form of concept formation. It is necessary to the 

neural and psychosocial functioning of individuals and groups and has strong 

implications for action. Classiflcation allows one to process information 

coming from the external world so as to maximize cognitive, affective, and 

behavioral economy and to make sense of the stimuli impinging upon the organism. 

Classification leads to differential action toward different classes. 

Classification of pec?le is as relevant to human functioning os classifi-

cation of objects and events. It happens in everyday 1 ifo, as we all classify 

others into man<:lgeable perceptual groups in order to facilitClte our inteructions, 

although sometimes classification (such as stereotyping) may cause interpersonal 

difficulties. Small groups, larger organizations, and total societies classIfy 

their mGmbers and those who are not members. Th~ bases for classification vary 

widely with respect to content, complexity, and implications for action. Some 

people are classified according to specific roles they enact, others arc c18ssi-

fied on the basis of ability, experience, specific observable behavioral or 

physical characteristics, background, etc. 

- 1 .. 
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With rogard to organizations dealing with those who exhibit serious 

problems or deviancy, classification represents an important function both 

for the efficient opelCltion of. the system as well as for the most efficient 

woy to solve the problems represented by the clients. Some basic assumptions 

acout classification need to be stated in order to justify the last state-

ment. The first is that people can be systematically grouped in ways that 

reflect similarities nnd differences. That Is, there is an underlying reality 

(if only social consensus) which the classification approximates (validity). 

The second assumpt10n would be thot the similarities and differences which 

are the bases for cl€lssification can be discerned and measuredv-lith some 

degree of objectivity to be useful over different classifiers und time 

(oejectivity). A third c!:lssurnptim is that a large proportion of those to be 
, , 

classified can be classified using the procedures of a particular system 

(inclusiveness). A fourth assumption, and one which goes beyond the logical 

processes of classification, is that the resulting groupings will lead to 

increased understanding, action, or some other result consistent with 9001s 

of the organization or individual doing and USing the classification.
l 

In 

other words, we assume that classification has utility. In summary, a system 

of classification is assumed to have validity in terms of the similarities 

and differences of those classified, obiectivity, incl~siven~, and utilit~. 

Another dimension of a classification system is its extensiveness. This 

refers to the number of different aspects of an individual the system takes ' 

This general statement would include assumptions that there is the possi­
bility for application of classification-based treatment. 

" 
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Into '('l("rOlJnt' in rrou'"'in~ I"'eo .... le. The degree of extensiveness should ellow 

the system to closely approximate reality, to be objective, to be Inclusive 

and to have utilIty. Extensiveness is probably most relevant to the utility 

of a classification system • 

The idea that people differ in measurable, systematic ways, nnd that 

these differences may lead to differential t:lction which in turn may leud to 

a more successfLJl achievement of goal~, underl ies the use of classification. 

The need for and the potential uses of a classification system in the field' 

of juveni le corrections have been well stated (Warren 1966b). She briefly· 

discusses several classification systems for juveniles and shows hO'l1 they can 

or have been used for management and treatment purposes. Warren Dlso mentions 

the utility of claSsification for developing differential treatment strate9ios 

and its aid toward systwmtltic evtiluative research. Classification enn also aid 

in theory development and testing of hypotheses. Warren (1966b) states that 

a typology of offenders which is relevant to treatment leads to a correctional 

model in which, liThe £&ClJ.2. of correctional treatment 'tJith nny offender should 

relate in some direct manner to the causes or meaning of the law violation, 

and the 1Leatment method~ should relate specifically to the goals. This idea, 

when put forth with e>mmples, makes the greQtest kind of sense to the practi­

tioner who is supposed to fdo something! about delinquent behavior." (Emphasis 

is Warren!s) 

It should be noted that not all workers in the field of delinquency would 

agree with the need for a typology of individuals with relevClnce to different 

causes or reasons for':the delinquoncy. Some may believe in a completely 

- 3 .. 
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Indivldu~llzed approach with no form,ll cl,assificotion. At the other extreme, 

there may be some l!:ho bel ieve th<:!t the same approach would be appropriate for 

Clll delinquents. Between these extremes there are those who would see less 

importance in a typ~logy of offenders than what is being promulgated by Warren 

mnd others who classify delinquent offenders. 

The question now becomes one of how to classify - how should \'.Ie best type 

delinquents as to rraximize the goals of treQtment, manClgement, and research? 

Warren describes five approaches to classlfication in terms of content Dnd the 

bases for classification. They are: (1) prior probability approaches; (2) 

reference group typologies and social class typolcg'i'es; (3) behavior class i­

ficotions; (4) psychiatrically-oriented appro~ches; and (5) sociQl perception 

and ihtcrClction classifications. She also mentions typologies based on 

multiple ll1€<Jsures asing empiricu1-statistical methods (Warren 1966b). In 

order to fully answer the questions raised at the beginning of the paragraph, 

one must know the context in which the classification will be used. The 

context inclues the goals of the organization, the limitations and potential 

for differential treotment, the setting, number of staff and "clients ll
, age 

and other charocteristics of the population, etc. Ideally, a clussification 

system should be a sUrT'llll.:lry of the IT'.ojor variutions among the population which 

con be measured with efficiency and objectivity, which leads to the most 

accurate predictions about the individuQI, which then leads to differential 

"handling ll of the individual, end finally, results in outcomes closer to the' 

goals of the organization and for the individuals they serve than were possible 

without the use of the classification system. 

- 4 -

• L 

• 

• 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• ..... 

• 

• 

., 
'1 

II. I-leyel £Jass ifict:ltiQD.. System 

Project Sequil concerns itself with the Interpersonal ~1aturity level or 

Integration Level (t .. Level) theory and tYFology. This system is a widely known 

classification system in the field of juvenile corrections. The I-Level typology 

has been used as an integral part of the Ca1iforniu Youth Authority's Community 

TreCltment Project since 1961 (Community Treatment Project Staff, 1963). Other 

projects in the Youth Authority have also used the I-level typology (Andre and 

Mahl:ln, 1971: Jesness, 1969) .. In addition, many stOlte, local, and foreign 

2 correctional agencies have shown interest in the typology. In fact, the 

interest in learning this classification system and its concommitant treC)tment 

strategies was so great that the Center for Differential Treatment was set up 

by Marguerite Warren in 1967 for purposes of training in the I-Level system 

(\olarren~ 1969). Several dissertations and dissertation proposals (Grenny 1971; 

Miller 1971; Zalde1 1970) use the I-Level clnsslfication. This system of 

classification has many impl ications for treatment, management, plC)cement, re-

search, and stC)ff aSsignment (ltlarren 1966a). A detailed description of the 

theory underlying the typology and the categorie~ defined by the typology will 

follow. Programs in which the I~level typ010gy has been used will then ce men-

tioned and references will be given. 

The I-Level typology is based on a theory of humC)n development first pub­

lished in an article In 1957 (Sullivan, Grant & Grant). First of all, the I-Leve' 

2 See Appendix 0 for a list of some of these agencies as well as others who 
have expressed an interest to the Project regarding the typology. 
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typology is based on a theory of progressive, hierarchial human development 

revolving around eg0 development and munifested in the ability of the individual 

to differentiate and understand himself and the outside world. Seven stages of 

development conceptualized as stages of integration of ego functions and reso-

lution of crucial interpersonal problems are described. Experience is organize~ 

~nd cssimilated around a ··core structure of personality'l which is a ·~entral 

reference scheme or cognitive world, i~ which the experienced Itiorld of the 

person is integrated Itlith, and modified by personal needs and expectations". 

The authors' description of the core personality sounds very much 1 ike a 

definition of the ego, although ego functions may be broader than what is sub­

sumed under the core personal ity (Loevinger 1966). The overall process of 

development in the I-Level theory is described as follO\>}s: (Sul1 ivan, Grant & 

Grant 1957) 

, liThe normnl pattern of emotiona1 .. social development fo110\'Is a trend 
tOl//ard incrensing involvement with people, objects, und social in­
stitutions. These jnvolvements give rise to new neeels, demands, and 
situations. Inherent in many of these new situations are problems 
of perceptual discrimination with regard to the re1utionships existing 
between self and the extcrnul environment. As these discriminations 
are made und assimilated, a cognitive restructuring of experience 
and expectancy takes place. A new reference scheme is then developed; 
a new level of integration is achieved. However, the potentiality for 
change and the direction, intensity and character of reorganization . 
are determJned in part by the characteristics of the prevailing organ­
ization. The foundation for subsequ~nt integrations is laid in 
preceding levels; the synthesis and integration of one set of stimuli 
and problems are essential to the perception of the next. Each new 
level of integration may be regarded as the psychological anRloguc 
of an increasinsly efficient optical lens~ The more advanced the 
sequel of integration, the less the likelihood of perceptual distor­
tion~ The person can see himself and the world more accurate1~ 
and can operate more effectivelyll. . . 

It should be noted here that perceptual discrimination with regard to the 

relationships between self and external environment (including other people) is 
Ii! 
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Q key element in the measurement of I-Level using interview a.nd sentence 

completion rr~thods. The measurement of I~Level Is the major focus of Project 

Sequ i 1. 

The seven levels of integrlltion (stagl9s of development) described by· 

Sull ivon, Grant & Grant (1957) are as fol101.'Is: 

Level - At level 1 the disl:::rimination of differences between self Qnd 
nonself occurs. This is, initi<'1l1y, a very gross differentiation 
and both people and objects are treated as suppl iers of basic 
needs. 1:here is v€\ry 1 ittle nwureness of the real ity of the 
world beyond the self and its needs. 

Level 2 - At level 2 the environment is differentiated into persons und 
objects with some appreciation of the character'jstics of each. 
The mujor developmetntal pt'oblem at this level is how to control 
·the outside world, hO\1J to integrnte'these primitive differenti"" 

ations of the outside world to provIde satisfaction. 

Level 3 - At level 3 the perception of rules which govern the relationships 
between peop 1e and ol:-j acts occurs as v;c 11 ~s the no i 1 i ty and 
awareness of more complex ways of dealing with others. The 
integration of rules and contingencies is the major problem Dre~ 
at 'ch i s 1 eve 1 • 

Level 4 - At level 4 the perceptPon of the influence and psychological 
force of others occurs. Individuals come to sel~ themselves as 
both a stimulus to othe.rs and as a respondent. The major devel­
opmenta 1 p rob 1 em is the i ntog rat i on of conf 1 i ct and response to 
the confl ict, both within the individual and bet\>Jeen the indiviclua 1 

and others. New levels of awareness of both himself and others 
bring about these conflicts. 

Level 5 - At Level 5 the perce~tion of stable action patterns in self cnd 
others occurs. The andividual bG~ins to perceive patterns of 
re 1 at i onsh '1 ps and becomes al}/Q re of the cont i nu i ty in his own life 
and in the lives of others. The integration of continuity is the 
major developmental problem at this level" 

Level 6 - At level 6 the individual is able to perce1ve the difference be­
t\..;een one1s self and the social roles which he en<.lctS. The self 
can no'l/ be perceived as separate und distinct from uny specific 
relationship with ethers. The person can perceive self .. continuity 
and self-consistency. The separation of self from role becomes 
the major integration problem at this level. 

.. ' 
______________________ ~_~~ ... ~"P:~~Illlit1Sc"""' .. ""'c:>Jt""' ..... ,~4(jM . .t-r.,~.~,;~~f't!i~j!1~1 
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Level 7 - At level 7 the perception of the Integrating process in solf nnd 
ot.hers occurs. At this level the person is not only aware of 
solf and roles, but also begins to comprehend integrating process­
e's in himself and others. The person at this level Is able to 
see nnd understand a variety of \\f8ys of: perceiving and integrating 
] n others. 

These seven theoretical stages represent what cen be considered a universal 

progression of differentiation, perception, and coping. Each stage is built 

upon the preceding stage .. Most people do not progress· to the highest stages. 

The authors do not deal extensively with the reusons for failure!Df continuity 

of development but suggest that. ~n general ~ threats to the indivi.dunl ItJhich 

arc too extreme or intense lead to fixation at a partjcular level and subsequent 

resistance to change. No discussion of possible regression is found in the 

Sull ivun, Gront & Grant paper. 

\·Jhen the I-Level theory was fi rst appl ied to the diffen'ntiaI., treatment of 

delinquents a further dimension of classification was developed. In addition 

to levels of integration (levels of interperson3l maturity) subtypes were also 

described (Gram: 1961). Subtypes represent rel~tlvely distinct patterns of 

·.beh~vior 1n response to the ':Jay C) person perceives and integrates himself nnd 

his world. 1n other words, tl";c :5ame level of perceptl...'1ill differentiation and 

integration can lead to different pattems of behavioL". The relevance of sub-

type classification to dealing with the offender is as important, If not more 

important (Jesness 1971a) than the level. \OJarren and her associates (t.Jarren 

19660) have described 9 subtypes: 2 under the second level of integrution . 
(1-2), 3 under the th i rd leve I of integration (l-~), nnd 4 under the fourth 
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level of integration «( .. 1+)3. ~Jhen the Community Tre.Dtment Project begun to 

work.with juvenile offenders they found that by using the I-Level theory and an 

interview for classification purposes, practically all of their sample were 

classified at the second, third and fourth levels with the greatest preponder­

ance at the third and fourth levels. There were very few i-5 t s in their sample. 

It should be noted th~t the subtypes, not the levels. are based on delinquent 

samples and represent typical patterns of delinquent adjustment found in the 

Commun i ty Treatment Project.. 4 Subtypes were developed emp i ri ctll1 y rather thiJn 

theoretically as were the leveJs. 

Since most delinquents have been shown to be at levels 2,3, and 4 a further 

description of these levels and the subtypes associated with these levels will 

foldO\v. Listed belm" are the level and del inquent subtypes along with the 

symbols used for their identification throughout thB remainder of this report. 

The descriptions are paraphrased from the manual developed by the Community 

Treatment Project (\'Jarren 1966n). 

3 

4 

Aa 
Ap 

Cfm 
Cfc 
Mp 

Na 
Nx 
Se 
Ci 

Delinquent Subtype 

Unsocinlized~ Aggressive 
Unsocialized, Passive 

Conformist, Immnture 
Conformist~ Culturul 
Manipulator 

Neurotic, Acting-out 
Neurotic, Anxious 
Situational Emotional Reaction 
Cultural Identifier 

Palmer (Palmer 1959, 1971b, 1971c) the present principal investigutor of the 
California Community Treatment Project has made further differentiations withir, 
the level and suctype groups based on intake interviews, CiJse files and parole 
agent reports. HovJcver, no method of classification has been devised for these 
further refined levels and subtypes. 

Jesness used the Jesness Inventory on elemcntory, juniQr and senior high school 
students to classify them according to I-Lexcl subtypes~...;,a.nd found most falling 
into the 1-4 level, more than in the .de:linquent s~rnples.;,:·However It should be 
noted that the ( .. Level and subtype norms of"fhe In~icntory:;:;were fr~m delinquent 
samples and that there are no normS· for. levelsri5 or above. 

""~ "" ~ .. , ... < 

- 9 -



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.-
• 

• 

• 

MPturtt~ Level 2 (1-2) 

The two subtypes, UnsocinlJ3.££Ar.qressive. (Ao) and ~siolizecJ Pas"5i.~ (612) 
in the socond matt,'rity level ure much alike in their characteriStics. The 
1-2 perceives the world in an egocentric manner, being concerned p~i~arily 
with his own need!:;. His own behBvior is impulslve 1 and he shows limited 
8v.'areness of its effect on others. He blames others for denying him, but 
does not understond why they do this or what they expect of him • 

His perception of reality is often distorted, but in spite of present 
difficulties ond conflicts, he is optimistic about the future and frequcntl~ 
makes unreCJI istic plans. On the other hand, he feels he is a l'rGceiver of 
life1s impuct", unfortunate things just happen to him. 

His responses to the 'Ilorld of udults are in terms of resentement and 
compluints about not having his needs fulfi lIed. In an attempt to achieve 
gratification, the 1-2 attoclies himself to anyone who shows him ki~dness 
or gives him something. This boy locks ability to hnndle frustreitlOn or 
control incoming stimuli& The !-2 I s stonce is that the world should take 
care of him. He defines other people in terms of whether they give or 
withhold things from him. Beyond this, he has little conception of inter­
person~l differences and cannot accurately explain, undGrstond, or predict 
behavior and reactions of others. As a result, some reoct suddenly, some­
times Violently, seldom expressing remorse about their behavior. Under 
stress. the 1~2 may attempt to \'iithdraw from the sftuatior.. An appeCJrance 
of complete docility often hides feelings of resentment and of being mis­
unde rs tood • 

The 1-2 suffers poor peer relationships and is often the otject of 
scapegoating. He has few social skills, and his attempts at relating often 
appear insincere and clumsy. 

Delinquency seems to stem from poor impulse control or inability to 
cope with externel pressures, including those exerted by his peers. 

The most important differentiating characteristic between the Ap 
and the Aa is in the natur.e of their response to frustration or demands; 
the Aa more typically reacts in a hosti 1e or aggress ive manner; the p\P 
complains or passively withdraws. 

tl~rit~ Level 3 (I-g) 

The 1-3 attempts to manipulate his environment to get what he wants. In 
contrast with the 1-2, he is eware that his own beho.wior has something to 
clo with whether or not he gets what he wants. His efforts to attoin his 
ends may be in the form of conformance to the perceived power structure 
or I'connina ll and manioulation. The 1-3 seeks structure in terms of rules ~ , 
and formulas for behaving in the immediate social context. He tends to 
deny the existence of personal problems, describing his difficulties as 
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external and resulting from a conflict betv/cen himself ahd his environ­
ment. Although the 1-3 may have learned to playa few stereotyped roles, 
he cannot empathize fully with others. He has difficulty perceiving 
personality and behavioral differences among others; and his conceptions 
of them are usually limited to the roles these people fulfill (mother, 
teacher, mechanic) or aie pre?ented in terms of stereotyped socially 
desirable descriptions (hard-working, nice, friendly, etc.) 

