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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Problems in Delingu~ncy 

Both the number of reported offenses com-

mit ted by juveniles and the rate of delinquency 

continue to increase with each passing year. This 

generally accepted fact, in addition to providing 

periodic political campaign oratory, puts a serious 

~train on the existing legal and correctional 

machinery, resulting in a consistent gap between the 

number of delinquents handled and the staff and physi

cal facilities provided to do the job. One of the 

obvious, but important results of such a gap is the 

decreasing percentage 6f delinquents for Whom pro

fessional clinical diagnosis or ~reatment is available. 

Thus, the "line" worker in the fi~ld of c~rections, 

whether court probation officer or institutional 

corrections officer, assumes more responsibility for 

- correcting, treating, or in some way modifying the 

socially-deviant and often destructive behavior of 

the delinquent. vlith justifiable expectancy, he 

looks to psychology and sociology for explanatio~s 
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of this kind of behavior and recorr~endations on how 

to deal with it. Hore importantly, he looks for help 

that is both practical and effective. 

Psychology has a relatively short but fairly 

productive history of contribution to the field o{ 

juvenile delinquency. But until recent years, much 

of the emphasis has been, on an approach to del in-

quents which vie"/s them as a homogeneous group iden-

tifiable and distinguishable from several other groups 

on the basis of a cOI~ination of'psychological fac-

tors, some of which remain to be uncovered. Thus 

the search for intellectual and personality differ-

ences between "delinquents" and "non-delinquents" 

typified by the earlier work of the Gluecks (1950) to 

some degree continues even today. 

The implications of such investigations into 

the etiology and functioning of "the delinquent" is 

that one general approach to treatment, if the cor-

rect one could be, round, would have beneficial results 

for all delinquents. In her report to the President's 

.Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 

Justice, Warren (1966) points out that: 

Like the humanitarian reform movement itself, 
trade training, increased facilities for 
socially acceptable .outlets of aggression, 
individual and group counseling have each 
been thought of as ~ answer to the crime 
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problem. While move~ents in beha.1f of these 
causes have. undoubtedly made important con
tributions to the' field of cOFrections, they 
have tended, ,to be viewed as cure-aIlS, and it 
is a matter of record that we do not cure all 
delinquents and criminals (p. 1). 

Yet, in the same report, ';Tarren is also able to state 

flatly that '''One of the few agreed-upon 'facts' in 

the field of corrections is that offenders are not 

all alike (p. 1)." 

Actually, psychological theorists have for 

some time recognized this diveJ:sity. Ferdinand 

(1966) points out that "In the last 50 years there 

have been at least a dozen attempts to derive a 

'typology of delinquency or criminality by appealing 

to psychological theory, and among those most active 

in this regard have certainly been the students of 

Freudian psychology (p. 152.)." The limiting factor 

in providing practical help to the field of correc

tions has been that the activity was chiefly on a 

theoretical level, the typologies being applicable to 

individual delinquents only on the basis of'diagnosis 

by trained clinicians. Kessler (966) provides a 

representative, Freudian:"'oriented classification 

system,. She suggests that delinquency is a disorder 

in the functioning of the superego, including: 1) its 

absence, 2) lacunae, 3~ weakness, and 4) abeyance. 
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A fifth category, "identification with socially in

adequate modets" is included as the "normal" delin-

'quent. Further li~iting the wider use of these 

delinquency models is the fact that little in the way 

of specific treatment is suggested. In fac~, with 

the possible exception of the "neurotic" delinquent, 

the prognosis is uniformly poor. A large class of 

delinquents labeled psychopaths (Kessler's absence of 

superego) have traditionally been considered untreat

able (Bender, 1947). Various forms of individual 

therapy and institutional milieu-therapy have been 

attempted, but the majority of urban delinquents must 

be dealt with by the juvenile court worker while the 

delinquent remains in the corr~unity. It is for this 

population that effective treatment strategies, 

capable of being employed by court workers, need to 

be developed. 

Admittedly, this is a difficult assignment. 

The author recognizes and has previously pointed out 

the problem inherent in understanding the etiology 

and dynamics of delinquency within the framework of a 

,single theory, or even one discipline (Kissling, 1968). 

But in recent years~ several typolo9ical theories 

which both lend themselves to wide use and suoqest 

specific forms of treatment have been developed. 
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Delinquent Typologies 

Foremost among these has been the work of War-

ren and her associates (1966) with the California Youth 

Authority. Based on a combination of ego psychology 

and social learning principles, the theory of inter

personal maturity levels was initially described by 

Sullivan, Grant and Grant (1957). The theory and pro-

cedures involved in the classlfication will be re-

viewed in detail in Chapter II. Briefly, delinquen~s 

',are placed into one of nine subtypes which comprise 

three levels of f!1 terpersonal rna turi ty (I-2, I-3, 1-4).' 

Warren and associates (1966) have derived treatment 

strategies for each subtype on the basis of theoreti

cal assumptions about the nature of psychological 

functioning characteristic of that level. Classifica

tion was initially made on a clinic~l basis, utilizing 

a structure~ i~terview and a sentence completion test. 

Jesness (1968) has experimented with other methods, in

cluding his Jesness Inventory (1966). In his work at 

the Califor~ia Youth Authority's Preston School, he has 

recently reported a scoring procedure for the Inventory 

which allows elassification on an objective basis. 

From a different theoretical framework, Quay 

and his associates (Quay and Peterson, 1964) have also 

developed an objectively scored instrument which has 

been used to place delinquents into several categori~s. 

I "' ' ! 
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His questionnaire, t~e Personal Opinion Study, yields 

scores on three personality'"dimensions" which he has 

labeled Unsocialized-Aggressive or Psychopath (P), 

Neurotic-Disturbed (N), and Socialized-Subcultural 

(5). The three separate scales are based on factor 

analytic techniques and are described as "factorially 

independent." While Quay. makel> no specific treatment 

reccmmenda.tions, the scales have been used to separate 

delinquents into groups of "psychopaths" and "neu

rotics," to whom traditional clinical characteristics 

of these diagnostic labels have been attributed. 

This use of the scales and its implications will also 

be revievled in Chapter II. 

These two systems appear to have much in 

common in their descriptions of delinquent types, 

despite the differences in origins. In a general way 

they suggest three basic types which are also found 

within many other, diverse classification systems:. 

The antisocial or asocial psychopath (I-2 and p) -

the disturbed, anxious neurotic (I-4 and U) -- and 

the psychologically normal, cultural delinquent (I-3 

and S) • . In 1966, the National Institute of r~ental 

Health sponsored a conference of researchers 1n this 

area, including Warren and Quay. 'rwo reports of that 

conference make it clear that a good deal of agreement 

was achieved. 
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Rubenfeld (1967) notes that "In view of these 

multiple differences ••• thc=e appears to be a strlk-

ing convergence, at least on a descriptive and con-

ceptual level, among the categories of several 

person-oriented typology systems (p. 67)." Warren 

(1966) concludes that 

It is important to note that, not only is it 
possible to find simi~arities in the descrip
tions of offender characteristics across 
typologies, but also consistency is evident 
in descriptions of etiological and backaround 
factors and in treatment prescriptions for 
seemingly similar subtypes ••• The ,ultimate 
test of such a cross-classification would come 
from a study in which typing of individuals in 
a single population was conducted by experts 
in the use of each of the various classifica
tion systems (p. 8). 

The current availability of tw~ systems with objective 

methodology for classification presents an opportunity 

for such direct comparison, without the handicap of 

requiring experts in their use. 

Purpose 

It is the chief purpose of this investigati0n 

then. to conduct a cross-classification study ofa 

single population of male delinquents, using the in

struments and methodology developed by Quay and by 

Jesness and I'larren. This makes possible an examina

tion of both the conceptual overlap and degree of 
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agreement between ttle tl'lC systems in their designa-

tions of ind;.vidual delinquents. 

An additional purpose is to investigate the 

possible relationship of the organismic variables of 

race and age, to the various subtypes resulting from 

each system. The importance of such a relationship 

was suggested by the results of a pilot .study con

ducted by the author at the S.t. Louis Juvenile Court 

in which the Personal Opinion Study was administered 

to 144 male delinquents then at the Juvenile Detention 

Center. Both age and race were shown to be signifi-

cantly related to scores on the P scale, while age 

alone was related to scores on theN scale. An 

additional investigation of relationships betwee~ 

delinquents scoring high on the P and N scales and 

several categories of delinquent behavior failed to 

yield significant resulti. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEvl OF THE LITERATURE 

The classification of delinquents into 

several categories has proceeded alElng divers'e lines, 

depending upon the inves tiga tor's discipline, th.eo-

retical orientation, and conception of the task the 

classificatory scheme is to accomplish. Perhaps the 

most unfortunate tendency, though a natural one, has 

been to view delinquent beha'vior strictly within the 

confines of one behavioral discipline, as if only 

the variables of interest to the investigator could 

cause or be related to delinquency. 

Psychoana1ytically-orien~ed theories have 

traditionally classified delinquents on the basis of 

various kinds of superego and ~go disturba~ces. 

Kessler's (1966) classification has already been 

mentioned, but there are many others. Abrahamsen 

(1944), Friedlander (1947), Sanford (1943), vleinberg 

(1952), and Redl and I'lineman (1957) all followed 

Aichorn (1935) in the application of psychoanalytic 

theory to the understanding of delinquency rand crime. 

While the number of categories and the characteristics 

of each vary som~what, there is general agreement on 
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several points. 

All of these authors focus on motivational 

and attitudinal factors associated with delinquency. 

P.ost employ the id, ego, 'and superego as basic con-

cepts, viewing delinquent behavior as the result of 

a weakness, malfunction, or failure to develop 

adequately one or more of, these parts of the person

ality structure. Reviewing these typologies, 

Ferdinand (1966) comments on their similarity and uses 

them to prepare his own typology "phrased in terms of 

psychoanalytic theory." He attempt,s to combine them 

into a scheme containing three basic types: "The im

pulsive delinquents \'/hose anti':"socia1 orientation is 

rooted in' the very core of their personalities; the 

neurotic delinquent, whose delinquency stems from the 

fact that the normal expression of his personality is 

thwarted by a disorganizing anxiety; and the sympto

~ ~e1inquent, who is compelled to violate the 

laws and mores of his society by the ~ressures of his 

unconscious (p. 179)." Of greater interest here than 

the three major categories are some of their subtypes, 

for they relate directly to the two systems being 

comp~red. 

