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ABSTRACT

<. Juvenile probationers in tﬁree coenties were
administered two personality tests eaeh at‘tﬁe begin-
ning of probation supervisien. Ohe~hundred andrfifty-\
eight juveniles in Prince George's County, thirty-
eight Harford County probationers,. and twenty-nine
Baltimore County delinquents’were tested on the Jesness
Inventory and'the‘Persoﬁal.Opinion~Study. "The Jesnessk

Inventory is a 155 item true and false personality

" inventory designed for use with delinquent populations

~and providing scores on ten personality characteristics.

The Personal Opinion Study is a 100 item true and false‘
personality questicnnaire also designed’for’use with
delinquent groups and yielding scores on three person-
ality characteristics. fhé purpose of the tesfing
project was to assess the utility of these ps?cholegical
instrumehts for evaluating probaﬁion effectiveness.
Anal&sis of psychological profiles of t he pre-test group
concluded that Prince George's, Baltimore and Harford
County probationers are basicall&'alike in their person-

ality characteristics. It was found that the Blacks in

the study group tended to receive the same scale scores

ii
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as the Whites, with’the particular exception of only

ene scale of the Jesness Inventory.k Additional analyses
Qf-scalelresponses found that the Jesness Inventory,
gontrary to eXpectation, does not distinguish Betweeg
probationers'who differ in delineuency history.

Due to the early departure of the researcher to
return tao schoel,:analysis of test profiles before and
after probation sapeIVisioniwas made on‘only thirty
brebafioners;, Final analysis of pre and posttests must
await completion of the testing project, perhaps by
January, 1975. "Tentative findings4are that probationers
are not adversely‘affected by ‘their probation experience.
They appear impreved»on seven personality characteristics
and worse qff on none. Of the three personality scales
‘that seem most'valuableifor evaluating probation effec-
tiveness, probationers appear improved on er,

It was concluded that evaluation of the effectiveness
of probation with gersonality test should be continued,
although it is fully realized fhat this method does not
yleld definitive program assessment. .The Department of
Juvenile Services has had chh difficulty fulfilling its
legislative maridate to evaluate existing programs, but it
is~hoped that this study signals the beginning of more

research of an evaluative naturee.

-
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PREFACE -

This répo:t describes a‘reseaich-stﬁaﬁ'on_théﬁ;'
evaluation of juﬁgniie probation and.onﬂfhélasseésmént-
of the utility of a measuring in;tIUment:for eva1uAtihg : 4  '%?
’probation - thé pefsqnality‘inveﬁfory.} Thé need fg;? 
= evaluatién bf juvenile probafion éhd dé&elopmenf asd'
valldatlon of evaiuatlon 1nstruments is gfeat 1n‘the
correctional field. This study was gulded by the bellef
that pexsonallty testing is a potentlal source of valuable, 
although not definitive, scientific evidence of the ef-
fecti;ehess‘of coire¢tiona1 programse

- This study‘coﬁid not have beén'possible'without~the
help.of a number of pedple, tb whoﬁ the writer expreéses
his‘appreciation, Ted Ge Sanza, formerly Prince George's
County Probation Superv1sr:, tlie Hon. James Taylor, Judge
of the Seventh Judicial Qﬂdrt, and the Hon. Robert H.
Mason, Master for Juveni1e Causes, Prince George's
County, made much of the research possiblé by their

official sanction and cooperation. I am grateful, too,

for the encouragement, advice and kindness of several ‘ B

people in particular with whom I have had contact during

:iv

ny two years at the Depa:tment of Juvenlle berw1ces

includ1ng°‘ Ruth Schlzemann, Blll,Tabron;,Rlck.Brown,

Dr. Stan Feldstein, Dr. AlvinﬁCohn, Jackie Rattiner,

Sandra Green,~Chuck Wilkinsom;‘ahd.Marty'Ja¢obé‘~vA

note of apprec1atlon also coes to my’ secretary, Ramona.

Judd, for her a551stance in preparlng thlS*manuscrlpt.. o

‘Patrick A. Langan
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programs and services. One astute researcher, for

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION -

The present study of the effectiveness of juvenile

probation is the product of growing interest in cor-
rectional evaluation research. Signs of interest can.
be found here and there throughout the early history of
20th century penal. reform but in recent years there has
been almost a preoccupation with the need for scientif-
ically establishing the effectiveness of correctional
example,
succinctly summarizes the necessity for evaluation of
juvenile probation this way (McEachern, 1968:2):

Considering the magnitude of crime and delin-

quency in this country, and the immense

resources of time, money, and talent which

must be devoted to solving or merely contain-

ing these problems, it is apparent that we are

past the point where good intentions, intui-

tions, trial and error, charismatic wizardry,

or merely habit and tradition can remain the

major determinants of nulicy and practice in

the field of probation. The alternative is
obvious: research and training.

That assessments of juvenile probation havebbeen»infrequent
and seldom systematic is hardly a source of comfort to
scientific evaluators° Tools, procedures and methods

have not been firmly established. Coupled with the fact

- that research is of ten Wiewed by probation administrators

e d .
»

T
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as some‘superfluous intrusion, the consequences. are that

research evaluations (and the present study is mo excep-

tion) rarely proceed without problems; e.g., problems
involved with ethics,,with logistics ;nd,proceéures,

with cooperation and undérstandingg}

| Becéuse evaiﬁation regarding progrém pe:formance i?
inadeQuafe in Maryland and because prqbation administrators

have expressed an interest in evaluation tools, the

-piesent study was undertaken to assess juvenile probation

.using a specific kind of tool ~ the personality. inventory.

In effect, then, two‘evalugtions‘qomprise the present
reseérch: evaluation of probation and evaluation of the

assessment tool. K If we lock at evaluation study as

essentially comprising three core questions, the explora-

“tion of the utility of personality guestionnaires for

evaluation is a logical step towards understanding the
éffectS‘of prébation treatment. In the context of a
probétion study these core Questions are:

1. What are the objectives of juvenile prpbation?

2. How does juvenile probation attempt 1o aghieve
‘ these objectives?

3, How can the effectiveness of these»prohation
practices be objectively measured?

By definition, then, the present evaluation study is
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incomplete. Thisis because oniy'thé‘third essential é ‘ '

. N S S ; - SR ‘ ,E BACKGRCUND OF THE E&TUDY . : ; _ "f&:
question —kHow c¢an the effectivene;svof‘these r;gbation[‘ V  ~: . L . , | o R
practices be objectively measured? -'isvsystematicélly-' . L ; Impetus for the present study comes. from legislative
addressed inbthe Pages that follow.v<Tha? the Writef i o : ; mandate. In 1966 the‘Maryland“General Assembly enacted
has been unable tO‘thoréughiy and Systematicaiiy treat o "t. Senate Bill 234 which authorized Creation df‘the Maryland
the other two questions is‘unfo:funafe Bét understahdablé', ::.z ' Department of Juvenile Services (hereafter referred to as' !
if we realize that the evaluation‘of'ju§enile probation 'AE DJé)- Previously, juvenile servic;svwere p;ovided by
is quite time consuming,andICOst;yg if fequires‘expéiienéed, ’  ‘» ' county probation qfficers, o:‘by the Departﬁent of Public

skilled researchers; it demands equaily‘the Suppdft of ] ‘ Welfare, or by local welfare departments, or by the

treators, administrators and policy makers. :But unless Department of Probation and Parole. The legislation

ek el R T,

SR S

scientific efforts are made to study the social practices | | specifically stipulated that the mewly created agency
-that are collectively referred to as juvenile probatién, ' - : o must have‘a research office to routinely collect and

defenders of our juvenile justice-systevaill be hard compile statistics’and to assess existing‘programs..

pressed to defend themselves from well meaning critics Although some assessmentg, in the form of posirelease

irpop

such as Wilkins (1959:9) who}says:‘ B B ' ! ‘ recidivism Statistics, has been completed, additional

It is a suprising and perhaps even shockina

ﬁ"research staff was needed to more thoroughly‘perfotm
fact that our present-day society is enmajed

in many activities which have no more surport , o . this vital function. Despite the legislative intent, -
in terms of reliable evidence than the irncan- ‘ ' : ' . o
tations  of medicine mean and the potions of ' o repeated requests in the annual budget for additional
witches. ' ‘ |

- S o ; o o : R . : . : staff were rejected by the legislature. LEAA grant 31704
RES-2, "Research Assistance-Staff Postitions," awarded

‘through the 3overnor's Commission on Law Ehforcement

: ‘ - ‘ - : U _ ' DR ' and Administxation of Justice, however, did provide DJS
with two additional researchers for a three yeat period.

. : . : o . ‘ . : : S - ‘One researcher was assigned to data collection involving
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- Palo Alto, California (1962)

Jjuvenile institutions and one (the writer) to'juvenile

probation offices. The objective of the grant project

was (1971:14) Meoo to develop the ability to obJePtively

evaluate program effort 1n which results can be Supported

by statistical ev1dence." Tbe grant (1971 14) also

specified that "...further 1nqu1ry will be made into the

possibility of utilizing pre and post-testing‘in an effnrt

to measure changes in attitudes, opinions and personality

of juveniles who have extended contact with juvenile -

courts and institutions." What was simply described by

the grant as "further inquiry" into the potent1a1 utility

of att1tud1na1 and oersonality testing for evaluation

- Yesulted in the present study which empha51zes the need

for greater attention to technical andvnrocedural matters

associated with attempts to eva]uate probatlon effective-

ness with two personality 1nventor1es‘

Design of the present study calls for the adminis-

tration of the personality tests to juvenile probationers

at the beginning and end of "probation treatment.'" For

this burpose, the Jesness Inventorf‘(Appendix I) and the

*a personality 1nventory developed

hy Carl F. Jesness,
Ph.D. Consulting Psychiologists Press

577 College Avenue,

T T e

rarvhrtr-Puprirtes

O S A

‘Personai'Opinion Study** (Appendix IT) were selected.

The decision to utilize these particular tests-was made
for several reasons. Because the researcher-assigned te
evaluatevthe juvenile institutions was already administer-—
ing both tests on a large‘scalevbasis, use of the same

test in the probation setting was believed to be a logical

- - - - . '. » . f
~ step toward maximizing understandin- of the utility o

‘theseiinstruments. "However, primary incentive for cselection

Aof the Jesness Inventory for the study was provided by

a major consultation report prepared by the John Howard

Association for DJS. The Association's recommendation
with regard to the Jesness Inventory is contained in the
following excerpt from that report (1972:64):

. The .Jesness Personality Inventory:.. is a
recognized instrument for evaluatin i channe.
Since this inventory will have been made in
the future upon referral to intake for formal
handling, periodic inventories condurtedvtnpre—
after will have the basic one to compare mith,
Among other factors, the.Jesness Inuentoryb
measures social adjustment, i1mmaturity, Ya ue
orientation, alienation feelingqs, aﬁﬂressiont
‘and withdrawal. These are key factorS’afL:c;~
ing delinguency. [lhe ability of the test oC
meet the requirements of briefness, efflCLOntqu
and economy have been attested to by competi ¢
and correctional administrators.

R ' £3 : the
Based on the recommendation of the consulting firm,

{ and
** A personality inventory by Herbert C. Cu\y at
Donald R. Peterson (1968). ,
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SETTING OF THE STUDY
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he fact t hat ; ~ Article 5248 of the Annotated Code of Maryland

e - o organizes intake, probation, aftercare, and community
With delinquent “1tically for use : - , - -
opu o : . a ] ‘S . R
bPopulations are Currently availabl L services, and detention and institutional facilities
therefore . = e and, [ : . N : , _
s+ the decigi . . o ‘ "= . L ,
| Sion to use these bParticul across the state under this central administrative agency.
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Effective July 1, 1969, DJS was made a part of the then

new Department of Health and Mentai Hygiene, an ‘"uabrella"
agency headed by a Secretary appoinfed by the Goverﬁor.
, | o | | g , DJS (SeevAppendix 1II) is'organized into five major
k - - | diviSions: Court‘and Communify'Sé?vices, Personnel,

e

: ' ' 4 o Administrative Services, Special Services, and Institu-

tional Services. Probation services are subsumed under
the Division of Court and Community Services and are

provided in the twenty-three counties and the City of

Baltimore which are organized administratively into eight

geographnical regions. Every region provides a range

SN s s

of services, including intake screening, probation and

after care treatment, clinical services, non-residential
programs, diversion programs, youth service bureaus,
purchase of care, shelter care, and state group homes and

residences. All institutional services are managed under

the DJS headquarter. auspices.,

DJS has experienced a significant and substantial

B ot

¥ ¥ on aiay
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- increase in the rate of

referrals fer‘every year since

its 1nception.' Table 1 R below,‘indieates refeftal

and personnel allocation increases to DJvaetween fiscal

1968 and fiscal 1972, Between July, 1967 and June; 1971>
. ’ . ’ . ’

TABLE 1 ., gggg?RéOF COMPLAINTS ACTED UFON BY'DJ%
ERVICES PERSCNNEL FOR ' Y 5
19681505 ’ N | FISCAL YEARS

Number of Number of Ceurf4

FY- Complaints Services Personnel (approx. fig.)
1968 - 19,782 - 300 |

1959 25,270 | 300

1970 - - 26,236 327

1971 32,703  32%

1972 37,242 - | 446

the number of ’

the number of

However, ir we consider that in FY 72, 121 staff were

add i '
ed to the Previous year'sg allowance, the discrepancy

is lev :
not as great, Nevertheless, between July, 1968 and

Jun r
Ju € 1972 the number of referrals increased gs Percent

and ' art i st ’ |
the numpver of Court Services staff increased by only
49 Percent, -

J

S g s g

10

Report: Fiscal Year 1072 (1972) specifies the kinds

of offenses that bring youngsters to the attention of

- DJS. Table A (Appendix IV} from that report indicates

that offenses including assault, burglary, larceny, disf
orderly conduct,'shopliffing, runaway, aﬁd ungovernablility
are'the most-frequent behaviors that reeeivevthe attention
of the juvenile agency. Age data indicate that juveniles
aged 13 yeerS’to‘17 years comprise the bulk of these
refer:als to court services wquers.

. Table_A (Appendix V ) from the Annual Renort

provides information relative to .the ways juvenile referrals
are handled by the‘state'agency. Table A reveals the
intereetihg findings that male referrals across the state
ouinumbef females by about 3% to 1 and that the pfobability
ef formally handling a male (about’51.percent) is almost
the same as that of‘females (about 44 percent). Table A
(Appendix VI) suggests that the probability of formally
handling Blacks (aeeut 51 percent) is also about the same
as that of Whites (about 45 percent). However, a closer
examination of the tables aCcording tq county and .reqgion
does reveal some discrepancies in handling procedures |
between the sexes and the racee. Reasons for these

inconsistencies are unknown to the writer and it is beyond




the scope °f‘tbi$kpape§ tO'explOrethis'matter;.

For the information of the reader statistical
information on commitments and detentions to each of thé‘-'
five state operated institutions ahd'tb detention

facilities is supplied in Tables _A_ and _B_ (Appendix

zzl),-taken from the Annual Report. SuBSequént'to reléase
of that report, one juvenile inStifution, Viéfqr-Cullen;- 
has been closed and plans afe to close another institution,
Boys' Village, by July, 1975. |

Presently DJS is in the process of expanding court
services stéff to permit more manageébie caéeloads, of
fu:ther developing cdmmunity-based treafmént niodilities
‘and prevention prqjects, and of instituting aﬁ pre-
service and in-service‘trainingrprogram. Ostehsibly,'
these persuits are positive changes 5ut without thoréughk

research and evaluation the henefits they derive may

remain unknown,

12

PROBATION TREATMENT

The legal basis for probation services‘is establisﬁed
by article 26 and article 52A.of‘the.Annotated:Code, aﬁi‘
Rules‘df Courf'Chapter 500, Juvenile CauSes;  According
to Articie 26, subtitle"70-1, probatiog,is defined as a
court created status whereby'an’adjudicatedidel@nquent‘
is subject to Supervisioﬁ of the‘court or an agency
design;ted by the court. Subtitle 70-3 states that jﬁr-
isdiétion shall be retained until the child becomes twenty-
one years 6f aée, unless tgrminated prio£ there to.

:ﬁin a Probation Pésitiéﬁvrapér drafted by DJS, pro-

bation ‘is precsented as a treatment process described in

}erms of the many activities assdciated with probation
supervisién. Uevelopiﬁ§ the child's internal‘strengtﬁs,
facilitation changes in the child's emotional and physical
environment, changing attitudes and‘modifying the youth's
behavior, establishing appropriatefcoﬁditions or rules

for the probatiqner, establishing a probation officer-

probationer relationship based on mutual trust and respect,

.diagnosing treatment needs, supporting, guidin-g and

counseling theychild, helping the youth to achieve his

potential, and assisting him in facing his préblems and

'in appreciatiny his self-worth - these activities, portray

ty
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the probation officer as a person of many talents. = The
long list mirrors many viewpoints and philosophies on
probation treatment. But program descriptions found in

positions papers sometimes present an inaccurate picture

of actual activities. ' Interviews with probation officers,'

reveal somerof the discrepencies between formaliy piesentedr
'orientations ;nd iﬁdividuél opinions. Somé probatioﬁ
officers simply characterize delinquencylas‘a family
problem. ASQme feel that a small percentage of fhe children
could.nét be helpedy Some estimate 10% of delinquents

in need of psyéhologiéal counseiiﬁg;_others estimated 20%;

others 20%; and others 40%; and, one after care worker

expressed a belief that over 90% of incarcerated youths

are psychologically disturbad. Some court services employees

believe‘that delinquents are no different psychologically
from th&t general population; and these children are only

in need of sincere attention. Many probation officers

. believe that a sizeable portion of their caseloads are

in need of no attention at all.

It is mrobably not su;prising to find such a wide
range in attitudes and orientations towards helping
youngsters, considering the varieties»in background of

probation officers, different office practices, different

S i aches D
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exposures to training, and so forth. The immense varia-

- tion in philosophy and practice from one probation office

to another makes it difficult to define probatidn'tréat-
ment in very concrete terms. That "probation treatment”
cannot be described in terms of clear cut goalsvis a
handicap under which we must work. Rossi (1972:18) says:
The problem presented by the lack of clearly
specified goals compounds the problem by
defining the task in terms of changing individ-
uals and institutions. It is hard enough to
change individuals, but it is even harder to
change indivicduals to an unspecified state.

Operationally, prbbation treatment is what happens within

the boundaiy conditiohé of time and space determined by

'the juvenile court and the probation officer. Because
probation officers do: not employ any single, specific

treatment modality, probation treatment might be described

in terms of traditional casework services. Monitoring
the child'; school progress and his family and so;ial
relations, and assisting him in remaining free of trouble
‘through biweekly, monthly or biménthly surveillance -
these are prpbably the primary activities referred to as

"probation treatment" in Maryland.
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CHAPTER II

c—rn sistent, and of uestionable reiiability.""Logan 1972
REVIEW OF THE LI PERATURE ) q ’ ‘ ( )

© Also reviews 100 correctional evaluation studies and
: Y a s rns concludes that "... there is not et one singly stud
I a recernt pIUblicaxtion, Stuart Adams (1974) warn ) . y . gty Y
C o L s s re : , - of corréctional or Preventive effectiveness that will
' f a pending crisis =- an avaluation crisis in the co : :
o a - ; . .
ti§ns‘f£e1d ~ With billions of dollars being ear-
rec L2 A

satisfy the most minimal standards of scientific design."

} o s s says fully agrees with Schnur's (1965)
marked for criminal justice programs, the crisis, v ‘ k

Logan, moreover,

) : . : ssures conclusion thats
is imminent in view of conflicts between pres
Adams, is l1mmine

: ‘ ‘s‘to No research has been done to date that enables
for evaluation of new and old programs and obstacle
o . of

at one treatment Program is better

" trained or that enables s 1o e
correctional evaluation, such as dearth of well ;

xamine a

; man and specify the treatment he needs. There-
. ) tegies i : } 'is nc evidence that robation is hetter than
fusion over research methods and strateg ’ . : instituts h 'p‘ C o
evaluators, confu . - _ . institutions, that institutions are better than
' ) I " admin- ‘ .
and attifudes of indifference to research of many

escaping... So much of what is now

being done
about crime may be so

wrong that the net effect
- ‘ of the actions is to increase rather than to

- decrease crime. Research could possibly shed
: 5 A some light, but none of the researches to date
. not be difficult R S ; ’ i
indifference, and even resistance, may o SRUSTRN : : answer these questions.
. ) ‘ L - nd . - )‘_:-”.\ . B i
to understand in view of the fact t hat potential a 3

. . ici itudes of
istrators, practitioners, and officials. Attitu |

i - Likewise, Martinson's review of 2
, ’ s for t heir ' ”
. = rectional manager

payoifs to cor :

practical 1

31 published and unpub-

lished evaluative Studies of correctional Programs con-
- hould ‘

ppoxt are often not obvious and, worse, probably s :

_su

Cludes that there is
' ci i ] the ‘
t even be exrected! This obsérvation 1is based on
no X

eve little evidence..,

that any
PTrevailing mode of treatment has a decisive effect in
cgonclusions from reviews of hundreds of evaluétions studies . edvetng 1ne IQCidiVism e e e
to aate. For example, based on his review of 100 eval- (Martinsoa, it e e o
uation studies,;BaileY,(1966) concludes that "... it seems | . ConCIUSionS R HETEROR
quite clear that, on thg basis of this sample of outcome | ;

On the one hand, we are told that few, or none,; of the

: ) o |
i imi i vidence supporting | |
| e T AR Al llmltatlons"e V Iesearches were well desiined, but on the other hand

| 3
the efficacy of correctional treatment is slight, incomn- T » | ’
e , : _ ;
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we are led to believe that correctional programs are

‘not effective. It may very well be that correctional

programs are not effective, but this assessment, if it
is accurate, obviously cannot be based on the results
of numerous, poorly designed research studies; | o

Ignoring the conflict for the moment, might we

“ deduce from the conclusions ofkthese'investigators that

a particular prograr, in this instance, the,routinely

.administered‘form of juvenile probation; is probably

ineffective? In order to explore this question the 100
studies reviewed by Bailey (1966) and the 100 investiga-

tions analyzed by Logan (1972)Lg§% screened for evalua—

- tions of juvenile probation programs. Unless a study .

provided statistics specifically on juvenile prdbatiOnere,

and unless it $5n be locafed?in local 1ihraries, the
study 12 not included in the present analysis. .Aﬁ over -
lap of 42 studies meaﬁs that the reviewsvby Bailey and
Logan encompass#¢ all together, one-hundred and.fifty-
eight inveetig;tions. It is sepriSing tgatboniy seQen

involve] assessments of Jjuvenile probation. These studies

include Beard (1934), Empey and Erickson (1972), Weeks~(1958),

Glueck (1934), Newman (1962), Foremba (1955), and Walker

(1959). How many probationers,altogether are represented

18

by these seven? Only about 1500 juveniles. Examining

these seven we find that only one study, the Provo

Experiment, deals with the effectivenees of traditional
prebatiOn with a non-select group of prbbatieners.
Prooationers in the Higahfields, the Beerd, the Gluecg;
the Poremba, the Walker, and the Newman studies are all
select groups readily distinguishable_fromktﬁe majority
of juveniles feund delinqueﬁt endvplaced on'probation.
Thus, ir.appears that the overall eritieal assessments .
of the state of correcrionel programs, or at least

thése of Bailey and Logan, have little direct bearing on
the state of roetinely admiﬁistered juﬁenile rrobation.

- Although the studies cited by the two reviewers

bprcvide little feedback on the effectiveness of traditional

juvenile probation, they are;‘nevertheless, valuable eour:es
of information on the criteria and'methods utilized in
evaluations that have'beenipreviously used. Therefore,
in the pages that follow we will examiﬁe the studies on

juvenile probation reported by these two investigators

'in terms of the methodological and evaluation criteria

that have been employed by the various researchers.
Besides the studies reviewed by Bailey-and Logan we wiil

also include a'study by Scarpitti and StephenSon, the
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Essexfields Study (1968);'pérticu1arl& since this study
deals with the effectiveness of traditional probation
treatment with a ﬁén-select'group of~probatioﬁers.
Descfiptive findings of‘the'major probation studies
_of‘the present review are fépbrted iﬁ Table 2. The follow-
ing seem to be the most notable observations on the
.eight studies that can be drawn’from the table:

1. Traditional probation is most often evaluated in
comparisons to institutional confinement.

2. The most frequently used criterion for evaluating
traditional probation effectiveness is post-probation
- supervision, followed by in-program recidivism.

3. Probation effectiveness studies more often employ
the matching technique rather than random selection to
.compare proJrams. ’ '

We now have some idea of how these researchers:

studied probation and probation'reiated programs.

THE MATTER OF CRITERIA

The preceeding analysis of the major evaluation
studies of juvenile probation is important for two

particular reasons: (1) we are again reminded that a

general assessment of the present state of the effect-
iveness of juvenile probation - a process that has directly

involved the lives of millions of people in this country
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*

during the past 100 years*—'ﬁust rely on the outcomes .

. ‘
*

_of few studies; and (2)-we diScbyer the criteria that
researcﬁers haué p:éviously'used to.evaluaté'probatipn.
The matter of criteria is cruciél.to the'present'study
and.we should take a moment to illhstrafe its importance.
Item 1, above, reinforces what we aiready knows >thét
state juvenile,corredtionai agencies arebin need of eval-
uative research. Earlier we suggested ée§era1’factcrs
that account for the lack of evaldationvresearch:‘apathy» .
or resistance émong administratoré, dearth’of skilled
research, confusién over»reéearch method§. It is’poped
that by our taking fhe time to examine'how researcheré
in the past have defined success and‘failuie.(item 2 above)
we might be aﬁle to clear up some of that "confusion over
research methods." ‘ _ .

Scanning the list of criteria pfesented in TablejL}
above, we find that efforts to evaluate probation effective—
ness have certainly not been limited tosfudies of the

frequency of postprobation recidivism. For administrators

*First adult probation law: 1878, Massachusetts.
First Juvenile Court: 1899, Cook County Juvenile Court,
Il1l. Juvenile Probation Landmark: 1933, all states
except Wyoming had juvenile probation laws,
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who believe'thaf fherevare’insuffiéient methods or
criteria available‘to iqutinizé‘evaluéfions, a close,
examindtion at this list will.demonstréte that defining
success 'is not,’askGlaser'(1973: 4-15) iﬁdicates, the
uhavoidéblé stumbling block..~Prqba51y‘mdch more éan;
presently‘be'done by'stéte'jﬁvehile‘cbrrectionél agencies
by way Af evaluation if administrators support it, if
agency researcﬂers understandvthe‘reSearch methods and
strategies avai1ab1e‘to them, and if agencies can recrui£
or deveiop prPductive researcheis.*
| Unfortunately it‘is bevond the scope of this paper

td deal more‘thoroughly with all the criteria we have
previously mentioned.‘ What we can do, however, is take
gﬁg of these criteria - in this instance pre and posttesting
on a psychologic#l test'- and‘explore in‘depth the utility
of this method for evaluating the effectiveness of the
foutinely administered and traditional form of juvenile

'

probation.