Immature Conformist (Cfm). The Cfm perceives himself'as less adequate 
than others. -H~ may, h~:;;, describe himself as !laverage" and "normal'l: 
The Cfm feels that he is expected to conform to the standards of controllmng 
or "giving" figures and assumes their "power" to be overwhelming if he 
does not meet these e'<pectations. His response is to the immediate power 
structure, and he may behave somewhat unpredictably in the eyes of his 
delinquent peers. For this reason, he may not be a close me~ber of the, 
group. Although the Cfm is somewhat pessimistic and anticipat<:s re~ectlon 
by adults, he has not given up trying to form satisfying relationships. 

The Cfm responds to the world with a rather inflexible formula: 
earning acceptance through immediate conformity to the actual or p<:r­
ceived demands of others or, when this fails, forcing others to reject 
him due to misbehavior. The Cfm is dominated by his need for social 
approval and y.ie-lcls as easi ly to pressure from the peer group as from 
adul ts. 

Resentement may be present, but these feel ings Are norma11y suppressed; 
instead, this boy appears fearful, passive, and seeking approval for his 
behavior. 5 

The Cfm does not consider himself as del inquent; and del inquency 
seems to be the direct result of an attempt to gain peer approval, 
escape from disappointing, indifferent, or rejecting adults, or an effort 
to earn rejection due to his perceived failure ~o live up to the· deman~ 
made on him. 

f.illJ:.~~1 Conformist c..C..fc). The Cfc considers his life to.be confort: 
able, effective, and satisfactory, and he usually rejects the Idea of making 
changes in himself. He rarely admits to probl~ms, but when he does, he 
usually attributes them to the external world (school, probation department 
etc.) • 

'"5 Am~iety comes to the Cfm as a result of his rejection by significant adult~ 
or peers or when he is faced with unclear standards for conformity. Crises 
are handled through psychological withdrawal or actual runaway. 
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His formula for bri~ing abo"ut tIle desired out?omes.is su':face confor~i­
ty to the poltler structure. He seems comfortable .... lIth his del ~nqL1e~t self 
label and often defends his behavior as being a means of meeting his own 
demands in a rejecting society. 

The efc is alienated toward adults and prefers to r~Jy on peers 
for social approval and for satisfaction of his needs. H: gravitates toward 
delinquently-oriented peers since his experiences make this group m~st . 
predictable to him. He presents himself as an adequate person who.IS In 
control of himself and his emotions. He perceives others to ~e gUIded by 
the same concern with external structure that directs his actl~ns; and, 
he has little awareness that people possess diverse personalities, motiva­
tions, and responses. Anxiety tends to be related to situations which 
generate uncertainty. 

Delinquency seems to be an attempt to gain or maintain peer acceptance, 
prove masculinity, or gratify material needs. 

~1i3ll1Ru18toLQjQ..). The Mp maintains much the same selfMsatisfied 
attitude toward his way of life as does the Cfc and is equally reluctant 
to make an actual commitment to change • 

As the name implies, the Mpls formula involves manipulation to control 
others in order to satisfy his own neeus. Use of this formula is rigid and 
apoarentl v self-reinforcing. Since the Mp only seems to assimilate that 
pa~t of i~comin9 information congruent with l~iS !rame of"refer~nce, he does 
not appear to learn from e><perience. He orolnarlly receIves hiS ~eward 
from the means (the manipulative process itself) rather than the end. 

The ~\p perceives the world in terms of power and control, and he 
fights those in power both subtly and overtly. It is important to him to 
be in the controlling position, or at least to be able to manipulate those 
who Cl re in p'O\'Je r • 

Antisocial behavior is accepted as part of his life, a \'Jay of out­
smarting otheFs and dealing out what they deserve. Since he considers 
the motivations of others to be the same as his own, that is lito get 

h 1 '11 t t II S II hOm others before they get you," he feels t at peop e WI ry 0 u e I. 

Although initially capable of makins a positi~e imp~ession o~ others, 
the Mp usually alienates both adults and peers. H~S del Inqu~n~y J~ gen­
erally an attempt to gain or maintain control, a direct gratificatIOn of 
impulses or an expression of hostility. 

tE.r.1J:..LLev£,l L~ (I-L:.) 

The 1-4 has internalized a set of standards by which he judges his 
and others behavior. He may experience guilt about his failure to live 
up to these standards. Sometimes it is not 9uilt over self-worth but 
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conflict over values that create problems. For those 1-4 1s whp manage 
to avoid internal conflict, the difficulty arises from admiration and 
identification with delinquent models. At the 1-4 level, the boy begins 
to show some ability to look for and understand reasons f~r behavior, and 
he shows some awareness of the effects of his Gchavior on others and their 
behavior on him. 

Neurotic. {-\ctinq-OJ.!.!:_ (Nat The Na is characterized by the presence 
of gui lt based on the internal ization of a neaative or Ilbad" self-image. 
As a result, anxiety is not situationally determined but is constantly 
wi th him. The Na attempts to 1~overcome" immed iate prob lems wi thout 
necessarily trying to uncover or unravel long standing conflicts. He does 
however, want to improve himself and his 1 ife, particularly to hurt him­
self less or to stop hurting others. 

Friendships with peers are made on a very selective basis. With 
adults the Na usually anticipates a partent~child type relationship 
focused on attempts to control his behavior; and since he expects adults 
to treat him in an authoritarian manner, he constantly Iltests lJ adults to 
determine whether or not they are supportive figures or persons to whom he 
can re late. 

The Na~s overt stanca is one of adequacy coupled with emphatic striving 
for autonomy. However, apparently because this stance rls a cover-up for 
an early Ilbad me tl image of inadequacy or unacceptab i 1 i ty, he is re I uctant 
to reveal much of himself or a11o\,1 people to become too close for fear that 
they might discover the "bad me ll • 

Delinquency for the Na is usually the acting-out of either a family 
problem or a long~standing internal confl ict, particularly a conflict in­
volving the internalization of a parental or authority image. Therefore, 
the del inquency is a function of some private purpose and does not simply 
reflect a desire for material gain. 

.tJeurotif, Anxious (Nx). The N~<, like theNa, is characterized by 
internal ization of the Ilbad me ll self-image. Anxiety, a constant factor 
in this boy1s life, is typically related to perceptions of self as inade­
qua te and to ch ron i c i nte rna 1 conf 1 i cts.. In cont ras t to the Na, the Nx 
places value upon introspection and investigation of the past causes of his 
piesent problems. 

The Nx shows a greater des i re than the Na to establ ish friendships 
with both adults and peers. He searches for understanding persons who can 
see and respect his Ilgood me ll and at the same time accept and forgive the 
Ilbad me ll

• The ~l;< is as likely as the Na to e~(pect a parent-child relation­
ship with adults, but is more willing to accept considerable parental or 
adult guidance if it will earn him the approval and personal acceptance he 
seeks. 
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His self-description may, on the surface, be one of actual or 
potential worthiness or accompl ishment, but this overlays co~s:ious 
feelIngs of inferiority or inadequacy_ The Nx is able to criticize 
himself for his fail ings and shows some awareness of the relationships 
betw0en his self-criticnl feel ings and a primitive "bad me" percertion 
of h imse 1f. 

Situational En1q:)onal (Se). The Se evidences no long-terr~ psycho­
neurosis or psychopnchy, but does experience distress or conflict over 
some current rr0tlem. This conflict, which has precipitated the Sels 
involvement in delinquent activities, could have involved personal and 
family problems ,or environmental situations. 

He is eble to relate with others in a selective~ noncompulsive 
manner. He develops friendships which are personal in nature as opposed 
to associations with whomever fulfills the friendship role. 

His self-image is relatively positive and nondelinquent. Although 
he sho\-Js pride nnd self-respect, the Se '-'Jill ordinarily judge his own 
misbehavior severely and 'tJish to compensate for the difficulty he has 
caused others. 

Culturc;11 Identifier (ei). The Ci, nonneurotic in nature, has 
internal ized the value system of a deviant subculture. He perceives 
inequities and injustices Cllong socioeconomic and racial 1 ines and,. as a 
result, hns antipathy for the core (middle-class) culture. He sU~1-ers 

. 1 ittle from anxiety and defines any problems he mny have as conflIct 
between himself and society or himself and his environment. 

The Ci has flexibility in that he can shift roles according to the 
requirements of Cl particular situation. He responds to othe~s mainly 
in terms of their integrity, hClving little ,liking for hYrocntes or 
"phonies" and he respects those who stand ur for their convictions even 
though he may not personally agree with their values. 

He perceives himself as adequate, independent, and self-respon~ible. 
He considers himself c1l~le to function in both delinquent anu nondelInquent 
worlds. He takes pride in living up to his own standards, which often 
include a stance of attacking society. His delinquency, then, is viewe~ 
more or less a5 a successful means of attaining his ends and as express!ng 
both loyalty to del inquent peers and contempt for the core culture. 
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II I. 1ls es . ...9f !~-1:.Lcve 1 Typo 1 o~ 

The typology based on the '-~evel theory has been translDtecl into 

general and specific progrums and program ele~~nts over the yeat~. The 

Community Treatment Project has been using this system s't'nc'e 'J961. 1n fact, the 

subtypes within the r-Levels were develo~Gd and refined in this project usin£ . 

their experience with juvenile offenders. The classification has been an 

integral part of the various phases nnd sut~programs within the Community 

Treatment Project. Prior to the Community Treatment Project the concept of 

levels \-Jas appl,ied to 1) different1al treatment approach to military offenders 

us i ng treatment team sty Jes as the d i fferEln~ ;c:l1 treatment va r iab 1 e (Grant & Grant 

1959). Offenders were classified as high (1,,4 and 1-5) or low (!-2 Dnd !-3) 

maturity. It was discovered thDt when the trec:Jtment teams working with the 

offenders were cIns$ lfied <:is i ntern'a tty vs. cxternnlly oriented, there \'las a 

strong interaction effect beV,.,.een nmturity level and team style on lc:Jter recidi-

vism. This was the first strong evidence of the potential effects of dlfferentia1 

t rea tmen t US i ng the I-Leve I S}rS tern. 

The Community Treatment Project (eTP), funded by a grant from the National 

In~tltute of Mental Health to the California Youth Authority, has been operating 

5 i nee 1961 i,nvo Iv i ng severa 1 phases Clnd Cl comp lex, thorough research component. 

It was during the project that the subtype categories were developed and Cl series 

of differential approaches to dealing with delinquents in the community were tried 
6 

and modified. 

In 1966 general guidelines for trentment and characteristics of each level 

6 
A review of the erp hClS recently been pub I ished (Palmer 1971a). ' , 

- 15 -



• 

• 
• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

. -
• 

• 

• 

and subtype ... ~ere described (vJarre~"1966a), Suggestions for treatment were 

presented under the following heudlngs! gonls, placement plan, family, school, 

jcb, peer group recreation, kinds of controls, treatment methods, suggested 

technIques for achieving goals, and parole agent characteristics. Further 

refinement of treatment plans and strategies has continued up to the present. 

The matching of staff to ward has been an important feature of CTP and 

Palmer has published a special report on matching, describing the charocteristic~ 

of workers for each of the subtypes and providing a schedule for intervie\'/s with 

workers to determine their most comfortal:;le "style", (Palmer 1967). Data preserr', 

in CTP reports over the last 10 years hove indicated lower recidivism rates 

(revocation of parole) for eTP subjects compCired to control subjects assigned 

to an institution and released to regular parole units. There have been sever~l 

published criticisms concerning the CTP recidivism rates (Lerman 1968; Bcker 

and Heyman 1971). The main point of these criticisms is that the differential 

recidivism rates I:;etween experimental (CTP) and control subjects is due to 

differential decision-making by the Youth Authority BOClrd (in terms of revoking 

or restoring parole once a ward1s parole has been suspended) rather than differ .. 

entia1 del inquent behavior. Palmer has ,-ecognized these criticisms but still 

bel ieves that ~ of the dlfference In recidivism rates and llgood" discharge 

from Youth Authority jurisdiction is due to changes in the eTP wards (P61mer 

1968c, 1970). Changes in psychological test scores on the California Psycho-

logical Inventory nnd the Jesness Inventory showed a complex pattern among 

subtypes, between experimental and control subjects and taking both experiment.,l.., 

control status and subtype into conSideration. See Palmer (1971a) for a sUrMlUry 
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of outcome data on the Community Treatment Project. 

Although strong criticisms have been levelled at CTP and the I-Level 

typology(Lerman 1968; Gibbons 1970; Beker and Heyman 1971) unel many questions 

remain unanswered, widespread interest in the I-Level typology has been 

generated by the project. The typology has provided eTP with a treatment­

relevant basis for a rational approach to dealing with different kinds of 

delinquents in a community setting. 

The Preston Typology Study (Jesness 1969) was the first large scale 

attempt to apply I-Level typology to an institutional setting. Wards 

arriving at the California Youth Authority1s Preston School were diagnosed 

as to I~Leve1 and subtype. Subjects were randomly assigned to either an 

experimental or control group. Experimental wards were placed in living uni ts 

homogeneous as to subtype whereas control subjects were placed in living 

units without regard to I-Level classification. 

Staff were trained in the characteristics and treatment of the particular 

subtype in their living unit. There was an attempt to match staff with a 

particular living unit subtype on the basis of questionnoire data on the staff 

member,l,s peisonality, interests and working style. Each living unit developed 

a somewhat differential program for deal ing with wards of a particular subtype . 

There were differences between expelm~nta1 and control units in both 

observer and ward perceptions of the treatment orientation of the staff. The 

mujor difference betVJeen experimental and control units was the smaller number 

of serious l'ehavioral 'incidents occul"ing in the experimental units. Some 

changes In psychological and behavioral measures favoring the experimental 

subjects were also shoVJn for some of the subtypes. However, duta after the 
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wards were released to parole showed no overall difference between experi­

mential and control groups In recidivism rates at 15 or 24 month exposure 

period. There were minor differences in recidivism rates for different 

subtypes within both the experimental and control groups. 

In discussing the implications of the study and its results, Jesness 

s ta tes tha t the I~ffects were most apparant in the changed attitudes 

and behavior of Preston staff. The introduction of the I-Level classifica u 

tion system contributed to increased professionalism and enthusiasm on the, 

part of the treatment personnel, some of whom had the reputation of being 

lold line l supervisors not noted for their openness to change~ Providing a 

rational classification and treatment approach made it possible for these 

staff members to become increa,singly knowledgeable about the behavior and 

treatment of one or more classes 6f del inquents(Jesncss 1971a). Although 

the success of the experimental programs in leading to desired ch~nges on 

psychological and behavioral measures was not emphatic and there was no 

greater parole success (recidivism rates) on the part of the experimental 

wards, Jesness sees great utility in the I-Level typology. He states: (p.Sl) 

"The present I-Level classification system seems to provide a 
f~nctional system for the integration of traits and characteri9tics 
that enables a variety of statements to be made concerning the 
individual. These statements include material relevant to the probable 
origin or explanation of the subjectls del in'quency; his perception 
of himself, his family, his peers; his attitudes toward adults; his 
probable response to certain treatment intervention strategies, and 
so forth .•• Furthermore, and probably most importnnt, the adoption of 
this system could immediately make possible the exchange of more 
meaningful data fro~ researchers using different populations in 
different parts of the country, It would probably be generally 
agreed that the usefulness of a classification system such as that of 
I-Level is related to its power in enabling the greatest number of 
useful predictions to be made regarding a subjectls response to a 
variety of critical situations," 
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Other Youth Authority facilities such as the Los Guilicos School an~ 

several parole units have learned and usc the I-Level classification system. 

Some research reports on these and other programs have analyzed outcome and 

other datu by the level and subtype of the subjects in the' pro~ram\(PQnd' 196~) 

For example Knight (Knight 1970), studying a 3 month intensive institutional 

progrum emphasizing group meetings, open discussion, and confrontation, found 

that those classified by the highest Jesness Inventory probabil ity as No had 

a lower recidiVism rate than those so classified Nx. This was a post-hoc 

analysis as the program did not deal with classification or systematic differ-

ential treatment. A kn~~ledge of the I "Level classification can lead to valuable 

information concerning response to treatment programs even if these programs 

do not take the classification into account. ConSistent eviadnce in favor mf 

certain types of programs for certain classcs of subjects can lead to the 

formation of classification-related differential treatment. If these programs 

were then subject to intensive research and good experimental design~ much 

information about the utility of specific classification-related differential 

treatment programs could be obtained. 

The I-Level classification typology has been used to a limited extent in 

the Youth Center Research Project (Jesness, ~oohr, McCormIck· & \vedge 1968). 

This project, conducted at t~o adjacent Youth Authority institutions compares 

the effects of programs based on transactional analysis (O.H. Close School) 

end behavior ffiJdification using contingency management (Karl Holton School). 

Subjects have been cl~ssified as to I-Level and subtype using ,the Sequential 

Classification I~thod d1scussed later in this report. While subtype was often 

" 
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taken into account in assigning subjects to living units, programs at each of 

the schools were not based primarily on the classification. Analyses of the 

classification made by the sequential method will use data from subjects in 

this study, data such as behavioral and attitudinal changes as a function of 

type of treatment and ~ellevel classification. Concurrent, construct, and pre­

dictive validity information on the classification by the sequential method 

will also come from Youth Center data. 

The I-Level classification has been used in an ESEA funded project at ihe 

Youth Authorityls Paso Robles School, called the Differential Education Projec 

~ndre & Mahan 1971). This project involves an experimental-~ontrol design. 

Experimental subjects were ass igned to classrooms homogeneous as to subtype. 

There \;-Jere four e~{pel'imenta1 classrooms, one for Cfmls, one for Cfcls and Mp's 

together, one for Nx1s and one for Nals. Control classrooms were heterogeneoLl 

with regard to classification. Teachers for the m<perimental classes were 

chosen on the basis of their style of working with youngsters. Results were 

measured in terms of reading and arithmetic achievement, perception of cil.ass-

room atmosphere, self concept on the semantic differential, personality change 

on the Jesnes! Inventory, observations of teacher and pupil behavior in the 

cl~ssroom, as well as teacher reports of behavior difficulties and special 

commendations. A curriculum model for each of the subtype groups used in the 

study was presented which contained objectives, setting, methods and procedure~ 

and subject matter (Andre & t4ahan 1971). Results varied with subtype and the 

type of outcome variable measured. Again, although som~. of the data was not 

in the predicted direction, there was enough favorable results for the Cfm, Cf 
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Na antI Nx. subtypes to show rromi5c of usioS a dlfferenti~l education~l approach 

based on the I-Level classification. 