Ferdinand suggests four "types" withir. the 

"class" of the impulsive delinquent, including 1) the' 
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unsocialized aggressive child, 2) the self-centered 

indulgent child, 3) the psychopath, and· 4) the sexual 

pervert. The inclusion of the unsocialized aggressive 

child and the psychopath within one class; and the 

manner in which they are differentiated are most rele-

vant to the issue of conceptual overlap to be examined. 

Ferdinand's unsocialized ~ggressive child is a prim

itive, ·"animal-like" personality, whose ego controls 

are virtually non-existent. He does not exhibit 

remorse or guilt, and is in fact "remarkable for his' 

gaiety in the face·.of disaster and defeat (p_ 180." 

Ferdinand acknowledges his debt to Hewitt and Jenkins 

(1946) in describing this type, an important point 

because it will: be seen that Quay's class.ification 

draws heavily on their earlier work. 

But unlike Quay, Ferdinand distinguishes the 

psychopath from the unsocialized aggressive child. He 

ztates that both "combine a volatile impulsivity, a 

capacity for intense violence ••• (p. 184)." But the 

"true" psychopath is described as less ,primitive, and 

.more exploitive and manipulative. "His problem,. 

therefore, centers upon an emotional callousness that 

fails the attempt of others to influence or control 

his~;;· ..• vior (p. 185)." This is basically the descrip-. . . 
tion of the psychopath giv8n by ~leinberg (1952). It 

1 
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also agrees with Cleckley's (1950) classic' picture of 

the psychopath. For him a superficial charm and good 

intelligence characterize the psychopath, as well as 

the usual impulsivity, egocentricity and incapacity 

for real emotional relationships. 

In the view of most authors, then, a psycho-

path is socially more adequate, if superficial, than 

the unsocialized aggressive individual. In psycho-

ana.lytic terms the disturbance is more in the function-

lng of the superego than the ego for the psychopath, 

while the unsocialized aggres.si ve child is impaired in 

both of these areas. 

Characteristic of considering behavior from a 

single theoretical viewpoint, most of the authors 

already mentioned include one category for those 

delinquents who do. not displax si.gnificant personality 

dis~rganizatior.. This is the normal, or cultural 

delinquent, who is behaving appropriately in terms of 

the ~eviant values he has internalized, and. as a re

sult of identification with an anti-social model. It 

is precisely this group, of course, identified by 

psychoanalytic theorists chiefly by an absence of 

psychopathology, on which the sociologist focuses. 

From a sociological point of view, most delinquency 

can be explained on the basis of social force fields, 

I 
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class or gang m~mbership, or communi,ty structure. 

The earliest sociological 'investigators con

centrated on the ecology of delinquency. 'Rather than 

identifying specific types of delinquents, they 

focused on types of social structures which produced, 

or were at least highly correlated with, high rates 

of delinquency. Characterized by the early work of 

Shaw and f{cKay (1942), these studies related del in-

quency to poverty areas, population movements, and 

gang memberships. Crime and delinquency were seen as 

perpetuated in certain areas by cultural transmission. 

Cohen (1955) rejected this theory, suggesting instead 

that delinquent behavior in the lower class is the 

result of a collective "reaction formation," a re-

jection of middle-class values and an assertion of 

autonpmy. Amond middle-class ~hildren, delinquency 

is most often an attempt to exhibi.t masculine be-

havior, usually the result of the absence of the 

father from the home' for long periods. 

Walter fUller (1958) suggests that delin-

quency is a distinctive pattern of behavior for the 

lower class, deriving directly from the character-

Is tics of the culture rather than as a reaction to 

the middle class. He describes several "focal con-

cerns" of the lower",class' delinquent, including 
! 
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~nusual concern with luck or fate, evaluating an act 

on the basis of avoiding trouble rather than whether 

it is right or wrong, and emphasis on being tough, 

"smart" and seeking excitement. 

Cloward and Ohlin (1960) come somewhat closer 

.to a typology of delinquents, though they too are con

cerned with group characteristics. Tney state that 

delinquent subcultures can be differentiated into 

three major types: criminal, conflict, and retreat

ist, depending upon the existing "opportunity 

structure" ~/ithin the community, and the amount of 

communication available between the adolescent and 

older persons. The criminal type emerges when adoles

cents are recruited, as it were, into crime by older, 

professional criminals. When youth are isolated and 

on their own, achievement and ~tatus are more likely 

t~ be derived from conflict with rival gangs. The 

retreatist group is characterized by being failures 

in both delinquent and more conventional circles, 

leading to a se~rch for "kicks" through use of alcohol 

and drugs. 

Although. based primarily on sociological con

cepts, this typology does recognize the importance of 

the i.ndividual reaction to social stimulation. The 

authors suggest that individual differences in 
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percept'ion will largely determine whether the child 

will blame the social ordef or himself for his failure, 

and that this in turn will determine the nature of his 

reaction. vlarren (1966) is speaking of this typology 

when she states that "It is now possible to find in

vestigators who are ,attempting to link theoretically 

the sociological, psychological and situational vari

ables which are all relevant to a completely satis

factory taxonomy (p. 5)." 

certainly a knowledge of the social structure 

and how it contributes to delinquent chavior is 

essential for corrections personnel. And, while 

sociological theory has obvious significance in the 

area of plannlng overall progrru:,s and management of 

large groups, it has little to contribute to individual 

treatment prescription. Obviously, the reality of in

dividual differences within social classes renders 

treatment based on such broad categories difficult. 
'-' 

PeFhaps of more importance to the urban courts is the ' 

fact that most of the youth with whom they must deal 

are from essentially the same (lower) class. 

A third major area of research involves the 

empirical development of subgroups or types without 

"reference to a particular personality or sociological 

theory. The procedure involves the administration of 
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alarg~ number of items (chiefly questionnaire and 

behavior ratings) and several intercorrelations of 

results using the methods of factor analysis., Re

sults are several "clusters" of ite'ms, those .tn each 

cluster correlating·'highly with each other and poorly 

with those of the other clusters. For this reason the 

clusters are said to be statistically independen~ of 

each other. 

The early prominent work in this area ... las 

'done by Hewitt and Jenkins (1946) and Jenkins and 

Glickman (1947). By interc6rrelating behavior traits 

of a population of children referred to a child 

guidance clinic, and later of a delinquent population, 

three patterns were identified: unsocialized aggres

sive, emotionally disturbed, and socialized. And, the 

follo~ing assumptions were.made about the personality 

characteristics underlying these patterns: 

Unsocialized Aggressive: This ~hild feels 

rejected, lacks affectionate ties to adults, is 

hostile, bitter, impulsive, and without a sense of 

guilt. 

Emotionally Distu~bed: This delinquent is 

'also. rejected and hostile, but shows a disorganiza-

tion of the personality and feels "psychologically 

crushed, beaten and bewildered." 

'---.-. ! 
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Socialized: This group shares with theories 

already examined the description of a ~sychologically 

normal delinquent who has identified with anti-social 

standards of his environment. 

,These three basic patterns are to be seen 

again and again in the literature of empirical typol-

ogies as well as others, and some similarity is noted 

with the psychoanalytic theories. The question of 

whether these suggested personality variables do in 

fact underlie the classifications has never been fully 

answered. R. C. Xiller (1958) investigated this 

problem by administering several personality tests 

(group TAT, selected scales from Ed~rards Personal 

Preference Schedule, the California Psycho~ogical In-

ventory and the MI1PI) and comparing the results with 

Jenkins' classifications. He failed 'to confirm the 

hypothesis regardin~ distinct personality patterns 

being related to what he called the Jenkins "be-

havioral types." His positive finding, most relevant 

to the present investigation, was that only two dis-

tinct personality patterns could be identified: the 

"socialized" and the "unsocialized-disturbed." That: 

is, the unsocialized aggressive and emotionally dis-

turbed types identified empirically could not J;ie dis-

tingulshed on the basis of personality test results. 

~ _u;;U" 
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Miller concluded that both were "suffering a severe 

personality disorganization due to deep and intense 

hostility (p. 24}." He also suggested that both of 

these types had "basically schizophrenic persona1-

ities." 

In a series of investigati6n~ using the 

factor analytic method, Quay and his associates have 

developed subgroup classifications based on case 

history data (Quay, 1964), behavior ratings (Quay, 

1964a), and questionnaire responses (Peterson, Quay, 

and Cameron, 1959; Peterson, Quay, and Tiffany, 1961; 

Quay and Peterson, 1964). The procedur~ employed in 

these studies is as described above for the empirical 

method. The results are generally reported as follows, 

using the personality questionn"aire investigation as 

an example: "The majori'l;;y of Fhe variance of all the 

qUestionnaires could be accounted for by three ortho

gonal factors. These·factors were labeled psycho

pathic delinquency, neurotic delinquency, and delin

quent background or subcultural delinquency (Quay and 

Peterson, 1964, p. I}." 

It is important to note that the factors are 

rationally labeled. Thus Quay and Peterson (1964) 

explain the meaning of. the factors as follows: 
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Psychopathic delinquency was interpreted as 
reflecting tough, amoral, rebellious qual
ities, coupled ~/ith impulsivity, a con
spicuous distrust of authority, and a 
relative freedom from family and other in
terpersonal ties. 

The neurotic delinquency factor als'o re
flected impulsive and aggressive tendencies, 
but in this case accompanied by tension, 
guilt~ remorse, depression and discourage
ment. 

The subcultural delinquency factor appeared 
to mirror attitudes, values and behaviors 
commonly thought to occur among members of 
culturally and economically disadvartages 
delinquent gangs in whom personality mal
adjustment per ~ is not clearly evident 
(p. 1). 

This statement has been quoted in full because it 

represents the most complete description of the mean~ 

ing of scores on the three scales outside of the re

ported intercorrelations ~lith behavioral traits. The 

descriptions are, as stated, "interpretations" based 

on it,,!m content. In the same 'article, Quay and 

Peterson clair.! "f""ctorial validity" for the scales 

'and sta,te that "concurrent validity for the separation 

of known delinquents from officially nondelinquent 

public school students is prese,nt in varying degrees 

for the three scales (p. 4)." However, he adds that 

'''~he basic purpose for which the,scales have been 

developed is that ,of making useful differ~ntiations 

with (sic) the d('linquen t group itself. We can 

1, 
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offer only meager evidence at this time that the 

factor scales have differential relationships with 

other measures vlithin a delinquent sample (p.' 5)." 