*Adams(1973r19) asks: '"How, then, can agency eval-
uation units develop and improve themselves? Clearly,
some thought to methods of attracting and retaininng
productive researchers is required. There is another
possibility. Emrich (1973) has sugjested that effective:
research staffers can be developed within agencies. He

 proposes an 'apprenticeship model! of evaluation, in which
existinjy administrative or operational staff will under-
take assessnient of projects, receiving guidance as needed

from research consultants. In time the apprentices may
become mastersi:' paren. added

T PO S P, LT » -



Of the studies reviewed earlier, two included in

their fé%éarch.designs the method or pre and postteqting'

on psychologica1~tests.' Those were the nghflelds %tudy
and tﬁe Essexfields Study., In the nghflelds study,_
probatloners at nghflelds %nd 1ncarcerated dellnquents
an Annandale were admlnlstéféd.three psychological tests
at the. beglnn;;g and conc1u51on’of thelr stays.» An»aa
hoc attltudinai test was cénstructed con51st1ng of 136
statements‘w1th response categofles strongly agree, agree;
--not certain, dlsagrée and.st:ongly,disagree. Ihe-state-—
ments.attempted to‘tap the attitudes values a nd oplnlons
which the boys held toward thelr famllles, law apd order,
aﬁd their own outlook on life._ In additioﬁ, eachvboy was
asked t;.respond;‘according to the category which besf‘
described his reaction, té 65,que$tioné‘dra;n from the
Psychoneurotic Screening Adjunct. ‘Each boy also fiiled'
in the Miale:Holsdpple Séntence Completion Test and was
inferviewed according to the schedule'prepAred‘to record
the significant aspects in his life history. 3ecauge it
‘Wwas believed that there might be a flctltlous 1nf1at10nary
"halo™ reflected in the results of the_test taken soon

after release from either facility, each boy who was still

available was called in to his probation or parole office

S ST TR A e N S e e R m‘ T e N T
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and w#s given all the tests a third time, after he had

'been back in:his community six months or more.

R

In the Essexfields Study, thei;esearch design called.
for the<pre4and postinterventiontestingvpn the MMFI of
probationers, Essexfields boy;, Grogp Centers deiinqpents,
and incarcerated jﬁQenile§ at Aﬁnandale. Pre and post-
test sCoreé on all 28 scaleé_of fhe MMPI wére COmpared;

Intensive literature search ré?eals that the method
of pre #nd po;t?eéting ofleVenile probationers on
péychological tésts‘has not been given much ;ttgntion.
The methéd, it seems, has received more attention in
institution eValuafion studieé than in p:obation.studieé.
F;: example, Rose And “Jeber administered psycholonical
teéts on é pre andrpostconfinement bésis to boys in openk
énd clésed institutions. (1961, PP 166—177).'Th¢ tests
were: KD Proneness Scale; Mental Health Analysis‘; Interf

meéiate Series; the Cowan Adeclescent Adjustment Analyzer;

the WashbuinefSocialéAdjustment Inventory; and the "How
I feel about things" test., Attitudes measured by these
test were grouped into four aréasr»‘(l) Attifudes toward
external authority; (2) interpersonal relations and
aftitddes; (3) self-attitudes, and«choice making; and (4)

deiinquency proneness. - In another institution‘study,
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entitled the Marshall Prograﬁ, Knight (1970} examined
pre and posttest scores on the Jesness Inventory and

on the Marshall Program 'Cpinion Survey,ga‘48 itém Likert

scaled attitude tests. In a study of juvenile parolees

(O'brien, 1961), the California Psychological Inventory
Q ) ) C

{CPI1) was administered‘on a pre‘and pOétintef§éntion
basis. In yet'another,institutional study, the‘MﬁPi wWa S
administered on a pre and posttest basis to juvenile;wards
in California (Gutmann, 1961). In the Fricot Rénch Study
(3esness,1965), institutionalized e;périmental and controi
delinquéqté were adﬁinisteréd“12 psy§ho1ogica1‘tests on

a prg'apdqpostinterventioq>bq;ié.; Ihevaére: Rorschach,
Themat;c Appercepti&n,Teét, Stdry Completion Test, Fricdt
Apperceét;on Test, Sémantic Differential; Spiral Afiereffecﬁ
Test, RBender Gestélt; Porteus Maze, Draw-a-Person, Franck
Drawing Completion Test, Wechsler Intenigénce Scale for
Children, and Jesness Inventory. In a mdnumentai‘Study

by Warren, control and experimental groups of inéarcerated.
and paroled (without iﬁcarCerafion) delinquents were
administered the Jesness Inventdry and thé California
Psychological Inventory on a pre andbpostintervention
basis (1963). |

Probably the,underlying problem with the use'of'

26

personality tests in evaluation designs is the matter of

svalidity. Personality tests have been validated for

various purposes but to this writer's quwledge no person-
ality test currently used with delinqﬁent»populations has
been specifically validated for the purpose of evaluating
personality change. - :

We may jllustirate the validity problem with two
examples of’c@frently available persohality~inventories
designéd for use with delinquent poﬁulationsr pne person~
ality test that'hasvpreviousiy been used to evaluate chanqge
and‘the other which, to the writer's knqwledge, has not
Been previously émpldyed fof'this purpose. The former
descriétion applies to the Jesness Inventory and the latter

fo the Personal Opinion Study.

THE JESNZSS INVENTORY

The author of the Jesness Inventory, Dr. Carl F.
Jesness (1966:3), describes the Inventory as "... a
measure designed for use in the measu#ement, classifica&on,
‘diagnosis, and prediction of behavior problem§5"?1n
designing the InQen&ory, a concern 6f Jesness was to
produce a test thaf was sensitive té change yet stable

enough to provide a reliable mgasurévof personality types.



His goal (1966:3) was to develop a test that would meet,

the follow1ng requlrements*
"1 The 1n§trument had to be responsive 1o chanae~
of attitude so that it could be used as a valid measure

of change ovef aerelatlvely short tlme.;

" 2, The items had ta be ea511y comprehended by persons
.as young as elght years o..aoe.“ :

3. One measure had to be multl dlmen31ona1 to allow
its use in cla531fy1ng personallty tzpes.

4. It had to provide a 51ngie index of tendencmes
predictive of 5001a1 and personallty problomQ.ul

The Jesness Inventory is a self-report nersonallty
questlennalre.deqlgned exn11c1t1/ for nse w1thue11nquent<.
The inventory con51sts of 155 true-false items and 11
scales measuring 10 personallty ckaracterlstlcn.- Three
scales (Social Maladguqtment Value Orlentatlom, Immaturlt/)
are the result of 1item ana1y51s using crlterlon groups.
Seven scales (Autism, Allenatlon,‘Manlfest Aggression,
Withdrawal, Social Anxiety, Repression, Denial) derlve:
statistically from cluster analysis. ’Ankelevenih scale
(Asec1a1 Index) combines data from all scales and-is described
as the nost effective scaie for dlscrlmlnatlnq betWeen
delinquents,and nondelinquents, Iho Inventory scales

“{described in Appendix VIII) are as‘follows:k
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~integration, progress toward maturity cannot occur.
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Withdrawal (Wwd) ,
Social Anxiety (SA)
Repression (Rep)
. Denial (Den)
“Asocial Index (AI)

Social Maladjustment (SM)
Value Orientation’{VO)
“Immaturity (Imm)

Autism (Au)

Alienation (Al) R
Manlfest Aggresvlon ( MA)

The Inventory can he adminisferedieither by tape
recorder’or by’uée of'tegt-hdeklefs and it can be given
fo individuals of to large gfoups. fhe test is published;
by Consulting’Psychelogief's Press and a COnputer seoring
servieé provides a printout that contains'age—standardized
T-scores for the eleven scales and estimatesfof probability

that the subject belongs tc'a‘particular,clgssification‘

anngyeétment‘category. With regard to treatment classi-

)

fication, any subjectfis first classified into one of three -

classification‘categories known as "I-levels." TI-levels
are an indicationvoflhow the eubject'gerceives the envi--
ronment and the eubject is assumed to perceive his envi-v‘
ronment according to gradualiy expanding perception and
expectation of the manmer in which his needs are met.
I-levels, or integration levels, denote the levels of
maturity thaf determine whether the organism is able to
integrate his experience to’solve crucial inter r'rsonal
problems.

If the subject is not mature enoughuto solve

crucial interiersonal problems, j.e., he lacks adequate

I-levels



i
$
3
:
e

R .

MW

Ay maThbetd A aipny

RATEE L B R s B 4 A

g T RTINS e

.

o R P e T A ey T

Inventory is based on data from samples of nondelinquents

and incarcerated delingquerts.,
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range from:I—l to I-%,but mos£ delinqoente are founo,
within I-ievels 2,3, and 4;k4Cohpufer scorind'provides
probablllty estimates of a suogecf belonglng to ahy’ooe
of these three I- levelq° The comhuter prlntout also

provides estlmates of the probablllty of the anJeCt

. belonglng'to any one of nine subtype categories. While

I-levels are indications of the organism's perception’

of the environment, subtype categofies represent possible'

reactions to thefperceptions.f

Validation data renorted‘in the Manuélﬁy The Jesness

Inventory derlve from: +hree sources. Correlations with

the CPI, based on 324 male and.female"delinquent subjects,

"age 10 to 20; (2) relationships with hehavior and test

data iﬁ a sample of'210 young California delinquonts; ages
10 to 14, committed 6 the Frlcot Ranch school for ROJQ
(Jesness, 1965), and - 577 older Callfornla uellnquen S Ages
15 to 20, the Preston sample(Jesness, 1960), and (3) data
from a study of 106 Wisconsin dellnquents boys ages 10 ’ 2
to 18, committed to the wlsconsinrschool for- hoys’(Cowden,

et al., 1969). 1In other words, the validity of the

Correlations reportedfbetween CPI scalss and Jesness
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Inventory scales are interesting bits of information

but whether orx to what degree this‘datafvalidates the

‘Jesness Inventory is a matter of opinion. However,

probably the consensus among psychoiogisfs is that these

interscale correlation matrices indicate little in terms

. of crite;ion related validity. 'The two scales on the

Jesness Inventory that best differentiate delinquents

and nondelinquents are the Social Maladjustment Scale (SM)

- and the Asocial Index (AI) and the one CPI scale which

_has most effectively differentiated between the two

vpopulations is the Socialization Scale (fo). It is
inte:esting to note fhét'SM correlated hiqghly with So
(r=.60) but that AI does not correiate with So (r=.00).
fhe correletion‘oetween SM and So implies that the SM
scale is measuriog poor personal adjustment but the
correlation coefficienf re;orted between the scales

AI and So, implies that the AI scale is not measuring

poor pers nal adjustment. Reasons for t his discrepancy

are not clear but the implications of t he descrepancy

_are: correlations between the CFI and the Jesness Inventory

do not indicate consistent evidence of criterion validity.
The objective of the Fricot Ranch Study was to comrare

the long-term effectdweness of two treatment rrograms for
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delinquent boys, ages & to 14 years, incarcerated in the

‘same California institution. The construction of a new

and smaller,livingAuhit at the Fricot Ranch Schoolrwasl
seen as.a unique opportunity fo teét_the'sfaff's belief
that they weré prevented frommdoing a moré effectiveutteax—
ment job because managemen% of the large living units

1eft little time to est;blish ciose re1ationships between
boys aﬁd sfaff( In order to test.this'bélief, juveniles

were randomly assigned to either an_experiment group -

. (a 20-boy living unit) or a control group (a 50-boy

living unit). Defining recidivism as revocation of parole,
it was found that after 12 months of parocle exposure 36.8%
and‘52.2% of the experiment and Control groups, respectively,

were violated. At 36 months, the violation rates wcre

. 73% and 83% for the experimental and control group,

respectively; at 60 months, they were &€2% and 00%, respectively.
Analysis of responses to the Jesness Inventory reported
the following:

SM scores are significantly related to ratings of

poor social relationships with peers, agaressive

behavior,, noor school performance, and intelligence ‘
. as measured by the Wechsler Scale for Children (-.22)

Higher scores on VO were significantly related to

a tendency toward conforming, rule violating behavior,
‘lack, of responsibility, and alienation in the relation-
ship between youngsters and adults ‘

32

Imm scores were positively related to conferming,
nonaggressive behavior and low social status.

A

R Immature subjects were also below average on intel-

ligence and achievements tests and were somewhat
more retarded in school than the averaje. The
relationship between Immaturity and intelligence
(-+<44 with the WISC) was higher than for any Jesness
scale other than repression. ‘

. ; o,
High scores on Autism were related to deviant
Rorschach responses, fragmented-disjointed speech,
and lack of insight. High scorers tended to be
seen as socially immature and irresponsible.
Hostility -and aggressiveness was also associated with
high scores as was rating of low social status.

MA scores showed the highest relationship of any
scale with ratings of aggressive, assaultive behavior.
There was also a significant relationship between
scores on the scale and a background history of
difficulty with peers. :

High scores on SA and Wd tended to be isolated from
others. Also found,was a significant relationship
between rated depression and scores on SA.

Rep scores were negatively relatedAto achievement
or WISC scores (r=.45).

Den scores were associated with conforming social
behavior, responsibility, and achievement test scores.

Al scores were related to nonconforming behavior as
- rated by staff and to nigative attitudes toward nolice
. as measured by a semantic differential scale. A
significant relationship was also found between
scores on the AI scale and a history of group--
related or gang-type delinquent activity.

The Fricot Study included data on 49 experimentals
and 130 controls who were tested before and after treat-

ment on the Jesness Inventory. Jesness concluded that




there was ggneral»pre-poét iﬁpfovémeﬁt ih ;he scalés
Social Maladjustment, Value Orienﬁation, Immaturity, .
Alienation, Manifest Aggreséioh, witHAIawal, ahd‘Repxeéu
sion, with the difference between é#perimentals andwif‘}
control groups not‘significanto On two gcales‘- Autism
and Social Anxiety - signi}icant T's were obtained betweeq
the two groups. Cdnfrols tended toward a lower posttest
Autism score wﬁereas the experimenfals obtained a higher
mean score.. Controls tended to néintdin their‘SA scores
wﬁilé experimentals tendedkté score higher on the post-

" test. Why might a treatment program described as a small
living unit characterized by concentr;téd‘intimate,

verbal interactioﬂ induce higher Aufism'and Social Ankiety
scores than a traditional; 1arge uhi{ program? - Jesness:
explained that incréases in these scores might reSulf
from increased awarenéss aé the result of the intensive
experimental treatment. But he (Jesness: 1965:.112)
emphasized that "Fﬁll understanding of the importance of
changes on this and‘dther tests can come only when we

know more about the conétruct validity of the scales and
-~ their predictive importance. A higher Social Anxiety. séore

could mean greater inhabition and greater inner control,
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so that it is a sian of a positive rather than a negative
change. The suggestioﬁ’(is) that these changes, on the
surface of a negative kind, ‘may actually be positive

signs..." (paren added). While Jesness found that 46%

.of the experimentals showed an improved posttest AI sgcore

as compared to 40% of the Eontrols, he reported that

the differenceé bétween the groﬁps were not significant.‘
Jesness (1965:’118) conciudéd:_ "ﬁithdut solid knowledge
about the kind éf delinqueﬁt being treated, or the
relevance of a particulér tieatment program, the meaning

3

and desirability of °~ various psychological and behavioral

. changes cannot adequatély be assessed."

.Jespess' FPreston Typology Study exrlored the effective-
ness of the matuiitg level elassification system in a
California inétitutional‘setting, the Preston School of
Industry., Boys sent to Preston, ages 16 to ?O»years,
were randomly assigned to either the experimental (n=655)
of control group (n=518). Experimental subjects were
placed in one of six liviﬁg units according to their

I-level subtype classification where unique treatment

programs were developed. Controls were assigned to one

of five living units according to previously established
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institution p:dCeeresrthat didnot'fake into account 

' persbﬁaiity type; 1Theiimpéc£ éfvtﬁevekperimental'pfogram
on the studyksubjects'was é@aluated’through psychoﬁetrics,_ 
behavior ratings,;and‘péréle;foiléwQup d;ta.g Experiménta1‘
" units experienced significantly'féwér behavior,problemé,
than control units and evaiuation §f before'and affér‘ 
~treatment psychoiogiéal and behavioral measures revéaled
significan£ly éreater gains among experimenfél subjecté; '
Parole,daté; hdwevér, showed‘that tbé'violation rateé
‘between the two grdups did,not differ.

Data from the Jesness Inventory revealed the following:

1. Significant correlations between Social Maladjust-

ment scores and’staff ratings of iiigsponsibili{y, aliena-
fion,’and podr‘peer relation; |

2. Highéf séores on Value Oriéntation significantly
~_Telated to a tendency toward noncoﬁforminq, rule-violat-
ing behavior, lack of responsibility, and alienétion in
thé reiations between youngsters and adults;

3. Scores on Immaturity significantlyfrelated to
Yépeech problems, passivity, and tendency toward non-
participation in group’activifiés; |

4. 'A positive correlation befWeen Manifest Agares-

sion and perturbability and irresponsibility;

36
i"S.k Significaﬁt cérrelgtioné between scofes on
Withdrawal ana fafgd dépendency, lack,of alienation in
boy-staff relationships, and dislike and/or inability‘ 
to.work'Or play gffectivélyliﬁ jroﬁp;; |
~6. Significant cérrelationé’be;ween‘Social Anxiety
scores qnd beﬁaviorél iati;gsfof_depehdency,,and dislike

for and/or inability.to play and work effectively in

"groupS§

7. Repression scores positively correlated with

the presence of speech problems and lower rated alienation

in boy-staff relationships;

8. Scores on Denial were found to be positively

- correlated with staffs' ratings of good peer relation-

éhibs and a liking for and/or ability to play and work
effectivelybin groups;

The Cowden, et al, Study compared the Jesnéss Inventory
and the Minnesota Counseling Inventory (MCI) to determine
which in&entory besf differentiated 106 institutionized
delinquent 5055 into subgroups'differihg in institutional

adjustment and in prognosis, i.e., predicted ability to

make a satisfactory .postrelease adjustment. Most discrim--

inating Jesness scales were: Social Maladjustment, Autism,

Value Orientation, Immaturity, and Asocial Index ( in that
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. . , o e 80, .81, and .80 on Social Matadjustment, Value‘O:ientaw
- . r, the Asocial Index did not effectively i : | ~
jaorder)’ however, o . : e tion, and Manifest Aggression, respectively, to lows-of

© di iminat between’delin uents Showing[a gdod vSs. poot
dlscrlmlnabe q o : S 62, .63, .64 on Immaturlty, Soc1a1 Anx1ety and Repre551on,
i i ional adjustment. The authors ‘1969:60) con- . )
institution ) : ; ( ‘ respectively. Wlth regard to the utlllty of the Jesness

h "In general... the Jesness scales contistently :
cluded, that ) : S » » Inventory for evaluatlng prouram success, the authors
i iminated among the subgroups of delinquents more
discxim ? ? F ' S ‘ (1969 94) concluded that "The observed psvc1ometr1c

T T o -

ignificantly than the MCI .scales ‘Ty.ically“at'the .01 - ‘ :
ShonEy . Y (' = ' loutcomes do not provide precise knowledge as to the
or .00l levels rather than at the .05 level). Hence, ~

' . » desirability of one counseling method over any other."
the results clearly suggest that the Jesness Inventory '

But he also concluded thatbpersonality characteristics

, i d ore'satisfactorill over-all than the MCI as ) . . ,
funct;one m y k : could be reliably evaluated through self-report

a screening and,classification instrument at this insti- ]
4 T : instruments,
. ion." Other studies re orting findings on the Jesness : ) ) o - |
ation v ' P : B Kissling (1969) administered the Jesness Inventory
nventory are the Marx, et. al. Study (1969), the Kissling . o o ' 3 .
I ve y : S ‘ ’ ‘ and the Personal Opinion Study to 106 confined delinquents

Study (1969), the Davies Study (1967), the Fisher Study

g . in an exploratory study of the relationship between the
(1967), the Lasaga Study (1973), the Kelly and Bear Study

, : two self-report tests. He found that the implied "conceptual
(1969), and the Marshall Program (1970) and the author's o

overlap" between the Psychopath (PD scale of the Personal
thesis (Langan, 1974),

o ‘ Opinion Study) and I-level 2 (the Jesness Inventory),
Adult probation subjects in the Marx, et. al. Study .

and between the Neurotic (ND scale of Personal Cpinion
were randomly assigned to either group or individual v :

; , . Study) and I-level 4 (the Jesness Inventory), was supported

counseling treatment. Overall no significant differences

by data on white subjects but results were contradictory
in score changes were found between the two groups and

k k for Negro subjects. The author (1969: 73) concluded' ~"The
controlling for age, school grade completed, and occupa-

most obvious 1mp11cat10n of the results of the present
tion only differences between the groups on the Social

resea:ch is that the impact of age'andvrace differences
Anxiety Scale were significant. Test-retest reliability ‘ : :

coefficients reported on subjects ranged rrom a hiah of
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must be considered: in making use of the two instruments
studied, whether as diagnostic tools'or in further

research." .

In a descriptive study of 507 British probatiohers;‘

aged 17-20, Davies.(1967) reported that Britiehebrebationersb

and Jésness' delinquents received the same scores on
Value Orientation, Autism, Manifest Aggression, and Social
Anxiety but significantly different scores on Immaturity, .

Alienation, Denial, Social Maladjustment, and Withdrawal.

British probationers were seen as being more delinquent,
.. Just as delinquent, and less delinquent than Jesness'

sample, depending on which szale was used. The author
(1967:16) concluded: "Responses in the British population
appear to be Sufficiently different to render Jesness's

‘T-scores of doubtful value," and, "... until British

T-scores are available, it would seem to be wiser to use

raw scores in association with the ages of the individuals

concerned." He (1967:16) also concluded: '"The Immaturity

scale in particular, must be treated very circumspectly,"

and, "... all other scales - Social Maladjustment, Value

Orientation, Autism,‘Manifest'Aggression, Withdrawal,
and Sccial Anxiety - appear to behave very similarly in

Britian and the U.S.A. This would seem to be sufficient

.
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reason to.justify the use of the Jesness Inventory in

1 | ‘ i i hese
a British setting, asoecially as the f;rst five of t
SCoOres, plus Allenatlon and Den1a1 satisfactor11y

distinguish between populatlons OL different dellnquency

background.

*

" Fisher's study of 203 Borstal boys (boys who have

probably. already been glven'the opportunity of probatlon),-

¥
'ages 16 18, concluded that the dlfferences between Jesness

dellnquents and Borstal boys on the Jesness Inventory

scales mlght be the result of dlfferent test -taking
attltudes probably attrlbutable to cultural differences
eetWeen the éngllsh and Aﬁe;;can4ée11nquents. Specxflcally,
Flsher saw the scale scores as reflectlng a pronounced
acqulescent response set among the Engllsh bovs.

Lasaga (1973) administered the Jesness Inventory 1o
children aged 12-16 committed to the Crownsvil}e State
Hospital. In a "mini-validation study'" with only 24
subjects and using the ;aw»score 20 as ﬁhe cuttieg score
for emotional maladjustment, the‘AI identified'83% of
the Juveﬁlle wards as belonglng to a. maladjusted group.
Those rated by 1nst1tutLona1 school teachers as most

: malad;usted tended to receive the nghest AI scores.

However, therapists' ratings of Autlsm, Allenatloe,
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Withdrawal and Asocialization were not related t64test

scores on these scales and the author (1973:4) concluded:

",.. it is not safe to make inferences about the behavior

~of any specific child based on his scores on the different

vscaleé,of the Jésness Invent6ry;"

Kelly and Baer (1969),nin Maésachﬁéetts, obéerved
a>significant chénge in thevscd:és ofvjﬁvenile delinquents
yho wére‘involved for 27 dajs in a spécial odtdodré

.training program' called the Outward Bound which emphasized

pPhysical conditioning, technical training and séfety train-

:ingqg:Uifferenées;in,sqores wérg sigﬁifiqant»gt_the .01
level of confidence for Social Malédjustﬁent, Value
"Orientation;_Alienation and Ménifest‘Aggression; and
Wwere significant at the .05 leQel of confidence for
Autism, and Repressidn (iess Autism and mofe Repression
after the experiencej. |

203 committed delinquents Were administered the
Jesness Inventory on a pré and posttest basis in the
Marshall Program (1970:9-132). The Marshall érogram'was
conceived as a therapeutic community for delinguents |
committed for 90 day periods. From early findings if
waé concluded that, in terms of.violations, poys released

after lengthy,’more extensive institutional stays perfofmed

e
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no betié: thA;.Marshall graduafes;.'waever, it was
found that a certain group of delinqﬁents perfdrmed"
better in the Marshall both during and‘after :eleases,r
than in traditidnal confiﬁément; .This‘diffetentially
succéésful Marshall group was cbmpiised‘of the older,
morebéoéiéble‘boys whdse committmentfihvolve& multiple
co-offenders. in view of #hese preliminary results,
pSychological test éhahge scores of oider boys with
multiple co-offenders (N=33) were:compared to change
score of all other Marshall graduates (N=170). Sighificant
between groups differences in'changé scores‘occurred on

only one scale: the Alienation Scale. Other Marshall

‘graduates became significantly more alienated than older

" boys with multiple co-offenders. Also,changéslin the

Alienation Scale score were significaﬁtly assbciated

'with parole outcome: parole success was associafed

with decreased alienation during stay; and, failure with
inéreased,alienationQ The differential outccre on the
alienation scale was;interpreted to meénrthat the Marsh#ll‘
Program, where intensive probing of self and peers is
persistently demanded, is less successful withlboys who

beconme increasingly 13] ienated" while in the program.
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The author of tne present etedy.lnbﬁls M. A the515
(1974) reported flndlngs on the concurrent val:dxty of
select scales of the Jesness ;ﬂventory; He found that.
dellnquent boys anarcerated at BQJS' V111age, a state

Juvenlle lnstltutlon, received sxgnlflcantly thher

‘ Soc1a1 Maladgustment and Asocial Index scores than a’

samnle of Juvenlle prooatloners from the DJS Hyattsv111e
'offlce oxr a sample of "pre dellnquentf'who attend a
Youth Service Bureau at College Fark - (de51gnated "Grendel'

Grave")(Tables_ A and B, Appendlx IX )+« He found too,

that both the Boys Village_and the Yeuth Service 3ureau

samples recelveqpsrgnifieaﬁtly higher-Value'Orientatienﬂ

scoree‘thanvjuvenile probationers;(rable B ,4appendix tix Yo o

'>With regard to scores on the Immaturlty Scale, no dlfferences

were found between the three sa'nplesc In terms of ethnici

status and based on small samples (Table c ., Appeﬁdlw IX )
the thesis reported no significant dlfferences between

Blacks and Whites on the Social Maladjpstment, Value

Orlentatlon, and Immaturlty Scales and on the ASOﬂlal

Index. Conclu51onsof the author (Langan, 1974:66-67) are.

quoted at length'

At best, the Jesness Inventory nlght serve as

an indirect check of programs which are designed -
to induce desired psycho-cocial change in -
'1nd1v1duals. As the sole indicator of a Fro=-

s e e s 3 e £ 2
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gram's effectiveness, utilization of the »
Jesness Inventory is insufficient for several
reasons:

1. The extent to which the Inventory
measures real change, i.e., psychological change

~highly correlated with behavioral change mea-
- sures, has not been demnnstrated.

2. Certain items of the scales have been
shown to accurately distinguish between selected
criterion groups but little is known about the
nredictive and construct validity of the test.