Some other Youth Authority Institutions nnd parole offices have used the 

ward1s classification in an informal mC:lOner. Most of the first admissions to 

the Youth Authority have been classified accordin~ to I-Level and subtype since 

1968. Beginning in the final months of 1970, this claSsification has been made 

by means of the pr1iJsent provisionnl sequential system. The c1nssification is 

avnilablc in the clinical report prep~red by the Youth Authority Reception Center 

C lin ics. 

The interest in the Community Trentment Project and the !-Level clnssifica-

tion became so great that Marguarite \4arren and several experienced diasnostic'" 

treatment staff from eTP set up the Center for Training in Differential Treat~ 

ment (CTDT). This training ceniGr, funded ty the National Institute of Menta1 

Health, provides intensive course\'lOrk in I-Level theory and diagnosis plus some 

treatment information (W€lrr~n 1969). Pr::;sently, the course lasts five weeks. 

Representatives of correctional and other agencies from allover the country 

and :iome foreign countries have attended. The Center provides follmv"up consul·" 

tat ion on diagnostic accuracy and treatment programs. 

Unfortunately, there is no central locntion where one may obtain reports 

on the use of I-Level. We would guess that most agencies asing the system do 

not systenl.:.,tical,y report about its usc, It would be very helpful if agencias 

USing the I-Level system would report on hew the diagnoses were determined, the 

distribution of diagnoses, staff reactions to I-Level programs, treatment 8n~ 

management techniques bosed on the cl")ssificati?n, response of inmates to the 
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programs, outcomes of these prog~ams, innovotions, etq It wcu Id be ideal 

to have competent research personnel investIgating the use of the I-Level 

typology tn various agencies. 
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IV. Methods .pf. Determining I-Level Dnd Subtype Cl~ssification 

The methods and procedures used to classify individuDl~ into an I-Level 

and subtype category represent a cruciol problem area It(hich hos ramific(ltions 

toal1 other aspects of I-Level: research, treatment, and outcomes. The 

methodology of determining the level and subtype is the focus of Project Sequil. 

In the beginning, the clnssification was based on a one and onB-half to 

two hour interview with the subject .. This is the method used by the Community 

Treatment Project, and it is the one tousht by the Center for Tr<:lining in 

Differential Treatment. A 1966 publication by eTP (Warren 1966a) contains a 

long interview schedule covering many orcas of the sl!bjectls life, thoughts, 

and perceptions. Some of the areos are: expectations of the Youth Authority; 

offenses, and attitude toward the commitrr.ent offense; perception of family; 

perception and attitudes toward each parent (or substitue), sibl ings and self; 

handling problems and emotions; perceptions of friends; the future; and feelings 

toward the intervievo/ nnd interviewer. The interviewer is instructed to t:)sk 

broad questions at first in an open-ended manner, .following the lead of the 

interviewee into more specific questions. The specific questions listed in 

the schedule need not be asked in the manner stated but serve as a guidelme for 

the type of information needed. 

After the interview is completed the interviewer, or someone who has I istene 

to a taped re~ording of the interview, rates the interviewee on each of t~e 

numerous characteristics listed for each of the three I~Levels (2~ 3, and 4) on 

a four point scale runging from no infonootion to markedly or extremely character' 

istic. For the 1-2, three additional traits nre listed to separate An1s from 
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Ap1s. Subsequently, the interviewer rates each characteristic listed under 

each subty::>a only for the chosen level ~ ~1uny of these characteristics are 

rather "global" or "el inical" and probably not easily operational ized. The 

Interviewer1s interpretntion of ~hQt the interviel-'Jee said in relation to the 

listec characteristics determines the ratings. 

The interviewers· determinations of leval and subtype in the eTP have 

DQl been made on the basis of these ratings. Over the years the chief diagnos­

tj':ians have been the research personnel who have developed and worked with the 

system. They are cons idered the "experts" on class ification. Thei r level and 

subtype diasnosis have been done on a "clinical" or "globa]11 basis using the 

information from the interview and their interpretations of the meaning of this 

information in terms of the crucial dili1em-l.ons differentiating levels and sub­

types .. The ratings hnve been done more for research purposes. The diagnostic 

inipressions from the interview are not based on actuurial or statistical d<:lta. 

The sequential system of i-Level claSSification was developed from experi~ 

ence in the Preston Typology Study (Jesness 1969). The basic differences between 

tho sequential method and the CTP .... CTDT method (to be called the clinical or in~ 

terview method henceforth) are both the method of data collection and procedures 

for combining the data" The present sequential method relies ~ainly on psycho­

metric data (Jesness [nventory) While the other method relics completely on a 

clinical interview. In the sequential method, the combination of data from 

different Instruments, when necessary, is done by mech<:lnical menns. In the 

interview epproach, only the data from the interview is integrated by clinical 

mo<:ms us j n9 the knowledge and interpretations of the i nterv i ewer. 
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!n the Preston Typology Study, clElssification was b<:lsecJ on three instru­

ments administered ahd scored fqr ~tl subjects with the final classification . , 

made at a staff meeting at VJhich time information from all three inst"ruments 

was integrated. OccaSionally the ward1s case file was used as an aid in 

settling a uifficult classification problem •. A great deal of data was collec-

ted with regard to the three instruments, their inter-relationships, their 

relationships to the final staff diagnosiS, and modal patterns of responses for 

each of the levels and subtypes. This data formed the Lasis for the provisional 

sequent i a 1 I-Leve 1 c lass if i Celt ion system. Jes ness descr'i bed the c 1 <.'ISS if i cat ion 

process at Preston as fol10\'1s: (Jesness 1969, pp 51-52) 

l'The procedure for c lass if i cati on fo 11 o\<led in the Pres ton Typology 
Study involved the careful integr<:ltion of material from three sources: 
the interview, the inventory and the sentence completion test. All 
three were regarded as fallible sources of data which were given ap~ 
proximately the same weight in arriving Dt final classification ••• 
Initially, however, rossibly to the disadvantage of accurnc'l of 
clc:lssification, thG staffins team tended to sive the rnto:-view more 
weight than psychometric unto. \<lith experience, the class ification 
tenm lenrncd to recognize those situations where greater or lesser 
weight could be placed on anyone of these instruments. For example, 
lt ~ros found to be hardly conceivable for an individual functioning 
at the 1-2 level to present a set of sentence responses which were 
unambiguously ratable as Na or Nx responses, and in such instances 
the sentences were given much more weight. The accuracy of indivi­
dua 1 i nte rv i eVJC rs \fUrl ed, and any tendenc i es to fCJvor ce rtn ins ub­
type c'lass ifications were graduiJlly leiJrned nnd where poss ible were 
taken into account. 

A fairly systemutic staffing procedure evolved which seemed 
to provide the best means for integratin9 data. The members of the 
staffing team \'1ere first informed of the inventory probabi 1 ities 
and diasnostic ratin9s of the sentences. At that point, the inter­
viewer presented his diClgnostic impreSSions. \O}hen there was 
sufficient CJgrecment among the instruments, no further discussion 
about class ificEltion w()S needed. In aoout 40% of the cases the 
i nterv iewer's impress ion vms conf i rmed by the inventory and/or sen­
tence data, and the staffing team WiJS able to move quickly to another 
case. In the remaining cascs where there was less instrument 
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agreement or where the intervie't/er felt some need to discuss 
the case, the interviewer presented a complete report of his i 
interview to the staffing group. Hembers of the group 1 istened 
carefully to this material, keeping in mind 011 possibilities 
suggested by the instruments. The task of the staffing group 
vl8S to sussest a hypothesis which would reconcile the opparent 
incons istencies. Hhere adequate interviews had been held anel 
the data ful1y reported, the staffing team found that tho',se mem­
bers who listened to tho report of the interview were often in 
a better position than the interviewer to evaluate the data ob­
jectively. There were occasions when the staffing process deve­
loped into a struggle for dominnnce or a competition between ',i 

conf1 icting points of view. However, when all staff assumed 
responsibility for arriving at the most accurate diagnOSiS, °it 
VIaS possible to approach the staffing as un inte11ecutal 
challenge to integrate conflicting moteriCll into a Single cohe~ 
rent explanation consistent with a particular subtype classjfi­
cation." 

The final staff c.liagnos is produced -(:)11 almost 2,000 Youth Authority male 

wards in the Preston S;tudy: ... provided the criterion groups for determining 

the scoring guides for the three instruments used in the present provisional 

sequential system. 

tiQa:;urement Instruments Used in the Presont Provisional Sequential Svs.tGf!l 

Jesness Inventory·· The Jesness Inventory is a personality-attitude test devised 

for the purposes of discriminating between delinquent and non-delinquent youth 

and among delinquents of different types. It contains 155 items which are 

answered true or false by the respondent. By means of cluster and factor 

analysis 11 scoles were derived including on indicator of delinquency proneness 

(the Asocial Index). A brief description of these scales follo\'J (Jesness 1969, 

pp 44-45). 

Social Maladjustmenl - measures a set of attitudes associated with inade-

- 26 -

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'. 
• 

• 

• 

• 

\ • 'quClte or disturbed social ization as defined by the extent to \vhich 
an individual shares the attitudes of persons who demonstrate inability 
to meet environmental demands. 
Value Orientation - measures a tenGency to share attitudes and opinions 
ch~ract-;rrstic of persons in the lov/er socioeconomic classes. 
JFmaturitL - meusures the tendency to display attitudes and perceptions 
of self and others which are usual for persons of a younger age than the 
subject. 
Autism - meClsures a tendency, in thinking and perceiving, to distort 
reCl(ity according to one/s personal desires or needs. 
Alienation - measures the presence of distrust and estrangement in a 
person's attitudes to'tJard others, espociCllly toward those representing 
authority. 
Honifest, A,~C)ressi0!l - measures an 'm"areness of unpleasant feel in9s , 
especially of anser and frustration, a tendency to react readily with 
emotion, and perceived discomfort concerning the presence and control of 
these fee 1 i n9s • 
Withdrawal-Dcnression - measures a perceived lack of satisfaction with 
self and others and a tendency toward isolation from others. 
~9FjQ]_Anxietv - measLires perceived emotional discomfort ClssociatecJ 
with interpersonal relationships. 
Repression - measures the exclusion from conscious awareness of feelings 
and emotions which the individu-ol normally would be 6xpected to e),perience, 
or his failure to IClbel these emotions. 
Den ial - mons uroS Q re 1 uctnnce 'to ucknov/l edge Llnp 1 easant events or aspects 
~f real ity, often encountered tn daily 1 ivi n9. 
(i?ociaL Index - measLires the general ized dispos ition to resolve problems 
of sociCll and personal adjustment in ways ordinarily regurdod as showing 
a disregard for social cListoms or rules. 

In order to use the Jesness Inventory for the measurement of I-Level and 

subtype an:anQlys~5'waR made of the responses of Youth Authority wards in the 

Community Treatment Project (erp) classified with a high degree of confidence 

(N=204). Nine scales, one for each subtype, were developed by means of item 

analysiS. Items selected for a p~rticular suctype were those which differen­

tiated that subtype from all others QS a totol group. A multip'1c discrimlnnnt 
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functional analysis7 was then perf9rmed using the 10 briginal psychological 

scales ~s well as the 9 newly-deriyed subtype scales bs predictor variables. 
I 

The multiple dtscrtmtn~nt fuctlhn Is a statlsticai technique which distinguishes. 

between khOwn groups for whom common measurements are available. This technique 

"locatesl' a subject1s response pattern relative to patterns of the known 

criterion groupS and provides a probability statement as to the Iinearness" 

of this pottern to each of the criterion groups. The probabil ities of being 

~ member of each of the nine subtypes (nearness to the average pattern of the 

CTP criterion groups) were used in the classification process in the Preston 

Study. 

The process of developing subtype scales from the Jesness Inventory and 

r-erforming a multiple discriminent analysis using these and other scales 

from the Inventory was rereated two more times. The last criterion group 

includes the original 20L~ from eTP plus 1,790 classified subjects from the 

Preston Typology Study. 

Sentenc~ Completion Test 

A second personality measurement used h the provisional sequential system 

7 In technical terms a multiple discriminant function is a series of several 
linear discriminant functions. The first function is the linear combination 
of variables which best maximize the ratio of between-groups vClriance to 
within-groups variance. The second discriminut function is the one which 
does the second best job of maximizing this rotio, and so on. There are 
similarities to factor analysiS and multiple regreSSion analysiS. In order 
to obtain a score for an individual the centroid of each criterion group is 
determined. Contours of equal density about each centroid are computed in 
multidimensional space correspondin~ to the number of discriminants. The 
locations of the individual with respect to these contours around the centroids 
of each criterion ~roup determines his score for each group. The higher the. 
probability, the closer the individual is to the centroid of that group. 

- 28 -

~ ___________________________________ ~ ______________________________ =-__ ~mu~~~~~~.,~~~· 

•• 

• 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.' 

is on incomplete sentence test.. The P tTl' S d S ~ res on ypo ogy tu y entence Completion 

Test consists. of 13 sentence stems and three top'ICS. T he respondent is given 

75 seconds to complete each stem and 3 minutes for each topic. The stems and 

topics are listed below: 

1 • I 1 ike 
2. Rules are ... 
3. Hhen f am criticized ... 
4 .. Parents ... 
5. I feel satisfied when .. -. 
6. \-Jhen s orncone te 11 s me wha t to do ... 
7. Hhen I em on my own ... 
8. f hate ... 
9. if I could ... 

10. I feel bad v.[hen ... 
11. Cops III ,!II" 

12. \vhen tCJke someth i ng ... 
13. Hhen I am not sure ... 

Topic 1. ""hat has your Ufe been 1 ike? 
Topic 2. Hhat sort of person are you? 
Topic 3. Why do you think you got into trouble with the law? 

The original guideline for uSinO the test in classification came from an 

analysis of the responses of 60 eTP wards. Guidelines for subtype clClssifica­

tion were further refined through the analysis of. the responses of the first 

195 subjects classified in the Preston Typology Study. Most of the sentence 

tests were rated as to subtype independently by two members of the research 

staff whose diagnostic impressions were based on global impreSSions of the 

ent ire p rotoco 1. 

Classification Interview 

BecCluse of the time pressures involved and the large number of wards who 

had to be classified in the Preston Typology Study the interview was shortened 

from that done by eTP. A semi-structured interview of about 30 minutes dura-
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tion was developed which includecl the mnin diagnostic areas covered by the 

CTP i nterv iew. 1 t1tcrv ie'.'Jers, who inc 1 uded the rcsea rch staff and many Pres ton 

staff, were expected to el icit and reco~d the subject1s responses~ Tn direct quot 

if possible, to the major points i~ the interview guide. This guide suggested 

the type of material to ce obtained from the interviewee, and the content areas. 

to be cxplored. The nine interview content areas were: nature of. delinquency, 

friends, description of parents, attitude toward 1 ife, self-description, 

change from the past, changes anticipated in the future, awareness of personal 

problems, and plans for the future. The intervievver was also instructed to 

observe the general behavior of the subject cluring the intervie~. Based on his 

general knowledge of i-Level descriptions the interviewer came up with a diagnos~ 

tic impression. There were no formal guidel inGs for classifying interview 

responses. Proble~s encountercd with the mterview during the Preston Study 

were described (Jesness 1969, pp. 34-35) 

'~ith an Inventory, unreliati1ity is associated primarily with subject 
(response) variubil ity. The interview is vulnerable to the additional 
unreliability aSSociated with variation in presentation of the stimuli 
to the subject, the kind of rapport established between interviewer 
and subject, and errors in the conclusions reached by the interviewer 

Almost all interviewers occasionally L,ecome emotionally involved and 
defensive about the interviews. At other times it proved difficult 
for the interviewer to consider the possitility that hisiimpressions 
could be wrong or his technique faulty. It was apparent that the 
question of onels al:.il ity to conduct art interview tended to threaten 
personal security, und the staffing oroup was DW.::lre on severul occa­
sions of having accepted the interviewerls diagnosis rather than to 
further a1ienute the interviewer by continued questioning~ 

In order to minimize these problems, interviewers were encouraged to 
view their essential function as that of presenting reliuble and 
complete information to the stuffing group •• ~ Since the role of the 
interviewer wns structured as I::ei·ng primarily that of an observer 
and reporter, the weight given to intuitive impreSSions was necessari­
ly minimized. This did not mean thut stuff were not encouraged to 
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pursue their hunches, but they were expected to provice expli~it 
data to substantiate their hypotheses. Sometimes exploration of 
these minimal and c.lifficu1t-to~verba1ize clues provided the basis 
for the satisfactory synthesjs of what appcured to be hopelessly 
conflicting information". 

. , 
Data from this study; as well as other literature reportIng numerous 

studies on the relative merits of clinical vs. actunriul prediction, convinced 

Jesness that the interview method was a relatively unreliable, inefficient way 

of determining cl€lsS ification. Therefore the interview becomes the least infl-u-

ential step in the sequential classification system. However, it Wus felt 

that in some instances data from the Jesness Inventory and Sentence Completion 

Test would not produce cleClr enough informCltion to determine a diagnosis. The 

interview would only be used for these h~rd-to-d~agnose cases, nnd in conjunctiorl 

with the other two instruments. 

Some of the results using this three ~,nstrument approach to i~Level 

classification in the Preston Typology Study are presented in the following 

tables. Table 1 sholtiS the percent agreement between the three instruments and 

the final' stuff diagnosis. It should be remembered that this does not represent 

independent data because all three instruments '.',ere used in arriving at the final 

diagnos is. 