Thus, despite the lack of validity in terms 

of relationships between scores on the factor scales 

and any other personality measure, the factors con-

tinue to be referred to as "personality dimensions." 

Of more significance, they have been used to iden

tify "personality types" based on the interpretations 

provided above by the authors. This is despite the 

fact that Quay (1965) seems to warn against such 

usage: " it is imperative that such constructs as 

unsocialized aggressive, neurotic delinquent, and weak 

ego be considered as dimensions of personality associ-

ated with delinquency rather than as types of delin

quents. It is true that individuals ca'n be found 

~hose characteristics are quite predominantly those of 

a single dimension. But these individuals will be the 

exception and should be recognized as such (p. 165)." 

Results of the current ,investigation support this con

clusion, as will be shown. 

Nevertheless, Quay and others have used the 

scales to type and compare individuals. Quay and 

Hunt (1965) used the Personal Opinion study to iden

tify psychopaths and neurotics in a verbal conditioning 
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study with adult prisoners. In the usual manner in 

which the scales are. employed, subjects scoring above 

the mean on the P sca"le and belo\-/ the mean on the N 

sca-le were labeled psychopath; those above the mean 

on N and below on P were labeled neurotics'- In this 

procedure, scores on the 5 scale are ignored. Results 

of this study confirmed the hypothesis that "psycho

paths" would be slower to condition verbally than 

"neurotics." This was seen as supportive of the view 

that the psychopath is relatively unresponsive to 

social reinforcement, a traditional clinical viel .... 

Bryan and Kapche (1967) however, found no 

differences hetween "psychopaths" and "normals" in 

amount of influence by social approval. They identi

fied psychopaths as above, and called subjects normal 

if they scored below the mean on both P and N scales. 

~inally, Quay (1~67) hasrecen~ly employed 

the scales to predict institutional adjustment of 

delinquents~ He correlated a number of criterion 

variables, including type of releas~, length of stay 

~ the institution, segregation time, physically 

aggressive offense, work-release success, and grades 

on adjustment, with the P, Nand 5 scales. All three 

methods, questionnaire, case history, and behavior 

ratings were used. P scores from the questionnaire 

.wi:: GALL 
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correlated- significantly with nine of the twelve 

criterion variables, three at the .05 level of s1g-

nificance and six at the .01 level. N scores corre-

lated with only three of the variables. Most notable 

among the reported "demographic" var.f.ables reported is 

race; the Negro/whi.te variable also correlated sig

nificantly with nine of the criterion variables, 

seven at the .01 level. Also, the court from which 

the boys were committed Ci-lashington, D. C. vs. other 

federal courts) correlated with nine of the criterion 

variables, and in fact appears to have been the best 

single predictor of adjustment. Quay notes that boys 

,from the -washington, D. C. court are "more likely to 

, be Negro and are thought by institut~on staff to be 

more aggressive (p. 5)." Nev~rtheless, no data com

paring white and Negro subjects on any of the scores 

are reported. On the basis of the reported correla

,tions with c'riterion variables', one might conclude 

that race and court of cor.~ittment, or some combina

tion of these, are clearly superior to the factor 

scales in prediction. 

In the above study, psychopaths and neurotics 

were.not identified as such, indicating a use of the, 

scales as dimensions rather than types. This points 

up a lim!tation of the scales. By definition (mean 
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score relationshipsJ a large percentage of any sample 

will be unclassified when types 'are identified. In 

experimental studies in which it is possible to in

clude in the sample only a small proportion of the 

total subjects tested, thpse who score at the ex-

tremes of the scales, thi·s is defensible. But in 

recommending specific programs to correctional insti-

tutions, in which the entire population must,be 

assigned to some treatment condition, this method is 

impractical. 

Despite these limitations, the personal 
}" 

~pinion Study does provi~e objective, easily ~btained 

s~ores which have been shown to have at least facto-

rial independence; fe"l other instruments designed 

specifically for investigation' of differences within" 

a delinquent population are available. 

One group of typologies which has produced 

several recommendations for treatment is that based 

on ego psychology. For example, Hunt and Hardt (1965) 

suggest five developmental stages based on a sociali

zation-conceptual theor¥ of interpersonal orientation. 

While the major application has been in education, 

these authors do suggest differential treatment 

m~thods for delinquents functioning at particular 

stages of development. The method requires individual 
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diagnosis, utilizing a sentence completion technique, 

a device much in use among ego psychology theorist.s. 

A theoretical statement of interpersonal 

maturity development by Sullivan, Grant, and Grant 

(1957) has been quite influential in the development 

of subsequent typologies' of delinquency. The theorl:' 

is based on gradually expanding perceptions and ex-

pectations of the manner in which one's needs are met. 

This is largely determined by a "cognitive restructur

ing of experience and expectancy" in response to "in

creasing involvement with people, objects, and social 

institutions," resulting in a new level of integra

tion. These levels are defined by "a crucial inter

personal problem which must be f ..... wed before further 

progress toward maturity can occur (p. 2-3)." The 

"I-levels" range from I-l, at,which a discrimination 

of differences between self and nonself occurs, 

through I-7, the integration of relativity, movement, 

and change, an almost idealized level of maturity 

which fe'vl ever attain. 

The occurrence of delinquent behavior is 

said to be most likely at the following levels: 

I-2: The differentiation of the environment 

into persons and objects, characterized by a demand~ng 

dependency, impulsivity, and lack of regard for'the 

feeling of others. 
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1-3: The integration of rules, within which 

there is recognition of responsibilit.y and some abil

ity to delay impulses; but a lack of empathy and 

tendency to manipulate. 

1-4: The integration of conflict and response, 

characterized by introjection, and social anxiety; 

delinquents at this level attempt to balance inner 

stresses through delinq~ent behavior. 

The authors do not make specific treatment 
.;.. 

recommendations in this article, but utilizing this 

theory, Warren and her associates (1966) have de

~eloped a classification and treatment system which 

has been applied within the California Youth Authority. 

In her development of the theory, Warren viewed I

level as an indicator of hOI" the delinquent perceives 

the environment. . vii thin each of the three I-levels, 

several subcategories were constructed on the basis of 

possible reactions to the perceptions and behavior 

involved in meeting needs. A description of the sub

types from Jesness (1968) is contained in Appendix A •. 

The community Treatment Project, the title 

given to the Californ1a Youth Authority program using 

the Warren' classification scheme, used a ciini~a1 pro

cedure to arrive at I-level subtype designations. 

'This included a structured interview, sometimes taped 

__ ... _~ ..... _ ._= ... _=_ ...... "'"'" ... _ . ...., ...................... _____ ...... 1IiiiII· .. 
1 .... ______ ~_~~~.rz.:-~"""""""''''''''"'''''''";"""".".'''''''''''''.",,...,...._ ........... _ 
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and rated by a second rater, a sentence completion 

test, and a staff meeting at ''''hich each case was d~s

cussed and final classification agreed upon • 

. In attempting to apply ~~is classification 

scheme to institutionalized delinquents, Jesness 

(1968) developed a short'er procedure consisting of a 

·30 minute interview, a sentence completion test, and 

the Jesness Inventory (1966). Final classification 

was made on the basis of results of all three. In an 

effort to further simplify and objectify the classi-

fic'ation procedure, Jesness Inventory scales for each 

.of the nine subtype classifications were developed, 

complete with separate norms for different age groups'. 

Jesness (1968) describes the development as follows: 

Procedur.es used in establishing the inven'tory 
as a classification insttument for use in de
termining I-level subtype are an example of a 
'bootstraps" operation. ,The first step in 
this process ,involved an item an2.I,ysis of the 
Jesness Inventor'y responses of the 202 subjects 
prev.i9usly diag,noseaby the staff of the 
Co~un~~y ~~~atment Project. These 202 cases, 
selected' ,from:-a .larger pool of ,approximately 
400 subjects', were felt. to have been diagnosed 
with a high degree of confidence. On the basis 
of this. item 'analysis, scales were built for 
each of then~ne ,I-level subtypes. Raw scores 
were converted, 'to' T scores based on a large 
reception center sample of delinquents (n ~ 
1924). Norms ~/ere estab,lished for 'each age 
from 8 to 18 for each of th'e nine subtypes 
(p. 59).' 

The scores of these 202 subjects, expressed in T 
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scores, were used for further statistical analysis 

descri~ed ~s "multiple discriminant analysis." 

,Jesness has subsequently repeated this testing and 

statistical procedure several times, and reports 

that items for the nine subtype scales are based on 

the responses of a total 1355 cases (Jesness, 1969). 

Thus, at least a.pre1iminary objective scoring pro

cedure is now available for placing delinquents into 

one of nine subtypes and three I-levels. Appendix B 
- . 

contains the tables for converting ravl Inventory 

scores to standard scores on the subtypes, for each 

of the age levels. 

.:;. '" 



CHAPTER III 

STATEY.ENT OF THE PROBLEM AND HYPOTHESES 

The basic question under investigation is 

whether there is agreement between the Quay and 

Jesness methods c;>f classifying de·linquents. Both 

offer the advantages of self-administered, objec-

tively scored paper and pencil tests. The fact that 

they were constructed out of dissimilar theoretical 

viewpoints, and yet·yield classifications which 

appear to have a high degree of agreement, suggests 

what vlarren (1966) calls "at least a partial 'truth' 

about the population rather than simply a convenient 

fantasy in the mind of the criminologist (p. 28)." 

Descriptively, I-2 and P are ,similar, as'ar7 I-4 and 

N; if these descriptions represent "truth" rather 

than "fantasy" and if the two instruments are measur-

Ing that truth, there,should be substantial agreement 

when both are adm~nistered to the same population. 

However, there are several factors which 

would mitigate agaiinst this and form' the' basis for 

hYpothesizing a lCM degree of agreement. Both in-

struments are TruE!-False questionnaires which Lt::Cj.uirc 
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responses to statements which may be construed as 

attitudes and value .judgments about self, society,' 

and their relationship. 80th also specifically 

attempt to tap attitudes toward authority figures 

and institutions (parents, police, school) and the 

·prospect of meeting need~ through socially. approved 

behavior. 