3. Interrretation of item responses is
problematic. :

4. The test is probably conducive to
variations in response set and response styles.
No validity scales are built into the test ‘to’
control dlstortlon. ‘ :

5. The relationship between criminological
theory and scales of the Jesness Inventory is
‘'slight.

With regard to its utility in a pre-experimental
pretest-posttest evaluative research design,

the Inventory is clearly limited. If the
Inventory does report change, the design is
such that the change cannot legitimately be
attributed to the program. Moreover, the
Jesness Inventory cannot tell us what caused
‘the change either; only, perkaps, that a
psychological change occurred.

The criticisms listed above are not necessarily
limited specifically to the Jesness Inventory.

Indeed, many self-report personality inventor-

ies share these same general qualifications.

. Some positive attributes of the Inventory are:

l. For monitoring.programsispecifically

~designed to induce desired psycho-social changes

in selected juveniles of a delinquent population,
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.=?. Among the
sonallty"measu:emen
’exegp11f1ed‘by thekJesness’Tnve
Perierred method in.terms of
-and costsg, : 1 o

<ti istinct “Dproaches ‘ta | péf#
s the sglﬂ-report technique

ntory - is the -

Thus it’a | ‘ | ‘ | ’ 
' ppears that the Jesness Inventory has bee
’ n

X

(1)

Iidity;‘reliability
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the means for encarcerated delinquequware'higher than

53
D3

" those of nondelinguents. The proportion of false

positives to true positives, however, has not been

demonstrated through cross validation; and fhérefore the

- practical utility of this scale for program evaluation

is not conclusibe, Predictive validity of the Social
Maladjustment scalé‘could’be dgmonstrated if it were
found th&t the high scores of nondelinquents associated
with the future Occurren;evof delinQuency and/or the

high scores of delinquents positively'correlated wi th

the future occurrence of recidivism. Not wntil evidence

~of predictive validity has been found would the Social

Maladjustment scale prove useful for screening and diaqgnosis.

Needless to say, the value of the Social Maladjustment

- scale would be greatly enhanced if it were based on a

coherent conceptual framework.

- {2) The Value Orientation Scale N&ile it would be
immensely valuable ;o be able to categorize the value
oiientations of juveniles,‘thé‘Value Orientation scale,
lihékall other scales, lacks a Qéll defined theoreti cal
basis and therefore, interpretation of responée patterns
is érdbiematic. ~Faith in the finding that at every age

level incarcerated delinquents receive significantly



“higher,average‘raw scores at all age levels compared

s
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higher scores than nondelinquentsvnith Jesness samples

must await Cross validation studies. Therefore, the«i

value of the Value Orientation.scale for the assessment
of Juvenile probation 1svnot Well established.

(3) The Immaturity Scale Atpopular‘conception”“

of delinquency is that it is closely related to 1mmatur1ty.
Just what 1mmaturity is, however, has not been well defined

and very little researchfhas*supported the belief thatv

1mmatur1ty distinguishes delinquents and nondelinquents.
While Jesness reported a con51stent tendency for incar-
cerated delinquents to score higher than nondelinquents

(more mature) at every age 1eve1 the'findings has not

The 51gn1f1cance

- - -

yet been verified tnrough Cross validation.

and meaning of reductions in scale scores among Juvenile

probationers 1s,therefore,kquestionable.

b. Cluster Analysis Scales: Au, Al, MA, Wd, SA, Rep, Den.

Jesness reported the following findings with resjard to the

effectiveness of each of the cluster ana1y51s scales for

differentrating between 1ncarcerated delinquents and

nondelinquents'

(1) Autism: "The delinquents have significantlyv

with nondelinquents," (1966:12)

48

(2) +Alienation: "The significant differences‘
between means of delinquents and nbndelinquents at every

age show that delinquents to be more rebellious and

'distrustful of authority, with the differences between

“the deliquent and nondelinquent females actually more

impressive than those between theAdeIinquent and non-

delinquents females actually more impressive than those

between the'tWo male samples,” (1966:13) o . A

(3) Manifest Aggression: "The hioher scores

obtained by the delinquent are significant through out

-the age range for which scores were available. This is

true of both the male and female samples.’ In both

delinquent and nondelinquent.samples,,the males tend to

vscore_slightly higher than the females in the valuable."

(1961:14)
(4) Withdrawalr ﬁThe»means and standard deviations
for the male and female samples show significant differences
between the delinquent and nondelinquent,groups, and the
scores show a slight linear relationship with age." (1§66:l4)
(5) Social Anxiety: "Thererare'no important differences
between the means of delinquents and nOndelianents." (1966:15)
(6) .Repression: "In general, the delinquents,"both

male and female, demonstrate more use of repression as a.
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def o : ' ' o ' : 4
gnse mechanism than do the nondelinquent»groups."_(1966.15),_

(7) Denla;: "It is also the‘ohly scale'thatksh§WS

higher mean . scores among delinquents.” (1966:16)

| If T-sco;ed cluster scales are to be used af‘ail

for evaluation,‘it would makefsenée only.tb use those‘
scales which'significanfly discrimin;te,between delinqﬁents
‘and nqndelinquents;f tHlowever, our faith in this procedure
‘ ‘ié Enhaﬁcgd pnly’when crossvyalidation confifms:the’discrim-
inatory effectiveness of the seleét clusterxscales. Addi

ﬁion “ k i d i : » ‘
H ?lly? the meaning and interpretation of reductions or

increases i :
. ' in cluster scale scores is severely handicapped

by th ' 3

y’ e procedures employed im the construction of these
scales. S : : . V e
_ e That is, thevrellabzlity of the findings is a

concern si ‘ ‘
‘ nce the samples that were used in the construc

tion o ‘ V |
f the scales were also used in their validation

must b i imi
e ;ble to discriminate between autistic children

~and nor chi i ‘
| mal children. Sinczs there is so 1little evidence -

that th i ' ’ k
e autism scale or, for that matter, any of the -
other " k
| cluster scales measure what t hey purport to measure
. . ’
the practi ili | ’
.’p tical utility of these scales is necessarily'limited'

For sc i : i
. Sﬂreen}ng and diagnosis the value of the scales is

. -
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uncertain.

c. Discriminan

T e e

t Fanction Scale (Asocial Index) .

Practically the s

Social Maladju

ame that was previously said about the

stment scale can be said about the Asocial.

Index.k Not until predictive validity

CIross validati

is established and

on demonstrated might‘theiAsocial Index be

described as‘"Ihe Inventory score that is most closely

relaiedﬁio, and most prédictive of, delinquént behavior..."
"(i966:i6); - Jesness found that €4
Jquen; and nondelinquent males and 8
delinquents éﬁd nddde1inquent female
identified. If the Asocial Iﬁdex im
occuracy of céncurrent cléssificatio

Social Maladjustment score with Je

not known whether similar resul

% of incafcerated delin-
6% of incarcerated

s were correctly
proves upen fhe

n achieved by the
sness' samples, it is

ts might be found through

replication research. In addition, while the Asocial

Index makes a

1jot of “statistical sense,™ it makes little

wtheoretical sense."

Issue II. Face vValidity

@

‘With an Inventory that attempts to measure change,

the inclusion of items of historical fact would be

indefensible.

"Examination of the 15

5 jitems reveals that

t
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few items seem to be of hlstorlcal fact. Sonme 1teo ;

‘«.

“"howewver, assume a flxed status p051tlon.that often may ..
not be warranted;‘ For example,kthe as:umpt1on that the
respondent attends schools is 1mp11c1t in:item:;6‘fSome-
times I wish 1 couId quit School.™. Unfortunately a
sizable numberx of dellnquent probatloners have already
either quit orx been reooved from school and, therefore,
there is probably some confu51oo as to how to respond.
Other items that.imoly fixed status pOSltlonS are llsted
oelow:

“- 1 am smarter than most boys I know. (16)

. 17
Sometlmes I feel llke 1 don't really: have a home. (17)

. (26)
1f I could, I'd just as soon qu1t school, rlght now. (26)

A lot of fathers don't seem to‘caxeaif they hurt your
feelings. (33) ~

spend
My father is to busy to WOIXy much about me, or Sspe
nuch time with me. (46) :

Most parents seem to be to. strlct. (59)

I
A lot of times "I do things that my folks tell me
shouldn®t do. (70)

' ‘ . . ) ‘eat d
If I could only have a car at home, thinas woul
be all’ rlght. (77)

: m
It i¢ hard for me to talk to my parents ahout my
troubles. (91)

S
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. Parents are always naggxng and plcklng Ou young
people. {(103) :

-

Talking with my parents is just as easy as talklng
with others my own age. (114)

Sometimes I don't like school. (115)

Sometlmes when my folks tell me not to do somethlng,
I go ahead and do it anyway. (126)

I think my mother should be stricter than she 1s
- about a lot of things. (135)

I weorry about how well I'm doing in school. (141)

For my size; I'm really pretty tough. (142)

My parents seem to thinkoi>might end up being a bum. (148)

'Item interpretation isyacoifficult matter but interpre-
‘tation is made even more-difficult when items imply fixed
status_posifions that are ostensib}y ioappropriate.fvThus,

the face validity of a number of items is questionable.

Issue III. Response Sets and Response Styles
A problemkwith the Jesness Inventory involves the
matter of response sets and response styles. When the

test taker consciously or unconsciously attempts to present

‘a particular picture of himself, he is responding according

to a response set. The likflihood of a probationer respond-

ingyaccording to, for example, a socially desirable reason

set, is directly related to his perception of the intended
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use of ‘the inventory.' Anasta51 says.

(1954 56)
cee A11 trad1t10na1 self-report 1nventor1esV

work best in . situations wnlch are not conduc1ve
~ to faking., (1954:534)

ning of their probation Period, might be tempted to
respond" 1n the soc1a11y de51rab1e d1rectlon - for

example, tc win the favor‘ofkhis.probation officer. -

but it is doubtful that such 1nstruct10ns are cons1stent1y
effectlve. Another approach to decreasing the 11ke11hood
of particular response sets has to do with test content,
If items are amblgous or subtle (in the sense that their
keying is not obv1ous), probatloners Wlll oe thwarted

from adoptlng the socxally de51rab1e response set,

partlcular way regardless of content. Examples,of respmse
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style include the‘tendency to guess, the:tendency to
agree, and the:tendency to avoid extreme.categories;
Unfortunately, items of tnevJesness Inventory are'
transparent, i.e., responses can be easliy faked. Ne
va11d1ty scales have been 1ncorporated into the con-

structlon of the Inventory. Iherefore, response sets

and response styles may serlouslv affect test outcomes.

: However, evidence that ‘these factors might not be cruc1a1

is prov1ded by Jesness in a fake-ablllty study in
Callfornia. Jesness reports a study of flfty-seven

dellnquents who had not p*eviously taken the Inventory.

Under the first test condltlon the exarlner 1nformed

‘the boys tnat the test would be used for research purposes

13

. only and that they should feel free to express their

honest oplnlon Under the second condition, the examiner

- stated:

- Yesturday, after T administered the test, the
administrative .Staff asked me if I would give
the scores to the classification officer for
his use, However, I turned down the request
for two reasons. First, I had Promised you
that the test. would be used for research
Purposes only,.and 1 would need your release
from any Promise before I would turn the test
over to anyone. becondly, even if I had your
pPermission, I would not want to give those
papers to anyone because as a group the scores

~don't look too good. (1966 21)
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Result: ‘ . e e |
! qlts of the tests under the two'conditionsAwere com-
pared. o Lo

e

| Significant differences (beyohd .Osilével)

betwe on th k
en test scores were Teported on three scales: ro‘él
Maladjustment, Value Orienta | |

tion, and Alienation. Jesness
1966:2] - s o |
(1966:21 22), however, concluded that the results were

Feassuring and (1966:21-22) states:
In those instances w

here score
: , lere es w
to rise, as on X

1 the scales Rep
a slight though insignificant
oth?r‘scales, which are loaded
obvious attitudinal items,

—— - -down, T ' ' ' .
Bt Valie OrLonration ind antemiil, LA
ent, \ skatlion,-and Alienation are
* ::gx;fzgazz. However, b?cause of the mannzr
-fASOCial . ‘o:es are combined to form the -
Pt ::?x, no change took pPlace on the
- o Dol et .;svscale. Some interesting shifts
arbitrarii ‘ever. If a score of 22 is
ot Suby’?:t at t?e cu?ting_point, 44‘(77%)
el Jects continue in the same classifica-
t on retest. Seven who were above 22

below on the second test
bove the cutting score; we do

follow-up,data'which condi ~
he most valig tests,

uld be expected
Tession and Dehial,
Tise occurred. On
‘with rather
Scores tend to qo

not yet know from
tion resulted in t

One of the most

4mportant sources of information
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about‘ésychological tests is the éeries'of mental
measurements yearbooks edited by Bﬁros (1972). These-
yearbooks describe most cémmeréially available psygholog-
ical, educational, and vocational tests publiched in
éngli;h-speaking{countrieso ‘CritiCalﬂieviewsvby experts
are an intégral ﬁart of the: yearbook forﬁat and, fhere-

fore, we would be remiss in our review if we did not

consult Buros. ‘In’Buros‘ The Seventh Mental Measurements
Yearbook, Weintraub (1972:94-96) critiques the Jesness

Ihventory. He begins his review by repéating Jesness'

ZS£ated objectives to designma_teét that (a) distinguishes

deiinquents from nondelinquents:'(b)'providesva basis
for‘classifying-delinquents and nondélinquenﬁs Sy
persohality characteristics; gnd (c) provides a measure
sufficiently sehsitive tovchange to enable its use as a
valid meas;re of change in cliﬂical research. In describ-
ing the scales, the,reQiewer points.out that the cluster
scales were based only on delinquent boys azed 13 to 17
years and not on delinquent girls. With fegard to
correlations betweeh CPI and Jesness Inventory scales

he (1972:95) concluded that: "The criterion,behaviorv

and test data, unfortunately, are not described adequately




to permit meaningful conclusibns about empirical'valida-;~

. tion," And about Jesness' descr:ptlons of each scale,
Weintraub (1972 95) also says-

In a deacrxptlon of each of the scales, the
manual indicated how an individual scoring -
high on the scale would appear.  Usually this
is accomplished by listing the behaviors and
attitudes the individual attributes to him-
~ self.. tut occasionally the description seems
- to go far behond the items. For instance: )
*His sensitivity to criticism suggests lack
of ego strength, while other items imply.
failure in masculing identification,' or =
~_ 'The picture is that of a most inappropriate
facade of self-adequacy covering a very
insecure person.' These kinds of cescrlptlons
imply some greater uncerstandlng than what the
1tems themselves indicate.

Wélnfrau\ (1972 95-96), moreover, concludes:

There is no evidence presented of the utility
of the Jesness Inventory in the description

and classification of personality, the second
objective of the test. The only validity data
available are for distinguishing individuals
who are currently delinguent from nondelinquents.
Using a base rate for male delinquency of .20
and a cutoff score of 22,74 percent of male
delinquents may be currectly identified with

a probability of .65 for a true positive and
«35 for a false positive. The utility of the
inventory with female subjects is greatly
reduced, given the much lower base rate for
female delinquency: Unfortunatley, the data
from which the cutoff scores are derived appear
to be based on the normative data collected in
the development of the test. No cross valida-
tion studies are reported for these cLassxflcatxon
norms. Even if these results ‘held up on cross
validation, however, this would demonstrate
only that the inventory is useful in the identi-
fication of delinquency, not necessarily in the
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prediction of delinquency. Predictive validity
is only provided by studies which follow up non-
- delinquents identified by the test: to see which
of them do indeed become delinquent. In summary,
the Jesness Inventory appears to he of limited
usefulness. There is no evidence for its '

utlllty as a general personallty test, or in
predicting delinquency.

PERSONAL OPINION STUDY

‘A second exémplé of a personality inventory that

' may have utility for evaluation research but which has

not been validated for this purpose is the Personal

" Opinion Study authdred by Quay and Peterson. This test

. is descrlbed as a selforeport personallty questlonnalxe

de51gued for use in the cla551f1cat10n of youthful offenders.
Currently,being used at the Robért~F. Kennedy Youth Center,
Morgantown; WeStHVi}ginié, fké-ﬁﬁes£ionnaire is one facet
of a claséifiéatidn procédure develo?ed by Quay, et al.
A behavioral checklist for diréct rating of deviant
beﬁa§ior traits aﬁd a form fof the analysis of life
history data, together with the Personai Opinion»Study,
yield ten deminsional scores which are combined tb
obtain’a behavior‘category;

The Persbnal Opinioh Study consists of IOO‘true‘énd .

false items from which are derived scores on three

orthogonal factors labeled psychopathic‘delinquency (PD),
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neurotic delinguency (ND), and subcuitural‘delinquency.(SCD).

“rﬁsychopathic delinquency describes a personality dimensiona:

characterized by tough, ampfal,;rebeliieus quaiities
coupled with impulsivity, aconepicious distrust of
authofity and a relative“freedom from family and ether M
interpersonal ties. The neuetic delinquenf, like the
psychopathic-delinQuent, is.Characterized bj impalsiee
and aggressive tendencies bat éuilt; remorse, depression,
and discouragement accompany the aggreesive‘tendencies;
fhe subcultﬁralldelinquent'reflects attitudes, Values

and behaviors commonly thought to occur among members

of culturally and economically disadvantaged delinquent

gangs. Ruay points out that high subcul tural delinquency
scores do not indicate personaiity maladjustment,
Concurrent validity for the separation of known
delinquents’from officially’nondelinquent public school
students is present in varying degrees for the three
scales and Quay reperts that the SCDrscale provides the
best evidence of wvalidity for coneurrentdiscrimination.

The bulk of concurrent validity data is based on the

281 seventh and eighth graders. While concurrent

validity&isvimportant, Quay reminds‘us that the basic

been shown to be independent of
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n developed is to

or. whxch the scales have bee

purpose £

uent
obtain useful dlfferentatlons W1th1n the de11nq

dence
group 1tself.. Unfortunately there is lltfle evide

1 i ith other
hat the scales have dlfferentlal relationship with otr
tha |

' SCDh have
measures within a delingquent sample. ND and

intelligence as measured

‘ the
by both the reV1sed Beta (2 non-vetbal scale) and

18 N re i S
Ot i Of race ’ and Of academlc achlevem\,nt e The
? ? ’

.

The intercorrelaticns‘

ment and Otis I and the PD scale.

t
f "the ND scale with the scales of the CPI are abou

| i . The
a11 of the adjustment scales are not suprising

scales
‘1ntexcorre1atlons of the PD scale with the CPI

i ' reate a
tendencies will not necessarily attempt to €

i1 ‘ tionnaire
favorable impression when responding to ques

.

> . High SCD
Communality, and Achlevemeng via Inder sendence g

’ ti lower in
scores tend, contrary to expectatlon, to be

, 1 P | ei rance
sociability, Social Presence, Well Being, Tole R

pa i i dness.
IntelleCtual gfficiency, and Pﬁychologlcal Minde
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These neéative-reiatioﬁships ar§ éutﬁrising'since it
was generaliy theorized thaf high SCDiscores”aré not
- neéessarily linked tOvemoiional t?ousles. | o
Test-retest reliability coeffiéiéﬁts'fepofted‘onf'
a samplé of 65 institufﬁonélized‘délinquentskand ﬁaéed
on a test-retest time ihte:val of‘QO days Were‘;76 for
. the ND scale, .75 for the Pb 5ca1e, Aﬁd .61 fof’the
SCD scale (Quay, et al., 1971514).1" | |
| Qittlé.additional research.oﬁtside ;f‘that reported
ip the Personal Opinion.Study’Manuéi has been compieted.
yfwitﬁ the:iAQénfOIy. Hdﬁevéf; Quéy'and,Hunt (1§65) |
utilized theAqugstiqnnai;e tokidentify'psychopathskénd'
neurotics'among adulf pfiéoners. Results of,tﬁélstudy~
confirmed the hypothesié that péyéhppafhs would be
slower to condition verbally than neurotics. :This
conclusion was seen as supportive of the Qiew fﬁat
psychopathy and unresponsiveness fo'sécial reinforcement
are closely related. However, Bryan and Kaﬁ&he (1967)
have reported no differences between p#ychopéths'and
normals in responsiveness’tb social approvél;
‘In apother sthéy’of instifutionai adjustment Quay
(1967) found that PD scores éorielafedksignificantly
~With nine criterion variables ahd ND scores correlated

with on1y three of the variables. Criterion variables
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included type of'reiease, length'Of stay in t he institu-
vtion,‘segratich‘time, physically aggressivé offense,

" work~release success, and grades on adjustment.

In his study of the Persdhal QpinionAStudy, Kissling
(1969)‘concluded that the pfocedure-which maximizes |
accurate usage of the scales necassarily,leaVes a large
pércentage of any sample unclaSéifiéd. The practical
implications of this procedure are aﬁparenf*and Kissling
(1969:22) therefdré states:""InvexperiMental studies

in which it is possible teo include in the sample only

a small proportion of the total'subjects tested, those
' who score at the extremes of the scales, this is

defensible. But in recommending specific programs to

correctional institutions, in which the entire popula-

tion must be assigned to some treatment condition, this

method is impractical."
In his investigation of the aéreement between the
Quay and Jesness methods of classifying delinquents,

Kissling's (1969) hypothesis that more Negroes would

‘be classified as Psychopath than Whites, while more Whites

will be classified neurotic was confirmed.

In view of evidence that suggests a relationship

‘betweén‘xacesand the SCD scale oif the Study, Kiséling
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| ) sness -
was establxshed on fewer sub;ects than the Je 5

i ‘ e

”‘Inventoxy and the Persona

(1969;73-74)Vcenc1uded:, nIt may be that the reSults t
| 1 Oplnlon ctudy is. the produc

;xeflect social or group character1st1cs whlch have more&

k » ‘ | n the Jesness Inventory.

relevance for enV1ronmenta1;- soc1a1 plannxng and ';Hfif{  ia1'f1 S ; S 'k.’of 1355 xeseatch tha
manzpulat1on‘than for treatment based -on 1nd1v1dualV; 
personallty characterxstzes orkpathoiegy."":fﬁ e 2Efaf‘f'ie ;"‘, fﬂf; T S /“fr

None of the research reported by Quay and by ethers

suggests that the Personal Oplnlon Study has been de 1gned

‘oxr valldated for the purpose of measurlng personallty

b“change. Concurrent Valldlty has not been demonstrated 7;

;hgough’CIoss.valldat10n~research.i,A number“of*;nventery_
itenS'are offhisfoficalifact«and‘cenStruction'of‘seales
has apparently not coneldefed pofentlal dlstortlon |
resultlng from faklng and responseAset formatlon. Sinee
‘scales were not valldated wzth approprlate crlterlon
‘groups anu because scales have not evolved fron a seund
chnceptial orientation, serious,question arisee about

what these-scales~do,kindeed, measure.  Asenming fhat

the three seales diseriminate‘betWeen'de]inqhentskandi'*
nondelinqnents therebie'some atiiiiy’in the;inventor§ fork
program evaluation,bbut resultsifren tne Fersenal‘oniniOn‘

Study are provably less reliable than those from the

Jesness Inventory. This assumption is based on the fact

‘.thatvconcurrent‘validation of~the'Personaanpinion‘Studye
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 CHAPTER III

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND HYPOTHESES

srATéMENT OF THE'PROBLEM:

‘évaluation of efforts to inducé.égychosocia1;§han§e
in individuals is quité‘bfféﬂ’hndérfaken fOr‘tWO diff?rént
purposes. A frequent purpose (call it puipose'A)iisvto

give an accounting to the administration, to the public,

or to some special group. ihis accdunting is often

intended as a basis for judging whether the service or

treatment evaluated merits continuance or support.
Another kind of purpose (call it purpose B) is to achieve
evaluation that is valid, no matter what this entails.

The purpose A study is intended for immediate use where

as the payoff from the Furpose B study is more future

oriented. The rationale for undértaking the purpose B
study is that not enough is currently known about the
validity of methoddlogical'procedures‘and theoretiéély
perspectives and, £herefofe, these pm-evaluative studies
are imperative. 'Studies that aésess the‘utility>and
validit?'of evaluation iné£ruménts exemplify pre-evalua-
fion research.

. We have seen from our literature review that the:

validity of the Jesness Inventory and the Personal Opinion
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HYPOTHESES
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Study for evaluation of perSonality change is:not we11’

substantiated. Therefore, a purpose of this study is to

- explore these two instruments in terms of their utility

-and validity’for assessing psychological change among

Jjuvenile probationers. We will explore the validity’

related questions in terms of specific hypotheses.

Ihe.issué éf race and personality is especially
important becéﬁse the futures of juveniles_can be seriously
affected by thg ways treafors interpret and use the
fé;uliswgffpergggality tests. Tq illustrate the debatéé
over race and peisonalitygtraits, let's use the example
of a»}arge sample ?f delinquents ;ho'have béen administered
the Jesness InVentory. iet!s suppose. that the findingsv
indicate that tﬁe Blacks in the sample are more socially
ﬁaladjﬁsted than the'Whifes. How are we to interprét
this? Do the results evidence inherent, genetic differences’
between the.races or are the diffefences illusory (e.g.,
‘the instrument is culturally‘unfa§r) or, if the differences
are real, arg théy,to be explained by differences of

environment and opportunity? While there is not yet

~sufficient evidence to resolve the issue, it is important

to be cognizant of thefcohtroversy and it is equally
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important to realize that the 11ves of chlldren can: be

permanently affected by the misuse of personallty tests.l

In view of the implications of the relationship between,if

persoqality measurement and'race,jandiin vieW‘of resuifse
of prior research-using persohali;y‘inventorieswhicﬁ e
ha&?indicsted differential response pa:terns,bﬁe shallv‘
compare the,scq;es of ‘whites and Blaeks on eli scales‘
on each questioﬁnaire. The'following exploratory
hypothesis will be tested:

1. On each scale of the Jesness Inventofy and of
the Personal Opinion Study, scores of Whites and Negroes

do not differ.