T·!.lble one shows that the first interview impreSSion was most highly related 

to the final staff diagnosis, with the Jesness Inventory probability second, and 

the sentence diugnosis last. Lowest agreement between each of the instruments 

and the .final stuff diagnosis Wus shown for the w.:lrds cl<:lssifietl ns Aa. 
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TABLE 1 

Percent Agreemont Among Hishest Jesness Inventory 
Probability, Fir$t Sentence Diasnosis and First Interview 

Diagnosis with the Final Staff Diagnosis 

(Pres toh typo 100Y Study) 

________ .. _. __ -..,.,--___ .... -_ .. ..... ----.----------t------------, I FI?ai St~ff il Mlghcs: ~.1. I Firs: Scnt,;nce, i First Inte;view j 

Cfm 
Cfc 
Mp 

Na 
Nx 
Se 
C i 

I! I il 58% I 43% 61% I 

I 44% 25% 63% I 40% I 40% 58% I 
II I I 
I
i 54% ! 28% 54% i 
! 59% i 33% 60"10 I 

,i L}9% I 2....0, % 5SOio I 
'II I I II 41% ! 6% 38"10 I 
jl: i 

Total Asreement ·1 I I 
LEVEL: II 7(ff, I 62% 73% I 

Total Agreement Ii I I 
SUBTYPE: Ii 49"'10 : 35% . 57% I .J.-_~,. •. ~ ... ~'\.I._=:t:r...:_":" __ ~ ......... =-::o:=o~-=:o=t-.,-===d::._ L_-=OOZ=::~ .. 'Cl.l.~ ___ ._1 
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Table 2 presents dota on the percent nsreement tHrong the instruments. The 

d~ta reflects the convergent val idity Dmong different types of indeperident 

measures designed to measure the same thlng~ 

TABLE 2 

Percent Agreement Among the Highest Jesncss Inventory 
Procability, First Sentence Diagnosis and First Interview 

Diagnosis 

(Preston Typology Study) 

I ;-_.- 1·-----------1- -----1 

L::iagnosis 1'\ Inventory vs, I Inventory vs. ! Intervim'l vs, i I. Interview I Sentences , Sentences \ 

===A=a===l*j ==N==l=; ::0 =t="-N=7~% ____ +-_ N=I, :2i,i 
r Ap i' 28% I 25% 27'10, 

I I! .!: I I Cfm . . 40% 3 rio 34% 

I ~~c I! ~~ i ;ii ~~i 
1'1 'I I 

Na 1'1 30% III I Nx 33% 

I
I Se I r:tlo I 

I 
Ci Ii 28% 

Total Agreement II 
LEVEL: Sr:tlo 

21% 
28% 
2 "flo 

0% 

53% 

I 
I 
I 

I 

21% 
26% 
13% 
11% 

54% 

Tota 1 Agreement Ii 
SUBTYPE: II 31% . 33% I 26% , 

--_._------_ ... -----_.-_.-._.- _. __ ... _-----. 
Most of the relationships nmong independent instruments were statistt-

cally significant. it should be remembered that on the basts of chance alone 

th\.,-- relationships would average Dbout 33% agreement for levels and around 11% 

for subty~es assuming an equal distribution of all ]evel~ and SUbtypes. Jesness 

states that the "overall agreement figures ••• support the validity of coth the 

measures and the classificntion system," (Jesness 1969). 
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Seguenti~l I-Level Clnssifica!lQu ~~ 

The provisional sequehtial system represents a modification of the pro~ 

ceuures used in the Preston Typol'ogy St~dy clescrit'ed tn the previous section. 

It employs the s()me three instr~mentS (Jeshcss inventory 1··Level and sutty~e 

pro!'Cl('ilities, the sentenc;e completion test, and b short, structured tnter­

view). The sequential system is an improvement upon the system used at 

Preston in the following ways: 

1. Reduces time for diasnosis for most subjects. 

2. Has exp1icit rules for usinO the three instruments to determine 
a d i agnos is - no staff i n9 necessa ry, no pc rsona 1 i nf 1 uence in 
making the diagnosis. 

3. Provides written guidelines for scoring the sentence completion 
test and interview. 

4. Allows for a high degree of consistency between different groups 
of diagnostic ions. 

The sequential procedure is embodied in a set of logical, sequential, 

and exhaustive rules (See Appendix A). They provide expl icit directions for 

using information from the Jesness Inventory (level and subtype probabilities), 

the two dia0nose~ made from the Sentence Completion Test, and the two diagno-

ses made f rom the i nte rv i ew. I-Leve 1 is firs t dete rm i ned, the n sUbtype. The 

sequence involvJs the use of data from the Inventory, sentences, and interview 

in that order. Unlike the procedures ot Preston, all irstruments are not needed 

for all subjects. 

All su~jects are administered the Jesness Inventory and the sentence 

comrletion test. The Inv~ntory is scored ty IOOmputer program for I-Level Clnd 

~u~tyro. If the rules determine that a diagnosis can be made from the Inventory 

probar-ilities alone, no further instruments arc needed. If the pro!.::abilities 
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do not allow for £.9.th. a level and subtype diasnosis, the Sentence Completion 

Test is scored for level and sulty~e. This is the second Step of the sequen­

t i-c:ll procedu re. t f the re is convo rgencc (asrecment) tetween the sentence 

diagnoses ~nd the high Inventory procability, a final classification CDn ~e 

made. If there is no convergence l'etIJ-leen the sentence diagnoses und the Inventory 

~ short structured Interview is administered and scored for level and SUbtype. 

The diagnoses made from the Interview arc compnred with' the Ilnventory proba­

bilities. If there is convergence a finol classification is made; if not, 

the interview dia~noses are compared to the sentence diagnses, and a final 

classification made on this casis. In a fe\'J cases the rules p~ovide that if 

there is no convergence among the three instruments on subtype but there is 

convergence on level, the fInal subtype diagnosiS is made on the c8sis of the 

l.. l . 1 . . th' that 1 evo 1 Thr:. ru 1 es mnke $,Orr,8 highest Inventory su[:-type proL'a I I ty WI In ',. ~ 

special provisions for obtaining convergent information for the rarer level 

(L-2) Dnd su~types (1-4 Se anJ 1-4 ei). 

The rules t8ke into account almost all of the many- possibi 1 itiesfor con .. 

h . t ts As they nre written, an I-Level and subtype vergence among t e Ins "rumen • ~ 

diagnos is can he made on practically all subjects if all three instruments are 

administered (less than 1% unclassified). 

The rules in Appendix A arc provisional and will be changed. The IllCljor 

goal of the second year of Project Sequil is to develop more efficient rules 

that will include other diugnostic instruments. 

It should be noted that according to the present rules, the Jcsnoss Inven-
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tory is given the most weight (see Table 5 page ..5~). Even when the sentences 

• (SilO interview nre needed, the finaJ diagnosis depends on their convergence with 

the highei lnventory probability. It is rare that the final classification is 
I 

based on the convergence of sentence nnd interview diagnoses. Only the Jcsness 
• • Inventory can determine the final clnssification by itself. The writing of 

the rules Ilaround" the Jesness Inventory reflects the Projectis goi1ls of develop~ 

lng a system based chiefly on actuarial procedures using easily administered 

• psychometric instruments. The present system is provisional and we hope to 

reduce the need nr sentence and interview diagnoses for purposes of classifi-

cation, Ho'tlecler, it is acknowledged that for some Individuals psychometric 

• instruments ~:11 not provide enough clear diagnostic evidence and more qual ita-

tive methods \'~i 11 be employed s.uch as sentences and/or interview. 

• The sequential classification rules can be follov.led by anyone who is 

provided the Jesness Inventory probabilities for level and subtype, two sentenc( 

diagnoses) and two intervie~ diagnoses. The use of this information is objectiv 

• with no disQgreement over the way it is used or over the final diagnosis. 

Applyin9 the rules is strictly a clerical function. 

In addition to the Sequentiol Classification Rules, written guidelines 

• for the scoring of the sentence completIons and the interview have been formula-

• 
ted (Jesness &\tJcdge 1970). Those guidelines were based on the typical response 

to th<8 16 stems and topics and to the nine interview content arens of a samrle 

• of 351 wards classified during the Preston Typology Study (Jesncss 1969). They 

described the typica.l reSponses of each of the nine subtypes to each stem, 

• topic and interview areu. During the first year of Project Sequil supplen{entary 
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gu i de 1 i news we re deve loped wh i ch p rov i ded add j tiona I €}{amp 1 es of responS~ 

to each of the sentence items and interview areas and clarified the original 

gu i de 1 i nes . 

Given these guidelines, scorin9 is more object\ve than in the Preston 

Study where the diagnosticians made their diagnosis from a 910\:-al impreSSion 

based on the entire sentence protocol or interview. In the sequential method 

each stem, topic and interview content area is indivi~ually scored for level 

and subtype. Sentences and interviews are scored by different people who 

have no information about the ward. The scorers' first and second diagnostic 

ratings for each of the 1t-, ~tems of the sentence completion test and nine e 

content areas of the Interview ar~ recorded. The scorer than totals the firs 

and second ratings for each level and subtype. This produces a distribution 

of scored responses. The method for determining a final first and final 

second sentence diagnosis from these distributions is specified. No ~ormal 

rules for determining diagnosjs from the distrltutlons of interview responses 

have been written but similar procedures are used as with the distrlLution 

of sentence responses. In general the level with the'moSt.first diagnoses 

and the subtype within that level with the most total number of first and 

second diagnoses is the first final diagnosis. 

In making the classification from the sentence completion test and the 

interview there is no differential weighting of items. 3coring is predicated 

on the assumption that most frequent, i ,e. the modal response, represents the 

Individual's most typical way of functioning. 

Advantaqes of ~ Sequential System Relative 12. the ~view Nethod 

Project Sequil was undertalke:m becci)'ose pf a felt :need by t~e Galifornia 

Youth Authority for a more efficient and more reliable method of oltaining 

the I-Level classification. Some of the known and potential advantages of th 
37 
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sequential system relative to the clinical interview method of I-Level 

c1asslflcntion are: 

a) less time and effort needed for st~ff training. 

b) less staff time needed for classification activities. 

c) more open to chc:lges 'in procedures which could produce even more 
savings of staff time in training and classification Clctivities~ 

d) does not depend on one instrument. 

e) does not rely on lIexperts" or people with many yenrs of experience 
or grent clinical skills. 

f) provides for greater consistency in procedures and outcomes for groups 
working apart from each other. 

g) greater specificity of the actual operations determining the classi­
fication. 

a) Less time and effort needed for ~tnff traininr: 

Project $oquil found that one week is often sufficient to train people to 

score sentences and to administer and score the interview. A b-ackground in the 

I~Level system, "of ccurse. facilitotes the learning of the scoring systems. 

Little truining is needed to administer the Jesness Inventory and the Sentence 

Completion Test. As little as four hours of training hElve been found sufficient 

to train clerical personnel in appl ication of the sequential clClss ification rule~ 

On the other h~nd, the Center for Training in Differential Treatment spends 

five weeks in training. Although training <:It the training center includes 

discussion of theory and treQtment as well as diagnOSis, the bulk of the 

program is devoted to classification. Trainers at the Center feel t~t even 

more experience is necessary after the training in order for one to become a 

Qualified I-Level diagnostician. The Center has also found that not all trainees 

Qre able to cecome good I-Level diagnosticians or interview~rs. Although these 
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individun1 dTfFerences arc also a factor in training persons to I.:-e good 

sentence raters and interviewers in the sequential system, the guidelines for 

odministrtltion nnd scoring qlloltJ for more people to be qual ified with much less 

troining and experience. 

b) ~ staff .llill9.. nco dod for classification activities. 

The tests used in the Sequential system CDn te qdministfred to large groups 

us,ing a taped re.cording; the Inventory "takes atout L}O minutes and the Sentence 

1 ~o "~ The "Interview in the sequential Comnletion Test in an ~cdHionn L. mlnUI.es. 

" -<'>"out 30,-1.1,"5 n,",nutes and 30- l :'5 minutes for scorins" A sentence sys tern reC1U I res <.<1 

1 I cd "in less than 30 minutes l y cxrc.rienccd scorer-so r rotoeo, cen, e scor 
I t should 

d l h nned for sentence ratings is limited to af:out ;;etlo of all 1:"0 remem! ere t,10 t t e " ~ 

c:eses and only al"out 20% need interv,iCWS usinS the rresent !"'rovisioncd system 

51'/) -Ille t~d"ltional interview method took from lt to 2 (See Tal 1"e 5 rase ~ " 1 u 

Data from the Youth Authori ty cl inics hou rs rro r subj ect fa r Q 11 sut:U eets, 

showed that an average of 1 hour and L:8 minutes rer I-Level intervievl was 

" at cl"assificution Iy the intervicltJ method. Each r-reviously used to arrive 

second rating of recordings of these interviews took nn additional hour and 

20 mi nutes. If !tIC use the aI-ove estimate of time for t!le vqrioLls dia9nostic 

Qctivities we cen com[.'Clre the interviclt/ ItJith the sequential method. Assumi n8 

d "d 1· to I, e d"l~onoscd according to the I-Level typology an intake of 100 in ,iVI Uq S ~u 

we have e !" rca kdovm of staff t i roo as fo 11 O\'JS : 
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~e(TlJcnt.iel ~iethod (IOO subjects) 

1. Testing in sroups of 20 = 
1* hours x 5 = 6 hrs. 15 min. 

2. Sentence scoring on 5 SOlo = 
30 min. x 55 = 27t nrs. 

3. Interview on 20% = It hrs. x' 
20 = 30 hrs. 

~. Clerical time in Opplying the 
rules and other associated duties 

.Lntc rv i ow method (100 s ul:;:lcq;,5.) 

1. Interview Qt 1-3/4 hrs. per person = 
175 hours 

2. Second ratings on a sample of 2~1o -. 
1 hr. 20 min. per person){ 20 = 
26 h rs. L}O min . 

= arrrox. 1 min/sut3ect = 1 hr. 40 min . 

TOTAL staff hours necu()d to clnss ify 
100 individuals = approx. 65 hours 

TOTAL stofF hours needed to classify 
100 individuals = epprox. 202 hours 

It can t'e socn that the sequential mcthoJ is much more efficient in terms 

of staff time than the interview method. However, D grenter delay is involved 

in getting thG data ncaGed for the sequential claSSification, r-rimarily !:.:oc.::luse 

of tho t ima needed to send the Inventory anSVJor sheets to on ova i lahl.~ computer 

center for Scoring, and return to the user. 

c) More oDen~~n..s.es. in r.t:..Q£euYJ:£2..j;!b.ifb . ...k.I..QLilJ pro,)u.ce even f1J9re savLIJ.£:s of. 
st8H time in traininQ O%nrJ classification ()ctiviU~~ 

As it wns previously stated, 'the prescnt sequential method is provisioMI. 

The next revis ion wi II include tho Jesness Behnvior Checkl ist - Self lipproisal 

along with the Inventory. This will further rejuce the need for data from the 

sentence completion test Dnd interview, and thcrety further reduce stoff time 

nceded for claSSification. 

d) Docs not depend on one instrument 

AJthouch the Jesness Inventory is the mnin claSSification instrument, two 

other instruments ore used in ar'out h.::lH the cases to provide addition.:!1 evicencc 
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us ing the sequential method makes it possi! 1e to partially compensate Thus, 

for weuknesses in ony one Instrument. All instruments are fallible and conver­

gence of d<:ltD from different sources appears to provide greator certainty in 

many cases than is possi~le throuah the use of one instrument only . 

e) Q.ges not rely €IS much on lIex!Jerts" or people with mnny y.?Qrs of I~Level 
eXEC r i ence 0 r 0 ren t c lin i en 1 ski U2. 

The sequentiDl method is portly objective Dnd requir:.; less e;{pertise and 

cl inical ski 11s than an interviev, mcthou .. ProviJi:ng specific rules for scoring 

the instruments ~s well as for combining dDtu to produce a final classification 

lessens the need to rely on highly qualified experts. 

Provides for C"]reoter consistencv in~r::roccd;,!res and outcomes fOL..9..roups 
;orkinq arart from each other 

Although high agreement retween Jiosnoscs lased on intervieVJs h<:ls l'een 

rerorted (Pnlmer 195Dn; Molof 1969; Cross & Tracy 1969), the Jcgree of as-rec-

( H 1971) Thcre is some evidence (Jesness ment has !~een questionou Beker & eymon . 

6) h of d ·I~0nosticians usinR the interview method nnd 1969; Molof 19 9 t at groups u~ _ 

'ilorking apnrt from cnch other ol~tQin much lO\oJer agreement than do persons 

h TIne sequent'I~1 method allows for greater consistency because working toget cr. ~ 

of the mechnnicnl nature of scoring the anventory, the guidelines developed 

• I th" "Interview, nne.! the exrlicit nature of the for scorrng the sentences onG ~ 

, hIt The 'Interview method is more sul:ject to rules for combinlns t e ca a. 

. th k" J of evidence that is crucial in <.! t ffe rent i nte rp re to t ions conce rn InS' e In, 

mmking specific distinctions among levels anJ sultypes. 
, 

\ 

g) Greater specificity of the nctue) operations determlninq the claSSification 

ftnc\ data which leod to the classification arc The specific procedures u 

o 
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easier to assess in the sequential method. AlthouSh a gooJ interviewer USing 

the interview method may !'e nIle to srecify vJhat the interviewee sc:li,:j thDt 

lead him to his Jiasnosis, this is not a1\'Iays ;Jossale. The intervic?\'} method 

is ~Dsed laroely on n " c linical" in 1:uitive process. The sc')ri n9 guidelines for 

the sentence and inttJl'vieltJ .::IS well as the sequentiul clnssification rules 

allow n fairly precise reconstruction of how the diagnosis was achieved. 