There is reason to believe that minority 

group membership generates particular social atti

tudes which may affect responses' to such a question

naire o In addition 'to the frequently reported pUblic 

opinion surveys which in~tcate that Negroes as a group 

are more aliena ted than \-/hi tes, Lefcourt and Lad\-/ig 

(1965) have measured these attitudes in a prison popu

lation.' They found that adult Negroes were more 

alienated than whites, using bean's (196i) Powerless-

ness and Normlessness scales. These differences were 

-highly significant, and the authors concluded that 

"Negro .. inmates appear even more pessimistic about 

socially acceptable means than white inmates (p; 380." 

Quay Factors 

In the article reportin~ the development of 

the scales, Quay and Peterson (1964) indicate only 

the age range of the SUbjects, 12 to 17. The following 
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corre1~tions between'race (Negro) and scale scores 

are reported: P = -.16, N = .14, S = .06. No other 

race or age comparisons are made. They also note 

that "considering that the operation of various pos-

sible response sets (acquiescence, social desirabil

ity, faking 'good,' faking 'bad') would all serve to 

bring about positive correlations between the scales, 

the obtained intercorrelations are surprisingly low 

(p. 4)." The correlations between P and N for three 

delinquent and two non-delinquent groups are reported 

as follows: .17, .42, .30, .46, .59. 

S;ince the scales were intend~d to "be of 

most use in the study of differential etiologic 

factors, and, differential responsiveness to remedia

tional measures (Quay and Peterson, 196~, p. 4)," the 

present author initiated a pilot study using the 

scales at the St. Louis ,Juvenile Court in 1968. 

The Quay scale~) were administered to 144 

male delinquents at the Juvenile Court. Inspection 

of mean scores on the P, N andS factors when grouped 

by rac';, and age suggested the follo\,/ing tentative 

conclusions: 

1. Negroes were significantly higher than 

whites on P scores at all age levels. 

2. Younger Negroes (ages 11 to 13) were 

n 

~·b __ ~ ___ ,,_, ____ ,, _________ ,,_,_._~ _______ ~ ____ .-.iII ______ _ 
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significan tly higher on P scores than older Negroes 

(ages 14 to 16) • No such age relationship was evident 

among \"/hite subjects. 

3. N scores were also inversely related to 

age for both races, but not significantly. 

4. 5 scores were not related to either age 

or rac~, and contained much less variance than"P or 

N scores. 

5. Neither P, N nor S scores were related 

in any way to age, race~ or delinquent offense pat

tern (including offenses against person, property, 

and other). 

These results suggested a possible inter

action effect of age .and race. in the resulting P 

scores, and to a lesser degree, N scores. The con-

cept of alienation as outlined by Seeman "(1959) and 

measured by. Dean (1961) has already been suggested 

as a possible factor in determining racial differ-

ences on the Quay sca1es~ A possible reason for the 

age relationship is suggested by inspection of the 

items making up the P scales, many of which may be 

construed as self-damaging, and most of which are 

keyed "true." 80th of these factors are also evi-

dent in the N scale, but to a lesser degree. For 

example, 91% of the P items, and 80% of the N items 
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are keyed "tr.ue." 

Since the testing of delinquents is generally 

carried on in an "official" setting, one might assume 

that the more sophisticated, socially aware subject 

would be less willing to admit to the pathology im

plied in the P and N scale items. And, younger sub

jects would be expected to be less sophisticated and 

cautious about such admissions. Further, while an 

acquiescence response set may not be evident. for a 

large group of varying ages, it may well be operating 

for the younger sUbjects. 

Thus, race and uge may both affect P scores; 

to the extent that N scale items are less self-in-

criminating, keyed less in one direction, and perhaps 

les$ related to alientation, a relatively weaker rc~ 

laf:ionship of these organismic variables to N scor.:!s 

if, expected. 

I-Level 

I-level and subtype designations are ex-

pressed in T scores. SInce separate norms for each 

age a to 18 are provided 1n determining these scores, 

age would not be expected to be a factor. In addition, 

the I-level scales are much more balanced than the 

Quay scales in terms of being keyed in both directions. 



33 

Anol;her basic di£fer~ncc is that most sub

type designations are based on overiappin~dtems. 

'l'ha.t is, the same item may c'on:tribute to scores on 

several subtypes. For these reasons, inspection of 

. the items does not suggesb-a dE!ffnit~:;.;elationshi., 
.~,' - . .. . . 

between subtypes or I-level, and age of the sUbjects. 

Jesness (1968) and 'tlarren and Palmer (1965) 

have both reported that a greater proportion of I-4 

subjects are white. There was also a tendency in the' 

Preston School Study for ~ore Negroes to be classified 

Aa, though the Ap subtype was racially,balan.::ed (both 

are 1:-2 subtypes). The concept of alienatilm has been 

diSCUssed as possibly relevant to scores on L'oth tests. 

Since the Jesness Inventory was originally designee to 

yield scores on 10 personality characteristics, and 

two of these appear by description to be s~rnilar to 

\-Ihat has been described as alienation, some pre'dictions 

seem plausible. 

The Inventory personality characteristics are 

listed with a brief description of each in Appendix 

A. Inspection of these suggests that those character

istics labeled Social y.aladjustment (Sm) and Aliena

tion (Al) reflect distrust of authority and· a low 

expectancy for succ~ss through socially approved 

means, similar to whi'l.t has been called alienation. 

p:TTZ ~;,~~ 
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_And, since more items from these two scales appear in 

the two subtypes making up the 1-2 level than in any 

other, there is reason to believe that Negroes would 

score higher on the 1-2 subtypes, and thus be more 

often classified at the 1-2 level. This is in addi-

tion to the, already reported tendency of whites to be 

classified 1-4. 

Hypotheses 

1. Overall agreement between the classifi

catory systems in terms of Fsychopath - 1-2, and 

Neurotic - I":4, will b'e low. 

2. Overall agreement for white sl.!bjects will 

be higher than for Negro subjects. 

3. Agreement between I-2 and Psychopath will 

be 100'Ier than that between I':'4 and Neurotic, based on 

the expectation that effects of age and race will be 

more pronounced on the P scores than on the N scores. 

4. More Negroes ,;ill be classified Psycho

path than whites, while more whites will be classified 

Neurotic. 

5. M?re Negroes will be classified 1-2 than 

whites, while more whites will be classified 1-4. 

6. Negroes will have higher P scores than 

wh~tes. 
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7. - Age and P scores will be negative- corre- ~ 
" ..... , '. 

lated among Negroes only. 
~ 

8. There will be a s'ignificant interaction 

between age; and race in relatiqn to P, scores • 

. ~1hile"not central to the issue of cross-

, classification and effects of age and race, two 

secondary hypotheses,can be made on the basis of the 

previous discussion. 

9. On the Jesness Inventory, Social Mal~ 

adjustment (Sm) and Alienation (AI) scores for 

Negroes will be higher than for whitese 

10. Sm and Al scores will be positiv~ly cor

related with P scores for Negroes. 

" 



CHAPTER IV 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The delinquent population under investiga

tion consisted of 106 males confined at the Detention 

Centers of the St. Louis and St. Louis County Juvenile 

. Courts, and at Missouri Hills, a St. Louis City in-

stitution for the rehabilitation of delinquent boys. 

Selection was initially based on an attempt to 

achieve equal numbers of white and Negro subjects, and 

within each racial group an equal number in age 

groups. No other criteria were used, selection being 

at random within these guidelines at each institution" 

As indicated in Table 1, equal age groups were not 

achieved, ~rimarily because of the unavailability of 

younger sUbjects. 

Materials 

All subjects completed the Personal Opinion 

Study (Quay anti Peterson r 1964) and the Jesness In

ventory (Jesness, 1966). The Personal Opinion Study, 

which was used with the permission of Herbert Quay, 

is available from him upon request (see Quay, 1969). 

36 
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Table 1 

Age and Distribution of Subjects 

Age Mean 
Race 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Toeal Age 

r.'hite 1 1 2 1 6 8 18 15 52 14.50 

Negro 0 0 2 3 10 10 14 15 54 14.41 

Total 1 1 4 4 16 18 32 30 106 14.45 

The Jesness Inventory wa,s scored for ttle 10 
. , 

personality variables following the procedure outlined 

in the Manual and using the material which accompanies 

it (.)'esness, 1966). A list and brief description of 

these variables is contained in Appendix A. The In

ventory was also scored for th~ nine subtypes which 

comprIse the three I-levels~ usi.g scoring keys and 

norms provided by Jesness and avaIlable from him upon 

request (see Jesness, 1969). A list and brief descrip

tion of the nine subtypes and three I-levels il5 con

tained in Appendix 'B, taken f'rom Jesness (1968). 

Classifications 

The following method, as used by Quay and 

Hunt (1965) and Bryan and Kapche (1967) was used to ! 
I ~ , 
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designate Psychopath and Neurotic s\!bjects: 

·1. I'1ean scores for the entire sample on the 

P, Nand S scores were determined. 

2. Psychopath classification was assigned 

to all subjects above the sample mean on the P scale, 

and below the sample nlean, on the N scale. 

3. Neurotic classification was assigned to 

all subjects above the sample mean on the N scale, 

and below the sample mean on ~he P scale. 

I-level was determined by peak T scores on 

the subtypes. Thus, I-2 was assigned to all subjects 

with a peak T score on either the Aa or Ap'subtypes, 

1.-3 to all subjects with a peak T score on Cm, Cc, or 

Mp subtypes, and I-4 to any subject with a ,Peak T 

score on the Nx, Na, Se, or Ci Sl!ptype.:,. In some 

cases there were ties for the highest T score, but in 

all cases these were w~.J_hin the same I-levelo 

It is obvious ~hat classification in this 

way presents only a partial picture of tes~ result~. 

For example, only 47 of the 106 subjects could b~ 

cl~ssified Psychopath or Neurotic. While all ~ub

jects could be assigned an I-level, in many cases T 

scores on the s~cond highest subtype were only 

slightly lower and within a different I-level. For 

these reasons an investigation of the agreement 
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beb-/een the systems in terms of the "conceptual ·over-

,lap" noted in Chapter I required comparison in two 

ways. The systems are vie~/ed as typologies which 

produce nominal categories; the two instruments are 

also viewed as personality tests which produce scores 

on all classifications withi~ the system. Comparisons 

between the systems and ,their relationships to race 

and age are made in both ways. 

Proced\~re 

Subjects were tested in groups ranging in 

number from 4 to 12. Order of administration of the 

two tests was reversed for each successive group~ 

Subjects were told that they would be asked 

to express their opinions and feelings on a large 

number of issues of concern to most boys their age. 