Previous research has demonstratedkthat,a numbexr
of sociai characteristic are significantly relatetho
the probability of recidivism. in pertiéular it has
been found that the juvenile's age at first offeﬁse,
present'age, serieusness of offense and‘history of delin-
quency help to explain a sigﬁificant portion of juvenile
. recidivism. Race and sex also help to predict:recidivism.
While these six social characteristics,are related to
the probabiiity'of recidiyism, personeiity characteristics
established by questionnai:es heve generally proven less'

‘helpful in predicting delinquency. Nevertheless, we have
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sufficient reason to believe that enough interaction

occurs between personaiity characteristics and these

soc1a1 characterlstlcs to allow us to test 1nd1rect1y

the predictive effectlveness of personallty measurement.
In this'endeavor we will indirectly test whether the
Asoc1a1 Index 1s the socre that is "...most closely
related to, and most predictive of. dellnquent behavior."
(Jesness, 1966: 16)° Our question'is whether ‘the Asocial
Index 1mproves upon the accuracy of predlctlon achieved
by the Social Maladjustment score: The direct way of
determlnlng the predlcfxon effectlveneSs of a scale is

to follow=~-up the Juvenlles after release and relate scale
scores with the presence or absence of ‘recidivism. Hich
ssores should positively correlate with recidivism.and
low scores sheuld relate to the absence of future delin-
quency. For several reasons,bthis procedure is impractical
for the presenf study and, therefore, we must indi:ectly
test the discriminatingvgffectiveness of the Asocial

Index and the Social Maladjustment scale. We will compare
the Asecial Index end'Social Mélédjustment scores of our
cohort according so.the following criteria: race; sex,
history of delinquency, seriousness of offense, present

age, aﬁd‘age at first offense. History of delinquency,



moreover, will be defined according to thé-fo11owingf
1;riteria; priorvinformal contacfs,,prior:foimal contacts,'
prior probat1ons, prlor‘oetentlons, and prlor commlttments.
Serlousnpss of offense w111 be deflned accordlng to the
probability of an offense being handled formally. That
is, a "serious offense™ is one_thaﬁuhas a hioh probaoility
of being handled formally by thé juvenile court aﬁd a
"non~serious offense'" ‘is one that has a,low.probobility
of belng hanoled formally by the court. Multiple
regre551on analysxs w111 be applled to the data to
determine whether and to wha?‘exyent Asocial Index and
Soéiél‘ﬁéiadjus;ﬁént scoreo differentiate between juveniles
who diffei>in the criteria of socigl adjustment liéfed
above. The primary‘intent of our‘seoond hypothesis is to
better understznd what it is that the Asocial Indéx And
the Social Maladjustment soaleo measure. In general,
the hypothesis to be tested iss |

2. The Asocial Index discriminates morec éffectively
than the Social Maladjustment Scale between juveniles

who differ with regard to sex, race, present age, age
at first contact, seriousness of offense, and history

of delinquency.

We have seen that 10 scales of the Jesness Inventory

(SM, VO, Imm, Au, Al, MA, Wd, Rep, Den, AI) and the three

scales of the Personal Opinion Study (PD,ND,SCD) have
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ﬁréViduély differentiated delinquents and nondelinquents.

'With one exception, it has been found that delinquents

received higher scores than nondeiinquents. The one

exception is the Den scale‘of the Jesness Inventory

on which it was regorted that ﬁondelinqﬁents are !
characterized by Deniai (i.e., they 5coredbhigher) and
delinquents are;less.characterized by this mechanism.
Despite the‘many problems associated’with the meaniﬁg of
these scales, we may use our preéent knowledge in order
to evaluate the effects of probatidn supervision on
peréonality develépmént; Since“the ultimafe goal of
Jjuvenile probation is to chénge ¢elinquents into non-
delinquents and assumiﬁg than tﬁe personality profiles
of delinqguents differ from those of nondelinquents, we
might ask whether the'personality profiles of probatioﬁcrs
are less like those of-delinquents'and more like thosé
of nondelinquents at the end of probation supervision.
Assuming.that~pre,to postintervention changes on scale
scores :ésult from or are associated with prébation
supe:vision, we will examine the cﬁanges in those scales
which have previbusly demonstrated»effectiveness in

discriminating delinquents and nondelinquents. The

following hypothesiis will be tested:
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i ‘ Au, Al, MA, Wd,
” ‘3. PQStprozzzlg¥'iﬁé‘gg;ni::’lnv;n?ory,’and ND; 
Rep, and ég'zzgres of the Personal Qpinl?n St;d§ﬁi?
PD,'?gécintly,lower, i.e., in the direction ol =
:igzzm:nt, than preprobation scoresS.

" Harford and Baltimore counties,

CHAPTER IV

METHODOLOGY

, In order to expiore the utility and validity of two

-t

perSOnality‘tests for evaluatidn,ﬁsémples of<ju§enile'
probationers were tested oh both the JesnésS‘Inventory
anduPetsbha1 Opini§h Study at t he begiﬁning of.probatibn
-supervision and, then again, ét fhe COHCIUSipn»of super -
vision, | |

Two bhaées of ih9 study are apparent: a Pretest
Phase and é pos¥t§stvphase. This.chépter will describe
the proCedure§ for éollection,vanalysis‘and interpreta-

‘tion cof data during each of these phases.

A. PRETEST PHASE

l. _PRETEST ADMINISTRATION. During the first phase, two

personality tests were administered to samples of proba-

tioners from three Mar land Counties: Prince George's
y g )

These counties were

chosen for a variety of reasons but overriding criteria

.

for selection were pProximity of these jurisdictions to

DJS Headquarters, the ostensible cooperation of - judges,

Jjuvenile masters and county DJS supervisors, and proba-

tion caseload. Because a sample of several hundred
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subjeéts waS»désired in a shorr‘periodvofrtime it was
necessary to samble ﬁrobatioﬁerrkfrom three counties
rathér tﬁan from only one and‘beqausékalllof the testing
was to be completed by thefoné reséarcher; the'atrempt '
was‘made to sclicit the cooperatibn of authorities in
threé.nearSy countres; thereby keepirg travel require-
ments r; a manageable levei; Ihe attémpts to gain
cooperation of authoriries in the three roﬁnties wéSf

not equally successful since‘aﬁthéritieé'in these
Jjurisdictions were not equally receptivé to the study.

- The Honorable JameslTaylor,:Judge-of the Seventh Judicial
Circuit, Honorable Robert H..Masoﬁ, Master for Juvenile
Causes, Honorable J. Edward Hutéhinson, Master for Juvenile
Causes and DJS Supervisors Theodore Sanza, Rod Graham

and Rick Parker in Prihce George's Countyrlent their
support to the project. Indeed, Judge Taylor and

Master Mason and Hutchinson made the‘personality tests:

a condition of probation. Honoréble Albert P. Close,
Judge of the Third Judicial Circuitfof Harford County,
gave‘his_informal Support to the project and DJS Sﬁper-
visors James Scagg of‘that county agreed to make the

test an informal probation requirement. Honorable Francis
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"T. Peach, Master for Juvenile Causes in Baltimore “ounty,

Ve

leﬁt his support to‘thé‘study by allowing the researcher
to test probationers on a voluntary basis,«

Having-discussed,the rationale for pretesting

probationers in selected jurisdictions we will now describe

in detail sampling and data collection procedures accerd-
K . ] ! ’
ing to counties participating in the study,
‘a. PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY. Beginning in July, 1973,

Jjuveniles placed on probation in Frince George's County

' were informed immediately upon: disposition of their

responsibility to take two personality tests. Test notices

" (Appenuix_X ) instructing juveniles to appear at one of

two DJS pffices on designated dates and at speéific‘times
were presented to probationersveither by the juvenile
master or by a CJS staff member®, Two satellite orfices,
one in Hyattsville and one in Suitland, were made
available to the researcher for the study. Juveniles
placed oniprobation'by the Prince George's County Juvenile

Court between July 2, 1973 and December 7, 1973 were

¥I would like to take the opportunity to extend my
appreciation to Mr, Earl Loveless, DJS staff member, for
his assistance in informing probationers of the test
requirement., -



tified to appear for testing‘on‘a Mohday'événing ét  - 

the Hyattsvi}lglbffice'or A Tuésda§1eveningTat the Suitland~
office of the ﬁéek followingkdiSpositién (wﬁichévervbffice
vas most convenient for juveniie;);'lldgglly, thereforé..‘
the méximum period of time between disposition. and tésfs

was éight days since a child oidered'ﬁn probatioﬁ on a

Monday would take the test no,late: than Tuesday, the
following wegk. juveniles unabie.to #ppear on designated
@atés were ihstructed to notify the résearcher'SOkthat

fhey might be rescheduled fer testing. No attempt was.
hadéltb»determihe the total number of prdbaf;pners issued
’tést”notices who failed to take the test. fhé only‘fecanized
-exceptions to the testing fequiréments were Washington, D.C., .
‘Tesidents for whom probation supervision was_transferred

to Washington immediately follwing disposition, and

seven juveniles who were excused for personal.réasons.
Testing was ugually conducted in groups and was
¢ scheduled to commence during an,eQening hour. The
evening hour was decided_upon to prevent pafents or
guardians from having to miss wofk in order to transport
: 3 . wards to test sites. Also, ; gt&up_testing during the

day was initially rejected because a concern of the

researcher was that day time operations within the offices

¢




ey e

N

76

iighﬁ‘disrupt test sessiohs.
K Test administration begén with the issﬁancee of -
peﬁdils and answer sheets. Verbai'instruétiohs were‘
given for children to indicate name, date, age and sex

in the proper sections of the answer sheets. Juveniles

were advised that tests would have no effect on théir

probation status since néither juvenile court masters nor

probation officers would be allowed to view test results.
Additional verbal exchanges were minimized,

'Both personality tests were prérecorded by a former

éqs\st;ff;mgmbegkand presented to juveniles via tape
zecorderf, _Ihe tape recording begah with instructions
for recording ¥esponses’on answer sheefs and briefly‘
éxplainéd thehnature'of.test'items. After'reéorded

instructions were given, the Jesness Inventory was

administered followed by the Personal Cpinion Study.

" Test administration took approximately forty minutes.

Items missed during the initial administration were

presented on demand, Following tests, individual inter-

¥ would like to take this opportunity to express
my appreciation to Wayne Gracey, former DJS staff member
and part-time disc jockey, for providin< his time to
record the test and to Ruth Schliemann, DJS researcher,
for making the recording available to this writer.
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views, structured according to a background information

Séhedule (Appendix XI ), were ¢onducted.‘_8esides the

. gathering of basic demographic data such as age, sex,

and,fa;e, the interview solicited‘inférmation on the
cffénse of the juvenile,k§éhool'status, relationship

to those with whom he wasaliving'étvfime-of adjudicatio,
number.of siblings, legal status of parents, nature of
parents' or guardians"empldyment,.gnd type‘of residence.
Completion of scﬁedules, taking apprgximételyrfive

minutes for each child, concluded'thé fina1 stép of the

,pretest administration.

b. HARFORD COU&TY. Sampling‘pfdcedures'in Harford
County’differed from those in Prince George's County.
Between July 6, lgﬁ%ﬁ&égﬁfDécembervl, 1973, ﬁrobation‘
officers informed new probationets of their‘respohsibility
for taking two personality’tests to be administered on
a Saturday morning‘at the Harfofd County DJS office in

Bel Air, Maryland. No check was made to determine whether

" all children ordered on probation during the period of

pretest administration were informed of the project and
subsequently tested. The rationale for arranging Saturday

‘morning testing was similar to that described for evening

¢
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tgstingvin Prince George's County. SAturday morning

testing was felt to b2 generally more convenient for

" parents, guardians, and juveniles than alternate times

and better sﬁited in terms of‘contxpiied conditions for

tésting.’ |
Testing procedures described with the Prince George's

County sample applyrfO'the Harford-Counfy sample as

ﬁellc Tésting; usuall& in‘grouﬁs, commenced at 11:00 A}M.

with the issuance of pencils and answer sheets. Proba-

_tioners were informed that tests were for research

- purposes. and would not affect their probation status.

The tape recorded version of test directidns and tests
were played to probationers and‘immediately foliowing
éompletion of tests; interviews were conductéd to complete
backgrouhd informationfschedules.

c. BALTIMORE COUNTY. Sampling procedures in
Baltimore Couhty differed radicallx from those in the

. 4 .
other two counties for one important reason. Unlike
the sample selecfion process of.P;ince George's County
and Harford County whérein participation was mandatory,
Sqmpliné in Baitimore County was based on the’voluntary
cooperation of juveniies. In order to recruit volunteérs

for the project the researcher attended juvenile court

1}
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sessions on Wednesdays and Frldays of each week between R i ; ; ' : _ g 5
o ‘ master's permission to make the test mandatory. It was -
June 27, 1973 and September 26 1973. Juvenlles~p1aced , S S o o

: R not until two montihs later that permission was granted
on probation were aPProaChedTby.thé~researcher'immediately . : ‘ ‘ . LG ' S ;
- ' z o o L B -+ to implement the project in its revised form. Unfortunately
following court disposition and solicited for their o e ' , - o
o : : T oo the amount of time allotted for pretestina had almost
voluntary coopezation in the testing project. - Volunteers ’ ' A ' : . :
, : - expired and, therefore, only two testing sessions were
were issued prlnted 1nstruct10ns dlrectlng them to axtowson ' : ' : ' ' :
conducted. The revised project required probation officers
based office for Saturday mornlng testlng (Appendlx XII ). ; : | o ,
I to inform new probationers of their obligation to take
Testing was usually done in groups and procedures for test . ' , ‘
: ; the tests at one of two DJS offices made available to
admlnlstratlon and 1nterv1ew1no were identical to those : ' . ‘ ' '
the researcher. On Wednesdays the researcher made him-
prev10us}y described wzth'the FrinCe George's and Harford . A : '
, ‘ : self available for testing at the Towson office at 4:30 F.M.
- County samples. , : _ '
' ' _ : ~ and at the Dundalk satellite office at 6:30 P.M. Juveniles
A number of problems plagucd the voluntary study and : o , , _
: ' ‘ : - Were told to appear at whichever office was most convenient
eventually resulted in the decision by the reSearcher © ' ST h . ‘
for them. Actual procedures for test administration were
abandon the UrOJect as it was then structured Among - - .
‘identical to those previously described with other samples.
the Problems were the samall number of volunteers failure ' ‘

2. SCORINS3. Several times during the months of pre-

of some juveniles to honor appointments, exXxcessive amount

, testing, when ample numbers of completed tests had
of time spent attending court sessions, and inability of - o ‘
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ' : accumulated, Jesness Answer Sheets were mailed to Con-
the researcher to approach some juveniles visibly | - | |
’ ' sulting Psychclogists Press for computer scoring. Refore
distressed by the disposition hearings. ' '
' : : o ; shipment, the names of juveniles werz removed from answer
Following the decision to terminate the voluntary
: sheets and recorded elsewhere. The procedure of record-
testlng program in Baltlmore County, the probation super-‘ '

ing coded numbers on answer sheets in lieu of names was
v1sor of that county was informed of the reasons for the o ‘ ‘ v '
. strictly adhered to per DJS policy of not providing
decision and was requested to gain the juvenile court | | N
= ‘ - ’ juveniles' names to outside agencies. Age standardi-ed
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écoring required thatiall'aﬁswer sheeté be séreened
rbefpre shipment to‘deteréine that ages:were ﬁfoperly.apd
"accurAtely indiéated. | - '

Scoring of thé ofher:Questionhaife, thé.Pé:sona1 _v
Opinion Study, was done manually>ufilizing'handscoring .
stencils. For verification, Persoﬁal'opinion Study

Answer sheets were scored twice,

3. COLLECTION OF OTHER DATA. Life hiStorylihformatioh’
gathéfed during inter&iews with the rese;rcherkat the.
time of pretest was verified by two means: (1) Proba-

‘ tionlofficers’were intexviéwed and, when interviews
could not be arrénged, writténisummaries were provided;
and (2) dava was gathered from DJS caée‘registers.
Through interxviews and written éummaries, information
was obtained dn age, sex qffense, sc%ool statué, relatidn-
ship to cohabitants at time of adjudication, number of
siblings, legalﬁstatﬁs_of pérents or guardians, nature
of parents' or guardians' empioyment, and the type

of reSidénce. Case registers supplied data on age, sex,
race, major reasons-for present adjudication, prior

formal contacts, prior informal contacts, dispositions

of prior formal contacts, and prior detentions.

4, DATA ANALYSIS, Because of the large amount of infor-
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mation collected on each juvenile and in order to
facilitate data deScription and analysis the decision .

was made to process data using computer facilities.

Code sheets prepared for Selécted'pxograms contained

fourty-nine bits of information on each child. Basic

descriptions of pietest samples were Eompleyed according
to country of residence, age, sex;.race, nature of
present offense, parenfai'status, number of sibliug#,
history of delinduéncy, and scaieé scores., T-tests

: C
of signifidant mean differences, F tests and multiple

.regression analysis were computed to determine relation-

ships between race and inventory scales and factors

that are associated with the probability of recidivisnm.

B. THE POSTTEST PHASE

1. FPOSTTEST ADMINISTRATION. Probation officers in

- Prince George's and Harford Counties were asked to notify

the researche: shortly before pretested juveniles were
to be released from probaticn supervision in order that
they might be posttested. Ih Prince George's County

probation officers requested juveniles to appear for

. testing on weekday affernoonsfand most tests were admin-

istered individually in a secluded room made available
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to the. researcher. In Harford County probation officers

requested juveniles to appear for testing on Saturday

‘mornings and tests were administered in groups. Procedures

for posttest administration were identical to those for
preteéts with the exception that ‘the purvose of inter-
views following tests was changed. Exit type interviews,

loosely structured according té the format of specially

designed interview schedules (Appendix(KIII), were conducted

'in order to solicit the thoughts and feelings of probationers

on Ehe.P@§§onality gue§Iionnaires; on probaiion super-
.vision and on probation-officers. It Was‘felt fhat such
:"exit" interviews might provide‘inferesting supplemental
data relevant fo an evaluation of probation treatment and
of the research methodology as -well.

Posttests were not administered to pretest juveniles
in Baltimore County foi several reasons. Since most of
the samplé were vqlunteers the reséarcherfwaé reluctant
to follow up these QOuths. Among other reasons for not
using those subjects, the Qse of volunteers in evaluative
research designs seriously deiimits the generalirébility

of findings. Also records revealed that a sianificant

number of cases in the Baltimore County sample Were»juvoniles

Qplaced on probation but not adjudicated delinquent. Such

e

CONTINUED
10F3



84

-

cases were felt to be illsuited for pretreatment-post-
"fieatment testing sincé fhese juveniles:reéeived on1y
minimal contact with probatidn officers during fheir
two or fhree monthprobamidnfpe:iodJ
2, SéORING. Scoring procedures for posttests wére'

identical to those for pretests. Jesness answer sheets

" were routinely shipped to California for computer scoring

and Personal Opinion Study answer sheets were manually
scored using handscoring stencils.

3. COLLECTION OF OTHER DATA. Probation officers and

supervisors were interviewed for the purpose of describ-
ing probation treatment. Ayailable relevant materials,
including the annotated code of Maryland and the Proba-

tion Position Paper, were likewise reviewed toward

the goal of describing probation intervention.

4. DATA ANALYSIS. Comparisons of preprobatidn and
postprobation test scores were done by the difference
of means t test. fhe choice of bne tailed tests

the implicit hypothesis that is being tested: that

probation is effective,

et ."Ar;"‘f;‘;.::r‘&%

CHAPTER V. ANALYSIS OF THE DATA o

The data analysis will concéntrate cni the three
problems outlined in Chapter III of this report. The
first problem involves the sensitive issue of the

relationship between inventory scale scores and race.

' The hypothesis which stems.from this problem isz

1, On each scale of the Jesness Inventory and of
the ‘Personal Opinion Study, scores of Whites and Negroes
do not differ.

The second problem of the study raises the question:
What d6 Social Maladjustment scores and Asocial Index
scores measure? The hypothesis is:

2. The Asocial Index discriminates more effectively

than the Social Maladjustment Scale between juveniles
who differ with regard to sex, race, present age, age at

first contact, seriousness of offense, and history of

delinguency.

The third problem stated in the form of a question is:

 How might we use the Jesness Inventory and the Personal

Opinion Study to evaluate the effectiveness of juvenile

érobation? And the hypotheses to be tested are:

3. Post probation SM, VO, Imm, Au, Al, Wd, MA, gep,
and AI scores of the Jesness Inventory and ND, PD, ana
SCD scores of the Personal Opinion Study are significantly
lower i.e., in the direction of improvement, than pre-
ﬁrobation scores; and '

85
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4. Postprobation Den scores are significantly
hlgher, i.e.,, in the direction of. lmprovement than

- preprobation Den scores,

Before investigating each of these hypotheses individually,k
we will describe in some detail the characteristics of
the youngsters placed on probation in the three counties

participating in the study.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLES.,

Two hundred and éwenty-five prébationéré were pfe-
tested on the Jesness Inventory and‘the Personal Opinion
Sfﬁdy in Prince'George's, Harford and Baltimore,Counties.
At the Hyattsville office~of‘?rince George's County 93
queniiés'were tested, and at the Suitland office 65
pt;bationers were likewise prétested. ‘38 juveniles com-
pr;se the Baltimore Cdunty sample and 29 juveniles
'comprise the Baltimore County group. ‘Age, race, and

sex characteristics of each sample are presented in

Tables A , B , C, and_g_ (Appendix XIV). Characteristics

of the combined samples are described in Table _E
(Appehdix 55!). The combined cohort includes 82‘per¢ent'
" males (185) and 18 percent females (40). 178 subjects,
or 79 pércent of the cohort, are White and 47 subjects,
~or 21 percent, are Black. Age range of the p?etest

group is 10 to 18 years with a mean and median age of

.
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appfoximately‘lsﬁ'yeérs, ;na.a»médé of 16 Qears. Mean
ages of probaﬁioners‘testéd in Suitland, Hyattsviilé,
Harford County, and Baltimore County afg'15,3 years,
i5.4 years, 1505, and 15.7 }ears, respectively. 81
percent of the Whites are male and 85 pércent.of the:
Blacks are malé aﬁd the me;n ages of White and Blécks

is approximately the same, 15% years.

Family background characteristics of the cohort are

.‘repoxtéd in Tables A , B ,andivc (Appéhdix Xv)..

Approximately 47 percent'df.the'combined:sample were
living with both parents at the time of lédjudication but -

e Ty

- a relatively large percentage of the probationers (24

percent) were living only with the mother at the fime of

their ;ﬁurt hearing. Table _g_lindiéates that approximately
22 percen¥‘of the pﬁrents aré‘divofcéa,‘ahd about 11
percent are separatecd. = Furthermore, Table _C reports

that a iarge portion of the cohort come from families

df more than three siblings although having three siblings
is the most frequent occurrenée. In summary, family
background data on our cohort portray a rather typical
statistical picture of delinquents: they often come from
broken homes of average or largerbth;n average hQuseholds.

It should be noted, however, that these two characteristics
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- do not’ overwhelmlngly characterlze our dellnquents.

That is, the 1nc1dence of broken homes in the general

populatlon is relatlvely hxgh and households of three

and four rhlldren also are not. uncommon w1th1n the ceneral

populatlon.

H

The attempt to secure reliable information on the
employment of parents and guardians was unsuccessful as

were efforts to document family incomes. Apparently

thls information is not routlnely and systematlcally

gathered by probatlon officers during investigations,

What data were collected suggests that'total annual

family incomes in excess of SlS,OOO for skilled and

unskllled labor are not uncommon. Profe551ona1 occupa-

tions secem to e infrequent for the fathers of our

pProbationers and unskilled,labor, barticularly house-

wifery, and clerical employment characterize the labors

of many of the mothers.

Data on the delinquency history of our probation

cohort are contained in Tables A

B, C, D s and _E

(Appendix XVI). Tabie flqures are somewhat misleading

because the reader might conclude from them that most

of ‘the juveniles placed on pProbation have no history of

delinquency:

68.9 percent have never been detained; 64,9

e —_—
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percent have never oeen~foro311y handledi 83.1 percent
have never beeo on probation before,'and 94.7 percent
have no- history of institutiohal commitments."These
figuies aronecusly suggeét fhat perhape 70 o? 80 pereent
of the juveniles are‘placed on probation without regard
to the possibilify that their preseot offense represents
their firstlcontac# with DJS. Actually probation was
ordered for about 100 juveniles,or 44 percent‘of the
'ooho;t, woo have no record of prior contact with DJS.
‘Soﬁe in;efesting observations from the "History
of ﬁéiinqﬁency" tables are‘fh;t about 31 percent of fhe
cohort'have at some time been‘COnfined‘in a detention
faeility. Probabiy for‘many>of‘these youngsters, their
.deteotioo period,lestuino oore than a day but this‘deten»

| i is 1 restin
tion rate seems, nevertheless, high. It is inte g

- to note that informal procedures have been employed for

about 35 percent of the group. That 35 peréent rather
;han 50 or is percent have been previously informally
processed and that approximately 35 percent have been
previously }ormally handled may be of concern to prooa-
tion adminiStretors. ‘In summary, the probation cohortk
apoeers to be divided into twa approximately equa} sized

| i ‘ T © act vith
groups: one group with no record of prior <ont
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DJS'an& the other.group with éomerhistory of detention

ey

il

or 1nforma1 or formal handllng.;

Other descriptive information pertalnlng to the

delinquency of our cohort are presented in"TableS'F -

_G, ahd H (Appendlx XVI). | The average age at first

contact is aporoxzmately 141 years, or almost one year

younger than the average age of.prooatloners across the

state. Table _F suggests‘that delinquency behavior

errupts suddenly at around age 13-but subsides after

age 16. The type of offenses that brings the juveniles

to court are variedkbut~burglary, narcotics violation,

larceny and assault together comprise apnrox1mate1y 55

percent of theze offenses (Table_5 Appendlx Xvi). If

we deflne an offense as serious if the probablllty of

formal handllng is 50 percent or greater,

(Table A,

Appendix XIX) we see that almost half of the offenses

committed by our cohort (Table _H

serious ones.

’ Appendix XVI) were

In summary, we might ask how these 225 probationers

compare with other probationers in Prince

(since 70% of the cohort were adjudicated

County District Court) and we may further

‘how the cohort compares with probationers

Georges County

by the P.%5.

wish to know

across the state.

et
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' Some demographic comparisons are presented in Table 3
below,
' TABLE_3 .

Comparisons of Probatlon Study Cohort to state—rb
wide probatloners and Prince George's County
Probationers According to Age, Sex, and Race

: _ ~Sex Ratio Race'Ratio;v
| | Mean Age - Male:Female White:Black |
?¥73 Statewide Probationers ,15.3 yIS. 8:1 121
FY73 P.G. County Probationers fiS.Z &rs. - 7:1 1.3:1 
‘Probarion Study Cohort iS.S YIS, | 5:1. " 4:1

While the average age of the study cohort compares favorably

wﬁth that of statewide praobationers and Pri e George's

County probationers, our sample is overrepresented by

females and Whites. Frobably a major reason for the

underrepresentation of Blacks is that the Baltimore County
sample is predominantly White and significant numbers of
Blacks adjudicated by the Prince George's County juvenile

Court acutally reside in Washington, D.C., and, therefore,

they were‘not tested in conjunction with this study. This

is because jurisdiction was transferred to D.C. immediately

following disposition.

With regard to the types of offenses that brought

the youngsters to court, the distribution of offenses.

-
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 among ‘the eohort exhiﬁiﬁs similaritiee with'tﬁées of
offenses that result in‘probation'stetewide; :Bﬁrglary?‘f
narcotics Violetions, larcehy, aééauli,.ungcve:nabiiity,
and auto theft'are highlyirepreseﬁtedvbf our‘study group;
end a%e elso hiéhly repreéehfed by p:obaéiohefs in other
jdriéﬁictions within the state.‘e

In ferms of Jesnese‘inveﬁtori sealeiscores, the
differences Between;jufiSdictioné ere’npt significant
according t0~the;resu1ts of'en‘ahalysis;of-variancé test
@ﬁble B, | Appendlx xvn). That ‘is,t on the SM, VO, Imm,

Au, Al, MA, Wd SA, Den, and Rep scales and on the Asoc1a1
| Index, the dlfferences in scores between Hyattsv111e,
-Suiiiand, Harford Lounty and'Baltimore County probatione;s
are not significeﬁtly éifferent. Ihese‘findings suggest
that Hyattsville, Suitland, Harford County and Baltimore
Count& brobationers are similar in pereonality~charaete£istics.
Mean’Jesﬁess Inventory scale scores for each samplefahd

for the cambihed ea;ple (the_probation‘cohort),are indicated
in Table_A (Appendix XVII). If delinquency is highly
imprebaple with a T-score of app:oximate1y>50; the con-
clusion of this analysis of,pretest scores is that on

siifof the scales - SM, Vo; Imm;‘Au, Al,AAI - probationers

appear to differ from nondelinQuents since the average

L
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score of probationers are anparently-distingdisﬁable
from nondellnqpents since their scores generally fall
below the 50 T=-value.