AdvontClf'!eS of the Interview Method P-elatJve to the S.£.Quentinl Svstqm 

morc 'InlcOrm"t'lon from the inJiviuual about his a) The diagnostician o~tains u 

. 1 . + t' n ""'1 h'l S '1 nfo rma t i on may be used fo r responses in un Interpersona Sl,-ua 10 • 

Q varioty of purposes relatinSI to classification, treatmcnt,und Jealing with 

special rro~lems. The diQ~nostic interview can serve as an initial stage in 

troa tment, An interview can provide ~he Jiagnostician with a greater subjective 

feeling of unuerstDnding the perceptions, feel ings, attitudes, anu expectations 

of the sui" ject. 

t) Although much more staff time is neeGed, the Jiagnosis can usually l-e arriv~J 

at within Q shorter period of time. In the sequentiCll system the time for 

. ~n(d the, t'lme for administration and scorin~ oroup testing, computer processing, ~ 

of the sentences and interview (when necessary) is greater thon for the inter-

view method. 
I .... ks t com!' I ete the sequential For example, i t m~y ta,(e one to LWO wee 0 r-

process. 

c) The sequential method docs not currently provide for classification at the 

1-'5 or higher levels. The ~nvcntory prol'al:i1itiesas well as the sentence on,} 

interview suiJelines \'Ierc rased on Youth Authority wards classifie':'; as '··2, 1-3 
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Relationship Between eTP onJ Sequential DiQ~nosis 

Dut~ presented in ToLles 3 and 3A show the rel~tionsh ip between the 

diasnosis produced by the interview method onJ ty the sequential system. The 

subjects were 67 vlards who had been classified at the Northern cl inic Ly the 

sequential method anu assisned to the Corr.munity Trentment Project, \'Jherc they 

were uiagnosed uSinS Cl clinical interview. TClI-le 3 shows the t."WO distrHutions 

and the numter of Clgreements for each Jicgnostic category. Tatle 3A is a 

cross classificdtion of the diagnoses made by cach method. AnalySiS of the 

datil sholtJS Q 52.5% Clgreement on level ane 26.9% agreement on subt~/[')e. Those 

figures represent Q relationship which is not statistically sisnificant (at 

the 5% confidence level). 

Part of the disagreement Is attributClble to Jifferences in the distrit-utions 

produced by the two methods as shown in Tatle 3. eTP classified about 20% more 

words as I~L:" 20% fewer as 1-3, and 51 ightly fm'ler as 1-2. Ne.:lrly 50% of all 

CTP'subjects were cliagnoseu as 10 4 Nx by the interview method. On the other 

hond, the sequentinl method classified approximately an equal number of sut-

jects as Cfm, Nn t::tnd Nx. Highest agreement was for wnrcJs Jiagnosed as N)(. 

Data on the relationship tetween the hiSh Jesness Inventory proba!.\ility 

and a different eTP sample shO\'Jed 60% agreement for level and 32% asreement for 

su~tyre. This sample consisted of 204 eTr words. The discriminant solution 

used was ,developed mainly from <3 criterion group consisting of warJs diagnosed 

in the Preston Stud~ (Jesness and WeJge, 1970). 
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TABLE 3 

Distritutions of CTP and Sequential DiaGnosis 

N=67 

r;--~-----CT;-\ sc~:-:-;--lr:~re~me~~-_l 
i _L~~~ ~!-~+ ------l--. _····-t-·--·--r -- --.:!------ \ 
I I, ! 0/ I! N. I % II N ' 
I. 

LEVEL I] . N . J 10 .' ____ :._\ _____ .. "~-•. - .... ----i 
------·1---- .. ----·· -.----.. -:-,. )1 i 

1
_- II ,I ~ 4 i! 6 :\ 0 ' 

2 I: 2 q 3 . 0 i 4.6 : ~ ~ 1 0 
i 3 \: 1£3 \ 26.9 I: 31 :1 
\ 4 \1 lJ·5 ! 67.1 ~ 32 L~7.8 1\ 25 
I 5 1 2 3.0 \;1; 0 0.0 \. 0 
I, Ii 

I \ i ~i I 1 -.-·_--t i ---_. ----, --.... -._+---. ----r-----·--T --.- -- -\1 - I 

i SU8TYPE \' ___ t_J __ l_ % ~:.I--..l!---:~j'E..---*--.. ---N ---~ t------ --- ; 'I I !I . 

\ Aa i 1 i 1 . 5 ~; 0 i 0 . 0 ~ 0 \ 

) Ap \ 1 I 1. 5 \'\1 4 \ 6.0 \1 0 \ 

; efm \ 9 13.lj· 1\ 11/0+ I 212.:9
9 

III ~ 
j 
I 
I 

\ 

efc I 6 9.0 II . 
. 3 4· . 5 F 7 1 O.lJ. i' 2 

Mr ~ ~ 

Na 11 16. L} II 15 22 .4· \ 3 
3 3 L 9 3 :, 15 22 )1· I 11 

N)( L{.. II - 1\ 
Sa 1 1.5 Ii 1 1.5 0 

e i 1\ 2 3 . 0 ~l 1 1 • 
5 i\ 0 . 

: I 0) I ' I l _______ .L--.. .... __ , __ j ... ----..... _. __ t-_____ .. _. --.--,- ..... £. .. - .. ----.---
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TABLE 3A 

Relutionship Between eTP ,:m:.l SeqLlential Diagnosis 

Tota 1 A9 reement: Level 
Subtype 

35/(..7 = 52.2% 
18/67 == 26.9% 

!'--CTP--; -.------------.-. - .... ----------- - -.-- --- -'-'---"- -'1 

~ i ~..DQSj2..J. _____ ,.,--._ .. ----.- . __ ~~_~U~~T I~~.-~~~~.?~~..:-.- .--- --- ' __ 00 ----.fl 
I LEVEL L ____ ~ _______ l .. _. ________ '-l·. ____________ ~_ .. ___ • _.:.~·-"@19J_ .. 
i !! 
, ~i . 

2 ij £. 2 0 0 2 It 

3 ~ 2 lQ. 6 0 18 I 

I 
L~ 2 18 25 0 25 I 

5 (: 0 2 I 
TOTAL L, 31 32 C 67 I 

I I r I 
!--·-:--+----·---7i.-----Cfc·-·----M)--·Nu----v S -, --C7 -- -----i r_~l)JH YPE_lL_Ao ___ ~_---1:.fm ____ ~ __ . _____ ._, ... _. ____ . __ . ....N •. '-____ SL ___ _ L ___ IC2.tu.L.[ 
i fi 
I Au Ii 0 e 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
i Ap 1\ 0 Q 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 I 
I :1 

I Cfm I! 0 2 1 2 1 0 3 0 0 9 I 
! Ii " 
I ~~c ~ ~ 6 ~ i ~ ~ b ~ b ~ I 
I N~ II 0 1 2 3 2 .1 () 0 0 11 I I Nx II 0 1 7 2 1 1 G 11 1 0 32 I 

I ~~ ~I ~ ~ ~ i 6 ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ 'I 

j rOTA L II 0 L:. 1 Lt· 1 0 7 1 5 1 5 67 I 

L 1 __ ._. _____________________ . _________ . __ .1 

- 45 -

._---_. --------------'----_._-----------_. 

! 
I' 



• 

• 
~ 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

'. ~ 

• 

• 

• 

The low relationship ~etwelen the high Inventory probability and CTP 
--! ... , 
diagnosis severely limits t~e possibility of a higher relationship with the 

sequential diagnosis. The lack of relationship ~etween the products of the 

two systems will have to pe taken into consideration when the final sequential 

system is completed. An investigation of the differences between the two 

systems will I'e made for a sample of wards for whom there is strong disagreem€:nt 

in the diagnosis. 

The evaluation of the validity and utility of a classifIcation system 

must ultimately le determined empirically. Whether the sequential method or 

the clinical interview method is preferatle will also depend up~n the goals 

of the organizations or individuals who use the typology. The second year of 

the project will include studies ofi:'tJhe validity of the sequential method 

using d&ta from the Youth Center Research Project (YCRP) and uti 1ity provided 

by feedback from county probation departments and other organizations outside 

the California Youth Authority. 
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V. Proiect Activities 

Develorment of the orir..J'inol sequen" 1 I . CIO system on~ the initiol training 

of selected staff from the three Youth AII'-' 0 • t Cl' . k .. t..n rl y Inlcs too. ploce in 197C. 

The training for those scorin:! sentences took one week, ancJ one coy WCl$; devo-

teJ to training clerical personnel In tha application of the sequential clossi-

ficrJtion rules. In January 1971, four days of training in the semi-structured 

interview were provlJcd for selected st~~,'f from the h ~~ tree clinics and the 

Youth Authoritv, IS Preston School, B F I 19 1 Y clruary 7 Q large proportion of the 

first admissions to the Youth Authority Cl inics were beina diasnoscJ occordin~ 

to the sequential system. 

Trainins of aJditiona1 Youth Authority stuff continued durin£; the first 

yeo r. P roj ec t staff t ra i m)d (, adlJ it i ana 1 S<=ntence s co re rs y ml 8 ocJJ it i ona 1 

into rv i ewc rs . TroineJ clinic stoff In turn trained other staff in sentcnce 

scorinSi
, interviewing, oncl app1yinS the sequential rules. Severed of the clinic 

stoff who received the initiol tr~'ln'lnCl ~ th . 
w ~ from e proJcct hQJ extensive rrior 

experience with I-Level diagnOSis using the intervicw method. Thcs~ people 

experienced I ittle difficulty in switchins from the cl inical interview to the 

sequential mcthoJ. The Youth A th't h ~, orl y now os 0 sufficient num0cr of trained 

stjff at their three c1 inics to classify all wards by the present rrovisionQl 

sequential system. 

In aJdition to tho Youth Authority stoff, project staff provideJ training 

for personnel from the Son Diego Honor Camps, where I. Ions ere beinG made to 

introuuce the sequentiol s','stem. D t f I h a a rom t,c onor camps will rroviJe 

evidence a/-out the lIsufulness of the typolOGY with offenders who ore mostly 

• 
'~--=o..,..~"1 ·&'~~~""'~"T¥:,,·V-]r.l"""~~~"i;~~""'I"'~~!"'!\""~~~"",'J)'I_~~~=~"~' __ . ___ "--' 

I 

r 
'i 
I 
I 

, 
t / 

'/ 



• 
.. 

[-ctwcen the a::;cs of 20-3(;, The sequential systcm was lasec: chiefly on data 

from aJolesccnt offenders from 15 to 1~ years of ese. 

A data collection system has ~een ~evl5eJ wherely the project, located 
: 

at the Youth Authority1s Northern:Reception Center-Clinic, receives Jata on 

srocially prerareJ forms for all 0ards classified ty the sequential meth:>J. 

Continuol monitorins of the classification procedures takes place. A set of 

rrod~Jures for transfcrino informatibn ~rom the three instruments to runcheJ 

cards was Jevelo~ed and data from a very large sample of warJs classified at 

all three clinics I.etween Octo~er 1970 anJ June IS71 \'las recordec "in this form. 

Other data relevClnt to th,,:; validity unu utility of the sequential classi-

ffcatlon system is presently availa~le from the Youth Zenter Research Project 

(YCRP). Initial analyses of this ,!ati3 is uncerltlClY at the present time. The 

resul ts of these ana I yses wi II ['e r\::r.0rtcu in future rerorts. 

Several oljectives were stateJ in the pro~osal for Project 5equil: 

ct'jective 1 ~. To aiL! in the imrlemenctr<lJtion of the provisional sequential 
system tnto the Youth Authority1s I-Level classification system. 

01 jective 2 - To proviLle quality control end monitorins of this ~rocecure. 

Olject i ve 3 

OLjective L; . 

To Jevelol~ further refinements of the sequential classification 
system to the Foint where it can produce reliat'le classi'fication 
for the vast majority of cases. 

To c;q:lore similarities ant: Jifference5 of this system with other! 
such as those of Loevinger anJ Quay, anJ to contrast the useful­
ness of tho several systems in leading to meaninsful, treatment­
related (,reclictions. 

O~Jective 5 - To explore the arrlicat illty of the system in other settinss such 
as ~rolation and a~ult corrections. 
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O!'jective One has Leen achievecJ, with almost clll Youth Authority warJs classi-. ---
fied at the thr,~e Youth Authority Clinics t-y means of the ;)resent soquential 

methoJ. Sufficient staff have teen trainee iy r.roject staff an~ 1.:y e;q)crience~ 

clinic staff to cnrry on the cliac:nostic functions for all war(:s. It is e;<pectEod 

that the moJifications .... 'hich \'Jill re ma~e in the system will necessitate fewer 

trainee! staff r ecause of a cecrease'} need to rely on l:ata from the sentences 

anJ the interview. 

or ie~ I~ has also I een achieved. Pro':ect staff continuously monitor the 

diaanostic information ~eceived for each ward. Procedures ~re checkeJ In 

order to sea if the rules have r een rroperly ar~lied. Measures of asreement 

amana the resular sentence raters have Leen 01 taint:d. Aoreement lctween inter-

viewers' diagnoses and those of secone raters h~ve also r'een oltalncd for 6 

small samrle. The amount of a0reement, s:10wn in Tat'les G and 7 in the ne;:t 

section, arpears satisfactory compared with data from l_revious stu·Jies such 

as the Preston Study (Jesness 1969), and in 1isht of the complex nature of the 

task. The monitorins and quality control will rontinue throuohout the Juration 

of the project. There VJill le an increasot: need for monitoring whon the rrescnt 

system is revisecJ with the intro~uction of the Jesness Behavior Checklist and 

a new set of classification rules. 

Ql iective Three is in process of Leins accomiJlished. The major focus of the 

seconJ year of the project will I'e on modifications and refinements of tbe 

r-resent system. Data on the Jesness Behavior Checkl ist (Jesness 1971l) from 

the Youth Center Research Project ~ecame available at the enJ of the project 

year and are nO\'I unuer intensive analySIS. it is intended to introuuce this 

". L~9 ... 
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instrument into the sequential system with the oljective of producinS more 

the loevinger classification system is tasecl on a theory that is quite similar 

• diasnoses f-ased on psychometri'c instruments. Initial perusal of the data on 
to I-Level, additional analyses will be made of the bahavior, attitudes, and 

ilbbe relationships [:etvleen tbe GCl Self Appraisal and the sequential diasnosis 
responses to treatment of su~Jects classified by this system. 

,shows that it can I.e successfully employed in the diagnostic system. Other 

• refinements of the present system may also Le accomplished uSin0 tiosraphical O~iectivc Five has ~een accomplished to a limited extent. Project staff traine, 

and omher data oLtained from the cllnics and the YCRP. Some consiJeration is personnel of the Son Diego Honor Camps in the sequential method. Staff at the 

Leing given to the possilility of re-definins and re-namJng the diagnostic Honor Camps, whoso inmates are chiefly late adolescents and you~g adults, 

• cateoories !i to prevent confusion with the ~ia~nosis made ~y the CTP and other are presntly "'/orkinS' to set up the sequ~ntial classification system. StartT.ns 

who use ~h~tr met~pd. in April 1972 several northern California prol:ation departments will also 

be classifying their juvenile offenders by means of the sequential method. 

• Hodification vlill te made in such a manner as to maximize. reliaL:ility, 
In addition, the project has received many requests for informa~ion concerning 

efficiency, validity and exhaustiveness (the numl-er who can ~e classified). 
the sequential method (See Apflendi>< B). It is e~{pected that at the conclusion 

It may prove difficult to accomr1ish all these orjectives with one system. 
of Project Sequil a product vlill re available vlhich will be Llsed by many 

• Consequently, it is planned to provide the potential user with several options; 
correctional a~encies. A few agencies outside Cal ifornia are already using the 

that is, with several alternative methods of classification, each requiring 
sequential system or parts of it, especially the Jesness Inventory. Amon~ 

different nu~ers of instruments and somewhat different rules, ~epenclin~ on 
them are the Colorado Division of Youth Services and the South Carolina Depart-

• the purposes to which the classification will tQ put and the time ~ud QVO~ 10-
ment of Juvenile Corrections. 

billty of staff. 

In summary, the project has achieved or is well on its way toward 
01: iective FouL has not Leen comrletely accompl ished. Aher project staff 

•• lecome fully aware of the consideralle time that would le required, a decision 
achieving the soals set forth in the proposal. It is e~{pected that all the 

major oljectives will be accomplished by the conclusion of the project inclu-
was made not to apply the Quay classification system. I twas Le 1 ieved more ',' .. ding the puf:-lication of a classification Ilpackage ll available for dissemination 
valuable to concentrate effort on the sequential system. 

to interested organizations. 

Datu on the Loevinser classi"fication are availal:le and comparisons will 

be made with the sequential diagnosis during the project's second year. Because 

• .. 50 .. 
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Re la t ion.sh ips AmonC! I ns tru~ 

Table 4 presents the distribution of diagnoses based on each of the 

instruments and the final sequential diagnosis. The sample includes all Youth 

AuthorTty wards for whom classification information It/as available between 

O,ctober 1970 and December 1971. Close to 50% of those classified were I-l~. 

with acout 6% classified as 1-2'. It can be seen that the distribution of the 

final sequential diagnosis (both level and SUbtype) is very similar to that 

obtained by USing the highest Jesness Inventory probabilities. This reflects 

the fact that the sequential rules emphasize the Inventory (see pages 34-37). 

The distribution of diagnoses made from the sentences and the interview both 

show a gre~ter proportion of 1-2's and 1-3'5 than do the Inventory and sequentia' 

diag~oses. With regard to subtypes, the sentence and interview diagnoses result 

in a higher proportion of Cfm's and a lower proportion of Na's and Nx's than 

was produced ty the Inventory and sequential diagnoses. 