They were assured that the resuits of the tests were 

for purposes of research only, and would not be seen 

by police, court officials, or their parents. They 

were urged to be frank ,and honest in expressing their 

t?pinions. 

On the basis of the pilot study experience, 

it was conclUded that some of the younger subjects 

coUld not adequately understand the printed items. 
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Therefore, subjects were provided witl\ answer sheets 

only; instructions' aI:1d all test items ./ere presented 

verbally by the experimenter. 
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CHAPTER V 

RE:SULTS 

This chapter reports the results of the two 

tests in light of the specific hypotheses. Results 

are presented in three basic sections, dealing ~lith 

degree of agreement, relationship of scores to race, 

and relationship of scores to age. Within each 

section the results are viewed as both nominal classi-

fica tory "types" an~ as continuous variable "dimen-

sions." 

Cross-Classification of ~ 

Table 2 indicates the. number of subjects 

classified at the three I-levels who sco~ed above the 

means on P, N, or S, "and on 'various combinations of 

these. Of the total of 106 subjects, Quay classifica-

tions are made on only those above the mean on P or 

P. and S (Psychopath), and on N or N and S (Neurotic), 

a total of 47 subjects. Table 3 indicates the rela

tionship with I-level of these subtypes for these 47 

subjects; Table 4 r~peats the same data broken down 

into racial groups. 

41 
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Table 2 

I-Level Classification of Subjects and Their 
Relationship to Near. Scores on Psychopath(p) , 
Neurotic (N), and Subcultural (S) Factors 

Subjects S~aring 
Above Mean 
on Factor 1-2 1-3 1~4 Total 

P only 5 2 3 10 
Psychopath 

p and S 6 3 a 9. 

N only 3 2 4 9 
Neurotic 

N and S 11 3 5 19 

S only 4 3 6 13 

P and N 11 1 2 14 

P, Sand N 9 5 3 17 
, L "-

Below mean 
on all 
factors 2, 7 6 15 

Total 51 26 29 106 
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Table 3 

Cross-Classification of Psychopath and Neurotic 
Types with I-Level Classification 

Psychopath 

Neurotic 

Total 

. 1:-2 

11 

14 

25 

Table 4 

1:-3 

5 

5 

10 

1:-4 

3 

9 

12 

Total 

19 

28 

47 

Cross-Classification of Psychopath and Neurotic 
Types with I-Level Class,'Lfication by Race 

1:-2 I-3 1:-4 
White Negro White Negro White Negro Totai-

Psychopath 3 8 0 5 2 1 20 

Neurotic 4 10 5 0 7 2 28 

-Total 7 18 5 5 9 3- 48 
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There are several ways of considering the 

degree of agreement. Since in~ividuals are assigned 

to a single type, it would appear of most ~nterest to 

determine the number or percentage of individuals in 

a given population who would be assigned types which 

agree. A percentage of the total agreement was com-

puted by adding the eleven I-2 - Psychopaths and 'the 

nine 1-4 - Neurotics, and dividing this "correct" total 

by the forty-seven subjects classified. A similar 

procedure was follol.,red in determining pe:C-cent of 

agreement for race groups and types separately. This 

data is presented in Table 5, which includes all 

agreements in percentages. 

separate figures for agreement with and 

without those subjects classified 1-3 are provided in 

Table 5. Th~S was felt necessary because it may 

validly be argued that inclusion of 1-3 subjects in-

troduces an unwarranted number of errors; that is, 

all 1-3 sUbjects represent errors whether clas:!iified 

Psychopath or Neurotic, sinc~ there is n~ Quay classi

fication comparable to 1-3. Thus, with Quay's scores 

and 1-3 excluded, a direct comparison of 1-2 and 

Psychopath, and 1-4 and Neurotic, results in an over

all agreement of 54%. 
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Table 5 

Percentages of Agreement Betrleen I-Level 
Classifications and Psychopath - .Neurotic 
Types for White, Negro, and Total Subjects 

.----111 
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Hypothesis 1 stated that the overall agree

ment would be low. Since the degree of agreement is 

expressed in a percentage, various interpretations of 

whether results are "low" are, of course, possib1e. 

The 54% agreement may' be considered technically satis7 

factory considering the various limitations of in-

struments of this kind. However, the practical appli

cability of the systems to a delinquent population for 

the purpose of determining treatment strategies is not 

'enhanced by agreement at this 1eve1 •. If treatment 

based on the four classifications of Psychopath, 

Neurotic, I-2, and I-4 were prescribed, nearly onc-

ha1f of the subjects wou1d receive conf1icting treat

ments' Ci.e., one treatment for Psychopath -- I-2, and 

another for Neurotic -- I-4). In this sense it is 

fe1t that the overa11 agreement may be described as 

low. 

Cross-Classification ~ Dimensions 

. An aJternate way of viewing .agreement is by 

examination of the corre1ations between the ,Quay 

scores and the I-1ev7l subtypes. Table 6 indicates 

these Pears.on product-moment correlations for bo'th 

white and Negro subjects, with the correlations of 

interest underlined. 
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Table 6 

Intercorrelations Between I-Level Subtype Scores and Psychopath (P), 
Neurotic (N), and Subcultural (S) Factors 

P N S 
White Negro Total White Negro Total White Negro Total 

I-2 Aa .60 .57 .59 .39 .51 • .44 -.03 .03 .05 

Ap .48 .40 .~ .• 58 .47 .51 -.02 .03 .07 

Cm -.36 -.35 -.34 -.25 -.59 -.43 -.02 -.23 -.10 

1-3 Cc .50 .52 .51 .01 .06 .03 -.01 -.11 -.03 
Mp -.07 -.1!1 -.11 -.46 -.51 -.49 -.08 -.14 -.11 

Na .32 .16 .22 -.05 .39 .14 -.01 .22 .04 

Nx -.44 -.48 -·fl .24 .16 .19 .19 .23 .15 

Sa -.62 -.60 -.g -.44 -.54 -.49 -.05 -.08 -.10 
Ci -.46 -.41 -.44 -.55 -.58 -.57 -.01 -.15 -.10 

r of .20 Or more significant at .05 level For total sUbjects 
r of e26 or more significant at .01 level 
two tailed test 
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I Disregarding I-3 and 5, it may be seen that 

II ')\ , the P scores correlate positively \-tith the I-2 sub-

I] type scores and negatively with three of the four I' ~ I 

\

1 I-4 subtype scores, all at a significant level. But 
'l{ 

the correlations between Nand I-2 subtype scores are 
1-\ I, 

!J 
I' 
r1 
I 

also s.ignificantly positive, and nearly as high as 

those with P scores. In' addition, N scores correlate 

negatively with two of the four 1-4 subtype scores. 

These results suggest an association between 

P, Nand I-2, with the I-4 subtypes of Se and Ci be

ing negatively related to this group of variables. 
. . 

,Possible int~rpretations will be explored in Chapter 

VI; in terms of overall agreement, the ~:eurotic 

I-4 discrepancy appear~ most important. 

Cross-Classification of ~ and ~ 

Hypothesis 2 was that overall agreement be

tween Psychopath and 1-2, and Neurotic and 1-4 among 

white subjects woUld be higher than that a~ong Negro 

subjects. At 62.2% the agreement for whites is 

higher than that for Negroes, which is 47.6%; but a 

test of the significance of the difference between 

the two proportions yielded a z score of .16, which 

1s not sig~ificant. 
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Hypothesis 3 also failed to be confirmed. 

For the total sample, the 1-4 - N agreement of 39.1% 

is much lower than the 1-2 - P agreement of 78.6%, 

which is in the opposite direction of that which had 

lx;en predicted. Inspection of .the data for the blo 

y~oups in Table 5 makes it obvious that the Negro 

sUbjects" very high rate of 1-2 - P agreement, and 
. . 

very low rate of 1-4 - N agreement are responsible 

for the rejection of this hypothesis. For example, 

it may be seen that \,/ithin the Negro sample of 12 sub-

jects classified Neurotic, only 2 are classified 1-4, 

while 10 are classif~ed 1-2. 

Individual ~ and ~ 

Tables 7 and 8 present the distribution and 

chi-squar~ value of I-level and Psychopath and Neurotic 

types by race. Nithin both typologies, race is a sig-

nificant factor, w~th Neg~~es being over-represented 

in the Psychopath and 1-2 categories as predicted. 

Hypotheses 4 and 5 are conf.trmed. 

Scores ~ Dimensions and ~ 

Tables 9 and 10 present t test cOmparisons of 

mean scores be·tween white and Negro subjects on the 

Quay factors and .subtype scales. 

r 
i 



~ '. .' . ' f!l' 
r!' " 

j} J 
11 

:f 50 l 
It" -! i ! 

L Table 7 -\' ~ -

I ' 
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1-2 1-3 1-4 Total 

White 17 13 22 52 

Negro 34 13 7 54 

Total 51 26 29 106 

,Chi-square 13.5, significant at .05 level 

Table 8 

Distribution of Chi-Square Value of Psychopath 
and Neurotic Types for ':lhite and Negro SUbjects 

Psychopath Neurotic . Total 

White 5 16 21 

Negro 14 12 26 

Total 19 28 47 

Chi-Square ~;35, significant at .05 level 
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Table 9 

Means, Standard Deviations and t Test 
Comparisons of Psychopath (P), Neurotic (N), 

and Subcultural (S) Factors' for White 
and Negro Subjects 

Wpite 

14.85 

,17.67 

15.87 

9.31 

4.36 

3.08 

Negro 

16.74 

17.89 

17.22 

S.D. 

7.97 

4.68 

2.92 

t 

1.12 

.25 

·Significant at .05 level two tailed test' 

In Table 9 it may be seen that there are no 

significant differences between white and Negro sub

jects for P and N scores, even though as typologies 

such a difference was found.' ,There is a significant 

difference in S scores', which was not predicted but 

is interes~ing in light of total results and will be 

discuss'ed later. Thus Hypothesis 6 is not confirmed. 
-

The results ,in Table 10 ar~ consistent with 

the race relationship with I-level (.\s types~ Negroes 

are significantly higher on both I-2 subtypes, and 

lower on two of the I-4 subtypes. 

As typologies, neither system is free of sig

nif.icant relationship with race. As dimensions, only 

I-level s~btypes show such relationship. 