.On Personal Opinioﬁ Study scale scores, differences
between’Hyattsville, sSuitland, Harford County, and
Baltimore County probationers‘were not significant (Table_ D
Appendix XVII). Table.C (Aﬁpendix XVII) indicates that
ehe average rawAseore of the cohort on the Neurotie
Delinquenéy Scele‘is'11.72; on the Psychopathic Delinquency
Scale, 11.54; and, en the Subcultural Delinquency Scale,
13.99. In general probatloners in Prlnce George's,
Aﬁ;iford and Baltimore Countles share.51m11arrpersonality
characteristics'asemeesured not\oely by the Jesness
Invehtery, Eut the Personal Opinion Study as well.

Having described our pretest samples according to
demographmc characterlstlcs, family background informa-

erson-
tion dellnquency hlstory characrerlstlcs, and p
?

‘ ‘ othesess
ality scale scores, we may now explore our hyp

RESULTS OF TEST OF HYPOTHESES )

: ig ™o st of
The first hypothesis we will explore 1s™ test

' ‘ Separate
the relationship between scale scores and race.

| g ach scale
differences of means t-tests were computed‘for e
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of tﬁe Jesness Invenfory and thé‘Personal Opinion Study.

Table A (Appendix XVIII) indicates that Blacks are more

- jmmature than Whites; they demonstrate more use of Repres—

sion'as a defense mechanism than Whites; and, they are

more asocialized than Whites. It is interesting that.

'.,Blacks receive higher immaturity scores than Whites

particularly since previous research has demonstrated
that the Jesness Inventory classifies Blacks as more

immature than Whites according to I-level classification

(See Jesness 1998; Warren and Palmer: 1965; Kissling,

. 1969: 49). It is also VRery intereéting that Blacks

‘demonstrate more use of Repression ‘than Whites. That
Blacks and Whites are distinguishable on those two par-
ticular scales is significant for the following reasons:

1. The -correlation between Repression scores and
jntelligence scores (r==.45 correlation between
the WISC and Rep) is the highest of any scale.

2. The relation between intelligence and Immaturity
scores (r=-.44 with the WISC) was higher than
for any Jesness scale other than Repression

3, "+ The Immaturity scale is correlated more hiahly
with the Repression Scale (r=.59) than with :
any other scale.

What these figures suggest is that a significant portion

of the variance in Immaturity scores and Repression scores

is accounted for in terms of intelligence. That is, it

- s oA Sans x2S
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.

may well be that.the'Immaturity and Repression scales

measuze to’a significant degree vérbal ability because
low WISC scores have been‘féund to be associatea wit£
poor vgrbal ability.‘yHigh immaturevsubjects were raﬁed
byfinierviewers~as shéwing'poor éocial poise and scores
on Imm were shown -to berrelated,to speech pfoblems :
{Jesness, 1972:11)., Boys sco;ing high on Repression
were also rated as showing 1ack>of social poise and
§coxes onuRep'were also corzeléted with the presence of
speech probleﬁs.- Thus, to‘conclude that Blacks are mofe
Immatute‘thanWhifes'aﬁd that tﬁey_also employ more ﬁse
of Repression than Whites hight be“véry ﬁisleadinq
u@less'we uhdefstand that‘these‘séales are actually
reinforcing the fact that the verbal ability of Blacks
is, accorxding to middle class standards, poorer than that
of Whites. Yor many of the Blacks, it may be that their
poor verbal ;bility led to problemé and frustraéions
in schools which, iA turn, led t6 delinquency. It
w§u1d be interesﬁiﬁg to examine the school status of the
Black sample but, unfortunately, this inrformation was
not rountinely coliected.

The Signficant différence betweeﬁ the Asocial Index

scores of Whites and Blacks may be accounted fo:fby the
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fact tnat this scale takes into‘account the 1mformat10n

Provided by ten Inventary SCEIEo (not 1nclud1na the

~ Immaturlty scale) The fact that Blacks S2Zore higher

‘than Whltes on the SM vo, Au, Al, Wd Rep and Den’

scales (although not statlstlcally Sanlﬂlcant), coupled

Wlth the very areat dlscrepdncv between Blacks and thtes
on the Repre551on scale may be the rea son that Blacks

recéive 51gn1f1cantly hlgher scares thdn Whltes on the

Asocial Index, - Although a small dlfierence between the

may conclude that the samll difxerence between Blacks

and/Whltes on the Asoc1a1 Index is an artlfact of the

scale constructlon procedure. But the difference is too

small to be of much concesrn,

The resuits of the t-test for differences-bf-meanS‘

between the Personal Opinion Study scores of Blacks and

Whites is Presented in Tabile _B_ (Appendlx XVITI)., It was

found that Blacks and Whites do not differ 51gn1f1cant1y

.on the personallty dlmen51ons- Neurotic Delinquency,

Psychopathxc Dellnquency, Subcultural Dellnquency. These

ings are con51stent w1th those of Klssllng (1969 51)

to the extent that Blacks and Whites do not differ on

i n S S
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' ’ . hi inquenc
the.Neurotic Delinquency and Psychopathic Deling y
| ‘ i ' % scored
gcales However, Kissling found that Blacks § ,
hiéher on the:Subcultural Delinqnency Scale than

‘ ‘ 1 ts. This
Whites althdugh'this study found no such results

0 | i t the
study. therefore, has not supportedvthe belief tha
?
b k | subc t of
d linguency of Blacks is more subc¢ultural than tha
el ‘
Whites. ‘
' ] " - y - -
“The second hypothesis we are to investigate is a
V T ‘ ionshi c t sness
test ef the relationship betwesn two sca es.o e vYe
es 2 1 ‘f he J

i and
Inventery Social Maladjustment and Asocial Index,
3

| ' f ing * sex;
relafed to the probability oﬁ/iuture delinquency H

e p < ," (; < e B O h e g y,
% P ] =
» B
; .
n‘]mt;r :f rior i,.f:]: ] j's,::sjtio s, " 1tE r :f Ft."c.:

related to fhe probebility of}future delinquency and if
’the Asocial Index is (more so than. the Social Maladjust-
ment Scale) also related to and ?redictive of delinquent
behavior, wekmight expect some degree of association
between Asocial Index scores and these six-social and

' indicates that
demographic variables. Table 4 + below, indica |

Rl
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Table 4 . Mean, Standard Uev1at10n and t-Test cowparlu
son of Social Maladjustment Scores b/ Number
of Prior Formal Dispositions

- SM Scale
Number of Prior Formals | N R S.D. t
o : 92 | 59.14 10.04 || 4%
1~7 66 50.81 ¢,81

Prince George's County probatloners with no prlor hlstory
of formal dispositions recelvp’app*ox1mately ‘the same

SM scores as those with a hlstory of prlor formals, Table
S below, indicates that the Asoc1a1 Index also does.

not differentiate Prince George's County probationers with

no prior history of formals and probationers with a prior

history of formal.dispositions. Soth groups receive
approximately the Same Asocial Index scores,

Table 5 . Means, »Htandard Deviations and t-Test compari-

sons of Asocial Index Scores by Number of Prior

Formal Dlsp051t10ns

Prior Number | ' AT i

of Formals N X ‘ S.Da t
0 - Je2}e1.51 10.33 1. 35"
1-7 66 1 64.0G0 11‘54{; *

*Not Significanﬁ

"Table 7 - Means; Standard Yeviations and t

Tables 8 and_g . below, also report that neltner the

‘Soé;al‘MaladJustment Scale nor the Asocial Index dlstlngu1sh
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Table_o6 , below,

1nd1cates that those Prznce ueorge S, 9

Lounty probatloners with- no hlstory of 1nformq1 handllng

Table 6 . Means,‘Standard Deviations ang t-Test Ccmpari-
‘sSons of Social Miladjustment Scores by Number
of Prior Informal Dispositions

Number of SM Scale o
~ Prior Informals N X S.D. t
' o ; 96 58.79 11.31 *
1-6 62 160.45 10,43 _'93

* . ,;L”»
~ - Not Significant
¥eceive about the same Social Maladjhstmént scores as

those who have been handled informally, Table 7 , below

-Test Comparl-
sons of Asocial Index Scores by Number of

Prior Informal Dispositions

Number of R ) AT .
Prior Informals| wn X . sS.n. 1t

o .' 96 [61.56 11.31 1.36%
—_ _1-6 : 62 _163.82 10,65 -

*Not Significant e

.

reports similar.findincs.4 The Asoc1a1 Index 'scores of

‘our Prince ueorge s Lounty dellnquents do not differ

wben con*rolllng for number of prior informals dispositions,

Prxnce George's County probatloners who have been held 1n

detentzon from thOQﬁ who have never been:detained,

it i A
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Table 8 . Mean, Standard Deviation and t-Test Compari-

- sons of Social Maladjustment :cores by Number

of Prior Detentlons

- Number of Prior SM Scale
Detentions : N X 5.D. t
o © 191 | s8.94 10.21 1.34%
1 or more 67 | 61.08 - 9,45

*Not Significant

Table 9 . Mean, Standard 5Pviation and t-Test Compari-
-sons of Asocial Index Scores by Numoer of
Prior - Decentlons

Number of Prior SM_Scale ,
Detentions N X - S,.D. t
. 0 91 161,16 11.38 1.31*
1 or more {67 |63.50 10.67 N

*Not Significant

Do p?obatibners who‘have previously beegkplaced on
probation receive différent scores than the first time
probation group? Tables;lg_ and _11 , below, indicate
that history of probation is related to Social Malad-
justment and Asocial Index scores since those juveniles
wno have been preﬁibusly placed on probation receive higher
Social Maladjustmént and AsociAL Index scores than the
first time‘prqbation group. The implication pf these
findings contradicts pieviouskfindings on the felation-
ship betwéeﬂnhistory of delinquéncy and s;alé scores:

since these findings suggest that both scales may predict

- future delinquency. However,

e I i i o e pee o a
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Table ‘10 . Mean, Standard Dev1at10ns and t- Test Comparl-
of Social Maladjustment Scores by Number of
Prior Probations
Number of Prior SM Scale
Detentions N X S.D. -t
? or more 30 | 64.34 9,22 | 2.86

* . s »
«0Ol Level of Significance (two tailed test)

Table 11 . Mean, Stanaard Ueviations and t-Test Compari-

sons of Asocial Index Scores by Number of
Prlor Probations

Number of Prior SM Scale
. Detentions N X S.D. | t
0 128 } 61,07 11.07 ° *
1 . ‘ 2.78 .
CIr more 30 66,93 10.01 ;

* e s s s :
<Ol Level of Significance (two tailed test)

we must temper our faith

in the reliability of this finding for an important
reason. The sample sizes differ. greatly (flrst time

probatloners ‘number 128 whereas prlor probationers

t

number 30) and we know that tne mean for small samnples

is more seriously affected by extremes than is the

mean for 1arge samples. Thus we have reason to question

this finding. In order to better understand the relation-

ship between provation history and scale scores, correla=-

. . _ ‘ : .
tions between the number of pPrior probation and scales
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 were éomputed béséd on the entire cohort and it was

found that the correlation betwéen SocialvMaladjus’tme;r?t,i

- scores and number of ério: probations (r=.09):is nqt

significént but the corrélation bétween~Asoéi§1 Inde¥

scoreé’and number qf‘prior,probatibné is significant

(r=.‘14, p£.05). Thus, the Asécié_l Index does appearv

to distinguish more accurately between this~criterion

of future delinquency than the Social Maladjustment_Scéie

- but only to a St&tisti;ally significant éegree. For

's;reening, diagnosis and prescriPtioné neither scale

appears to be of much value based”on thése findings.
Available process data on juvehiles handled by DJS

in Prinée George's~County!indiéate.tﬁat some;type§ of

. offenses are more likely to be hahdled formaliy than

are others.. Table_g_, (Appendix XIX) for example, indicates

th#t betweén July, 1972 and June,1973,84% of robbery

cases (complaint Code 06) were handled formally by the

Prince George's Couﬁty Court whereas only 26 percéﬁt

of disorderly condﬁct casés (complaint Code 07) were so

processed. The'féCt that certain types of offénses

are more likely than others to be handled formally

reercts the iﬁélicit aésumpfion that certainitypes of

- offenses are more serious than are others. Because

' .
3
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previous research has indicated that seriousness of

L

" offense is related to future delinquency, we have. reason

to examine the Social Maladjustment and Asocial Index
scores of those probationers who were ihVOIVed in setiousu‘
Offenées in comp§:ison to the scoxeS‘of probationers”

who were involved'in the leSS‘SEIiOUS offenses. “or this
particular analysis, a éerious offense inclﬂdes any offenses
of which the probabiiify of formal handling is 45% or
greaterkand a non-serioﬁs offense.is defined as any

offense of which the orobability of formal handling is

less than 45%.» Serious offensesiinclude violation of
probation. (compaint code 90), :qbbery»(;omplaint code

06), breaking and entering (compaint code 04), auto-theft

(complaint cede 03), sex offenses (complaint code 08},

and larceny_(cqmplaint code’ 05). The "non-serious"
groupihg includes CINS offeﬁses, €eJaey ;unaw#y(complaint
code 21), truancy (complaint code 22), ungovernable
(complaint cocde 23); and aleoholic‘beveraée violation
(complaint cocde 13), snopliffing‘(complaint code 14), .
etc. The selection of the 45% cutting point is logically
consistent with DJS philosophy andkpoiicy sinée CINS
offénses are'theréby grouped in the>hon-serious category.

RJS policy generally views CINS 6ffenses as less serious
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offenses.. Moreover, recent 1egislatipn has made illegal
the incarceration of a CINS offender; thus-teflecfing

~the attitude that‘CINS offenses are less sefious.
Téblq_lg_, ﬁeiow, indiégtéé that theAmeAn Social
‘Maladjustmentkscores of offenders who commit serious
offenses is no diffefent from that of offendeis ﬁho comnmit
Table_12 . Mean;,Standard Deviations and t-Test Caﬁp#ri—

sons of Sccial Maladjustment Scores by Serious-
. ness of Cffense : - ; - :

o R SM _Scale ,
Offense N X S.D. t

. Serious 1 74 | 59,27 10,19 67*
Non-serious 84 {60.36 9,78 °

4 -
— .

. N
-, Not Significant

non-serious offenses. Table 13 , below, reports Asocial
Index score of probationers who committed serious cffenses

Table_13 . Mean, Standard Yeviation and #-Test Compari-
) sons of Asocial Index Scores by Seriousness

of Offense

. ACI. .
Offense - , N x s.D. t .
Serious 74 62.17 11,29 %
Non-serious |84 |62.33 = 10.95 .10

*Not Significant
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is not‘significantly,differentifrom the avéragé Asoéial
;nde#'score of thpse;whé committed ﬁon-serious offenses.,
If'thg seriousness of the offensekof a'juvenile is related'
to future delinquency, these findings on Social Maladjust-
mehf and Asocial Index scores do not reflect fhis

differential. In other words, juveniles who commit serious

offenses do not, in‘genera15 receive higher Social

>Maladjustment and Asocial Index scores than juvenilés

who commit less serious offenses.
The foregoing analysés have'investigated the‘relation-

ship between the scales and various recidivism criteria

taken separately. Since our interest may be in the

explanatory power of all the independent variables %aken
together, we may prefer to make use of the multiple
COrrélation coefficient and the F ratio for significance
of the multiple correlation. Therefore, a regression
analysis was run using the 1108vUnivac facility at the
Baltimore Cournty Campus of the University of Maryland.
For‘tﬁis problem,-dependent variables were Social
Maladjustmeht and Asocial Index.scores and, independent
variables were race, sex, age at first éontéét,:serious-
ness of offense, present age, number of prior probations,

number of prior detehtions, and number of prior formals.
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Thebmultiple corrélation doe%fiéient.betwéen Soeiéi
Maladjustmenit scores and all indépendent‘vériablés,was
found to be .227 and the multiple R of .OS'was not
significant. None of the zero ordef‘cor;éiaﬁién»coefficiehts‘
‘bétween Social Mala&jﬁstment scoresiand valuesjof theﬁ
independent variébles were‘significanf.‘ Thus, theie
appears to be little association betﬁeen the Social
Maladjustment scale and indepehdent variables taken ’
'togethergandbtakén separateiy.

Although no significant_correlatioh was repofted
between Social Maladjustment scores and our independent
variables, taken individually and fogether,’fhe Asocial
Index‘correlatéss signifiéaqtlylﬁith various of the
independent variables. Significant,zero Qrder correla-
'ceefficienfs werevfound'betweeh'Asocial Index scores
and number bf prior detentions (r=.14, p,E.dS), andi
between Asocia1>Index scores and number of prior proba-
tions (r=.14, p<.05)(Table_A , Appendix XX ). A low
but significant‘muitipleiR% (Rz=607, p <.05) (Tabie_g_,

Appendix XX ) was found bétweg@;AéqéiaL;Index scores

gy w
Y

and the following indepéndént variables: race, sex, ane
~at first contact, seriousness of offense, present ane,

humber of prior probations, numoer of prior informals,
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.and number of prior detentions. The addition of a ninth

variable, numbe}'of prior formals, added néthing to the
ability of the ;ndependent variable to predict Asocial
Index scores. vfpus, tﬁere appears to be a slight but
statistically sighificant relaiionship between Asocial
Index scores and~various factoré that have previously
préven effective for'predictinglrécidivism.

The third and fourth hypotheses thét we now discuss

pertain directly to the evaluation of probation treat-

ment. We hypbthesized that at the conclusion of proba-

tion treatment juveniles would score significantly lower,

i.e., in the direction of improved personal and social

-adjustment, on the following scales of the Jesness

Inventory and Personal Opinion Study: SM, VO, Imm, Au,
Al, Wd, MA, Rep, ND, ?D,,andASCD.I And we hypothesized
that probationers would also score significantly higher
i.e., in‘the direction of improvéd persOnéI and social
adjuétment, on the one scale of the JQSness Inventory,

the Denial scale. for analysis of pre to posttest score

'changes, the t-test for dependent samples'was selected.
T ratios were evaluated by one tailed tests, following

the suggestion of Cain and Hollister (1972:136) who state:
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As we have pointed out, how&ver problems of
data, organization, and methous conspire to
make clear~cut positive findings in evalua-
tion difficult to demonstrate... Let the :
program be assumed innocent of failure until . -
proven guilty throuah clear-cut negatlve
findings. In more precise terms, we should

try to avoid commiting what are called 1n
statistical theory Type II errors.,

=\

Tables é and B (Appendix XXI) report the findings

relative to hypotheses'thfee and,four; Lye to the éarly
departure of the research only those posttest that were

_ avallable at the time of this wrxtlng were 1nc1udéd in
| the analysis of pfe to postprobation score changes.
these tests numbered only thirty, the conclusions to the
effectiveneés of probation stemhingvftom thevanalysis of

these cases must be treated as tentative until the results

of a larger sample of posttests are analyred.
Twenty-two of the posttest sample are Prince'ﬁeorge's
County probationers; seven from Harford-uounty,'and one

from the “altimore County pretest sample. The average

duration of probation supervision of the thirty Juven11es

is approx1mate1y eight months and many were Seen by their

probation officer once or twice per month for fifteen

minutes to a half hour.eachfjisit.

_Tablc A (AppendichXI)-§Q§gsfts fhat'probationeréc

8ince

R
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appeﬂx 1mproved on flve scales of the Jesness Inventory:
.005
Soc1a1 Waladjustment {p .025), Value Orientation (p 005},

" - ‘ - d
A11enat10n (p .0l), Manifest Aggression (p .005), an

v penial (p .005) Although probatloners received 1ower

Soc1a1 Anx1ety scores on the posttest the meanlng‘of
this change is not clear since dellnouentﬁ and nonde;lcquents
have not been found to differ on~thcs scale.' Probationers
appear unchanged on fzve Jesness Inventory ccales.
Immaturity, Autism, WithdraWal ’Repression, and Asoc1a1
'Index; An 1nterest1ng finding is that on evcry scale
except the Asoc1a1 Index the dlrectloﬁ of change is

toward improvement. #Although not statistlcally 51gn1f1canﬁ,

. i i ' i ion
. Asocial Index scores tended to 1ncrease in the direct

of worse adjustment. |
Résults of the,Personal OpinionkStudy sugqgest
1mprovement aon two scales, Neurotic Delinquency (p .05)
: ndix
and Psychopathic Dellnquency (p_,.025) (Table_B , Appe

3 tioners unchanged.
XXI). Only on the SCD scale were probation
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SUMMARY CF FINDINGS

" We find that about 44 percerit of our'pfetest group,

according to available data at: DJS, have never been detained,

or fozmally or infarmally handled; ,Wevalsosfind‘thaf
the offenses comﬁitt@d by our'cqhoff appeafkfo mirrorr
offenses of probationers ACTOSS %he:séaté. Moreover, the
age charactetisti¢s of_the prefestréroup are similar to
the agé'diétributign dfbprdbationetsrstatewideo ‘We find,
though,'that our érobation»%ampiégwﬁmfains propottibnafély
more White and feﬁalés than are represented in available
statisticé. | |

With regard éo(séale séo%esrﬁe find that regardless
of whether the§ reside in Princé'Gedrge's County, Baltimore
County, or Harford County, pi;bafidners réceive similaf
scores on each Scale of the Jesness‘lnvenfory and the.
Personal Opinion Study. These fihdingslsuggeét that
personality profiles-éf delinquenté‘Are reiativeIY,con-
sistent between th§ threeﬁjurisdiétions. We muét, hdwever,
treat this conciusion as'tehtative becasué of the smélly
numbex of caseslrepresentédrby £ﬁebBa1timofe Cbunty andv
rHarford Couhty sa@pies. |

Analysis of findings on tests of hypotheses producéd

. i = "~

- 8cores as probationers’ with a hzs

the following resultss

2

l, ' 8% cks and Whltes recelved almlla scdres on

elght scales of the Jesness Inventory, includingr‘Social

Malac;astment, Value Orlentatlon, Autism, Aljienation
?

Manlfest Aggression, w;thdrawal Social Anx1ety, Denial.

2. Blacks recelved significantly hlgher scores
than Whites on three scales of the Jesness‘Inventory
b

L3 1 -~ Py ‘.,
including: Immatgrlty (p=.05), Repression (p=,001),

Asocial Index (pg .0s5).

‘;3. BlackswgndQWbitesiréceived~simikart5cor93ron the

scales of the Personal Oplnlon Study Neurotic Delanuenﬁy
t ]

Psychopathlc Delznquency, and Subcultural “ellnquency

4, . Proba -oners w1th no hlstory of formals IECEIVEd

the _Same Soc1a1 Maladjustment and Asoc1a1 Index scores

as probatloners with a hlstory of . fqrmal dispositions

5'; Probaticners with no history of informals

Treceived thg same Social Maladjustment and Asocial Index

§; Probatloners with no hlstory of detentlons
xe
ceived the same Social Maladjustment and Asocial Index

tory of detentions.,
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7 Probationets with a hlstory}of probarlon L

» .

tlcners
and Asocial Index SCOTES (D._*Cl) than proba

withouf a probation record.

W ~tween )
8 Signiflcant correlatlons ere found be |
‘ e

ntions
A cial Index scores and number o‘ prror dete
s
=, 14, n_...os)
( 14, p +03) and number of or*or form¢15 (r
r=0 b} L4 t
| | i ceived .
9 Probationers who commit-serlous offenses re

scial X scores
the same Soc1a1 MaladjLstment and As ocral Iode '

-geyrious offenses.;.
as those wno commli non seri

. ‘gocial
10 There is no relatlonshlp between sex and

Meladjustment and Asoc1a1r1ndex.scores.
,v - n
‘k .11 There is no srgnificaﬂt correlat1op betwee
o k djus ial x scores.
‘race'and Social Maladjustment and Asocial Index -
w ip 2 j ile's
B i2. . There is no relaﬁionshlpvbetWeen a juvenil
s k S h g dj t and
ge at first offenses and his Social Maladjustment &
a ’ . ."
Asocial Index SCOT@Se
: ic ousness
13. There is no relationshlp ‘bhetween the seri ,
k N is So justment
f a probationer's offense and his Social Maladjustme
o . 1 ‘ | ‘
and Asocial IndeX scores. 4

¥ r of
14. There is no relationship oetween the numbe

| ti ‘ Mzladj ust-
‘rior detentions of a probationer and his Soc1a1 a 3J

Inventory:
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ment score.

o

~ There is no relationship between Social

Maladjustment scores and the number of prior probations.

16. There"is no relationship between the number of

[

lnformals and Soc1a1 Maladjustment and Asocial Index scores.

17.  There is no relationship between the number of

prior formals and a juvenile's Social Maladjustment and

#

Asocial Index zcores.

18, A significant positive multiple correlation

(R=.26, p<.05) was reported between Asocial Index scores
and the following variables taken together: race, sex,

age at first contact, seriousness of offense, present age,

number of prior detentions.

19. There is no significant relationship between

Social Maladjustment scores and the following variables

taken together: present age,'sex; race, age at first

contact, seriousness of offense, number of prior detentions,

number of prior probations, number of prior informals,

and number of prior formals.
20, Based on the outcome of the posttests, Juveniles

appearhbetter adjusted on five scales of the Jesness

Social hlaladjustment~ (pé.ozs‘), Value Orienta-



114

tion (pii.OOS), Alienation (pﬁQOI), Qanifest Aggressién
(p2Z .005), ,a’nd’De.nialr (p£.005). |

21. Cpmparison of pretestS'aﬁd,posttests indicate
that juveniles appear unchanged on five Sgaies-of the
Jesness~Invéntory: Immaturity, Autism,'Withdvawal, Repres-
sion, and Asocial Index. |

22, Aﬁalysis of pre and postprobation PerSoﬁél
Opinion Study sCofes indicate thét.juvenilesAappear
‘better adjusted on tﬁoksqales: Neurotic Delinquency
—(p:E.Os), and Psychopatgic Delinquency (p;i.bZS).

. 23, Probationers appeér unchanged on one scale

of .the Pergonallopinion Study, the’Subcuitural Yelinquency

scale, .