One explanation for the differences in these distributions 1 ies in the 

fact that using the present rules, the Inventory t,y itself cl~ssifies a large 

percentage of 1-4's (~ee Table 5). ThWs, a higher proportion of wards who 

need confirming data from the sentence completion test and the interview show 

higher \-2 and 1-3 proba~ility values on the Inventory. Consequently, a higher 

percentage of 1-2 and 1-3 diagnoses appear on the sentences and intervievJ, 

Other explanations which could accoant for the differences between Inven­

tory and sequential diagnoses compared with sentence and intervievl diagnoses 

is related to the fact that a higher level of writIng and verbal ski·lls is 

.. 52 .. 
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needed to produce: clear I-L} responses on the sentences and. interview. In 

addition, some of the more frequent responses produced by the sentences .or 

the interview are often scored uS 1-3 responses. 
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TABLE 4 

Distrihution of Scq~ential Diasnosis, Highest Jcsness 
Inventory Probatilities, First Sentence Diagnosis, and 

Fir~t 'Interview Diagnosis.. I 
I ' -<.eLi n i c Samp-le..l-1O.I-+O~71). I I I 
I'Dia(1nosi~ Sequential 'I

i

! Higilest Jesne5s~First Sentencel;First Inter- t-
;;J '1'1, D i a~nos is l' 1 nventory Score!1 D i agnos i sr. It view Cia~lnos is I 

N-'24'2L: t N-- 1 iLI/,
c 

iLl '.'-l, -r;d 1---. .1 .N.\=~TW3- I ----=..tr= -,;)_.- .. --=- .. s4_.C'±..._ -+'" .. --l~=--<!::tll-···--l 
L~~~VE-'=--i~ ___ ~_.+~jL N i % l tL __ !_'l''L_ f'.:l X-

I 2 ,·202 I 6. 3 11 209 I 6.1,145 I 8.3 I 55 12.0 
I I! I I ' I 

3 Ii 11121 I 1.:
L
I·.6 Ii ll~75J 1.:-3.1 I 934 I 53.6 :1 237 51.8 

I __ .. _~_!! 1560 I 49.1 1~4~ _50'_~J 6~_1 38.1 1 166 ~6.2 
I TOTA L Ii 3 l8Ce 1100.0 t L3~c£5_ U9.Q.Jl-t!1I!L4-lJjJQ.1L I -4.SlL-. 10iL.o..-{ 
1 __ ~,UBlY PE ~~·--t!---·t_%·--~~· JL-r--Y~-+I-'~L--r-% ____ +_..N_ %--1 

Aa II Lt.]l i 1.5 I 82 I 2.L:. III 34 I 2.0 I 19 L:-.2 I 
Ap ii' 155 L~,,9! 127 ,3.71 111 6.!:· I 36 7.9 

i I I ! I ! 
Cfm II 610 I 19.1 1\ 609 ! 17.8 'I l :.o8 28.0 I 112' 2L: .• 5 
Cfc II l:38 1 13.7 I, 501 I lL:·.G 1 2L}L} 1 14 .0 II 80 17.5 
Mp il 373 I!. 7 I 361 I 10.6 1 202 11.6 Ii 45 9.8 

Na II 661 I 20.7 698 I. 20):. 1271 115.5 II 59 12.9 
Nx d 809 25.!:· I 882 I 25.8\1 31.:-21<9.61'1 87 19.0 
Sell 78 2 • 5 11147 I 1.: .• 3 I L} 1 2 .4 I 11.:· 3 . 1 
Ci -4. 17 .5 i 11 L .3 Il:l .6' 6 1.3 

~fOTAL- ~~ 3 1'a)3'(i--jJeiQ.-6-J -3418;--; 99 .Q~/h17'-l4 r lOo..-~J 458 ==r 1 OO:~29-~ 
No Diagnos is = 245n 

I 

Highest level and highest subtype within that level. 

r[l;)Sl:!U on a very l':JrS(J s.:lmple of those wards who had a sentence ancl interlvi~vl 
diagnosis. 

Clncluding several hundred who did not need sentence diagnoses to determine 
the sequential diagnos is. 

dlncluding a fe",." who did not nC:!ed interviev-/ diClgnosis to determine the sequen-­
t i a 1 d i agnos is. 

e 
There may be a few,wards represented here who were diagnosed twice. 

fExcluding 6 with ties for the highest suttype. Most ties were recorded as 
showing the level or SUbtype which was the sequential diagnosis as the highest 
p robab i 1 i ty . 

gRounding errors. 

hBased on those wards with information recorded on the Sequential I-Level 
Classification Summery Sheet. Most lacked the interview which was nceded for 
a sequential diagnosis. 
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The distrilution of the sequential c..liasnoses differ in some importQnt 

• respects from those obtained using different methods and different populations. 

The Preston Typology Study showed a hisher persentagc of 1-3's and 1-2 15 than 

the sequential system, with a corresponding lower percentage of I-L:·'s (1[.% poin~ 

• less). Distritutions of diaanoses from CTr sholt/eel a sreuter percentase of I-L}IS 

and lower percentages of 1-3's and 1-2 I s, the largest percent differences being 

in the Nx anel Cfm categories. CTP classifies al~out 9% more sul~jects as Nx1s 

• and about 7% fewer as Cfmls. The study of I-Level diagnoses made ty interviews 

at the Youth Authority clinics (Molof 1$69) similarly showed more l-l l· I S and 

fewcr 1-3 1
5 and 1-2 1s than obtained by thc sequential method. HovJCvcr, the 

• sequentially-classified population and the earl ier clinic sample included 

females and wards varying widely in age. Therefore, the above Gifferences 

are relatec..l to both the method of arrivins at the diagnosis ancl, in the case 

• of CTr und Preston, differences in the pppulation classified. 

Table 5 shm<Js the number of instruments neeGed to rn'-lke the finul diC3gno-

• Sis. The I-L:< level is most often classified by tho Inventory proL··aLil ities 

ailone. The rules for determining 1-2 1s are writct:en so as to more frcqLIGntly 

require corrolorntins evidence from the o~her instruments. Table A shows that 

•• only aI-out 6% of the w.:lrds testeu oi:.tainec..l their hi~hest Inventory level 

probability at 1-2. Since the identification of 1-2'5 was deemed very import-

nnt for placement anc: treatmont decisions, the rules a'ilo1tJed an 1-2 di~gnosis 

-e to be made even if the hiahest Inventory probaLility WDS not thClt of an 1-2 

c:lS long as there was convergence with eithur sentence or interview dia9nosis. 

In orcler to produce an 1-2 Aa ditlsnosis there must be convergence l-etween tltiO 

• i ns t rume n ts . 
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TABLE 5 
I 

I Q 
Number of Instruments Needed uncl Final Sequential Diagnosis 

(Youth Authority Clinics 10/70 - 12/71) 

.. , , 

a Does not includ~ wards with no final sequenti.::ll diagnosis. 
I' 

t In a few instances where the sentences were needed tut unscorable or where the 
subject did not respond to the sentences, the intervie~ diagnoses were used 
as the second step in the sequential ~rocess instead of the sentences. This 
occurred mainly for tho,se eventually c.liagnosed uS 1-2. 

c ' 
Most cases whi~h did ndt have 0 final diagnosis needed the interview. If these 

cI 

cases were included in ~he tuble the perc~nt of tho~e needing an interview 
(three instruments) wou'ld ce approximately 20%, the percent nr;')Gding t'tJO instru' 
ments approxim<:ltely 3L:%, and the percent needing one instrumElnt (the JesnE;SS 
Inventory) approximcstely 46%. • 1 

• 

• 

• 

~ I 

• 

• 

i • 

• 

• 
fJ 

* !j . These two cases were in error since the sequential classification rules do not ~ 
Qllo~'J a diagnosis of 1-2 ,(AfI) f'!"om the lnventoryolone. • 

A[:,out L}5%-50% C.:ln be clc)ssified loy the Inventory alone using the present 

provisional rules. The diagnoses from the sentence completion test are needed 

to classify an additionul 35%, and about 20% need duta from an interviev..r as 

well. 

Rali~bilitv of Instruments 

Wards who return to the Youth Authority Clinics and again ore classifie~ 

by the sequential system will provide a select sample for estimating raliabili-

ty of ~oth the sequential claSSification and the Inventory protabilities over 

time. Dato from this sample ~s well as pre and post-Inventory scores for words 

in thE: YCRP wi 11 l'G shown in the future reports. Jesnoss has reported a pre-

~lnd post-Inventory usreement of 62% for high level prot'ability and 39~~ for hiSh 

subtype pro~ability for a somple of 525 words in the Preston TypoloSY StuJy 

(Jesness 1969), The degree of osreemont Letween pre- and post-tests was 

greater for those whose hiohest subtype proGalility on the pre-test was .50 

or higher" 71% for level :lnd L~9"10 for subtype. 

In order to estimate re)iubility of the sentence completion test 'and the 

interview, samples of sentence and interview protocols were rutecl for level ~nd 

sut.type by raters other th.:ln the initial rater. Relial-illtyof the sentence 

and interview dingnoses VIDS measured L"'y .::lgreement I::etwuen ruters. Tal: Ie 6 

shows the percent ugreement among experienced sentence r~ters at the three 

Youth Authority Cl inics. A sample of sentences rated at one cl inic and 

representing all levels and subtypes wos sent to experienced raters Qt the othe, 

c I In ics . Four raters <:lnc 173 sentence protocols were involvec;. The sentences 

were scored independently and 'tJithout I"ene'fit of .!lny knowled£:e ~bo:.tt the word . 
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The most strinscnt criterion of reliability is the comparison of the initial 

rater's fi rst diagnos is wi th the second r.:lter1s fi rst di.:lgnos is. 

TAGLE G 

Interc1inic Agreement on Sentence Di.:lgnosis 
Among Experienced RDters at the Three Youth 

Authority Clinics 

Total Agreement on First DiaGnosis: Level 121/173 = 69.9% 
Subtype 75/173 = L~3 .4% 

Agree~ent on First Level Diognosis: 1-2 10/18 = 55.6% 
1-3 68/86 = 79.1% 
I-L:. L:·3/59 = 62.3% 

Asrcement on First SuLtype Diagnosis: Aa 0/3 = O.c% 
Ap 7/15 == L:·6.7% 

Cfm 22/32 = 68.0% 
eTC 12/29 == L:.l , L:.% 
Mp 9/25 = 36.0% 

Na JL~/2 7 == 51.9% 
~I" 8/32 = 25.C% ." 
Se 3/7 == L~2 .9% 
C i 0/3 == 0.0% 

If 0 less stringent criteria of reliability is used; 1) the agfeSment 

of the initial rater's first diagnosiS with the second rnter's second di.agnosi.: 

or; 2) the agreement of the initial rater1s second diagnosis with the second 

rater's first diagnosis, plus; 3) the asreement on first diagnosiS, the percent 

agreement on su!:typc rises to 71.7% (l2l~/173). 

The highest .:lgreemcnt is for. those sentences initiDlly rated as 1-3 Cfm. 

Less agreement was achieved with other suL,types. A somewhnt surprising findinB 

is the low agreement for sentences initi.:ll1y diagnosed .:IS I-I.:· Nx. Agreement 01) 
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Nx diagnoses is usu~11y higher than for other SUbtypes. The total o£reemant 
: 

on loth level Dnd suttype is higher than that found in the Preston Study which 

employed two r::lters making indepenc!ent judgements (Jesness 19'-:'9). Overall 

ogreement is hiCh1y significant statisticnlly even tho1J9h the strensth or 

• cegree of relationship is moderate to low for some SUbtypes. In seneral, 

inter-rater ncreement on sentence diasnosis con be considered ndcqu~te, takinr 

into ClCCo!!nt the type or moteri.:ll rein£, .iucJged and the nL!mCer o·r- possi~1e 

diagnostic categories. 

A!Jreement l~etltJGen project staff sentence diagnoses ant.! those Gone incic-

penJently by a sentence rater working in Color.:lcio showecl a 72%'Cl0reement for 

first level cliDgnosis and l:·O% oueement for 'First sul'type ~iosnosis. The 

Colorado rater was not trained ~y project stDff ~ut insteDd leDrned how to 

score sentences usin0 the written ~:uiclclincs in the Scqllential Classificati0n 

MDnuol (Jesness & Hecke lS70). The sample consisted of 25 yO:Jths at one of tht 

juvenile fcc!l ities in Colorado. 

Reliatility of 0 sample of interviews was 01so measured using percent 

agreement cetween fi rst and second ro!lters. The second raters VJere tVlO project 

stoff mem~ers ond two stDff meml:ers ot the Nortl",ern Ci inic who were (::}~pcrience( 

in I-Level diagnosis in both the sequential system and the CTP interview methot 

The interviewers (fi rst rnters) ItJere from the CVA's Northern, Southern, and 

Ventura R~ception Center-Clinics who hot.! leen trained in the short structured 

- interview!y pro.:ect stoff. Second r<Jtins:s "Jere mode from interview r.otes 

recorded Ly the first rater. The second raters folloltJed the written interview 

!, guidelines in makin[ a diagnosis for ench of the nine content areas ~hich.wbre 
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• • 
then coml.-incd to determine the dinsnosis. Tutle 7 presents the percent agree-

• ment letwcen the interviewers' and second raters' first diagnosis. There were • 
9 different interviewers and as many as 26 suLjects in the sample. 

TABLE 7 • • A£reement On Interview Diagnosis 

Aqreement on First Interview Di.:3qnosi.s. - LEVE..h 

Total D9reement on level = 61/79 ~ 77.2% 

I n te rv i ewe rs vs. Second Rater 1 10/2L:. = 75.0% 
Interviewers vs. Second Ruter 2 20/26 = 76.9% 
Inte rv i CVJe rs vs. Second Rater ? 10/14 = 71 .L~% ..J 

I n te rv I ewe rs vs. Second Rater I:. 13/15 = OG.7% 
I 

Agre8n1ent on First Interview Dia(1nosis - SUOTYPE ~ 

Total iJgreement on suHype = 3l:./79 = l:-3.0% 

(nte rv I ewe rs vs. Second R..:l te t" 1 10/2L:. = L:·l.7% 
I nterv i c .... le rs vs. Second Roter 2 12/26 = LI·G.2% 

I ,'ln1;e rv i ewe rs vs. Second Rater 3 8/ I L~ = 57.1% 
( n te rv i ewe rs vs. Second Rater L:. L:/IS = 26.7% 

The percent agreement en interview dingnosis is very similar to thet for 

sentence diagnosis. Again the agreement is statistically significant und 

rcspecta~le, conSidering the type of m.Jterial und the number of diagnostic 

categories. The written guidelines probQ~ly contribute to the higher degree 

of agreement found for both the sentences end the Interview as compared with 
.~ 

that previously obtai ned in the Preston Study. 

In summary, the reliability of the instruments used in the prescnt sequenti • system r~nges from 62 to 77 percent for level diagnosis and from 39 to ~5 

percent for subtype diagnosiS. 
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AClreement Arnonel Different Instruments -- -
The relationships among the three instruments are displayed In Ta~les ~ 

and 9 for a sample of wards diagnosed at the three Youth Authority reception 

centers cetvleen Octo:,er 1970 and June 1971. l'/nrcls for whom there are sentence: 

and interview diagnoses represent, for ,the most part, a special sample of those 

whose responses on the Jesness Inventory did not provide clear enouch evidence 

uccording to the rules to make a level and/or subtype diognosis. Agreement 

based on D ra ndom s.Jmp 1 e mny hnve l~een hi Slhe r . 

TADLE 0 

Percent Asreement Among Instruments, and with Sequential DiagnosiS for Level 

Clinic Sample 10/70 - S/71 

\ 
~1~~ __ ~ ________ ~~i~F~i~n~~l_S~e~q~L~(e~n~t~i~o~l~~H~i~o~.h~est J.I. 
IFinal Sequentj~l ! 80.5% 
1 Diaonosis~'''~'( (N=9P!:;),·, 

IHighes: Jesness 
II nvento ry Leve 1 
I 
iFi rst Sentence 
t Leve I 
I 
I 

,----------------~--------

j F irs t Sentence I Firs t Intel': 
r- 7Ll·. 5% l-"79 . 5"7-;: -,'"7: 
I (N=70G)~', (N::16l )"I~ 
! I 

59. 6~~ 
(N=n5)~" 

44.0% rr,' 

(N=161 )~" 

55 .:)% 
(N=16l)?', 

* Includinr only those with a diagnosis on ~oth instruments involved in each 
cell of the table. 

":~',Not independent measures. The s.e:qtteh't'ib'l classification rules lurgely deter­
mine the amount of Cl9reement. 
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TACLE 9 

Percent Agreement l1.mong Instruments, and 
\'Iitl, ·tl,e Seql.I"'nt·I'"1 '0' .,. S' .. - u : as:los IS ror _~~y'llS. 

Cl inic SDmplc le/70 - 6/71 

;::irst Sentence ~ I 2L~.G% 
(lJ= 1 G 1 )~'( j Subtype 1 I I 

,--.------.....!-----------___ --l. ____ ~,"_.l ___ . __ 

II~cluding only those with a diasnosis on Loth instruments invo1ved in eClch 
cell of the table. 

** Not independent mcasurcs. The sequential classification rules largely deter-' 
m I ne>thc amount- of ag reement. 

With rerard to arreement Letween instruments for specific levels and 

s !.Ihtypcs the du toOl shows the fo 11 Q\.Ji na : 

High Jesness Inventory level vs. first sentence level 

1-2 
1-3 
I-L~ 

33.9% 
63.1% 
60.3% 

High Jesness Inventory subtype (within highest level) vs. first 
~enten~e s~btype 

Cfm 
Nx 
lip 
Na 
efc 
Other 

L}G.l% 
30.2% 
30.C% 
29.0% 
25.0% 

subtypes agreement 
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under 2Cf'1o 

• 

• 

• 

• 
, 

High Jesness Inventory level vs. first interview level 

1-2 
1-3 
I-L!· 

LI·l.Lf% 
L:-2.1% 
L:-8.2% 

High Jesness Inventory surtype ( ... Jithin hishest level) vs, first Interview 
subtype 

Ap 
Ci 
Mp 
Other 

L:·l .7% 
25.0% (1 agreement out of L:.) 
21.7% 

subtypes - agreement under 20% 

First sentence subtype vs. first interview suttype 

Ci 
Nx 
Cfc 
Ap 
Cfm 
Mp 
Other 

50.0% (lout of 2) 
36.1% 
27.3% 
27.3% 
2(..2% 
25.0% 

subtypes - Clgreement under 10010 

The relationships involving the interview diagnosis are Gased on a rela-

tively small sample of wards, N=161. The relationship for each pair of instru­

ments for level is statistically significant at the 5% level of confld(:nce
8

. 