I 



:,;'+~,,""W;! -..... -" .... f>)"ff s-· ),"":'·~-"·Mr.ibo ·?£e·~i'Kf'··li.SO it""f'~Ii?~~ 

52 

Table 10 

~eanSt Standard Deviations and t Test Comparisons 
of I-Level Subtype Scores for i'lhite and Negro Subjects 

White _ Negro 
Subtype X S.D~ X S.D. t p., 

Aa 54.38 8.09 58.43 7.67 2.65 .01 
1:-2 

Ap 55.35 8.09 59.98 8.58 2.86 ~Ol 

em 43.13 8.3,1 44.22 8.29 , .68 

1:-3 Cc 51.77 9.08 54.20 8.66 1.40 

Mp 46.92 8.64 46 e 54 8.96 .22 

Na 52.79 10.76 48.20 8.34 2.44 .05, 

Nx 49.50 9.40 45.87 8.08 2.12 .05 
1:-4 

Se 43.94 7.94 41.24 8.00 1.74 

,Ci 43.73 8.13 42.37 8.60 .84 

.. 
two tailed test. 
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Typologies and Age 

Hypothesis 7 states that age and P scores 

will be negatively correlated for Negroes. Complete 

results regarding the age-type and age-dimension re

lationship are presented, following the pattern of 

this Chapter. 

Tables 11 and 12 indicate the Psychopath 

Neurotic classifications and I-level designations by 

age. Be·cause of the small number of subjects at the 

9 through 14 year old age levels, these were grouped 

to form a single age category, allowing the chi~ 

square comparison in Table 11. In Table 12, ages 9 

to 13 were combined. 

As typologies, neither system is related to 

age. This is as expected for I-level, since separate 

a~e norms are provided. And'while classified Psycho

paths and Neurotics show no relationship with age, 

'these subjects represent less than half of the 

sample •. A better indication of the possible rela

tionship is presented in the next section. 

Scores ~ Dimensions ~ Age 

The test of Hypothesis 7 is contained in 

Table 13; It is seen that age and P scores are 
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Table li II t Distribution and Chi-Square of Psychopath, Neurotic, 

I 
fl and Subcultural Types for Age Groups 

11 
fl Ages Psychopath Neurotic Total 
Fi 

If 9-;14 7 11 18 

11 15 8 7 15 

Il 16 4 10 14 

11 
11 

Total 19 28 47 [1 
-\ \! Chi-Square 1.86, not significant 

!I 
fl Table 12 I' ! 
~l Distribution and Chi-Square Value of I-Level 

Classifications for Age Groups 

!I Ages I~2 1-3 1,-4 Total 
11 

11 
9-13 11 5 10 26 

! 14 10 ,5 3 18 

I 15 15 8 9 ,32 

1 t-, 16 15 8 7 30 ,i 
~,' ~ u 
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' Total 51 26 29 106 
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negatively correlated for both Negroes and whites~ 

but only significantly so for Negroes. as p~edicted. 

The additional finding of negative correlations be-

tween age and N scores for Negroes. and age and S 

scores for whites was not predicted. and will be dis-

cussed in Chapter VI. 

'Table 13 

Intercorrelations Between Age and Psychopath (P>, 
Neurotic (N). and Subcultural (S) Factors for 

White. Negro, and Total Subjects 

p 

N 

S 

l-lhite 

-.10 

.00 

Negro Total 

-.19 

-.12 

-.15 

• Significant at .05 level twb tailed test 

Table 14 presents age correlations with 

I-level sUbb.yp~, scores. Only,t\<fO. of nine subtypes 

for the full sample show significant correlations 

with age, again consistent with the results by 

I-level alone. 
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Table 14 

1ntercorrelations Between Age and I-Level Subtype 
Scores for vlhite, Negro, and Total Subjects 

1-2 
Aa 

Ap 

Cm 

1-3 Cc 
Mp 

1-4 

Na 
Nx 

Se 
Ci 

White 

.19 

.05 

-.23 

.27· 

-.05 

.21 

-.16 
-.12 

-.19 

·Significant at .05 level 

Negro 

.19 

.16 

-.04 

.34· 

-.07 

-.06 

-.28· 

-.13 

-.lS 

.18 

.09 

-.14 

.29·· 

--.06 

.11 

-.20· 

-.12 

-.16 

··Significant at .01 level two tailed test 

Age and Race Interaction 
..... " 

-" 

Hypothesis 8 was that age and i~~e \.JO'u1d 
" 

show an interaction effect on P scores. Table 1S-

Ptesents the means for P, Nand 5 scores for each 

age group within the two races. 
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Table 15 

Means of Psychopath (p), Neurotic (N), and 
Subcultural (S) Factors for vlhite and 

Negro Subjects by Age Groups 

P N S 
~'hite Negro White Negro ·\'lhite Negro 

17.00 23.00 18.40 19.00 19.00 18.80 

12.33 14.90 16.33 19.30 16.33 17.70 

13.00 21.90 17.75 19.70 16.50 16.40 

17.88 15.50 17.83 16.71 15.00 17.36 

11,,80 13.60 17.73 
f 

16.47 .15.33 16.80 

In Table 16 the results of separate analysis 

of varian.ces for P, Nand S scores are shown. Inter

action eff€cts are not present for any of the Quay 

'factors, and Hypothesis 8.is not confirmed. As has 
, 

been suggested by previous results, age is a signifi-
" 

cant factor in the P scores, and race a significant 

factor in S scores. 

Jesness I,nventory Personality Variables 

Both of the secondary hypl:ltheses regarding 

personality variable scores were I~onfirrned. Hypothesis 

9·stated that Inventory Social Maladjustment and 
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Table .16 

Analysis of Variance of Scores on Psychopath (P), 
Neurotic OJ), and Subcultural (5) r'actors by 

Race and Age Groups 

Source of 
Va.ria tion d.f. 1-1.S. F p. 

R2..z:choEa th 

Age 4 183.0 3.1 .05 

Race 1 95.0 

Age X Race 4 97.7 

Error 96 58.3 

Neurotic 

Age 4 12.8 

Race 1 1.2 

Age X Race 4 17.9 

Error 96 :h.l 

Subcultural 

Age 4 19.4 

Race 1 48.8 6.6 .05 

Age X Race 4 6.6 

.Error 96 7.4 

-Two tailed test 
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Alienation scores would be h1gher fo~ Negroes than for 

whites. Table 17 presents t test com~arisons of means 

between the races for all 'ten of the personality 

variables. Negroes are significantly higher on not' 

only Social f-laladjustment and Alienation, but on Value 

Orientation, Immaturity, and Repression as well. In 

fact, Negro subjects score higher on all ten scores, 

but only those mentioned above reach significance. 

In Hypothesis 10 a positive correlation be-

tween P scores and both Sm and Al scores was predicted. 

Table 18 presents correlations bebleen all ten per

sonali ty variable",,; and the P, Sand N scores. The 

hypothesis is confirmed by correlations of .40 between 

Sm and P, and .52 between Al and P, for Negroes. How-

ever, correlations of nearly the same magnitude hold 

for white subjects. It is also' interesting to note 

that the N scores correlate with the personality 

variables in a pattern nearly identical to that 0; the 

P scores. These and other results regarding possible 

interpretations of P and N scores will be discussed 

in Chapter VI. 

Additional gesults 

Although C )t directly related to any of the 

hypotheses, several. addi tional compari~ons' ... /ere thought 

to be of interest. 

:II 
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Table 17 

Means, Standar~ Deviations, and t Test Comparisons 
.of Jesness Inventory Personality Scores for 

White and Negro Subjects 

White Negro 
Subtype X S.D. se S.D. t 

Sm 67.97 9.31 73.54 9.40 3.07·· 

Vo 59.13 8.62 63.24 7.82 2.57·· 

l:m 52.48 10.35 58.07 11.34 2.65·· 

Au 58.92 8.61 61.13 9.41 

Al 57.44 10.69 62.63 10.30 2.54" 

Ma 56.54 9.51 57.76 9.31 

Wd 58.92 9.84 60.15 8.38 

Sa 50.46 10.25 50.61 8.59 

Rp 49.71 9.39 54.20 12.08 2.44· 

On 42.87 8.98 44.31 8.74 

• Significant at .05 level 

•• Significant at .01 level 

'1" 

I 
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Table 18 

Intercorrelations Between Jesness Inventory Scores anct 
Psychopath (P), Neurotic (N), and Subcultural (5) 

Factors for White, Negro, and Total Subjects 

p N S 
White Negro Total White Negro Total White Negro Total 

Sm .32 .40 .37 .48 .47 .46 .01 .08 .11 

va .59 .58 .59 .34 .. 41 .. 37 - .. 14 -.16 - .. 08 

Im .17 .26 .23 .15 -.04 .05 -.07 -.01 .03 

Au .32 .46 .. 40 .44 .38 .40 .04 -.03 .03 
0'1 

Al .. 58 .52 .. 56 .28 .29 .28 -.13 -.16 -.09 .... 

Ma .. 59 .40 .51 .32 .. 52 .. 42 .. 03 .17 .11 

Wd .. 12 -.10 .03 .42 .34 .38 - .. 07 .10 .. 02 

Sa -.15 -.23 - .. 18 .45 .27 .36' .22 .33 .26 
',' 

Rp -.18 -.05 -.09 -.09 -.42 -.28 -.04 - .. 1.9 -.07 

Dn -.38 - .. 39 -.37 -044 -.66 -.55 .. 07 -.12 .00 

For white and Negro subjects: r of .. 23 or more Significant at .05 level 
r of .33 or more Significant at .01 level 

For Total subjects: r of .. 17 or more Significant at .05 level 
r of .. 23 or'more Significant at .. 01 level 
two tailed tests 
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Table 19 

Intercorrelations Between Psychopath (P), Neurotic (N) and 
Subcultural (S) Factors for White, Negro, and Total Subjects 

.p .05 
_.p .01 

P 

N 

White 
S N 

-.04 

.18 

.21 

two tailed test 

Negro 
S N 

-.15 .36--

.29· 

Table 20 

Total 
S N 

-.06 '_28- • 

.24-

Intercorrelations Between I-2 and I-4 Subtype Score's 

Na 
White 

Nx Se Ci I Na 
Negro 

Nx Se Ci Na 
Total 

Nx Se Ci 

.34 -.40 -.92 -.821.25 -.42 -.94 -.86 l.23 -.48 -.93 -.83 

-.03 -.18 -.81 -.81 .00 -.10 -.82 -.82 .08 -.19-.82 -.81 
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In Tables 19 and 20, the intercorrelations 

of P, N and S scores, and those of 1-2 and 1-4 sub

type scores are presented. The positive, signifi-

cant correlation between P and, N, and the negative 

correlations between r-2 and 1-4 subtype scores are 

noted, for they have a bearing on the independence 

of these factors. 