R R e T N



CHAPTE=R VI
- CONCLUSIONS AND. RECOMMENDATIONS

3

CONCLUSIONS -

ol

Through an inténsive liferature survey andva sﬁudy
of the response profiles of 225 juveni1e pfobationers,
~this research prﬁﬁect prcpqsesrto determine the valu;‘of
the Jesness Inventory and’the Personal Opinion Study
for thé evaluation of.probatidﬁ tréatmenf. The literature
review concludedbth;t siﬁce”théijesness'Inventory»is the
éroduct of moré.tﬁorouéh.reséarCh thant the Personal

Opinion Study, : Jesness' test is recommended over that

of Quay and Pe:erson. The literature search also concluded

th;f the'valﬁé.of aéyrinven;ory séalé for ?rogra@'

evgluation‘ié—a fuﬁcfion of ;Eé-écale}s effectiveness in

differentiating delinquents and nondelinquents. Thus,

a1i sca1es.of';he Je;ness Inventory, with: the exception

" of the Social Anxiety Scale,'are potentially useful for
evaluation as are all scales of the Personal Opinion
Study. Thé implication of ﬁhe_funétioﬂal relationship
between a scale's ability to differentiate current
delinquehfs and nondelinquents’and a scale's value for

program evaluation, however, is that.two scales of the

Jesness Inventory (Social Maladjustment and Asocial Index)
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And one scale of thePersonélvOpinion~St;dy (Subéulfqrél
1De1inQuenCy) afe Qére~véluablerthan others for oﬁr‘ f
purposes. This is because these particula:iscaleé
‘demonst;ate a higher degree of cdncﬁ:rent validity for :
the separation ofkknown delinquedts fiom officially o
nondelingquents than thé o£ﬁér écalesg

Research conducted with 225 ﬁrbbationers'attemptéd
“to add fo our Qnderstanding of the meahing of the
inventory scales.  With regard toirace,'wé find that
only on one scale, the Repression Scale of the Jesness
Inventory, are Blacks seen as substantially more
~maladjusted than ‘Whites. This finding_thereforé raises
serious questions_about the ﬁeaning Aﬁd value of the
' Repression scale. |

With regard to the t%d scales of the Jesness Inventory
that have greateét implications for program evaluation,
the ptesent study concludes that neither thevSocial
Maladjuéstment Scale nor the Asocial Index correlateéy
with criteria that have previously dedonstrated a
relationship to the probabiiity of recidiyism. " Hence,
there'remains,the importantkqdestioﬁ: What do these

. scales measure and predict?
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»

>Ba5ed on a sample of'tﬁirty‘pretand postﬁestéd]

.~ "probationers, results of the«present'eyaluation study
suggest that thé'juveniles are not deersely_affected"*
by their probatioh experience. That}no chénges were
observed‘on two of thé three most valuable scales,’;he'
‘Asocial Index and the SubchlturaI_Delinquency Scale, i;
probably not-éﬁynﬁsing in view of;theffa;tithat the’
frequency and Auration of‘contaet‘betWeen probation
officér’and probationers is minimiied by the present
structﬁre'9f p£9bafion administration. It is not uncom-

- -

mon to find that the probation officer sees his client

I

for fifteen minutes to one;hqlf hour during bi-weekly.

ox month}y visité. vFrequently’the probation officer has
contact with the probationer no mﬁre‘than five or six

time; during the seven or eight months of supervision,

The infrequency of contact is probably due to a variety

of reasons: large caseloads preclude much‘couﬂseiing;
probation officers complain about the large amount o?

papef work; and probation officers often do not believe

ﬁany of tneir clients are in nee& of~psyéhological counseling.v
Thus, to anticipate‘substantiai personality chahge among

probationers would not appear to be realistic.
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If we believe it unrealistic to expect substantial
chaﬁges ih the attitudes of probationers, how,do we

explain the fact that our sémple of thirty appear imp:oved

T oo seven personality characteristics or’d1mens1qns and

worse off on noﬁe? One possitility is§, of cqurse, tha;‘
prpbation tre;tment'is a héglthy égpé;ience forvmany
youngsters,ﬂ éowever, this.conclusioﬁ‘is quest?onable
for éeveral imﬁortant reasons. First, it may bg thaf
these inQen%ories #re more apprqpfiété for evalﬁat#ng an
institutional program than probation bécause.validation

data are based‘on institutional studies. Second, a very

- e -~

important concerp‘that.hasibeepﬂst?essed throgghout |
this study is that.reliable evidence of‘prediqtive validity
éf the scales does not exist. Thus, not until further
xesearch estabiishes the empirical correlates of changes

in scale scogéé will the value of ﬁhe Jesness Inventory . .
and Personal Opinion Study be clearly unde;stood. Third,
since it‘appears that thevdata that were used for t he
development of these tests were also used for.their
validation; validity coefficients of these tests are
questionable. Alluding to this pro;edure in rather strqng

terms, Cureton (1968:102) says:

%

w

When a validity coefficient is computed from
~the same data used in making an item analysis,
this coefficient cannot be interpreted uncritically.
And, contrary to many statements in the liter-
ature, it cannot be interpreted 'with caution!
either. There is one clear interpretation for
all such validity coerfficients. The inter-
Pretation is - 'Baloney’. N
.

.Fourth, the'outcomé of evaluations based oh pefsonality
tests’is~questionable because an implicit assumption in
the use éf these‘tests is that prbbatién treatment

attempts to‘induce psychosocialkchaﬁge4among all prdba;

‘tioners. While students of correCtions‘generally agree

that delinquents differ in the reaééns for their delinquency,

it would be unjustified to administer personality tests

indiscriminately acrOSS'delinQuent populations as though

"all‘delinquents were'éharacterized by psychological prcblems. In

other words, it makes more sense to pPre and posttest

delinQuents on-a psychological inventory when it has

" been established that a goal of their treatment is to

induce attitude changes associated with improved social

and personal adjustment. Implicit in this discussion

is a principle of evaluative research: that the goals

of treatment_differ in the reasons for delinguency and

the criteria of evaluation differ in the goals of treat-

ment.,
]
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A flfth and flnal questlon about the potent1a1
velue of these personal1ty questlonnaxres 1nvolves the

logic of their~administratlon, 1.e., the :esearch desxgn.

With a;pre—experimental‘pretest posttest_research design, .

, ' o o :
. one cannot state with certainty»that’prqbatlon treatment

produced changes in probationers.

Lt 5

RECOMMENDATIONS
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DJS has little experience with having researchers

-gather data in the'field setting. COnSequently, many

of the problems in implementation and procedure that
confronted this researchet were undoubtedly uhavoidable.
In the hopes that some of these problems may be av01ded

through better plannlng by future researchors,'the

.follow1ng recommendatlons are submltted.

1. Major recommendation #34_of the John Howard

Association Report should be'implemented. That recom-

mendation is quoted below:

=2 T As a matter of policy, managers.should be

- ‘required to develop evaluation of all cur-
" rent programs . as well as pilot testing
results of new procrams to be initiated.
In addition, consultants active in the field
should be used to provide tralnlng pro-
grams with the objective of developing
effective research design, research execu-
tion and data analysis technicuss.

 This writer believes that the most valuable research

for DJS canl come from the Departmenf'skewn research
staff rather than from any outside agency. However,

it is recommended that a consultant be hired to provide
training and guidance to agency‘researchers. Ideally,

an apprenticeship program might be instituted for the

purpose of developing effective in-house researchers
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skilled in the techniques and,prbéedurés‘of eQaluative
,r(-:asearch. | & B

.2¢>Major recoﬁmendatidn,#BSFof'the‘John Howétd‘As- ‘
sociation Repért shbuid be impléméntéd.:vThat :é#-‘
commendatlon is quoted below:

An 1ntra—departmenta1 redearch and plan-
ning advisory committee should be estab-
lished, which meets regularly to defind
from time to time the goals and objectives
of research as they relate to departmental,
goals and objectxveg._ :

’Such a committee is advised.particularly because in-
creased communication between the research staff and staff
" of other Divisions is a desirable goal. With regard to
the lack of communication between researchers and other
-organizafiowai persoﬁne1~McEachern (1968:2) says:
Not the least of these obstaclos is the fact
~ that research is presently not a standard -
tool of probation departments and, to the
extent that it is not, there 1is correspond—
ingly little awareness of 1its pOSSLOLLLtLes,
of the role it could. and should play in
determlnlng pollcy.
Whether or not a standing committee is established, this
writeis Strong recommendation‘is that future researchers
not undertake field research without at least the con-

siltation of an ad hdc advisory;¢ommittee. The advisory

committeé shduld be comprised of representatives from each
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of the major interest é;ouﬁs'inVOIQéd~with the research ‘
.projeﬁt. The committeé wouid assist infthe §1anhing'and i~
implementation“of the study';hd woulﬁ‘provide some of the
formal aﬁd infoiﬁal #upporf‘Qithout‘&hich>the project‘

@annot proceéd suéceésfﬁlly; ’Inaeea, an édvispry' e

COmmitfee ﬁightbbe a very efficienf aﬁd effective vehicle
for providing é%pport‘for the réseargher and the research -

projecte.

3. Major recommendation #38 of the John HoWard As-

'soclation Report should be implemented.  That recommend-

. ation is quoted bélow:

Observatlon and pnrsonallty 1nventorles
should be utilized upon completicn of
probation and aftercare to help determine
effectiveness of not only those proarams
but (in the case of aftzrcare) effective-
ness of institutional programs (e.d.,
carry-over effects of vocational training).

. In this regard the Jesness I[nventory is recommended for

future study but not the Personal Oﬁinion Study. Analysis
of Inventory data should procesd according to the recom=
mendations of this report or uhtil further studies signal

modifications. Follow-up studies of the relationship

between scale scores and criteria of pzrsonal and social

adjustment; includiné recidivfsm, are impefétive. The

~
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' pr;sent skudy, for é#ample%:is,iﬁcbﬁpleté witho@frfhé
follow-up-studya.‘A |

A}thoughrprbgram evaluation with pers6ha1ity in~-
struments does nOt,proauée definitive“éssésémeﬁt, and
although—thé results bf the jééné$$‘InVent§%y-are |
questionable on a variety of éiéhnds, thézbebartment'is
advised to implement én‘éngoing‘testing p?oéram for
several reasons; ‘fhé‘méthod pf“personality-testing.

for evaluating program effectiveness is relatively in-

éxpensive and results in more interaction between research
staff and probation line staff;; More involvement of
researchers with line staff is needed. The Department

;;ﬁnbi fuifill iié legislativéimandaté to evA1uate

p&oéf;;;‘fgdm geﬁind'sffice desks. But p;obatioﬁ staff

‘must bekreéeéﬁiVe to researéh and”it ié thg;efore sug~-
éesfed ihngA portion of the’pre—service and in-service
training be devoted to’the nez2d for and'importénce of

~evaluative research. Ancther reason for implémenting

a testing project sfems‘from the fact that definitive

, research reéults from the slow aécumulation of information

kovér time. Thé present gaps in ourvkhowledge‘rélative'to

the Jesness Inventory and to the effecfiveness of DJS

programs can‘only be closed through the proces: of gathering e
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dafa‘on~éach program in as sﬁstematic a wa; as‘feasible.

If tésting is continued in tﬁe’probatiqn setting,

DJS shouldvissue a policy sfatehent regarding the testing
of piobationgrs without permission.of pafents. Ih

‘the coufse of the study, several probafion cfficers a
expressed reéér?atibns‘ove£:the legality and morality

of having'probationers report td DJS offices to fake tests
'thatrwould be ﬁéed‘for research pdrPoSeé only. Thus the
qxestion of coﬁpuisory testing sh6¢1d be clarified.

4o The Jesness ILnventory is recommended as an evalu-
ation tooi but not as a psychoclogical instrument for
clinicél diagnosis, treatment cl;ssificafion, screening,
management classificatibh, or prescription. The utility
of the inst;umenﬁ for these lattef‘funcﬁbons has not

Eeén démonstraféd.

5.“Fie1d research should not begin without pre-
senting fhe‘résearéh desigﬁ to the line staff. The

éu:pése of this sﬁeé is not to gain.permission from the

line personnel but to inform them of the objectives of

~the study'and the explain their involvement (if any).

There is little reason to expect much active cooperation

from line staff. They are resistent or apathetic to a




© 126

project sbonsoreg,by'"headqu#rtérs" of they may bej
threatened by the presence of an evaluator or, as one
probation officer explained, the?e way‘be unwillingness
to assist the researcher simply because there is no

belief in the potential benefits of researche.

6. At the completion of the study the evaluator

should make available to all appropriate parties the

results of the reseaxch.

II of this report contains many examples

of evaluation criteria that are recommended fer future
evaiuation sfudies. However, the Qalue of many of
these criteria is assured only when a reliable system
of reporting recidivism is in operaticn, The passage of
House Bill No. 1427 by the Maryland legislature has
underminedAthe abiiity of DJS to fulfill its legislgtiye
mandate by stipulating that names‘of juveniles may not.

be furnished to DJS.V_Without names; DJS cannct efficiently

evaluate programs by recidivism,
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THE JESNESS INVENTORY

dcalaies SNGEAIC

Ey Curl F. Jesness, Ph.D.

This booklet contains 155 statements. Read each one. If
you agree with the statement, mark True (T). If not, mark
False (F). Make all the marks on the separate answer sheet:
do not make marks on this booklet. - .

4 There are no right or wrong answers. It is only how you
feel about the statement that is important. Mark either the

T or the F for each number, even though you may not al-
ways feel perfectly sure about the statement.
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".l When you’ re i in trouble, :t s best to keep quiet about i 1t.

2. It makes me nervous, to sit still very fong. .
3. I getinto a lot of fights.
4. 1 worry too much about doing the nght thmgs

5. I always like to hang around with the same
bunch of friends.

6. T am smarter than most boys I know.
7. It makes me mad that some crooks get off free.

8. My feelings get hurt easily when I am scolded
" or criticized,

9. Most police will try to help you.

10. Sometimes I feel like I want to beat up on somebody.

11. When somebody orders me to do somethmg I usually
* feel like doing just the opposite. -

12. Most people will cheat a little in order to
make some money. R

13. A person never knows when he will get mad,
or have trouble. \

14. If the polu.e don’t like you, they will try to get
you-for anything.

" 15. A person is better off if he doesa’t trust people.

16. Sometimes I wish I could quit school. .
17. Sometimes I feel like I don't really have a home.

18. People always seem to favor a certain boy or gu:l ahead
of the others.

19. I never lie.
20. Most police are pretty dumb.

21. I worry about what other people think of me.
22, A person like me fights first and asks questions later.

23. I have very strange and funny thoughts in my mind.

24. 1t’s hard to have fun unless you’re with your buddies, j ,

25. 1 get nervous when I ask someone to do me a favos.

~ 26. If I could, I'd just as soon quit school right now,

27. Sometimes it's fun to steal something. .

-28. I 'notice my heart beats very fast when people keep

asking me questions.

| '29 When I get really mad, I'll do just about anythmg

*30."Women seem mote friendly and happy than men.
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‘ ‘35. I hardly ever get a fair break.

-

.31 It is easy for me to talk to strangers.

32, Police stick their rioses into a lot of things that are none .

of their business.

"33, A lot of fathers don’t séem to care nf they

. hurt your feelmgs

34 I am sectetly afraid of a lot of 'hmgs

36, Others seem to do things easier than I can.

. 37. I seem to “blow up” a lot over little thmgs that really -

don’t matter very much.
38. Only a baby cries when he is hurt.

39. Most adults are really very nice. -

40. Winning a fight is about the best fun there is,

\

-* 41. A lot of strange things happen to me,
42, I have all the friends I need.
. 43. 1 get a kick out of getting some people angry and all

shook up.

* 44. Nowadays they make it a big crime w0 get into

a litele mischief.

» , ‘45. It would be fun to work in a carnival or playland.

. 46. My father is too busy to worry much about me, or

'spend much time with me.

47. Sometimes I feel dizzy for no reason.

" 48, Sometimes people treat grown boys and girls like

they were babies,

49. It makes me feel bad to be bawled out or criticized.

50. When things go wrong, there isa’t much you
can do about it.

~ 51. If someone in your family gets into trouble it’s better

for you to stick together than to tell the police.

52. L can’t seem to ;keep my mind on anythi‘ng.

53. It always seems like somethmg bad happcrxs when I try - |

to be good.

~'54. Most men ace bossy and mean.

55 1 don’t care if people like me or not. -

56 1t seems like wherever I am T'd rather be
somewhere else. '

“$7. Once in a ‘while I gct nngry

P )



: 58 I think that someone who is fourteen years old is old

enough to smoke.

59. Most parents seem to be too strict.

. 60. If somebody does ~somethmg mean to me, I try to get

back at them.

61. You can hardly ever believe what parents tAJ you. -

62. l have a real mean streak in me.

o

~ 63. 1 don’t think I will ever be a successor :

amount to much.

" 64. Police usually treat you du:ty

65. Most of the time I can’t seem to find anythmg to do..
66. 1t's hard for me to show people how I feel about them.

67. 1 often fecl lonesome and sad

* 68. I don’t mind it when I'm tcased and made fun of

- 69. Nothing much ever happens.

70. A lot of times I do things that my folks tell me
1 shouldn t do.

71. It's fun to get the police to chase you. .

72. A lot of people say bad things. about me
behind my back. . .

73. I wish X wasn’t so shy and bashftil.

* 74. It seems like people keep expecting me to get into

some kind of trouble.
75. 1 like everyone I know.
76. Other people are happier than I am.

77. If I could only have a car at home, t\‘ungs would
be all right. ‘

78. 1 really don’t have very many problems to worry about. '

9. Beiog called a sissy is about the worst thing I know.

80. When I'm alone I hear strange things.

8l. Ifa bunch of you are in trouble, yon_ should stick
_ together on a story.

" 82..I have a lot of headaches.

83. Teachers always have favorites who can get

86, 1 can’t seem to takeié‘nuch kidding orr.téa'sing.ﬂl k
. 87. 1don’t seem to care enough about what happens to me.
88. I never get. mad at anybody.

89. 1 keep wishing somethmo exc:tmg would happen : '

- 90.. Policemen and j’udges‘ wilk tell you one thmg
" and do another. '

. 91. Tt is hard for me to talk to my parents about

my troubles.

- 92. 1am liked by everybody who krows me.

93 1t seems easier for me to act bad than to Show
my good feelings.

94. Too many people like to act big and tough.

 95. I am always nice to everyone.

96. ‘It takes someone pretty smart to get ahead of me.

97. Talking over your troubles with an older person
seems like “kid stuff.” :

98. It doesn’t seem wrong to steal from crooked
store owners. '

-~ 99. I would never back down from a fight.
- 100. I have a lot of bad things on my mind that people

don’t know about.

101. I will do a lot of crazy things if somebody dares me.

102. Having to talk in front of the class makes me aftald

103. Parents are always naggmg and plckmg

on young people..
104. Some day I would like to drive a race car.
105. I sit and daydream more than I should.
106. I feel sick to my stomach every once in a while.
107. Athome Iam puniéhed too much for tlﬁngs I don’t do.

108. My life at home is always happy.

- 109. At night when I have nothing to do I like to go out

and find a little excitement,

. 110. A lot of women seem bossy and me;in.

v o

114, Talking with my parents is just as eésy as talking with :
others my own age. , o

~ 1i5. Sometimes I don’t like school.

116. If you want to get ahead, you can 't worry too much
about the other guy. :

117. At times I feel like blowing up over little thiogs.

118. 1 don’t mind lying if I'm in trouble.

C 119, A boy who won'’t fight is just no good o

120. To get along all right nowadays a person
has to be pretty tough :

121. 1 worry most of the time.

122. If you're not in with the gang, you may be in for
some real trouble.

" 123. I really think I'm better looking than most

others my age.
124. My mind is full of bad thoughts.

125. When you're in trouble, nobody much cares
“to help you.

. 126. Sometimes when my folks tell me not to do something,

I go ahead and do it anyway.

127. It’s best not to think about your problems.

128, T hardly ever feel excited o thrilled.
129. When something bad happens, I almost always blame

myself instead of the other person.

130. The people who run things are usually against me.

131. I have too much trouble making up my mind.

132, Most people who act so perfect are just putting
on a big front.

133. When luck is against YOu‘, there isn’t much you -
can do about it.

134. 1 get tm:d easxly

135. 1 think my mother should be stricter than she is about -
a lot of things. - -

136, I like to read and study.

- 137. 1 feel alone even when there are other

people around me.

138. I'm good at out-smarting others.

* 139, I always hate it when I have to ask someone

for a favor.

140. I ofter: have trouble getting my breath.

141. I worry about how well I'm doing in school.

142. For my size, I'm really pretty tough.

- 143. People hai‘dly ever give me 2 fair chance.

144. 1 like to daydream more than anything else.

145. The only way to really settle anything is to fight it out.
146. I am nervous.

147. Stealing isn’t so bad if it's from a rich person.

148. My parents seem to think I might end up being a bum.
149. Things don’t seem seal to me.

i50. I am afraid of the dark.

151. Families argue too much.

152. Sometimes it seems like I'd rather get into trouble,
instead of trying to stay away from it.

153. I think there is something wrong with my mind.

154, 1 get angry very quickiy.

155. When I get into trouble, it's usually my own fault. -

- away with anything. . ~ 111. Nobody seems to understand me or how 1 feel.
84. Every day is full of things that keep me mterested 112, Most people gel’:'into trouble because of bad luck, i 4
g ‘ -85. I'would rather be alone than wnth othets 113. I'am always kind. ' : k '

T T e
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The best teachers are the ones who are verj easy.

1, .
'éz- I would be a happicr person if I could s;tlsfv all ny parent's wishes.
3.‘ Sonet!mes I wonder 1f I'1ll ever glow up.
b4, Ny follks usually blame bad company for the trouble I get 1nto. 's
>5. ‘In this vorld you're a fool if you Lrust other people.
"6, Befarc 1 ;o something, I try te consider how my fricnds will react to it.
>7. wq pught to pay our clected officlals better than we do, e
é. 1 never used to Steai little rhlug£ fromktﬁé nelghbofhood stores.
,A 2, por.Cuachers have ﬂ;‘.c,l e louer E,t.‘nd‘cs than I deserve just because they
think I am a tronhle-aakor, ‘
10, I don't wufry about the future; there'; nothing ruch I can do about it anyway.
i 11, ] often say mean thlngé to other §00p1e and then feel sorry for it afterwvards,
: 12. When I think I am right nohody can change my mind.
—k135. I don t m;nd hurting pcople who Pet 1n my way.
:1&.-fh§st peééle are Squares. .
'; 15, I am alvays hurting the peoplé.l iove‘thé most,
16._ I am éb touchy on some §ubjects‘that I can't talk about them,
'l?.v You have to gét the other guy befbrg he gets you, :
18. Most boys stay in school because the law says they have to,
19, Policemen are friéndly and try to help you.
20. You have to admire somezbody who has enough guts to talk back to a cop.
21. Oné tay I‘wilibget even with évcryboéy who has done.me dirty.,
22. I have never seen a polliceman yeL who cared about anyone buL himself,
23, I fecl tired a good deal of the tiie. )
24, People seem to like mé at‘first but 1 havé‘trouble keéoing friends,
' . 25, then a ‘group of bLoys get together they are bound to get In trouble sooner
. or later, . B ; SN
26, You gotta fight ﬁo got wh§;'§ coning to you. "
é?;‘ 1 never ulsh that I were dead, B , e L =
‘~;-,.ﬁ ggtMPOnly a Fool vig}ﬂncvonq'Péé ?lfﬁ‘¥?Ei1?rhﬁgho'hourJVfok. e



29, 1 never worry about ‘a thing. | Lo SR ; SO e LR LR o

30. It seens as f people are alvéys tellinn me‘ﬁhat to. do, or hotw to do thihgs.yyr 'f v e B P Lo R S - e

-
!

*;“3[.‘ I do what 1 vant to do, uhether anyhody likes - it or noL. 57‘1 Everyone should be xequired to finish‘h!gh school.
‘32, At timeq I have a. strong urge to do something harmful or shocking. ER  "" tH 88, 1 owe ny Eamlly nothing.

33, 1 think people like ne as much ao they do other pncple. 7 B R . ‘é - 59, Yy feclings are never hurt so badly that I cry.

B 34, Even when things ?o rxght for a while I ‘know it wan t Iaft. e NI Tk :7 60. The:only way to make big money is to steal ic.
35, 1 can caslly “shaLe it off" when 1 do sommthinﬂ I Lnow is wrong.v_ ‘ : ;  i : ' 61: In school 1 vas sometimesﬂgent to the‘principal for cutting up.

36. I never: have the hdbit'0f °haking my head nec&, or shoulder A "62! I have never been lr tr uble with the law,
‘37.‘ A‘person ls’better off;1£ he doesn t trust=anyone. - " ;i}‘ e 7 1 | i : 63,3 The worst Lhing a person can do ls to get caught.
38.'.The ﬁesé‘ﬁa§ to get.ahead in ghé*worid is éO'beftough;~ . : R ‘\>  ~ . 64;‘ 1 don't-th{nk 1'm quite as'happy as others seem to be.
‘u39.  It is very 1mportant’to héve'éﬁdﬁgh friéhds_énd sociél life, 85, 1 sometimes wish 1'd pever‘been born.,

ibO.r A1l this tai? about honesty'and justice Is a lot of nonsense, B ‘ ' 0o 65, A guy s only protectlon 1s his friends.

There is qomething wrong, wlth a person who ‘can't take orders. witb:ut &etting : : Co 67;' A pczson who steals from the rich 1sn t really a thief,
~"ang1y or reseutful. - Sl : 5 ; ; Lo '

-
-

68, "1 have had a real ftght.  o

42, 1 am doing as much or as well as my pafents‘expect me to.

‘ ) . , : : , ~ VoS 68, My way of doing things is apt to be misundczstood by others.

43, ‘'hen I see people laughing 1 often think they are laughing at me. ‘ : R
| ‘ . A : . N . : § R I =70, If you're clevcr cnough, you can steal anything and gct avay with it,
f 44, The only way to settle anything is to lick the guy, ‘ , :
| N ' A : e R E ~ ' : 4 7 77 71. The average policeman is not strict enough absut the law.

65, It's dumb to trust older people. S i

: . R e : o - © 12, The only way to b >t what you want 1s to take it.
ot 46, I just can't stop doing things that I am sorry for later. : ; ) '
' ' : o 73. 1 nust admit I find it very hard to work under erict rules and reFUIﬂLiO“v-
47, Tor all the things I have done I 'should have been punished more than I have, , ) ’ IR
‘ L o , o ' ‘ ‘ ' o 74. Success in this vorld is a matter of 1uck.
48, TI'usually feel well and strong. o s o » : A . . d
' A ' ' e ~ o _— , | 75. 1 often get so mervous, I have to get up and move around to calm wyself down.
49, 1 sometimes feel that no one loves me, ' S ' ‘ i ; .
o | : T . ' R g 76, Nobody has‘ever»called e "chicken"*and gotten by with it.
50, When I was going to school T played hooky quite often, | o e X
y o R R Lo S D b P ¢ just don t scem to get the breaks other people do.
S1, Uy futurc Iooks bright. T RO St ' IR it A :
- . RN : : E _ N = 78, 1 get so angxy that 1. "sce red" '
52, I find 1t haxd to “drop or “break with" a friend.; 3 o : : - : .
e : E ' RPN . ' ‘ 8 . ' 79. It's hard to get oLhers to like me.
+ 33, Somctimes I;think I von't Iivc VLry long. TR , . ‘ ~ :

‘ ‘ : 80, I don't really care what happens to me, -
L TRER{- doevn't matter‘what you do as. long as. you get your. hlckﬁ.,,

N

A ' i40~ S o8l 'ho natter how hard 1 try 1 alvays get caught.
,55. 1 w!sh 1 had not bcen 0uch a diaﬁppolntﬂeﬁt to my family. o EEA T , T U
s > oo e : O ' . o BRI O 82, My cyes often pain me. T+ R ' MW :
) - ""':‘:?:’vvvf“"" -,n“e g ., E»T.:;.,:'I:{.zv T g s A e .‘._qu..,‘.;l.:.- e iy Sy L i e v g e e o __' ‘. R s o S X ’ : | »
, o 83, Homen are only good for what you can get out o e ‘ ‘

R

g4 Ny ilfe ts nretty boring and dull most of the time, o T4y



86, The only \ay Lo make out is to be. tough.