The degree or strenath of reloOltionship between puirs of instruments mu'l' l'e 

cons i de red 1 o ... ~ to mode ra te . 

The most ide~l degree of relationship among independent measures is diffi-

cult to specify. One would not desire instruments that relate extremely highly 

to each other' because their use would be redundant. It is desirable .' 

8 Due to the small numbers in some subtype groups; it was difficult to perform 
a chi square anulysis for suttype /:'ecause many cells of the contingency table 
have very small expected values, especiully where the interview diagnosis was 
involved . 
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• for each ins trument to make some i ndependcnt contr it· ut i on to the f i n.:l1 

classi7ication, but at the same time show ~ moderate degree of rel~tionship 

with each other. 

• The hiSh desree of relationship I~etween the hiSh Inventory prot~l.:ility 

and the sequential diagnosis deserve comment. Tnbles 10 <Jnd lOA present the 

relationship between the high Inventory procaCility and the sequential di<Jg-

• nos is. 

The. very high degree of agreement shovm in Tables 10 and lOA reflects the 

fact that the sequential rules were written in such a \'Jay as to'allow most 

weight to ce given to the high Inventory probu~·ility. Table 5 shOVJS thnt 50% 

of those with sequenti~l diagnosis were diagnosed as to ~oth level ~nd suh-

type ty the Inventory alone. For the remaining 50% where the sentences or 

sentences und interview are necessary only in a small percent of the cases 

does the sequential diagnosis differ~from the high Inventory protatility. 

Tal::!es 10 and lC'A ShO\,1 that given the present sequential system the Inventory 

pro!:arilities alone can Le used to make a level and subtype classification in 

a great majority of the cases except for the AD, Se and Ci SUbtypes. For all 

other subtypes there is agreement of 70% or more [·etween high Inventory 

proba~ility and sequential diagnosis • 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

TADLE 10 

Agreement Cetween Highest Jesness Inventory Level, 
and Sequential Diagnosis 

(Cl inic Sample 10/7D - 6/71) 

. H i ghes t I n~-n--:-=-":: -=---2"- -~.-... -!". ___ =-~se'jL!c~~'tl'il;-L,_ e_v.~-_e .l_-~.:~.·_:~ "-. -.:'. -_"I'.~._- ~.~_~,.·_~,-,o.-._:r.'_·~,.L .~-_-i
l
· 

~t.2.r.Y . ~5=.ve 1 ~';, - .-i. -_. -_ ... " -_" 1"- ... _.. .. '0' - _ .. 01 - . 

2 !:!:l (75.9%) I 10 (13 .5"10) I 3 (5 .6%) 5" (100%) I 
3 2L:. (5.3%) I 352 (Ol: .. 8~~), 39 (9.1.:·%) hIS (100%) I 

I I 
l:. 

TOTAL 66 

(.2%) ! 36 (7. (010) : 

(6.7%) 
I 

398 (lJ.o.L!.~~) i 
I 

521 (52.9%) 

Total Agreement for Level 027/985 = 88.5% 

516 (100%) 

(10C%) 

* When there was an exact numerical tie the level which matched the final 
sequential level was chosen. There were very few ties. 

~'~'k JOnly trose with u final sequential diagnosis. 



TABLE 10A 

Agreement Between Highest Je5ness Inventory 
Su~type and Sequential Diagnosis 

(Clinic S~mp10 10/70 - 6/71) 

; - -'-j:j' j -9 h'e s't'! ~=~ .=:.~~~~~:.-=~.=~_,~=~:.~-_:= ~==~~_=:~. ~=~I~-==~=-~ =~.~"==-~.9.q~~t_ [~f T~~e1~~~~;~~:~:~:.~~ ~~~~.~ : --'.~,~=-- .. ~=~= ~:~~~=~~.-=~~-.. ==~~~~-~ ~~'~~='~~:r. 
! 1 ~~::~~:r~~::~II~.~ 7~;~~~f==;~:f ~:f ~~~f&;-~ ;~_t·}J~Na ~~·:=lll~N;~~.~~/-'ci~S:.~~:I.N:3:~~~ t·::Jo:~·.·~l 
I Ap 1\ "2' - '6.9' ~6 ___ G2....7. 0 0.0 I 1 3.1+ I 0 0.0 j 0 0.0 0 o.~ 0 0.0 I 0 00.0 ,29 100.0 

! I ,I I . I C fm I 0 0 . 0 7 L:,. 9 I U3.. __ fJ2 •.• 6- 1 .7 L:. 2 .8 I . 7 I 11 7.6 1 .7, 0 0.0 1 ~1t 1 00.0 
: Cfc: 4 2.6 9 !}.91 8 5.3 , 107._ 7.9,1.:· 12 7.9 i, 5 3.31 7 /'1 •• 61 0 0.0 I 0 0.0,1152 100.0 I 

Mp I 1 .9 3 2 .7, 6 5 .5 i 6 5.5 I .~~L2L-$1 ~ 8.2 I L:, 3 .6, 1 .9 I 1 .9 ! 110 100.0 I 
Na 0 0.0 I 1 .5 I Lf 1 .9 \ L:, 1 .91 Li, 1 .9 i l.f~~l ___ ll.9:..1 8 3 .9 0 0.0 I 1 .51206 99.9 I 

Nx 0 0 . 0 \ 0 a . 0: 6 2 .3 'I 5 1. 9! 1 0 3 .8 i: 6 2 .3 , ?'3~L_8.SL . .7. 0 0 • 0 j' 0 0 . 0 I 261 1 00 • 0 
S e I 0 0 . 0 I 0 0 . 0 i 1 3 . 1 I 0 0 . 0 I 2 6 ,3; 2 6 . 3 \ 5 1 5 ' 6 L~ __ .29_!1 L:. 12 . 5! 32 1 00. 1 
Ci 'I 0 0.0\ a 0'01 a 0.01 0 o.Oj 0 0.01 120.00; 0 0.0 120.0, 3 60.0i 5100.0 

I I I 'I I I . '---'-' I 
I . To tal 1 IS 1. 61 L,8 S . 0 i 146 1 5 . 2 i 1 30 13 . S 1"2 11. 7 : 2 1 0 2 1. 81 270 28. 1 I 2 1 2 .2 i 9 . 9 j 961 1 00 . 0 i 
. _____ ._ ..... _ .. ', ____ . ___ .... _~_ ,,_,, ____ ,_ -- ....... _____ ._. ___ ... ___ .. ___ .---... -,---__ . -- -_" .,._ -_. __ . __ ._ ... ---.---1-_. ______ .. __ 1 ___ . ___ ._ .L ______ .... _, 

Total Agreement for Subtype 770/961 = 80.9% 

* When there was an exact numterical tie the sUbtype which mDtched the sequential suttype was chosen. There were very 
few ties, 

~'d: Only those with a fiMl sequential diagnosis. 
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Relationshln of Sequential Dia~nosis to Measures of Intel11~ence 

TDble 11 presents dDtCl on scores (I.Q.) from the Lorge-Thornulke 

Intelligence tests and the: ':', sequential diagnosis. 

TADLE 11 

Lorge Thorndike I .Q.ond SequentiDI Diagnosis 
(Cl inlc Semple 10/70 - 6/71) 

__ ... ______________ R_. __ ~_ .. _ ... 

Seq~::;al--~_- - NI,ei+a~ll Qn-t·~~~.9~--~· .. ____ N~n .. ve-rb~ 1 O~};~t=:=_ 

2 I L:-7 71.6 L:_g 75.0 
3 I 304 G2.0 306 87.8 

L:_ : 39L~ I' 95.9 398 . 99.1 

I Total \ 7L:-5 88.7 752 I 93.0 
~! t- .-----. I I 
I __ S. ul::.t',Lpe ~_ --~l.-------11ea.n~'(.--T--··--- _N. __ ._-"..Menmr. ----j 
I Aa I 15 76.9 I 15 I 78.9 I 
I Ap I 31 68. is I 32 : 72.9 I 
I " I Cfm 118 79.5 120 87.8 

Cfc 100 82.1 I 100 06.2 I 
~1p 82 85.6 02 90.0 I 

Na 
Nx 
Se 
C i 

90 ") 
0.,) 

93.L:· 
106.6 
99.5 

GO.7 

1\ 160 102.1 
211 96.2! 

14 103.0 I 
6 106.2' 

I 92.9 Total L-__________________________ ~ ______________ i ___________ ~l ____________ __ 

* Based on scores grouped as follows: 59 or less = 50, 60-69 = 64.5, 70-79 -
74.5 ... 130-139 = 13L:-.5. The actual mean scores are probatly somewhat 
his:her thnn shown for those f:-elow the total mean and protably somewhat 
lower than shown for those above the total mean. However, these Liases 
introduced .by grouping should not substantially chDnge the relationship 
~etween scores and diagnosis. 

~~'k Not including some wards with a final level diagnosis but no finc:l1 sUb.type 
diaSinos is. 
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The data in Tnl'le 11 shows a hi£,'h desree of relcHionship ["etween meosure\ 

intelligence Dnd I-Level. Similar data based on different measure of Intelli-

gence have ~een found in other studies (Jesness 1969; Molof lS69; Cross and 

Tracy 1965'; ZClide1 1970). In all those studies, with the exception of the 

'Preston Study (Jesness 1969), classiricDtion \'/as l:ased on the clinical inter-

view. Table 11 gen~rally shows hisher scores for subjects on the non-verlal 

rattery. However, l~oth ratteries show the same relationship to level and 

subtype diagnoses. The correlation !::etween measured intelligence nnci I-Level 

should not Le surprising. The concepts of perceptual development and cogni-

tive differentiation, and the atility to understand and cope with one's 

inner and outer worlds should theoretically have in common ce~tain of the 

attritutes measured ty tests of intell igence. The relationship tetween 

measured intell igence and I-Level should ~ot decrease the potential utility 

or validity of the I-Level concept, for knowledge of the level and SUbtype 

provides infonmtion al::out people and guidelines for action that trDnscend 

that provided by intelligence test scores. 

DiaGnosis and Race 

TDl::le 12 shows the relationship ~etween sequential diasnosis and race. 

These data, as well as data from other reports (Palmer et, al. 1968a; Jesncss 

1969; Molof 1969: Cross & Tracy 1969; ZDidel 1970), show results that are 

similar for level diagnosis. The minority group memcers (OIDck and I'\e)<ican-

American) are over r~presented at t~ 1-2 and 1-3 levels and under representel 

at the 1-4 level while the converse is true for Caucasians. These relation-

ships have been moderately high and consistent over the several populations 

included in the research mentioned al::ove. 
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TABLE 12 

Sequehtial OlaSnosis and Race 
(Clinic Sample 12/70 - 6/71) 

Seq~ent I a 1 

I
: OX - Leve b'; ! .. , . Cau'cas I an -''-

R~\ C E ~'\;': 
He~{-Ameri. I 

% l' 
D1aclt· . "' ... , Total .. ··· 1 • 

i .. I 

N % 
I 2 lL:. 2.6 
i 

N N % 
17 11.0 30 13.0 

I N % 
(.1 6.6 

3 

L~ 

137 25.2 61.9 

58 25. I 

97· 63.0 I 
L:O 26.0 I 392 72.2 

377 1;·0.6 

L:'90 52.8 

I Total I 5L:3 100.0 li 15l~ 100.0! 231 100.0 I 92r.1 lCO.O 

1
- ._. - .... ; ... ·t·· .. -_ .. -.-.. ---... _- ....... --- ... -- ... __ ....... --_ ....... --.......... :-.------------.--
Sequent I a 1 ... _ •. _ .... __ .. _ .... __ .. _ ............. _.BAC.~~'~~': _ ... _ ..... _. _ .... __ . __ ...... ____ ._._ 

i~x :. ?~~:'~Y.P~'~l--" .c,~.~c~~ ~~D. --~- _.~e_x::.~m~}· .... _ .\-- ...... Jn9s:.!.~_ .. --t- ..... _ .. TQt<:!.L '-' 

Aa I 1 .2 I I> 2 • 7 I 7 3 • 1 I 12 I. 3 

Ap ! 13 2.4 I . 11 7.5 I 22 9.7 I L}6 5. 1 
!. . 

Cfm 

Cfc 

/vip 

Na 

Nx 

Se 

Ci 

" . I 55 10.3 ! L~2 28.6 39 17.2 136 

L:·2 7.9 39 26.5 

36 6.8 13 

16 

19D 37.2 I 
I G 3.0 I 3 

19 

7 1 I 0 .3 i 

8.0 

12.9 

2.0 

.0 

18.9 12L:. 

58 25.6 107 

23 10. I 203 

32 1 L: .• 1 

l .lJ. 20 

2 .9 

15.0 

13.7 

11.3 

22.4 

27.5 

2.2 

1.0 

I 
I . 

, ! -I- -1-. -:-

I Total I 532?' 99.9 I lL:-7 99.9 I 227 100.0 906 100.0 ! 
.. ..... -----~----,--------.- ... -- , .... ,---~--_.------_ .. ----- ._-. 

~': Only for those with () sequential diagnosis and punched card data on ra( 
'Id: Not includins 27 of other races with a sequential diagnosis. 

+ Not including some wards with a final level diagoosis but no final sub· 
type d i agnos is. 

•• ! 
1 

• 

• 

• , 

,-

I 

Data ~ased on diagnoses made from each of the three instruments used in 

the sequential method show results that are similar to those shown in Table 1: 

Tables 13. 14, and 15 present the data for the Jesness Inventory, sentence 

completion test, and interview respectively. All instruments show a substan-

tial over-representation of minority group members in the 1-3 category and 

an under-representation in the 1-4 tategory, withtthe reverse ~eins true 

for €aucasian delinquents. 

\.Jith regard to the distribution of sut:types by race, sorre differences 

among the various instruments are found. Using the sequentin1 dingnosis ~he 

largest su~type category is Nx for Caucasians, Cfm and Cfc for Mexican 

Americans, and Cfm, efc and Mp for Blacks. When the sentence diagnosis is 

employed the Caucasians show Nx as the modal subtype while Blacl~s and 

Mexican-Americans show Cfm as th(dr modal subtype. The small sample wlth 

interview diagnos!is again shov.J Nx as the modal category for Caucasians. 

Cfm and Cfc are the modal suttypes for Mexican-Americans while Cfm, Cfc nnd 

N& as the most frequent ~ubtypes for Blacks. 

!bt appears that essentially simi lar relationships between ethnic group 

and diagnosis occur whether classification is lased on the cl inical interview 

the sequential system, or separate instruments of the sequential system. 

Thus, differences are probably not chiefly a function of interviewer bias 

or lack of rapport bet\'/ccn interviewer and minority group interviewee. The 

Jesness Inventory is scored mechanically and the sentences are scored without 

knowledge of the sut'ject1s race. The data presented leDd to a conclus ion thCl 

racial differences in diagnosis cannot be dismissed as methodologita1. Th~ 
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author is not prepured to present an e;{planation at this time. The potenti u1 

user of the I-Level typology should be uware thut these raciol differences 

c~n creato problems in terms of the clisproportional assignm~nt to proyrams, 

and livinS halls as wl1 as in matching of staff. 

2 

3 

Um 

Cfc 

Mp 

Na 

Se 

Ci 

TABLE 13 

Hishest Jesness Inventory probability and Race 
(Clinic Snmple 10/70 - 6/71) 

I 
I 

50 

: 57 
I 

D.7 

10,.0 L:·3 25.3 GO 23.7 7 2L: .• 1 
i 

;1 G7 
! 

; gLI· 
I 

7.7 15 8.8 56 22.1 3 10.3 '118 

. 
\ 10:· 
I 
I 
1203 35.5 20 

10.(. 18 28.7 i 30 
\ 
J 35 
I 

11.8 

5.9 2 1.2 1 3 
I 

.9 .61 0 

11.9 5 

11.:.2 ! 5 
! 

1.: I 0 

. I 
I 

1 

17.2 2 '7 
• I 

17.2 26L:. 

1:·0 

.0 
i 

16.3 

11.5 

21.2 

25.8 

3.9 

.6 

\253 100.0 I 29 
\ 

99.7 :1024 100.0 
.. .J .. 

Total 
I 

:572 10e.C 110 100.1 
I ! i 

.1 I , ... _....... ~.... ,-.... , '. '-. ~ ........ .. 
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TAOLE 11:. 

Sentence Diasnosis and Race 
(Clinic Sample 10/70 - 6171) 

:-rs .. t.-5ent:-:-·.----.-·-~ ----··-------·-··PAci:· ... -., ....... _- .. -- ...... "-'-'" _.. "--' -.. "I 

I .ox. leye 1 .. f -~ c.uc;--. ~~;;~~ 1--:-~ ii la-sF------fth~;:i: --F~;:r; t;i~-~=-I 
: 2 I 10 2.5 '13 9.7 II 20 Pl·. 3 ! 2 9.5 I 53 7.0 ! 
I I I' t I 
i 3 ! lL~9 37.0 I 91 67.9 125 63.8 I 15 71.L~ /300 50.4 I 
III L:. !21~:. GO.5 " 30 22.L:. I L:-3 21.9 i lj. 19.0 !321 L:·2.6 ; 

I . ..-- I • I ! .. lst--S;;;t:·;-· .. -------·---J---=-~~~ ~ MCE··_·--·_-.. _-·_· .... - .- .. - ., - - _. __ .... i 

~ enC\3 Dx. 1'-------_.---"--1---" -.----.-.f--.---.. ----,- -.---~-'-. -.-.------.. 1 
1 .. ~,!,.I.Qt.Y..pg.- .. i .. ---.£~!:I.c..!..--- .11~~::L\m..e..r.~.-+ _...D.l;;l",C.~ ..... ~ ... O.the r . ~+ .... tQt~ L... -I 
I I : I . I 
I Aa 1 1 .2 L:. 3 . 0 i 0 L: .• 1 I 1 L! .• 8 I 11.!· 1 .9 : 

t I; l 
Ap Ii 9 2.2 I 9 6.7 20 10.2 : 4.8 I 39 5.2 I 

I I 

I 3·
n.0 ! efm 90 22.3 5S _ ~ 66 33.7 8 30.1 216 20.6 

efc 
I I 30 7.4 20 

I 29 

I eli; 

Hp 19 7.2 

Na 21.1 9 
I 
I 1 tV-~ 
I 

35.7 19 

i 1 1 
I 

Se 2.7 2 

Ci 4 1.0 o 

35 17.9 

2L:·12.2 

6.7 20 10.2 

1l:·.2 19 9.7 

1.5 2 1.0 

.0 2 1.0 

b . 19.0 :39 11.8 

3 11'1-.3 I 75 9.9 

2 9.5 I 116 15.4 

2 9.5' 1 GL:. 2L: . .L:. 