Subjects above the mean on both P and N 

sccres were not classifiable as either Psychopath 

or Neurotic by the method employed in this research. 

However, in Table 21 it may be seen that these sub

jects would be predominantly classified 1-2, again 

with Negroes being over-represe'nted in the 1-2 cate

gory. Both of these additional results wil~ be 

discussed in the following chapter. 

Table 21 

I-Level Classifications of White and Negro Subjects 
Above the rJIeans on Psychopath (p') and 

Neurotic (N) Factors 

Subjects 

I-2 
White Negro 

6 14 

1-3 
White Negro 

3 3 

I-4 
White Negro 

4 1 

Total 

31 
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Summary £f Results 

The primary h~potheses concernea the degree 

of agreement beb/een the Jesness and l:luay system·s of 

classifying delinquents, and the relationship of age 
-~ 

and race to those classifications. 'l'wo secondary 

hypotheses predicte? rel~tionships between persDnality 

variables on the Jesness Inventory and Quay's P score. 

Four of the eight primary hypotheses were 

confirmed, as were. both of the secondary ones. Over-

all agreement between the systems was interpreted as 
f 

low; it was better for white than for Negro subjects, 

but not at a significant level. The I-4 - Neurotic 

agreement was higher than the I-2 - Psychopath, which 

is the opposite of the predicted relationship. A 

reason for this was suggested in the over-representa-
.... 

·tion of Negro subjects in the'I-2 classification, even 

though many of them were classified Neurotic according 

to the results of the Quay system. Negroes are also 

over-represented in the Psychopath class~fication, but 

to a lesser degree than in the I-2 classification. 

Negroes were not significantly higher than whites on 

P scores, as had been predicted. 

Age W9~ found inversely related to P scores, 

but the predicted interaction effect of age and race 
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was not present. Additional results of interes't in-

eluded positive correlations between P and N score:;., 

and negative correlations between 1-2 and 1-4 subtype 

scores; it was also noted that those subjects scoring 

above the mean on the P and N scores were classified 

predominantly 1-2, just as were those subjects who 

were cln~sified Psy~hopath and Neurotic. 

r 

I 
1 
1 

·1 
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CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION 

The construction of de1inquent typologies 

represents progress toward improved understanding of 

the problem of delinquency, and development of treat

ment strategies applicable to large populations. 

With reliable and meaningful methods of differential 

<iiagnosis, i::raining of correctional workers would be 

simplified by teaching treatment specialties rather 

than a full range of co~ectional techniques. 

The Quay and Jesness classificatory systems 

under investigation in this study are tentative first 

steps toward the attainment of objectiv.e methods of 

categorizing delinquents. It has been suggested that 

these systems yield descriptiyely similar classifica

tions, implying a "conceptual overlap" between two 

pairs of types, the Psyc;.vpath and I':2, and the 

Neurotic and 1:-4. The results of the present investi

gation lend some support to such overlap for white 

subjects, but are largely contradictory for Negro sub

jects, with the main problem being the low level of 

Neurotic - I-4 agreement. This brings the meanings 

66 
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of these categories, especially for Negro subjects, 

into question. 

Quay and Jesness have both listed the char

acteristics of those included in the four classifica-

tions being studied. Possibly because they have a 

sound theoretical base, the Jesness I-levels are well 

differentiated from each other at a descriptive 

level. Based on the description of quay and Peterson 

(1964) the Psychopath and Neurotic differences are 

more subtle. Both are impulsive and aggressive in

dividuals, with the chief difference apparently being 

the "tension, guilt and remorse" of the Neurotic. 

However, the labels themselves, as well as 

the use to whic,h the Quay scales have been put by 

Quay and others (Quay and Hunt, 1965; Bryan and 

Kapche, 19~7), imply a traditional, clinical inter

pret~tion of the two categori~s. It is notable that 

the scales are in the tradition of and very similar 

to the clas,sificationsystem of Hewitt and Jenkins 

(1947) which was frankly phychiatrically oriented. 

It is clear that the scales are intended to identify 

individual pathology, with neurotics and psychopaths 

falling at opposite ends of continua of anxiety and 

social responsivity~ 
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If psychopathic and neurotic delinquents 

are as different from each other as has been implied, 

and if the Quay scales adequately reflect these con

ditions, one would expect to find s=ores on the P and 

N scales unrelated, or even negatively related. It 

has already been noted that Quay reported.po~itive P 

ahd N correlations ranging from .17 to .59. But he 

did not report correlations for the separate races. 

In administering the Personal Opinion study 

to 60 Negro delinquents, Hezel (1968) found that P and 

N scores correlated".56. In Table 19 it was seen that 

for the present study, P and N scores correlated .36 

for Negroes (significant at .01 level) and .21 for 

whites (not significant). These results suggest 

that, at least for Negroes, the two scales are not as 

independent as would be necessary to measure pe~son

ality characteristics as thedretically diverse as 

psychopathy and neuroticism. 

It may be argued that the high P - N cor

relation was produced by subjects scoring above the 

mean on both scales, and therefore n·ot classifiable 

according to Quay. ·Thus the tendency of both Psycho-

path and Neurotic subjects to be classifi~d I-2 .may 
~ 

be unrelated to the ccrrelation of these factors. 

In Table 21 the I-level distributions for all subjects 



.' 69 

above both means were reported. The relationships 

with I-level are quite similar to those of subjects 

classifi;ed Psychopa~h and Neurotic. In Table 21, 

14 of .18 Negroes (77.8%) above both means were seen 

as classified I-2, while only 6 of 13 whites (49.2%) 

were so classified. 

In Table 20, it ~as seen that the 1-2 and 

I-4 subtype scores correlated zero or negatively for 

both races, with the exception of Neurotic Acting Out 

and Asocial Aggressive. These classifications, then, 

appear relatively independent of each other. 

One may conclude that Negro subjects, whether 

£~oring high on the P scale, N scale, or on both, tend 

to be classified I-2. One possibility is that both P 

and N scores as well as scores on I-2 subtypes are 

being affected by a common fac'tor, -and to a much 

stronger deg!ee among Negro subjects. Hezel (1968), 

dealing with Negro subjects only, found that P and N 

scores each corielated negatively at an .001 level of 

confidence with level of ego development, using 

"LoevingeT.."' s (1966) theory and met'hod of measurement, 

which 1s highly similar to the Warren-Jesness theory. 

All of these results raise serious questions 

about the meaning not only of the P scores and the N 

scores, but about the I-levels as well. Though many 
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of these findings reflect statistically significant 

differences between groups, they repre~ent trends 

rather than absolute dichotomies. Thus, some white 

subjects classified Neurotic by Quay are also classi

fied I-2. For this reason, it is impossible to cite 

anyone factor as responsible for the result~. But 

there is one factor which seems to run through most 

of the findings, and which may represent the single 

most parsimonious explanation. This may be described 

as social immaturity. 

·It was pointed out in Chapter II that at 

least one theorist (Ferdinand, 1966) differentiated 

the unsocia1ized aggressive child and the psycho

pathic child, though they are poth describ'ed as im-

pu1sive. This differentiation was apparently made ~n 

the basis of the greater social adequacy (maturity?) 

of the psychopath. It has also been noted that most 

descriptions of the psychopath attribute to·this in

dividual a higher level of competency than is char-
, " .' . . 

acte;f~tic of. tl:e :~'-2 delinquent •. For 'thCt"present 

results, it is sUggested that P and N scores, as well 

as I-2 designations, reflect social immaturity rather 

than, or in addition to, those qualities suggested 

by the labels given these factors. This "immaturity" 

appears to be a socially determined set of attitudes 

! . 

1 

I 
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or response tendencies, related to minority group 

membership. 

This conclusion is supported by several of 

the results ?f the present study. 

One of the most significant was the neg'ative 

correlation of age with both P and N sCores for 

Negroes, which was not true of whites. Thus the 

younger Negro sUbjects were higher on both scales, 

while the age of white subjects showed essentially no 

relationship to them. If youth alone were related to 

inflated P and N scores by reason of such age-appro-

priate tendencies as response sets of acquiescence or 

'social desirability, both racial groups should have 

shown negative correlations between age and these 

scores. 

The fact that no age relationship was fouqd 

with I_levels for either racial group is considered a 

fUnction of the separate norms ,for age groups. Thus, 

even when compared with white subjects of their own 

age groUp, Negroes are more often classified I-2. 

And, as described it I-level theory, 1-2 reflects a 

higher degree of imm\'.turi ty, though this is described 

as .. in'terpersonal." 

It had been hypothesized that an "alienation" 

concept might explain differences in results along 

, 

1 
I 

I 
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racial lines. There was some support for this in 

the higher scores by Negroes on the Jesness Inventcry 

scales of Social Maladjustment and Alienation, but 

Negroes were higher on all personality scales, sig

nificantly so on Value Orientation, Immaturity, and 

Repression in addition to the two on which the 

hypothesis was based. With the exception of Repres

sion and possibly the Immaturity scales, those on 

which Negroes are significantly higher are distinctly 

"social" in implication, as opposed to individual 

personality measures. That is, Social Maladjustment, 

,Value Orientation, and Alienation all reflect atti

tudes which might be considered socially pathological 

and associated with lower socioeconomic class, rather 

than individual psychopathology. 

The additional finding of significantly 

higher S scores on the Quay scales among Negroes is 

also of relevance here. As noted earlier, Quay and 

Peterson (1964) describe this factor as reflecting 

"attitudes, values and behaviors commonly thought to 

occur among members of cuJ.turally and economically 

disadvantaged delinquent gangs in whom personality 

maladjustment: per g is not clearly evident (Pit 1)." 

When comparing the total white and Negro groups, this 

1s the onl~ Quay factor on which there is a si9nifi-
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cant difference between the means, with Negroes being 

higher. 

Implica tions 

The most obvious implication of the results 

of the present research is that the impact of age and 

race' differences must be. considered in making use of 

the two instruments studied, whether as diagnostic 

tools or in further research. Since the purpose was 

comparison of the methods in terms of degree of agree

ment and relationship with age and race factors, and 

not an evaluation, neither of them can be said to be 

superior to the other i~ classifying delinquents. 