100,

87, It {s hard for e to Just siL still and rclax.:'
88..‘0ncc you've bncn in Lrouble, you harrn ¢ got-a chanceab
89, Pitting somecnc somctimes mﬁLcs me feel good inszde.

90, ﬁBeing;successful usually ricans having your name in the papcr.

<91, Bven when things BO right I’know it von't last.
92,7 1'd like to start a new llfe sore«hcre else,

'  93. 1f you don't have enough to live on, it's Ok to steal.

94, It is imporLanL to think ahout what you do.
95, 1.con outwit almost anybody. : ‘-hl5"-‘ : R ‘ }‘

96, On my rcp01t card I usually get sone failuze marks.

-

97, 1-feel Lhat I have ofLen bncn punishcd without causc.-
98, ﬂhanever 1 do -something I shouldn t, it worries ne.
99, 1It's all right to steal from the rich beuause they don't neecd it,

Sonctimes 1 have sLolen things 1 rcally didn t vant.

&% v *

The above 100 quest101 make up THE PERSO“AL opINICY STULY (Copyright,

1068, by
Herbert C. Quay and Donald R. Feterson).

“The student will hear each stateinent,
and then be asked to decide whether it is true or false, as far as he is councernc

i
% There are no right or wrong answers for any of the statementsj it is the Luoan
‘ sown personal opinion that matters. - Each boy will circle the T on the ANSHl SHEZ
if a statement secms true oy mogtly true.  If a statement scems false, as fax as
he s concerned, he will circle the F on the A\SIuR SxLET. SLudane will bu aske
{ - to cowplelec every item, S R :
s - = . ‘ REEPa R _  . -\\f
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TABLE COF NGANI ZATIO!!
MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMERT OF - JUVENILE SERVILES

Youth Service Bureaus
Purchass of Cars
Shelter Care

I Peann Hamne & 'OG’UGM” )

Iime Sheets

Physical Plants Maintenance
Vendor  Payments

Inventory Control

Fleet Control

‘Library Services
- Volunteer Coordination -

and: Training

: Federal Fund Dwelopnent

EXECUTIVE ’ . ‘ |
DIRECTION : | o _ o
DIVISION (F COURT AND DIVISION OF - © DIVISION OF DIVISION & DIVISIOI o
COMMUNITY SERVICES PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICEST SPE;IAL SERVICES INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES |
SR - ™swoeer 1 TRALNL MG
DEVELCPMENT AND TRAINI MG DIAGKOSTIC
CowRt RRCHISD A ACCOUNTI NG STAFF PLANNING SCHOOLS DETENTION
Seril ' MARAGENENT DEVELOPHENT CENTERS
o | m AR N 2
"V} forowe oS PHYSICAL - RESEARCH - CiRESTRY
. A0 PURCHASI G AD VOLUNTEER |
REVEATLON YCUTH PLANTS AALYSIS SERVICES CAHPS
' RESIDENCES ‘ |
oy GRANTS PUBLIC
ATI0
s |- DEVELCPHENT 11 CRMATION
~;f£;;.: Recruiting Fiscal Managemant Planning (short & long rangd) Montrose School
Fresative Caployneat “Budgat Preparation Program tvaluation Boys' Village :
dMter Care Personnel Tramsactions Accounting ' Research ‘ Md, Tralning School for Boys
Clinical Services Personnel Records Pyrchasing = - Statistics = Data Collection Boy's Forestry Casps - 5
Rermdesicential Prograns Grievarces Leases/Contracts Pre=Servica/In-Service Iraining Maryland Children's Center
Diversion Prosraas Personsel Consultation Payroll Educational Stipends Thowas J, S, Waxter Children's Ccﬂt‘
‘ Course Reimbursesent 30-Bed Datention Center - ~

Institutional Education Service
Institutional-Clinical Services '

et




* APPENDIX IV

Table A. Total Juvenile Court Cases Disposed of Statewide:
Major Reason Referred by Age of Juvenile -
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*Roalr Az TOTAL JUVERILE COURT CASES DISPOSED OF STATELIDE
MAJGR REASCY REFERRED BY AGE OF JUVEMILL
FISCAL 1972%

Yajor Reason 10 years & ‘
younger 11 vears | 12 years 13 years | i years 15 years | 1A yoars 17 years | 18 years Unknown Total

Arson 2 ? 15 19 26 31 26 2] 3 1 in
fesault 185 152 247 k52 622 750 M T 88 176 b 157
suto-Theft 11 13 . hg 104 53 ¥ 536 h48 39 2t 1,97
Burglary 173 130 239 397 595 667 760 648 86 31 3,726
Larceny 102 85 186 30 476 534 573 629 50 o] 2,07k
obbery 9 6 zh 43 89 105 133 158 9 18 594
disorderly Consuct. ] hh 89 153 - 300 b27 520 518 n 29 2,230
Sex Lffense .6 5 15 2 S 2 30 31 5 3 175
tandalism 163 82 -’ 117 156 222 222 208 157 19 54 1,400
karcotics Violation 4 2 9 36 3L} 249 497 648 35 £ 1,67%
Glue Sniffing 6 5 11 33 48 58 57 % 1 254
Alcoholic feverage

Yiol~tion 2 1 2 23 13 133 290 b73 31 . 984
Shoplifting 81 13 193 772 416 467 b h29 i 1 2,687
Purse Snatching 4 1 3 10 18 19 7 . 14 3 9%
Firearms Violation 3 8 4 25 51 5] 100 121 12 2 401
Rec/Poss of Stolen Goods) -~ 2 3 ! 18 22 31 Ly 51 b 184
Trespassing 23 24 % 2 154 174 2&5 22 24 3 1,020
False Fire Alarm 9 5 3 9 9 4 b 8 1 54
Runasny 20 14 o 260 443 664 k53 2h6 6 1 2,218
Truancy KL - 3h - 76 166 - 248 225 43 ol 2 9 1,025
Unyovernable 119 G4 168 349 671 733 530 310 7 18 3,039
Neqloct 404 3 5y b 56 5 3 2 b 9 803
begendercy 513 50 b3 36 58 61 3h 23 3 32 853
Jependency & Neglect 592 h3 24 39 h1 33 21 16 3 47 819
Fentally Handicanped 15 1 7 5 7 3 9 10 : 62
Special froceedings 16 1 1 2’ 2 3 b 3 12 46
Yiolation of Super— ‘ ‘

“vision, Frobation - ’ 1 10 16 5 20 14 : -1 87
Other 60 b0 108 713 Lo2 642 k6o 523 60 409 2,917

Total 2,751 97 1,818 3,346 5,46 7,05 6,83 6,546 669 940 36,412

* This tavle docs not inciude the total number of informal and disapproved cases for Anne Arundel County slnce all of this information
- could not be processed for fiscal 1977,

Maryland Department of Juvenlle Serv1ces,

Maruvland n. 20

AnnualARonnrt, qucal Yoax 1972, State of .
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Table A. Manner of Handling Cases by County
and Sex - Fiscal 1972
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TABLE A: #%

WARNER OF HANDLING CASES BY COUNTY AND SEX-FISCAL 1972 -

Formal ~Informal Oisapproved

Male female Male Female Male Fenale
Reglon 1, Dorchester 63 18 ) 57 16 29 1
Somersat 49 8 31 8 14 8
wicomico 148 53 56 15 10 6
- Worcester 105 19 214 67 194 95
’Region 2, Caroline 37 27 30 5 21 9
Cecil - 99 42 129 37 148 28
“Kent L5 18 50 5 16 5
Queen Anna's % b1 35 13 8 |
Talbot 50 ° 23 34 .5 ’ 22 8
Reglon 3. Baltimore 1,240 'fél - 1,159 55 | 348 85
Harford 236 u 475 178 b3 15
Region 4, Allegany 231 115 22 5 6 1
Garrett 53 24 7 22 2 2
Washington 302 117 e 5 £ -9
Region 5e Anne Arundel 803 196 723 315 293 8
Carroll- 101 3 18 4 62 23
Howard 166 51 72 21 55 31
Reglon 6. Frederick 120 30 o8 2 147 k2
Montgomery 1310 175 1472 489 152 79
Reglon 7. Calvert 59 16 85 29 10 4
Charles 127 L6 167 5 98 49
Prince George's 2,309 693 1,583 592 1,209 437
St, Mary's 87 20 96 52 B 3
1 Region 8, Baltimore City 6,738 1,475 876 408 3,604 ‘975
STATE 14,578 3,762 7,508 2,845 6,54 2,05

,*%Mﬁgyland Department of Juvenile Services, Annual Report: Fiscal Year

1972, 1972. State of Maryland p. 26
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_Table. _.‘_\:.' Manner of Handling by County. and Race - Fisc"ai 1972
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. | | Thle A ¥ R s
", MANHER OF HANDLING CASES BY COUNTY & RACE = FISCAL 9722 ‘
Formal | Informal : Disapproved
- Informatien Information ; Information
' Kot : 4 Not ot
Cauc;sian.A ) Hegro Recorded | Cavcasian legro Recorded | Caucasian Fegro _Recordad
 Reglon 1. Dorchester ‘ 34 52 ' o ho 2 S
Somerset | 28 29 19 20 10 12
Wicomico 121 79 i 50 13 2 13 3
Vorcester 99 25 55 S I 3 267 22
Reglon 2, Caroline | m 2 Y 15 3 3 4 1
' Cecil 126 o 1 < 143 19 T 155 13 8
Kent . 39 2h 33 20 2 10 11 R
- Queen Anne's . 57 47 2 2k -2 b 7 2
Talbot 35 38 32 9 17 13
Reglon 3. Baltinore el |1 5 W 131 N ' 8 6
Harford o 290 bS5 ‘ 12 550 13 30 b4 g9 5
Region h, Allegany 323 3 ' 25 1 1 6 ' _ 1
Gorrett 74 3 29 v -~ b B R
Washington 05 41 3 13 - - 3 5
Reglon 5. Anne Arundel Y 226 ) 362 89 5. TV I S
Carroll g 4 1 22 82 i 2 1
Howard 157 78 2 8k g 1 1 % 10
Region 6, Frederick 110 3 2 | 3 153 % {1
Montgomery 1,347 138 1,711 : 750 192 o8 :
Reqion 7. Calvert 52 26 7 76 ’n, 37 1 14
' Charles - 119 Sh 176 t8b : 1m 35 1
Prince Gecrge's 1,901 1,044 57 1,543 : 609 23 1,011 553 o
St, fary's 86 21 i 4 2 1l 12 3
“Region , , # -
 Reglon 8, Baltlnore City 1,599 b,h20 2,194 (1: 910 66 1,758 3176 145
STATe 3,358 s | o 7,155 20865 |13 4,076 oz | 193

. Ihls table doas $ot lnclude the total number  of 1nfornal ard dis:nproéed'oa:os for Anba Arunde} County since a1} of this Infornation bobld

s Harflé%f%ﬁoégtéfg% 03 Juvenile Services, Annual Report: Fiscal Year 1972, 1972, <tate gf Maryland p. 27 .
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Table A.

Table B.

APPENDIX VII

Training School and Forestry Camp Admissions,
Fiscal Year Comparisons 1671-1972

Detention Ceriter Admissions, Fiscal Year
Comparisons 1971-1972
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Lol , S TABLEA:** »
e TRAINING SCHOOL AND FORESTRY CAMP ADMISSIONS
R AL FISCAL YEAR COMPARISONS

1971 - 1972

School

- % Change

Fiscal 197} Fiscal 1972

Marvland Training School

Commitments : - 872 498 - 42.9

Detentions T 655 759» 4+ 15,9
Montrose . o : v :

Commitments ... 308 402 +  30.5

Detentions 362 437 + 20.7
Boys!' Village ' v

Commitments 311 420 + 35,0

Detentions 173 535 + 209,2
Victor Cullen '

Commitments . 299 481 + 60.9

Detentions . 112 : :
Forestry Camps -

Commitments - (348)* (288)* - -17.3
Totals 2,980 3,644 + 22.3

1972.

e Forestry Camp Transiers NOt 1ncClucec 1N total

TABLZ B #*x

' DETENTION CENTEZR ADMISSIONS
 FISCAL YZAR COMPARISONS

11971 ~ 1972

-+, #% Maryland Department of juvenile Snrv1ces, 4nnual Heport: Fiscal Year 1972 “.
State of Maryland. p. 35 B

.

Center  Fiscal 197% Fiscal 1972 % Change
Maryland Children's Center 1,263 1,355 + 7.3
Waxter Children‘s Center 3,389 2,776 - 18.1
Totals 4,652 4,131 - 11.2

‘1972,  State of Maryland ,p.35

" w#Maryland Devartient of Juvenile Services, -annuil uenort-
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APPENDIX VIII

Description of Jesness Inventory Scales
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DESCRIPTION OF JESNESS INVENTORY SIaLES

Empirical Scales: S¥,V0,Imm

Social Maladjustment (SM)

Social Maladjustment is a broad syndrome. . One conspicious
characteristic of social maladjustment is a amrked tendency
toward negative self-conceot. The delinquent is hostile,
distrusts authority, blames others for his problems but 0
maintains, probably unrealistically, a positive evaluation

of his parents. Members of the criterion group of aijudicated
delinquents presumably have demonstrated the characteristics
associated with the concept of social maladjustment.

Value Orientation (vo)

Many of the items on this scale were develooved according to

Walter Miller's descrintion of lower-class culture, including the .
trouble, luck, and thrill motifs; fear of failure; gang orientation;
toncness ethic; and desire for early adulthood, Social class was
estimated by a rating of fathers' occupations and those itenms

which showed a significant relationship with social class were
selected for the test. :

Immaturity (Imm)

The Imm Scale measures the extent to which individuais fail to
display attitudes that are tyoical and expected of their age
group: The items on this scalw were selected from a list of
itens which have shown to discriminate between age groups in a
non-delinquent sarple.

2. Cluster Analysis Scales: Au, Al, MA,Wd, SA, Rep, Den

Autism (Au)

Upon examination of items of this cluster scale, one may suspect

the face validity of the scale, _The heterogenity of items conflicts
with the iiea that the scale is designed to predict ‘some horogeneous
criterion. Indeed, such is sometimes the nature of cluster analysis.
Jesness describes the orocedure in the manual::

Cluster analysis, as described by Tyron (1955), determines
areas of correlation amonz a groip of items without the
ass.motion made in most factor-analvtic techniques of the
existence of underlying 'true*t dimensions. The method seeks
clusters of key items which are hipghly intercorrelated but

- indevendent from one clister to another. The cluster then
forms the basis for a scale of intercorrelated items,
(1966:11; also Tyron, 1958: 3-5) ‘
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The content of the Autism Scale indicates that the high'écorer V ‘ S : —_ ' | ’ .
views himself as intellicent, self-sufficient, good-looking, and

tough while simultaneously expressing concern over hearing things,
concern over his sanity, a concern for fears, :

“Denial (Den) ’ . . s than
: : o des measured by the Denial Scale are 2§§¢s§:252§§ucritica1~
t (1) - = o B . B 5 :;Fi:un;:sured bv the Ren Scale'h HiigssZEZut others. Consequentlys
» | - 4 avoid unole . e urwilling to &
- : : s B A , judgement an ~h on the Denial Scale are W
High scores on this cluster scale iniicate the lack of trust in ' R : those who scz;iiginh o
relationships with others, oarticularly with authority figures. = - - co : to family co °
Moreov-r, high scorers are critical of others and orobably roject '
their critical feelings onto others.

Also, the alienated individual o . ! i tion Scale: Al
tends to deny the existency of proolems within himself. ' 3 3. Discriminant Functs .

. - : : . s on an
Manifest Aggression (M) | ' ‘ - | | ; tatistical procedure known gg)désirlmiizittiznzztentory
. ‘ . : . ,. The sta ! 342 179-1 eterm
High scoring individuals are conscious of and made ‘uncomfortable f developed vy Fisher (193
by feelings of hostility and anrer,

Manifest Agsression means

Asocial Index. The statistic and procedure
e !
simply the preception of unpleasant feelings and discomfort

score la.eled th

e e thoss wen o Sy o e
concerning the presence and control of feelings of anger. , . . ::g;: ﬁ;ge:§a§§2;1e4 ‘ ' '
Withdrawal (Wd) | S ) | a .- ‘ According to Jesness (1958:17):
Jesness (1958:1L) describes the high scorer as an individual ¥ho
114

«es perceives himself as depressed, dissatisfied with himself,
. . sad, and misundferstood. Although preferring to be alone,

L ' he feels lonesome. He sees others as poorly controlled, is
displeased by their aggressive behavior

e avl o) X i c the
Th tatistic mak it po ible to take into account t

v ' : es at iff i oviied
: : :.mount of imormation ior dlfl?z.'entatlor.l pr €
relative i :c ., £ -

. e o - tions.
, and feels that fighting v ‘ making use of the inter-correla - R
is bad." : Jegness claims that the Asocial ingé§-§3321c;s m;zs statistics
. N . ‘ edictive of deli , s ied as
\ R to and most predictl e tly classifie ‘
Social Anxiety (SA) ‘ | Si,ﬁiiiirate that SLZ of subjects were correctviy
c e - ; :

Index Scoree.
tension and se1lf consciousness. They view themselves as sensitive L ' *
to criticism ani unduly shy. A few of the items of this scale : : :
sugrest a self-blaming orientation. This characteristic sets the
Social Anxiety Scale anart from the Alienation Scale (blaming N
others) and amart from the Repression Scale (don't blame anyone). ' : 2

Repression (Rep) o . ' :

High scorerz 1o not admit to, or are unaware of', H
anger, dislike, or rebellion., They are also unecritical of : rd
+ themselves and others. Jesness assumes that the defense '

mechanisn resulting in a high score on the Rep 3cale is that of » e ’
unconscious exclusion. ‘ , : ‘ 5

feeiing of
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fABLE_;ﬁ. Conputaflions for t-Test of Significant Mean Differences between Age—
Standarcized Jesness laventory 3cale Scores by Status

- : i ' - Jesness Inventory Scales

o : Status '
' ' A I SM ' ¥0 ~ Iam AL
SR ¥ T s T s o1 s T s
S RGrendel's Grave 40 6717 . 1037 | 0. 6160 7.7 % 40 5328 1202 | 40 €52 11,81
e Sample R _ .
Prabation 40 60.33 1001 | 40 5425 8.0 | 40 57,23 10.22 | 40 6L5S5  12.00
) Sample
v - Ysoys' village Yo 760 mab | w0 6ns2 e87 | w0 shzz 1o | v 7z 9.3
Cu Samole ,
TABLE B . ‘Significant Mean Differences (t-Test) Ubserved fetween Age Standardized
Scores of Study 3anples on Selected Jesness Inventory Scales
oL ] Seate v Samales 1 ; ¢ Level of Significance
APPENDIX IX | R Grendel's Grave 67.17 | 2,54 ..l
.o ' L " Probation 60,38 : * (Two-tailed Test)
M.A. Thesis (Langan, 1974) Research Findings AP : < ’ .
on Select Jesness I[nventory Scales. ; R R, | Grense‘lfs Grave Y an 1.82 ' 0
> , | S - Boys® Village 71.60 * (Two-tailed Test)
Table A. Computations for T Test of Significant Mean R Prabation 60.38 A.70 0005
~  Dpifferences Between Age-3tandardized Jesness AR ; Beys' Village .60 4 . (One~tailed Test)
Inventory Scores by Status L 0 - Grendel's Grave 6160 3.96 001
o . Probation TSRS ‘ (Two-tailed Test)

Table B. Significant Mean Differences (t test) Observed

between Age Standardized Scores of Study Samples ¥ ::ots)z.at%gt;l 2’;.3 ' b2 I (T‘ t.l.SO} 9

on Selected Jesness In-ventory Scales ‘z ) age 'y 4 . ) wo-1314¢e es ’
. | : : . v Al Grendel's Grave .52 4 3.9 : ‘ <01 :

Table C. Computations and Results of t tests for | Boys' village 72.48 : : (Two-tailed Test)

T significant Mean Differences between Age- b i | reobation - 61.55 big : |

o ’ R Y : e 8 ' .005
Sta?dirg"“zed J?Snfizd;n;z:;??; Scales by , P - Boys' Village 7248 L (One-tailed Test)
Racia roups . in 5 . _ , ; 4
. f; 3
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Cn RS BE R A

P T
-

Eearine

o

157

o s v
.

. 158

SR e e iy




RN -+ TABLEC o
Scale Status
S M Prebation
* . Sadple
- SM ¥ . Boys® Village
. Sazole
. v L Vo Probation
. Sample
o - Y0 | _Boys' Villace
. ! Sazple
s - Iza ] Prohation
S : : Sample
; iy St Imn | Boys' ¥illage
" Sample
Al Probatian
e . Sasple
: . Al Boys' ¥illage
R Samole
, ' *Not Significant
v
. B - O o i
e ; .
"y R Y o . _‘ n
- . ‘ B ’ ‘ﬁ ~‘ ‘ . . ; . *
P 1 : A
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'COMprations and Results of t=Test for Significant'vﬁeén
.+ Differences tetwsen Age~Standardized JesneSS‘InVentery
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1

t
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56455

6136
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£9.00

11402
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94,63

58,00
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9.1
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5123

1037
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e $tate of Maryland

"«.Juven¢le Services.

DEPARTMENT OF JUVENILE SERVICES

6314 W:Noso‘"z MiLL POAD.
ROBERT C. HILSONM, Dms:cwon

' NOTICE TO PARENTS CR GUARDIANS op‘cﬁxnoxhn PLACED
' on PROBATION OR PROTECTIVE SUPERVISION

"‘SALTIMO”.E. MAPYLAND 21207 301.265:6400 .

Juvenlles placed on probatlon or protegtlve superv1sxon w111 be
given two perscnality test

: These tests will
~beginning of probation and
supervision.

be givernt at the = e
then again at the end of probation ERA
The purpose of the tests is to determine what :
attitude changes occur when juveniles are placed on probatlnn.
“TESTING LASTS ONE HCUR. You may send your child to whicheves
office i1s more convenient for you., Your child is to appear

‘ at eithex > eraﬂﬁ‘"' ﬁYE E?’
|  (Buick dealer ‘ ‘
onthe corner)

4817 Silver Hill Rd.

(located in a small TN

shopping center' across W

from a Red Barn. £xit Nt pia b f
34W frzm the Beltway) B e

Telephone: 735-5600

T
Day and Time: Monday 7:00 P.;%
Date:

*OR®*

Lo .
g Yraegevari-r pr R AR S

s abonm.

IR i\
L o b

et

4320 Hamilton St, Rm 105
(located 1/2 block ™~
from intersection

. of Rt. 1 and Alt. 1)

) . & . EAST—WEST
felephone: 779- .LGI.G Y:'ngct!{‘\ll_
Day and Time: Tuesday . HYATTSV"¢f‘\\\ “* - il
'Date- : ) A - “ .
(Rallroad—~““ E
Bridge) l , 33
. 13 “
If for some unavoidable reason your child cannot appear at the . ' ¢ AR
designated time and place, please notify Mr. Fatrick Langan for gvi
‘rescheduling. Mon. thru Fri. during the day - (301) 265-6400 x64 : %:
~ o ~ Mon. evening 6-3 [M. = 735~5600 : : G .
Tues. evenlng 6 8 P. Mo ~ 779 1610 ‘ L 3
; S 36_1 5

£
£

|
j
i

sts at an office of the Department of o el b

JEPSAICHRRR
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APPENDIX XI

Background fnformation Schedule
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FACE SHEET (Probatlon and Protective Superv151on)

" NAME: RN L ZRR AQE",'“ ‘DOB=', L
| o SEX:..___  RACE:__ -
ADDRESE : HT: U WT:
COURT :  P.O.: S
DATE OF PRGZ-THST: DATE OR, POST-TEST:

 DATE OF LISPOSITION:
*~ NOTES ON TREATMENT:

GRADE IN SCHCOL: SCHOOL

o "DROP OUT":

AT TIME OFADJUDICATION, LIVIN3 WOTH:(Check Cne) - _ :
MOTHER__ MOTHER % STEPFATHER__ BOTH PARENTS__ OTHER FAMTLY
WATHER__  FATHER ‘& STEPMOTHER

FOSTBR HCME (RELATIVES)

"OTHER Tgxplain)

SIBLINGS: MUMBER ___ BROTHERS___ AGES

ORDER OF BIRTH IN r‘A’VIIL'\’ :

PARENTAL S{ATUS: {Check Cne) o
LIVING TOGETHIER
PARENTS SEPARAT U.)

B0TH DECEASED

SI=TERS, AGES

FATHER DECEASED
D__ PARENTS UNMARRIED_

MOTHER DFC“A“ED
PARENTS DIVARRTE
wTHER (Explaln)

EMPLOYMENT:  FATHEGR MOTHER
FULL TIME FULL TIME
" PART TIME_ -7 "PART TIME _
UNEMPLCYED UNEMPLOYE u__
RECEIVINS PUBLIZ ASSISTANC ‘
EMPLOYMENT “LASSIFICATION: =
FATHER ’ MOTHER
PROFESSIONAL PROFESSICNAL
SALES SALES
CLERICAL - CLERICAL
SKILLED SKILLED
UNSKILLED UNKILLED
R : OTHER QTHER
FAMILY INCOME (T“heck One) - : D o
UNDER 33, ooo . $5,000-$7,999 - QVER $10,000_
| \ $3,000-54,999 $&,000-$9,999 o ,
HOUSING: FUBLIC HCUSIN" OTHER RFENTAL OWNERSHIP
HEAL TH PROBLEMS: T T
PRIOR TONTACTS:
.  DATE REASON DISPOSITION
DATE ~ REASON DISPOSITION
LATE " REASON DISFGSITION
g DATE REASON ~ TDISPOSITION
: DRUu usz KNuWN 5
SN ROy 163
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Test Notices to Baltimore County Probationers
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., DIRECTIONS FOR VOLUNTARY, TESTING PROJECT

 Address: The Chesapeake-suildihgl’

305‘West,Chesapeake Ave

Towson

Bottom Floor, Room L-25

(Free parking is,availablébin reaﬁ‘qf_bdildiﬁg. Use

'side door to.enter’buiiding.)'~~”“

///'

// ‘A

¥ Enan

)

165 < .

Time of Testing: 9:00 AMJ to 10:00 AM. |
W
>4 - 7
X TEWSSM
é ‘ ccaahHCUﬁE.‘
s ihels
B
. U . )
E CHESAPEANRE AVE pna
T - - i
' 305 wos l . 19 ;
N [chesqperts 3 b
' AvE. X | < &
S
- ¥ 3 §
) A 5
' ] <
~ Q

s ey

APPENDIX XIII

Exit Interview Schedule
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Juvenilets Name

Probation Officer

1.

2.

.k3.

" EXIT INTZRVIZW SCHIDULE - JUVENILE PROBATIONER

Describe your relationship with yoﬁr Probation Officer. o IR ,
Unsatisfied Satisfied : o Excellent

: What-are your feelings about the Personality Tests:

Describe the extent of involvement with your Probation Officer,
a. Counseled at school? o '
b, Counseled at home?