.0 I 15 2.0 
! 

o 

o .0" (5 .8 I 
I 'I I 

I" "'~~TA~ -rL::~3'''''99':8'' -·~3·~:·-~·~;·:;···~ .. ·;~·6-1·;~·.-;·· ~-2~"'-1~~"0 -r- ;;~;.'~~'~~'~'--! 
• __ .. _ .... _ .. __ .' ___ .• ~. __ ._ ... _ ... J,_ ... _. ____ , .... __ ., ,._.~ ... _ .... __ ... ,_. __ -. ... -- ____ ~ ..... - ___ .. ___ •. _ •. --~ 
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TABLE 15 

Interview Oia9nosis and Race 
(Clinic Sample 2/71-G/71) 

; ls"t·Tnte-r::.-·-------'-·--··-····---···-·--·." _.- RAC~--'- -' .. -.--.... -.----. ··_·····-_····---1 
! view Dx. -.- -----T-- ------.. -----1'-.. -.... _. ''''-I~' _., ... , . '---. ------., 

I _l:.~~ 1-__ .. - - ___ G. ~ g~. '-__ i".-.MgK-..!~.rD~r •.. 1.. .. _B.l a.c.k. --1'" . ..9 tb.?L .. -i--'" TO.ta 1.._.; 

I 
N %. N % i'J % N % N % l 

2 :11 13 .. LI· I 3 10.7 10 23.3 1 14'.3 125 15.6 i 
,I 'I 
i I 26 3 I. 7 i 16 57 . 1 20 L:·6 .5 3 1.:·2 .9 I 65 l}O • 6 I 
" 3 I I '.j I 
, 1.:. i l:·5~( 5l:.9 1 9 32.1 13 30.2 3 1.:·2.9 ! 7Q-;'( l}3.8 ! I f5t' rnter~r'---"-"- ___ .. L .. _ •• _ •. _ .• _ •• : • .. -··~~c~·- .. --·'··-· .. ·---- ..... _. .., '--'''''''1' 
I view Ox. I ". - ... l 
; s ~.D!_y?~_. "1-- C_~'UI~':"-~"'; tt~'5:-A~.e.~~~ J .. _'_ 8 J.a.S.!~ ... ~· .:~ .~. Q~.h~.r.=-T ".' TQtsl.L_'.'j 

I Aa I l:. l: .. 9 3 . G J.:. 9 . 3 1 L}. 3 I 1 0 6. 3 i 

Ap I 7 G .5 2 7 . I 6 1 L~ • 0 0 .0: 15 9 .l~ 
I I 

Cfm 112 Jl: .• 6 7 25.0 0 18.6 0 .0 i 27 1£509 

Cfc 6 7.3 

~lp 8 9.8 

Na 11 13 .4 

Nx 26,"( 31.7 

6 21.4 

3 10.7 

o 18.6 

5 17.9 I 3 7.0 

'Il:L:·.3 

2 28.6 

o .0 

21 13.1 

17 10.6 

19 11.9 

310.7 I 716.3 3 L~2.9 392 l :.):. 
I ! i : 

II Se 5 6. 1 i 3 .6 I 2.3 i 0 .0 j 7 1.:·.4 1 

I \ I I ! 
1 _____ c~ ___ ~_ 3. 7 .. J.--~---~~- .. :_._L: .. !._,~_.~ ___ ." ... 0_~_5 ____ 3 .1 ___ ~ 
i TOTAL fC2 100.0 I 28 100.0 I L~3 100.1 ! 7 100.1 : 160 100.1 j , ___ , _____ .. ~ ____ . ___ ' _________ L ____ ... __ . '._ .. __ . ___ ~ ____ . _ ..... ~_ .... _. __ ~ __ 

* Includes one 1-5. 
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• 
VII. £onclusion 

• The sequenti~1 I-Level cl~ssificaticn system and its eventual modifics-

tions wi II provide correctional organizations with a convenient, efficient, 

• and objective tool for classification. The nature of the method will permit 

its widespread use. It is through its use and associated resenrch that the 

utility of the I-Level typology for correctional organizatiions. its personnel, 

• its clients, and the general public man be evaluated. The development of 

the sequential method \'Jil1 greatly enhance the potential for mGanin£)-(u1 

treatment anrl research in the corrections field. 

• 
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APPEt,lD IX A 

Ct\lIFORt~IA YOUTH AUTHORITY 
PROJECT SEQUIL 

SEQUENTIAL ;L-LEUEL CU\SS IFICATION RULES 
February 1971 Revision 

CLASS I F I CPIT I O~l I NSTRUIIENTS 

1. Jesness Inventory pro~abilities for levels 2, 3, and ~ and the nine sut­
types. 

2. Sentence Completion Test. 

a. The sentences should be administered and scored as outl inecl in the 
manual. An effort should be made at the time of administration to 
insure that each subject completes the sentences. In the case of Rn 
excessive num~er of omitted responses, the subject should be instr~c­
ted to complete the sentences. In the case of a suljects1s inatl1 :ty 
to write, the test proctor or ot!,er person may record the respol",scs 
given ver~ally Ly the su~ject. 

b. Each of the 13 stems and three topics should be scored and inclucie~ 
in mnking u diasnosis. The diasnosis should te made on the I esis 
of the frequency of the 15 items (stems and topics) scored for each 
level anc.l SUbtype. Two diagnoses si10ulJ l-e given, based on the f ... ·'., 
quency of total responses diagnosed at each level and sUltypc. 

d. If the sentences are unratable (e.g., illegible responses) be sure to 
so indicate. 

3. I nte rv i ev". 

a. Special interviews are necessary in those instances in which the 
Jesness Inventory and Sentence Completion ,-est' do not produce a 
claSSification accordinr to the rules. 

b. The interview format outlined in the mDnual is recomtr.cndcd. Scorins 
should follow the guidel ines provided in the manual . 

c. T .... "o diagnoses should l·e given lDsed on the frequency of intervim" 
areas diagnosed at each level and su~type. 

d. It is suggested that the interviewer not know info~mation re0ardinq 
the sub1ect1s I-Level from the Jcs ness-Tnven tory , Sentence C;mpletion 
Test, or other sovrce. 

A-I 



-

,. 
• 

.£AS I C DATA NEEDED_ 

1. 
2. 

3· 

Jesness 
I-Level 
I-Level 

Inventory step-wise probabilities.. Completion Test 
. from the Sentence ) and subtype diagnoses f . inter\liew (as needee . 

and subtype dia9noses rom an 

(as needed 

J\U.
LES 

.. 110\< i ng page and read each rule 
Start with ["toman numl'er ~ on tf~e r:~fication decision is reached. I 

l ' letter) until a c ass I tt, ", rules. Hhen tle 
(Roman num'elrf~nGst then proceed to appropriate.su I~~ew fail to result in 
D 'de I eve I r , sand In te rv I h ec~ 'ncd data 6f the inv~ntory, sentencfe 'ed ~o the supervisor where t e comll d . 'on should I:-e re err I-

a diagnosis, the r: C1SI be considered: 
following alternatives may 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Second rate the ,i:nterview 

Second rate the sentences independently 

Jesness inventory) or Readminister psychometrics (sentences or 
re- i nte rv i eVJ 
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I-LEVEL RULES~', 

I.id"f the 1-2 proLability is.> other levels by 20 poihts call 1-2. If the:" 

1-3 or I_I:. probaLi I lty is.> other levels I->y 20 points cal I 1-3 or I-L} 

unles~ 1-2 pro!:abi I lty.:?::, 30, in ~'Jhich casegfH1CEED to rule II. If no 

level is greater than any other [IY 20 points, go to rule III. 

I I. 1-2 level rules apply if 1-2> 30, otherwise PROCEED to rule III. 

A. If either sentence dx = 1"2, call 1-2; if not, interview. 

O. If interview level (fi rst dx) = 1-2, call 1-2. 

C. If not, call any level where J.1. probal:-iJity is 20 points> other 

leve Is. 

Othe rw i se PROCEED • 

III . 
If no level> other levels by 20 pOints, refer to sentences. 

A. If sentence level (lst dx) == higher level probability OR if sentence 

Jevel {1st d;d :: second highest level proba!::ility (if within 10 points 

of highest prol::ability) call that level; if not, interview. 

B. If interview level (first dx) == highest level prol-at,ility Ol~ second 

highest probClbility (if within 10 points), call that level. 

C. If not §l...Q£ interview level (first d,d = sentence level (1st cI,<), call 

~that~level. Then call SUbtype if either sentence subtype = interview 

Subtype (fi rst d,:). Otherwise, go to appropriate suLtype rules 

D. If J.I. level f sentence level ~ interview level, refer deciSion to 

Superv i Sor . 

AFTER I-LEVEt!. IS ESTABLISHED, GO TO APPROPRIATE SUBTYPE RULES. 

* During the years (1962-60) when these measures were i::eing developed, too 
few subjects were classified as 1-5 to enable Such an inventory scale to De cu i It. 

9 
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• 
** The followin9 symtols will ~e used throughout the rules: . 

• <is less than 
;;> is 9reater than 
> is equal to or greater than 

::: is equal to 
:J is not equal to 

dx diagnosis 

• 

• 

-
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SUBTYPE CLASSIFICATION RULES 

1-2 SUOTYPES 

IV. ~Jhen 1-2 level is estat:.llshed: 

A. If Ap > 70, call Ap. Otherwise, refer to sentences. 

B. If eith~ sentence subtype = higher 1-2 subtype pro!Jat::i I lty, call 
that SUbtype. Otherwise, interview. 

C. If either intervie ... } suHype = highest 1-2 subtype procabi 1 ity, 
ca II tha t 5 ul: type. 

D. If not, and intervie\·/ subtYr->e (first dx) = either sentence subtype, 
call that sul.:type REGARDLESS OF LEVEL. 

E. If not, and any two - highest J.t. level probati I ity, sentence level 
(fi rst tbe), interview level (fi rst dx) - agree on level, call that 
level. Then call SUbtype according to the first of th~ following 
which is true: 

1. If the sentence SUbtype (fi rst d;<) orc.lniterv!iew.:,stlb-type,- (f:i~'st dx; 
cMswctype proLarility for that level > 30, call that subtype. 
If L'oth the sentence subtype (first d}~) and interview suctype 
(first dx) ::: a protability> 30, call that matching sul::type 
with the higher procarility. 

2. If the interview surtype (first dx) = either sentence subtype, 
call that SUbtype. 

3. If the sentence suttype (second dx) - a subtype probal>i I ity >30, 
call that subtype. 

1: .• If the interview subtype (second dx) = a subtype probability23C 
call thatsu!:.type. 

5. I f none of the above, ca II suI: type accord i ng to h,.i·ghes t p robab iIi t 
for that leve I. 

F. If J.t. level :J sentence level :J interview level, refer decision to 
superv i sor. 
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SUBTYPE CLASSIFICATION RULES 

1-3 SUDTYPES 

v. If Mp > 55~ call Mp. If Mp > 35~ go to Rule A. 

If neither of the a!:,ove and Cfm or Cfc> 55, can that subtype. 

If none of the aeove, go to Rule B. 

A. tie. Rule: If ~1p => 35 anc.! ei ther sentence subtype = Mp, call Mp. If 
neither sentence sut-type = ~lp, and Cfm or Cfc > 55, call Cfm or Cfc. 
If not, So to rule D. 

B. If eith~ sentence subtype = highest subtype probabiility, call that 
subtype~·'. If.!!Ql and either sentence subtype = any other 1-3 
subtype probability within 10 points of the highest suttype probabili [ 
call that Su[·type. id, Otherwise, interview. 

* If there is a tie for hiohest J.I. subtype probabi lity, call 
subtype v/hich matches 1st sentence rating. 

'/d, If t\./o or more J.I, subtype probaf.:ilities are vJithin 10 points of 
the highest J.I. subtype, call that su!:type which matches the first 
sentence rat I ng. 

C. If interview subtype (first d)<) ::: highest 1-3 subtype probability, or 
second highest subtype probacility if within 10 points of highest, 
call that SUbtype. Otherwise,pproceed. 

D. If interview sul:type (first d)<) = either s\~ntence subtype, call that 
sub type .. REGARD.h6;SS';.QF;-hIiVEJ.:.~ .. 

E. If not, and sentence level (first dx) ::: 1-4 and Jesness Inventory 1-4 
level probability >25, call I-L} and go to 1-4 sul::type rules. Other .. 
w 1 se p raceecl. 

F. If any t'tJO - highest J.I. level pro[;ability, sentence level (first dx) 
interview level (first dx) - agree on level, call that level. Then 
call subtype according to the first of the following which is true: 

1. If the sentence subtype (fi rst d;{) or interview subtype Ui rst 
dx) = a su!::type probabi 1 ity for that level > 30, call that 
subtype •. If both the sentence subtype (first dx) and the inter­
view sul:type (first dx) = a probability> 30, call that matching 
subtype with the highest prolability. 
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2. If the interview sut type (first d,,) = either:. sentence subtype, call 
tha t 5 ul: type. 

3. If the sentence sut.type (second d;<) = a subtwe proba!::i 1 ity > 30, 
call that subtype. 

lJ·. If the ~.nterview suttype (second d;{) = a SUbtype probability > 30, 
call that SUbtype . 

5. I f none of the above, ca 11 suI:: type acco rd i n9 to hi ghes t p ro~ a 1:-. i 1 i ty 
for thnt level. 

6. If more than one sul:type have the same J.I. probability call that 
sut-type corroLorated by ac.!ditional data (first sentence dx, first 
interview GX, second slentence·dx, and second interview d;( in th<:lt :', 
order) . 

G. If J. I. level ~ sentence level ~ interview level, refer decision to 
supervisor. 
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SUOTVPE CLASSIFICATION RULES 

I-!~ SUDTVPES 

If Se or Ci > 50, call that subtype. If Se or Ci > 30, 90 to Rule A. 

If ne i the r of the above, and Na or N;< >- 55 t ca 11 tha t sUbtype. 

If none of the aGove, go to Rul~ B. 

A. Se or Ci Rule: If Se or Ci > 30 an.c! eitherssentence subtype = Se 
or Ci, call that subtype. If neither sentence subtype = Se or Ci 
and Na or N;{ > 50, cal1h~Na or Nx. If not, go to Rule £3. 

D. If either sentence subtype 'i:::highest subtype prol;a~.ility, call that 
SUb.t1Ylpe-;';. If not, and either sentence subtype = any other I-L:. 
surtype within 10 points of highest prorability, call that subtype.~'~~': 
Otherwise, interview. ~ 

* If there is a tie for highest J.I. SUbtype protability, call 
subtype which matches illse:ntence rating. 

)'dr If two or more J.I. subtype procnri1ities are 't/ithin 10 points 
of the highest J.t. subtype, call that subtype which matches 
the .f.ir'st sentence ratinfJ. 

C. If interview sUbtype (firstd~{) = highest I-L~subtype probability or 
second highest (if within 10 points of highest). call that subtype. 
Otherwise proceed. 

D. If interview subtype (first dx) :::< either sentence subtype, call that 
subtype REGARDLESS OF LEVEL. 

E. If not, and~the 1-4 level probability ~ 75, call 'subtype according 
to highest 1-4 subtype probability. Otherwise proceed. 

F. If any two - highest J.t. level probability, sentence level (first 
dx), interview ilevel (first dx) .• Clgre(';) on level, call that level. 
Then call subtype according to the first of the following \t/hich is 
true: 

1. If the sentence subtype (first dx) or interview subtype (first d; 
a subtype probability for that level ~30, call that subtype. 
If both the sentence subtype (fi rst dx) and interview subtype 
(first d;{) = a probal:-ility?: 30, call that matching subtype witl 
the higher probabi Itty. 
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2. If the interview suHype (fi rst dx) = either Sentence subtype, call 
the t s u!; type. 

3. 

5. 

6. 

If the sentence sul~type (second dx) = a SUbtype probaLility > 30, 
call th~t suutype . 

If the intcrvievi subtype (second d,~) = a subtype probal~ i lity > 30, 
call that sU!Jtypc. 

If none of the above, call su~type accordinG to highest proba~il i~y 
for that level. 

If more than one subt"pe have the same J.I. protabi lity call that 
subtype corro:'~orated by additional data (first sentence d~:, first 
interview dx, second sentence dx, and second interview d:t in that 
order) . 

If J.t. f. sentence level f- interview level, refer decision to supervisor. 
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APPEND 1)( (8 

Partial List of Organizations Who Have ~xpressed Interest 
in the Sequential I-Level C~assification Sy~tem 

Training Institution of Central Ohio 

Department of Vocational Rehabilitation, Oregon 

Department of Criminolo~;v, University of Montreal 

Boyls Farm & Training School., Shawbridge, Quebec 

University of Akron 

State Psychopathic Hospital, Iowa City, Iowa 

Knox County Juven i Ie Court, Knmw ill e, Tenn. 

Catholic University of America 

Depa rtment of Jus t ice, Nev;I Zea 1 and 

Michigan Department of Social Services 

ProviRcial Court of British Columbia 

The Menninger Foundati6n 

Board of Corrections, Georgia 

Department of Health and Social Welfare, Alberta 

Juvenile Parole Services, Seattle, Hashington 

Dade County Correctional & R.ehabilitation Department, F'lorida 

Youth Welfare Service, Victoria, Australia 

Research Unit, Home Office, Manchester, England 

Department of Institutions, Washington 

Department of Correctional Services, Ontario 

Department of Honor Camps, San Diego 

Colorado Division of Youth Services 

Many California County Probation Departments 
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