Obviously, the test of this lies in their use to 

specify treatment, and evaluation of the outcome. 

This has been attempted within.the California Youth 

Authority system with Warren's I-level method of 

classification, with reported encouraging results. 

A measure of the val~e of the Jesness classifications 

using the Inventory alone awaits further reports of 

the Preston Typology Study. 

Another irnplica~ion involves the effect of 

minority group membership on responses to question-
. . 

naires which measure attitudes. It may be that the 

results reflect sociai or group characteristics which 
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J£SNESS INVENTORY PERSONALITY CHARACTERISTICS 

Social Maladjustment (Sm): Social Malad
justment ref~rs here to a set of attitudes associated 
with inadequate or disturbed socialization, as de~ 
fined by the extent to wh,ich an individuul shares the 
attitu.des of persons who demonst!:ate inability to 
meet environmental demands in socially ap~roved ways. 

Value Orientation Scale (Vo). Value Orienta
tion refers to a tendency to share attitudes and 
opinions characteristic of persons' in the lower socio
economic classes. 

Immaturity Scale (1m). Immaturity reflects 
the tendency to display attitudes and perceptions of 
self and others which are usual for persons of a 
younger age than the sUbject. 

Autism Scale (r,u). Autism measures a tend
ency, in thinking and perceiving, to dis tor t reali ty 
according to one's personal desires or needs. 

A1ienation Scale (AI). Alienation refers to 
the presence of distrust and ~strangement in a per
son's attitudes toward others, especially toward those 
representing authority. 

}janifest Aggression Scale (f·;a). J';anifest 
Aggression reflects. an awarene;ss of unpleasant feel
ings,especially of anger and frustration, a tE!ndency 
to react readily with emotion, and perceived dis
comfort concerning the presence and control of these 
feelings. 

~lithdrawal Scale (t'ld). i'lith'dral'/al involves 
,a perceived lack of satisfaction with self and others 
and a tendency toward isolation from others. 

Social Anxiety Scale (Sa). Social Anxiety 
refers to perceived emotional discomfort associated 
with interpersonal relationships. 
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Repression Scale (Reel. Repression re~lects 
the exclusion from conscious av,areness of feel.ings 
and emotions which the individua~ normally would be 
expected to experience, or his failure to label. these 
emotions. 

Denial Scale CDen). Denial inc.lcates 6. re
luctance to' ackno~/ledgc unpleasant events or aspects 
of reality often encoUntered in daily living. 



APPENDIX B 

I-LEVEL AND SUaTYPE DESCRIPTIONS 

Matur~ty Level 2 (1-2) 

The two subtypes, Un socialized Aggressive 
(An) and Unsocializ~d Passive tAp), in the second 
maturity level arc much alir-e in their character
istics. The 1-2 perceives the vJorld in an ego
centric manner, being concerned primarily with his 
own needs. His ovm behavior is impulsive, and he 
shows limited awareness of its effect on others. 
He blames others for denying him, but docs not un
derstand why they do this or what they expect of 
him. 

His perception of reality is often distorted; 
but~ in spite of present difficulties and conflicts, 
he is optimistic about the future and freyUently 
makes unrealistic plans. On the oth~r 1H.mU, he feels 
he is a "rece~ve.r of life's impact";. Unfortunate 
things just happen to him. 

His response to the Vlorld of adults is in 
terms of resentment and complaints about,not having 
his needs fulfilled. In an attnmpt to achieve . 
gratification, the 1-2 attaches himself to anyone who 
shows him kindness or gives him something. This boy 
lacks ab~lity to handle frustration or control in
coming stimuli. The 1-2's stance is that the world 
should ta}:e care of him. He defines other people in 
terms of Whether they give or ~lithhold things from 
him. Beyond this, he has little conception of in
terpersonal differences and cannot accurately explain, 
understand, or predict behavior and reactions of 
others. As a result some react suddenly, sometimes 
violently, seldom expressing remorse about their 
behavior. Under stress the I-2 may ;.lttempt to with
draw froro the situation. An appearance of complete 
docility often hides feelings of resentment end of 
being misunderstood. 
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The I-2 suffers poor peer relationShips and 
is often the object of scapcgoating. He has few 
social skills, and his attempts at relating often 
appear insincere and clumsy. 

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

The most important differentiating char
acteristic beb~een the Ap and the Aa is the nature 
of response to frustration or demands: the Aa more 
typically reacts in a hostile or aggressive manner; 
the Ap ~omplains or passively withdraws. 

Maturity Level 3 (I-3) 

The I-3 attempts to manipulate his environ
men t to get ... /ha t he wan ts. In con tras t "lith the I-2, 
he is av/are that his o\.;n behavior has something to 
do \'/ith ...,hether or not he gets "Ihut he \olants. His 
efforts to attain his ends may be in the form of con
formance to the perceived pOl'ler structu};e or "con
ning" and manipulation. The I-3 seeks structure in 
terms of rules and formulas for behaving in the im
mediate social content. He tends to deny the ex
istence of personal problems, instead describing his 
difficulties as external and resulting from a con
flict behleen himself and his environment. Although 
the I-3 may have learned to play a fml stereotyped 
roles! he cannot empathize fully with others. He has 
difficulty perceiving personality and behavioral 
differences among others, and his conce!)tions are 
usually limited to the roles these people fulfill 
(mother, teacher, mechanic) or in terms of stereo.., 
typed, socially desirable descriptions (hard-Harking, 
nice, friendly, etc.). 

Immature Conformist (Cfmt. The Cfm per
ceives himself as less adequate than others. He may, 
hOv/ever 1 describe himself as "avel:agc" and "nornlal.." 
The Cfm feels that he is expected to conform to the 
st.andards of controlling or "giving" figures and 
assumes their "pov/er" to be oven/helming if he does 
no·t meet these expectations. His response is to the 
immediate povler structure, and he may behave some
what unpredictably in the eyes of his delinquent 
peers. For this reason, he may not be a close member 
of the group. Although the Cfm is somewhat pessi-
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Mistic and anticipates rejection by adults, he has 
not ,given up trying to form satisfying relation
sh.ips. 

Celt:ural conformist (efc). The Cfc con
siders his ·life to be comfortable I effective, and 
satisfactory and usually rej~cts the idea of making 
changes in himself. He 'rarely admits to problems; 
but when he does, he attributes them to the ex
ternal ",o.%:'ld (school, probation department, etc.). 

The Cfc is alienClted tOl'lard adults and pre
fers to rely 6n peers for social approval and for 
satisfaction of' his needs. He gravitates tOl'lard 

,delinquency-oriented peers since his experience make 
this group most predictable to him. He. presents him
self as an adequate person ~/ho is in control of him
self and his emotions. He perceives others to be 
guided by the sar~e concern \-lith external structure 
that directs his actions, and has little aWdreness 
that people possess diverse personalities, motiva
tions, and responses. Anxiety tends to b~ related 
to situations which generate uncertainty. 

Delinquency seems to be an attempt to gain 
or maintain peer ae;ceptance, an attempt to prove 
Masculinity, or to gratify material needs. 

Manipulator (r.'1p). The r·;p maintains much 
the same self-satisfied atti,tude tOl-lard his I-Iay of 
lifO as does the Cfc and is equally reluctant to 
make an' actual cor..mitment to chang'e. 

As the name implies j .the r"p' s formUla in
volves maniFulation to control others an~ satisfy 
his own needs. Use of this formula is rigid and 
apparently self-reinforcing. Since the 11p only 
seems to assimilate that part: of incoming in'forma
tion congruent with his frame of reference, he does 
not appear to learn much from experience. He 
ordinarily receives his reHard from the means 
(manipulation) utilized to attain something rather 
than the end itself. 

Anti-social behavior is accepted as part 
of his life; a way of outsmarting others and deal
ing out;:. what; they deserve. Since he considers the 
motivations in others to be the same as his own; 
that 'Is, "to get others before they get you,"he 
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feels that people are unwilling ~o meet his dripcndency 
needs and will try to "use" him. 

Although initially capable of making a pOGi
tive impre.ssion on ,others, the Np usually alienates 
both adults and peers. His delinquency is generally 
an attempt to gain or maintain 'control, obtain grati
fication of impulses, oi:' an expression of hostility • 

Maturity Level 4 (1-4) >'l 

The 1-4 has internalized a set of standards 
by \</hich he judges his and other's behavior. He may 
experience guilt about his failure to live up to 
these standards. Sometimes it is not guilt over self
worth but conflict over value's that creae~s problems. 
With some 1-4's who manage to avoid internal conflict, 
the difficulty ariGes fxom admiration and identifica
tion ~/ith delinquent models. At the 1-4 level, the 
boy begins to shol'l some ability to look for and under
stand reasons for behavior and shows some awareness 
of the effects of his behavior on others and thei·r 
behavior on him •. 

Acting-Out Neurotic (Na). The Na is char
acterized by the presence of guil" based on the in
ternalization of a negative, "bad," self-image. 'As 
a result, anxiety is not situationally determined but 
is constant.ly with him. The Na attempts to "over
come" immediate problems without necessarily trying 
to uncover or unravel long-standing conflicts. He 
does, however, 0ant to improve himself and his life, 
particularly to hurt himself less or. to stop hurting 
others. . 

Anxious Neurotic (Nx). The Nx is also char
acterized by internalization of the "bad me" self
image. Anxiety, a constant factor in this boy's life, 
15 typically related to perceptions of ~elf as in
adequate and to chronic internal conflicts. In con
tr.ast to the Na, the Nx places value upon intro
spection of self and investigation of the past causes 
of his problems. ' 

Situational'Emotional (Se). The Se evidences 
no long-term psychoneurosis or psychopathy; but doe~ 
experience distress or conflict over some current 
problem. This conflict, which has precipitated the 
Sets involvement in delinquent activities, could have 

... 

j .. 
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,involved personal and family problems or en~ron
men talsi. tua tions., 

Cultural identifier, {Ci~e The Ci, non
neurotic in n~tur~, h~s internaliz~d ,the va~ue system 
of a deviant subculture. He perceives inequitie's and 
injustices along s0cio-econpr..ic and racial lines; and 
as'a re-liult, has antiIilutfiy,for the c;:ore (middle
class) culture. He suffers little from anxiety and" 
defi.nesany y=cblems he may have as conflicts be
tween hililSelf and 'society or 'his environment • 

... . .... 
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