SR
S P tae i) g eSS eaAT

¢. Counseled in the office? ' b
’ |

'd. Elsevhere?

Involvenent with other treatment orograms?
' 8.  Groun Treatment?

b. Volunteer Vorker?
¢e Qther Referrgls?

Do you feel that you have benefited ftom.your probation? (Relationship with'par-
ents, school attendance, employment, grades, etc.)

1
—

Khat suggestions do you have to improve our services? (Different P.0., laws,
ete,) : '

R o e ety v g vy e

167
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- Table AU Total Number of Probation
Hyattsville Gffice b S
1973~December~10,w1973«wm: ;

=

Table B. Total Number of Probation
Puitland Gffics by Age,
1973-December 10, 1973

Table C. Total Number of Probation
i Bel Air Cffice by Age,
“1973-December 10,1973 ..

Table D. TotéirNamﬁéfwof'Probation

Age, Race, and Sex Charact

of

Baltimore Co

July 6, 1973-December 10,1973

Table E. Characteristics of Pret
by Age,

Sex,

APPENDIX XIV

; eristics
Probation Cohort .

ers- Pretested. at the
and Race July 6,

e b e 1

L
Pt R

ars Pretested at the
Sex, and Race, July 6,

ers Pretested at the
Sex, and Race, Jaly 6,

W

T s

‘obz 2rs Pretested at the
unty Offices by Age, Sex, and Race,

ested Maryland Probationeré
and Race, July 6, 1973-Deac. 10, 1973
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T
MBLEA | ' TABLE B
TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBATIONERS PRETESTED AT THE HYATTSVILLE OFFICE , , ; I TOTAL NUMBER OF 'pROBmONERS PRETESTED AT THE SUITLAND OFFICE
- BY AGE, SEX, AND RACE o ‘ ' ‘ S | ‘ BY AGE, SEX, AND RACE :
JULY 6, 1973 - DECEMBER 10, 1973 i | JULY 6, 1973 - DECEMSER 10, 1973
.wanmm»‘;o. USSP B, :“"IGTAL Cnrtoimgoepin f ezt e “UT0TAL —on -_T : . » T0TAL TOTAL .
AGE XY BM MALE of BF FEMaLe | rota PERCENTAGE - B ==l w -l w MALE W & FEMALE || TOTAL | PERCENTAGE

T ] T RN RS U | N R B | A R R . o A 0 0 0 1 2

11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i . “‘*ﬁ“‘“‘“* %‘“‘ - g ; 0 0 0 2 3

12 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 2 ; 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

13 7 2 9 0 1 1 10 11 | i 6 1 7 3 2 5 || 1 18

14 8 0 8 2 i) "2 10 11 : : 5 10 5 15 i 1 5 20 31

15 11 5 16 5 0 5 21 23 ; : 16 12 5 18 0 2 2 20 31

16 14 7 21 4 0 4 %5 26 :' : H 5 | 9 0 0 0 9 13

17 14 4 18 2 1 "3 21 23 = 18 9 1 1 0 0 0 1 2

18 S 1.0 s oo a3 | 18 )0 6 -

’ L mTotale | 7 5 12 5
T0TAL 59 19 1.7 DS 15 93 100 . j' ; TOTAL 36 17 ‘ 53
? “pr 11 8 19 100
PERCENTAGE | 64 2 8l n 2 16 100 PERCENTAGE | 95 2 81
!
o
169 & 170




R R ot 45 e
R i e St (e, 2o

TABLE_Q_

TOTAL NUMBER CF PROBATIONERS FRETESTED AT THE BEL AIR OFFICE

BY AGE, SEX, AND RACE

JuLY 6, 1973 - DECE

1 ity e e g R o

MBER 10, 1973

btz e W

s B e et i P e B
e - i

171

TOTAL TOTaL
et b e ) e ) e se | remace ] ronae |- percentace
12 1 0 1 oo 0 o 1 3
13 0o | o 0 7 0 2 2 7
14 0 0 0 1 0 T 3
15 1 1 2 2 0 ? § 14
16 6 1 7 1 0 1 8 27
1 13 0 13 0 0 0 13 46
_ ToraL 2 o2 f..on fl..s | 0. 6 |l 2 100
PERCENTAGE | 72 7 o 21 0 2 160
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TABLE D

TOTAL NUMBER OF PROBATIONERS PRETESTED AT THE BALTO, COUNTY OFFICES

~ JULY 6, 1973 - DECEMBER 10, 1973

BY AGE, SEX, AND RACE

TOTAL ToTAL ‘
AGE W BM MALE || W B8F FEMALE || TOTAL | PERCENTAGE
| 3
0 1 1 0 0 0 1
g 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 g \
13 1 0 i 0 Q 0 1 3
1 2 0 2 1 0 1 3 K
15 7 0 7 2 0 2 9 3
16 12 0 12 2 0 2 1 2
17 6 1 7 2 0 2 ? 3
18 1 0 1 6 |- 0 0
T OT0TAL 2 2 31 7 0 7 3 100
PERCENTAGE I 76 5 81 19 0 -19 100
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TABLE E
CHARACTERISTICS oF PRETESTED MARYLAND PRGS.. TIONERS
BY AGE, SEX, 4 RACE \
JULY 6, 1975 - decemegr, 1973
- T07-L TOTAL
. AGE ey BM MALE L BF FEMALE J] ToTaL PERCENTAGE
10 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
11 1 1 2 0 0 0 2 1
12 4 1 5 0 0 0 5 2
13 8 2 10 2 1 3 13 6
14 16 1 17 7. 2 9 26 12
15 29 11 40 13 1 14 54 2
16 N 14 58 7 2 9 67 30
17 38 9 47 4 1 5 52 25
18 & 1 5 0 0 0 5 2
T0T4L 145 4o 185 33 7 40 225 100 _
PERCENTAGE 64 18 82 15 3 18 00
173
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. : . , © TABLEA . DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO THE GUESTION:
" APPENDIX XV ‘ , Y . : . ' ' AT THE TIMNC CF .PRESERT ADJUDICATION, WITH

e _ v . ‘ WHOM, wAS THE PROBATIORER LIVIAG?
Family Background Characteristics of Probation Cohort ' ‘

RELATIVE
Table A. Distribution of Responses to the Question: o 4 - ABSOLUTE FREZUENCY
At the time of Present Adjudication, with ‘ ' ' LIVIAG WITH FREJUERCY (PERCET)
Whom waszthe Probationer 1iving? : ' ) Mother .55 2.4
, : o " Father 11 4.9
Table B. Distribution of Responses to the Question: ‘ ' | ?::eriétef’hz:er A lg ;-g
- ) . . P o ather epmother .
What ls7the marital status of the pro¢bat;.on~r s , Both Parents 107 47,6
parents: _ , , Foster Home 3 1.3
. . Relatives 11 ha9
Table C. Distribution of Responses to the Question: . ' gt:er : lg l'.g
How many siblings does the probationa2r have? : : o ' il -
= ' TOTAL 225 100.0
j
.
:
4
174 A . 175




N
TABLE__B_. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPUNSES 10 THE DUESTION: ) ' TABLE C . OISTRIBUTION CF SESOHSES T0 THE QUESTION:
WHAT IS THE MARITAL STAITUS OF THE PROBATIONERS T ‘ : T HOW MAKY SIBLINGS DOES THE PROBATIONER HAVE?
PARENTS? . s,
: . : . . RELATIVE
, RELATIVE : . . ABSOLUTE FREDUENCY
ABSOLUTE FREJUENCY . KUMBER OF SIBLINGS FREJUENCY (PERCENT)
PARENTAL STATUS FREJUESCY | (rErcEnm) | ; .
' , 0 6 2.7
.Living Together 111 49,3 . 1 23 10.2
Parents Separated 2h 10.7 T - 2 % 15.6
Mother Deceased 5 2.2 ) ' : ¢ : ‘ 3 48 213
Parents Divorced kg 21.8 : ’ i ' ' b b1 18.2
Father Deceased 12 . 9.3 . ‘ - 5 23 10,2
Parents Unmarried 1 R ' ) _ ‘ ‘ 6 14 6.2
Both Deceased 1 ok ; . 7 or more 3 10,2
Other 1 ot ! Unknown 12 5¢3
Unknown : 21 9.3 ' - )
' T0TAL 225 1000
T0TAL 225 J 100.0

| | *MODE MUMBER OF SIBLINGS IS 3.

e ek
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History

Table

TTable

" Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

Table

A.

Lo
L

o

APPENDIX XVI
and Natgre of Delincuency of Probation Cohort
History of Delincuency: Number of Prior Detentions
His{g?§wa;DélfﬁEﬁéﬁEyf“Number“of Priéf Informals
History of Delihq@ency; Jumber of PrioF Formals
History of Delincaency: Number of Prior Probations

History of Delinquency: Number of Prior Institu-
tional-Commitments — — .  «omcomm—m- '

Description of Probation Cohort by Age at First
Contact

Description of Probation Cohort by Types of
Of fenses Committed

Description of Probationer Of fenses byiRatirg
of Seriousness

-178

TABLE A, HISTORY OF DELINQUENCY: NUMBER GF

PRICR DETENTIONS

' : RELATIV
NUMBER OF PRIOR | ABSOLUTE raaozingv
__DCTENTIONS | FREQUERCY | (PERCENT)

0 155 68.9
1 30 13.3
2 15 6.7
3 12 5e3
4 b 1.8
5 6 2.7
SV - NN SRUSIS DN M S
7 1 oA
8 1 K
T0T4L 229 100.0

"179




TABLE B . HISTORY OF OELTNIUENCY: NUMBER OF
PRIOR TN ORMLS

TABLE C. HISTGRY OF DELINQUENCY: NUMBER OF

[ PRIGR FORMALS
NUMBER OF PRIGR BSOL e '
ABSOLUTE | FREJUENCY : ,
I ORMALS FREJUENCY | (PERCERT) ; . - RELATIVE
e ‘ ‘ - ' ' . NUMSER OF PRIOR | ASSOLUTE | FREUERCY
g 146 6449 ' ' o o £ ORMALS FREQUENCY | (PERCENT)
51 22.7
2 14 6.2 0 146 €49
‘ 2 .9 ' . W"""-;‘"z‘ ll' 6-2
3 3 1.3 3 8 3.6
6 1 b i 2 i.g
oome ) s 100,0 2 ' .
' e gy 1 b
© TOTAL l 225 100.0
180 ' S ,
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TABLE D. HISTORY OF DELIWUENCY: NUMDER OF

PRIOR PROBATIONS

RELATIVE
NUMBER OF PRIOR | ABSOLUTE FRCIVENCY
PROBATIONS FREJUEHCY (KERCENT)
e ”?éiW,ww, .1féé;lﬂ
1 30 13.3
2 3 1.3
3 5 2,2
ST U T0TAL 225 100,0
. 182

A Y

- DEL V. NUMGER OF PRIOR
\f B, HISTRY OF DELTMIUENCY: AU
TABLE B S TTTUTIONAL COkLTTNENTS

, \ psowute | EEEALEYEY
BUE REJUEN
NUMBER OF PRIOR FRESUENCY £
INSTITUTL: HAL COMATHENTS (PERCENT)
213 94,7
1 3 0
2 2 9
h 1 .l'
ToTaL 225 . 100.0 |
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TABLEF ., DESCRIPTION OF PROBAJION COMURT BY

AGE AT FIRST CONTACT

TABLEG . DESCRIPTIQN OF PROBATION COHORT BY
T TNPES (F CFFENSES COMMITTED

]
MEAN AGE AT FIRST CORTACT IS APPROXIMATELY 14% YEARS.

: RELATIVE

ABSOLUTE FREJUENCY

AGE ! FREQUENCY (PERCENT)
10 10 b4
11 13 S8
12 10 b
13 27 12,0
1h 40 17.8

15 hé 20,4

16 o 20,4
17 29 12,9
]8 2 w.g
Unknown 2 o5
TOIAL 255 100,0

184

P

- ¥RELATIVE

ABSULUTE | FREGUENCY

TYPE OF OFFENSE FREGUERCY | (PERCERT)
Arson : 1 o
Assault 20 8.9
Auto Theft 17 7.6
Burglary 50 22,2
Larceny 21 93
Robbery 8 3eb
Sex Offense 1 oA
Vandalism ra 9
Karcotics Vielaticen 33 14,7
Glue Sniffing & Other Inhalents 2 ]
Alcholic 8everage Violation 2 &9
Shoplifting 14 6a2
Firearms/and Deadly Weapans Viole y 1.8
Trespassing 1 ok
Runaway 5 67
Truancy 4 1.8
Ungovernable 19 8.4
Other -8 3.6
Neglect/vilful Abuse 1 oh
Violation of Supervision 2 -

HTAL 225 100.0 J
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TABLE_H. OESCRIPTION OF PROBATLONER OFFENSES
BY RATING OF SERTUUSNESS

RELATIVE
, . ABSOLUTE FRESVENCY
~ OFFENSE FREJUENCY (PERCENT)
Not Serious’| 122 5ha2
Serious™ 103 45.8

wa | 1000 |

-

’

§ formal handling is less

. . N
Includes offenses in which the probability o
Offense , Vandalism, Nercotics

- than 50%: Larceny, Uisorderly Conduct, Sex
Violation, Glue Sniffing and Gther Inhalents,

Shoplifting, Trespassing, Runaway, Truancy, Ungovernable, other

e .

Includes offenses in which the probability of formal handling is 50% or
greater: Arson, Assault, Auto Theft, Burglary, Robbery, furse Snatching,
tirearms or Deadly Weapon Violation, Receiving/Tossession of stolen oods,
False Fire alarm, Meglect, wilful Abuse or Cruel Treatment, Uependency =
Lack of Adejuate lare, Dependency and Reglect, Ventally Handicarped, Adult
Contribution hon-support, Special - Proceedings, Violation of Supervision

" Probation/Aftercare

e N

e ;
e e e

Alcoholic Beverage Violation,

APPENDIX XVII

C?mputations for Analysis-of-Variance F test
of Jesness Inventory Fretest Scores

Jes?ess Inventory Scale Data for Analysis-of-
Varlance: Pretest Sample '

Persqn?l Opinion Study Scale Data for Anaiysis~
of-Variance: The Pretest Sample

po?p?tations for Analysis-of-Variance of Personal
Cpinion Study Pretest Scores
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Table _f\__ « Computations for Analysis-of-Variance of Jesness Inventory Pretnst Scores

e e

Scale Sum of Squares Degrees of Freedoa Estimate of Variance F
Total 21297.36 N-1=224 L
SH Between 57,22 k-1=3 T ES.Th «90*
Within 21040. 14 N~k=221 992
Total 2210847 M=tk T
Vo Between 254455 k=1=3 . .. ..84.85 «85*
Within 21853.92 k=221 98.88
Total 17235.44 N=1=224 .
Au Bet'eenr -, 64.07 U . k"1=3_-“mp N D ’21035 .27‘
Vithin 1717137 h-n=221 77.89
Total 28889.05 - N-1=224
Ton Between . . .- 335.98 ... §. L k=1=3 L oo 11,99 .o86*
Within 28553.07 k=221 . 129.15
Total 20256.33 ' Hel=224 :
Al - Between o 2090880 § e k1S3 . 69.88 W77
Within 20046467 Nk=221 90,70
; Total 22538.2 K=1=224 :
MA amn RN - -3 ¥7:1:1) IR ERE 258.106 P .“m»‘k’l:}..-. i vasme ] i, ____863];5 — .85'
Within 22279.74 Nk=221 . 100,81
Total 7212652 N1=224
Wd e Botween - - 2434,72 .. Ck=l=3 o b 81157 2.57*
within £9782,81 Nk=221 315.7
Total 24484,23 N-1=224
SA - Between - - - 52,24 oo - k=1=3 - . . S 17.41 . S
Within 24431,99 Nk=221 110.55
Total 8380.47 N-1=224
Den Between 267,41 k-1=3 89.13 2,42
. Within 8113.06 v - Wek=221 36471
Total 29224.16 H-1=224
Rep - Between w 583,05 k=1=3 . . 194,35 1.49*
Within 28641.11 k=221 129.59
Total 2611696 fi=1=224
Al Between 281.79 k=1=3 93.93 .80*
Within 25835,17 Nk=221 116.90 '
*Not Significant e - -
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TABLEB . Jesness Inventory Scale Data for Analysis of Variance: Pretest Saaple

PROBATION SAMPLES

93

29 :

SCALE MEASURES ' TOTAL
Hyattsville | Suitland { Harford Co. | Balto. Co.

- | Sus of Scores 5637 3309 1768 2223 13437

M Means 60,61 58.60 60.97 58,50 53.72

No. of Cases 93 65 29 38 225

Sum of Scores 5001 3429 1626 2083 12139

VO | Means 53.77 52.75 56407 54482 53.95

Ko. of Cases 93 65 9 38 225

Sum of Scores 5056 321 1618 205k 12249

Au |} Means 54,37 54417 55.79 G405 Ol ish

Noe of Cases 93 6 29 38 2255

| Sum of Scores 5139 3535 1568 1966 12208

Iza | Means 55426 - 54.38 54,07 51.7% 54.25

o, of Cases 93 65 29 38 225

Sum of Scores 5359 3634 1699 2209 12901

Al - | Means 57.62 5591 58.59 58.13 57433

No. of Lases 93 6 29 38 225

Sum of Scores 4gh) 3244 1524 1975 11384

MA ] Means ' 49.90 49,91 5255 51.97 50.59

No. of Cases 93 65 29 38 225

Sum of Scores 4279 3385 1563 1935 11222

Wd | Means 50.85 52.08 53.9 52.50 49,87

No. of Cases 93 % 29 38 225

Sun of Scores 4110 2933 1318 1694 10955

SA Means 94.1g~ 45012 45045 4#.58 A4-68

No. of Cases 93 65 29 8 25

Sum of Scores | 4538 3145 1362 1744 10789

Den § Means b6,86 48,38 46,97 45,89 472,65

No. of Cases 93 65 29 38 25

1 Sum of Scores 4947 3408 1439 1873 11667

Rep ] Means 53.19 52.43 49,62 49.29 51.85

lo. of Cases 93 65 29 38 225

'. Sum of Scores 5847 3991 1747 2287 13872

‘Al Means 62.87 61,40 60.24 60,18 61,65

No. of Cases 6 38 225
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TABLEC . Personal Opinion Study Scale Da

ta for Analysis of

Variance: The Pretest Sample
PROBATION SAMPLES
SCALE MEASURES TOTAL
, Hyattsville | Suitland | Harford Co. |- Balto. Co.

Sum of Scores 1109 ! 35 . 274 579
N0 § Means 11.92 11.86 11,21 11.33 11.72
No. of Cases 93 65 29 33 220

Sum of Scores 1105 674 330 429 2538

PD { Means 11.88 10,37 11.38 13.0 11.54
lioe of Cases 93 65 29 33 220

Sum of Scores 1313 914 387 Leh 2078

No, of Cases 93 85 29 - 33 220

190
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TABLE Y . Computations for Analysis-of-=Variance of Personal Opinion Study Pretest Scores
‘Fgcale Sum of 3auares Degrees of Freedom Estimate of Variance f

Total 7128 ¥-1=219

KD Between 18 k=1=3 6 .18*
Within 7110 k=216 329
Total 14005 K-1=219 _ .

FO Between 171 k-1=3 57 +89
Within 13834 k=216 64404
Tatal 27 60 “—1:219

SCD Between 13 k=1=3 4,33 J3h*
Within 247 k=216 12,72

*Not Significent
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‘Table A.

' Table B.

APPENDIX XVIII

Computations and Results of t Tests of
Significant Mean Differences between Age-

.Standardized Jesness Inventory scale

scores by Race
Computations and Results of Significant Mean

Differences between Personal Opinion Study
Scales by Race (Raw Scores)

192




€61

R

stncxs WHITES sanxs WHITES

‘gan 90.82.
0. q.zg

59439 54449 53,80

10.04 - 8.83

10,21

Irm
BLACKS

57.41
11,40

53439

!ABLE‘“. COMPUTATIONS AND RESULTS OF T~TESTS OF SIGNIFICAKT MEAN
‘ DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AGE-STANDARDIZED JESNESS INVENYORY
SCALE SCOXES BY RACE

Ay

SCALES

’

Al

e

Wd

SA

Rep

Den

Al

WHITES  BLACKS

WHLTES

BLACKS

WHITES

BLACKS

WHITES

BLACKS

WHITES

-BLACKS

WHITES

BLACKS

WHITES

BLACKS

WHITES

BLACKS  WHITES

55404

11.19 | 8.7

5427

8.77

58451
8.73

56495
9.74

50459

50,60
10,0

51.98
11.57

51,76
1 10,66

43,41

8474

45,02
10,85

59400
10.69

49,96
10,60

47,76
8.97.

46,50
712.04

60,60
10090'

63.82
9.54

t 973

o543

10,11

.OOO :

1.08

e

»
Zh

798

»
2,022

b6

*01 'Significance Level
**,001 Significance Level

*
2,191

1.07

7
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TABLE_B, COMPUTATIONS AND RESULTS OF SIGHIFICANT MEAN
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PERSONAL OPINIGH STHDY
SCALE BY RACE (RAW SCORES)

mean
‘ S.D.
t

SCALES

D

U

. 5C0

BLACKS } +HITES

BLACKS ] WHITES

BLACKS

VHITES

10.10 } 12,08
5.68 | 5.78

11.48 | 11455
771 1 8,07

13.52
2.78

14,05
- 3.92

PRI
1.735

059

1.05

*.10 Significance Level
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APPENDIX XIX

Table A. Percent of Cases Handled Formally in Maryland
Between 7/72 and 6/73

.Table B. Percent of Cases Formally Handled in Prince

George's County between 7/72 and 6/73 dy
Offense Category

195

- TABLE_A. PERCEM OF CASES HAKDLED FORMALLY IN HARYLHND BLTWEEN

7772 - 6/73
. CASES .

OFFENSE  CODE OFTEASE DESCRIPTION FORFAL § IHFORMAL JDISAPPROVLD | TOTAL - § PERCERT FORMAL
0l Arson 122 36 k7 205 59.5
02 Assault 2632 618 1807 5057 52
03 Auto Theft-Unauth, Use 1346 161 -289 1796 75
¢4 Burglary-Breaking + Entering 2973 443 550 3970 75
05 Larceny 1362 660 932 2954 46
06 Robbery 386 16 39 L4 87.5
67 Disorderly Conduct 578 367 1442 2387 2
03 ‘Sex Offense 92 35 64 191 4s
(1] Vandalisam 556. 321 654 1531 36
11 Narcotics Violation 817 543 667 2031 4o
12 Glue Sniffing and Other Inhalents 146 Lg 128 322 45
13 Alcohol Beverage Violation 152 254 338 794 19
14 Shoplifting 35 1043 1143 2921 25
15 Purse Snatching 86 5 8 99 87
16 - fire Arms or Deadly Weapon Violation 272 65 99 436 62

17 Receiving/Possession of Stolen Goods 116 53 64 233 50
18 Trespassing 206 340 806 1352 15
19 False fire Alarm 65 6 17 88 Th
21 Runaway 7% 600 697 2092 38
22 Truancy 382 9 508 1281 30
23 Ungovernable 1525 769 900 3194 4g
% Other (Specify) 740 561 1389 2690 275
30 Neglect Wilful Abuse or Cruel Treatment 596 37 83 716 83
31 Dependency-Lack of Adequate Care 962 26 67 1055 91
32 Dependency and Neglect 666 5 108 799 83
ko Mentally Handicapped 62 2 5 69 90
50 Adult Contributing 59 3 17 79 7
51 Non-support 22 0 0 22 100
60 Special proceedings (spec1fy) Gh b 1 69 93
90 Violation of Supervisien, Probation, Aftercare | _ 73 1 2 76 96
T01AL 18588 | a1 | 12,921 [3sgs0 | 48k
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TableR . Percent of Cases formally Handled in Prince George's
County Between 7/72 and 6/73 by Offense Category

’

; Complaint § %

Offense ' - Code Formal
Yiolation of Supervision : 90 100
“ Robbery , ‘ U6 LY

Purse Snatching 1 ¢ B
Burglary-8reaking + Entering o f 69

Auto=Thef t-Unauthorized Use 03 . 68
Sex Uffense -1 0. 61
Receiving/Poss. of Stelen Goods | 17 52
Larceny : 1 JN SR S
Runavay : a L4
Truancy 2 h3
_ | Ungovernable - . 1 .23 43

fire Arms or Deadly ~eapons Viel. | 39 -
Assault 02 37
-¥andaliss 1 ® 36

Glue Sniffing and Other Inhalents 12 36
Arsan . ’ 01 34
Disorderly Conduct 07 26
Shoplifting 14 26
‘Narectic - Violation ) 5
Other (Specify) o 5
Tresspassing 18 16
Alcohol Beverage Viol, 13y 10
False Fire Alarm 19 0

Table A.

1Ezit)lea B.

APPENDIX >{)(
Matrix of Correlation Coefficients

Analysis-of-Variance Test for Significance
of Multiple Correlation of Asocial Index
Scores and the following Variables: Race
-Sex, Age at first contact, Seriousness o%
Offense, Present age, Jumber of Prior
pProbations, Sumber of Prior Informals, and
Number of prior detentions ,
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MATRIX OF CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
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Table 8 . Analysis-of-Variance Test for Significance of
T Mltiple Correlation of Asocial Index Scores
and the following Variables: Race, Sex, Age
at first contact, Seriocusness of Offense,

Present Age, liumber of Prior probations,
Nugber of Prior Info

raals, and Number of Prior

A e

Detentions :
Source D.F. 1 - Sum of Squares Mean Sauare F Probatien
| Mean o1} 485054 +06 85094 + 06,
-Repression 8 | 17508 + 04 «21885 +03 | +19933 + 01 -} 04068
Error 216 «23715 4+ (5 »10979 + 03 s
200

APPENDIX XXI

Table A. Results ‘of Dependent Samples t'Teét;for
- 8ignificance of Pre to Posttest Score
. Changes on Jesness Inventory Scales (N=30)

~Table B. Results of Dependent Samples t Test for

Significance of Pre to Posttest Score
Changes on Personal Opinion Study Scales
(N=30) ' :
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Table A . Results of Dependent Samples t Test for
Significance of Pre to Posttest Score
Changes on Jesness Inventory Scales (l= 30)

Scale | x Difference | S. 0. t Level of Significance (one tailed test)
SH "3-03 N 7-16 ~Z.19 025

Vo 5e2 8.81 | ~3.18 <005

Ay =1.63 8,46 | -1.04 Kot Significant
Al -3.63 7.18 -2072 001 '

MA -4923 701'3 "'3007 «005 B

wd ~2.97 9,71 | -1.64 Not Significant
SA ""010 11075 '1087 -05

Rep - J26 931 | =15 Kot Significant
Den 6ok 10,01 pR LY 005

Al g A3 7.31 | 1.05 Not Significant

‘Iable_B__. Results of Dependent Samples t fest for
Significance of Pre to Posttest Score
Changes on Personal Opinion Study Scaies

(&= 30)
Scale ‘ X Difference ‘ S. 0. | t 'Level of Siqnificance (one tailed test)
m "1a76 4.79 —1098 0%
PD <207 5.19 | =2.14 025
- §CD - 66 390 |- .92 Not Significant
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