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CHAPTER I

INTROLUCTION .

AN

The study to be‘reported in this-paper is gro- 1ded in the work on

?Efield articulation which. has been carried out for-:i' e past twenty years
Wby H. A, Witkin and his associates. The basic idea . ropounded by
’}Witkin'ié that. field articulation is an endnring dimension of human
%Behavior which is meaningfully related to pereonality functioninga

iiiield articulation is, broadly speaking, the degree to which a persog

perceives'in a field-resistant manner. .The term "field articulation"

ﬁ 1is defined by Witkin as including both pérceptual and intellectual
; functioning, but so far as this study goes, it will be taken as

+1synonymous with the older term "field independence."

“Witkin's work has had heuristic value, with both'of his major .-

% books generating a number o%,studies. This body of work has continued

4 to- elicit considerable intereat..

The measures of field dependence, primarily the Rod and Frame Test

j§‘(§F¥},wh1ch was originally devised by Witkin and Asch; and the Embedded
1 Figutes Test (EFT) which was adapted by Witkin from the Gottschaldt

% figures, have been described as ingonious even by some of those who

[

i criticize other aspects of work 4in this area.e~The RFT and.the EFT aref

objectiveifquick relatively non-verbal and relatively«culture-free,'

80° that if they do® predict personality functioning, they would be

valuable in reaearch an- ¢linical work

“ .l
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‘the California Institution for Women.

er"

'Witkin's theory 1is, of course, broader than his~measurea. He is
proposing a major, novel variable.of hunan psycbological functioning
(with, indeed, suggestions now arising in the literature that this new
variable extends to other species) which would reénire amending a good
deal of what has been so far established in peychology.

The specific'prediction from Witkin's theory vhichvis'to‘be
tested in this study is that persons in the midrange of field dependence
will tend to function more'adequately than either extremely field—
dependent or extremely*field-independent petsons. - The sample on which
this prediction is to be tested is drawn from the immate population of

The setting of this study, the Californiz Institution for Women;
1g the largest women's prison in the world and the only state prison’
for -women in California, At the time the data were collected, between
August 20, 1966 and August 28, 1966 inclusive, the population consisted

of about 800 inmates. About one-fourth of these were incarcerated

‘because of'fo:gery and bad-check writing, about one-fifth because of

offenses related to narcotics and dangerous drugs, about cne-sixth
because of homicide and other ‘injuries to persons, and the remainder

for ﬂarious felonies. The women who are admitted to the Institution

are a selected group, because probation is by far the most{likely out-

come for a woman who is convicted of a felony in tbis state. The
emphasis of the institution is on rehabilitatian. The immates are

becomingly dressed (there are no uniforms) and the physical plant looks

like a small ﬁollege., Academic education, vocational training, medical

treatmeut, counseling, arts and crafts, music and sports ate prominent

T
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partsfof thé daily routine. Under a flexible sentencing law, the

parole of the women is detérmined in large part by their evidenced

- fehabilitation.

In this study adequate functioning is defined as suécess on parole.
The géné;al plan of the study is to investigate whether measures of
fiéldrdépendence‘are relaﬁe? to measurés 6f parole success, A validated
fmeasurg of'e#pected éarole success,, tﬂe "base expectancy" score which
bas been deveioped}by the Department owaorrection;,vis Qsed as one
estimate of‘the likélihood of parolé success. Two other measures érg
used to estimate the 11ke1§hood of parole success: the amount of
COntact¥§n inmate maintained with’che community as shown bf correspond~
encé and visits, and the number of disciﬁlinary reports during a three-
menth period. . The assumption‘underlying the use of éhese three depen~
dept variables‘is that they will discriminate between womeﬁ who
sﬁcceed, at a 1é£er timé, on parole, and womén who’fail at a later
timé. Becéuse of the fact ﬁhat an additional variablé is to be intro;
ducgdAbelowg it may be well fobpresent the‘study séhematieéliy at this

point.

LS

T .Fewer disciplindary reports

.

~Medium field dependence scores . More letters and visits

Higher base ‘expectancy scores



|

More disciplinary reports
High or low field dependence Fewer letters and visits
scores )
Lower base expectancy scores
Twenty-nine months after the field dependence scores were
obtained, data for another dependent variable was obtained, parole
SuUCcéss versus éatole,failure of some of the subjects who had been

paroled. The schema for this variable is: ' :

- c

Medium field &ependence-—-—-;.-——) Parole success
‘gcores. 7 o

; b
High or low field dependence————>» ‘Parq‘le failure
scores T
{5 is,.important to not:é that parole succ.ess 1is the variable for
which v"disbciplinar,y reports,” "letters and visits,” and "base expectancy
score” .are estimates. . The rvight‘ hand terms in A and B are _appr;ox-i-«
mationé of the right hand téms- in C and D. |

+In sunﬁnazy, this study tests an hypothesis derived from Witkin's

‘field dopendence t'héo'ry, using prison inmate suﬁje_nts ‘and estimated and

actual parole:success as dependent variables. .

I T




[ :;b Cies f‘i”q 0 sve. CHAPTER IX s
: C o ool mzvnzw'op THE LITERATURE
f f ; Thie rev*ew will begin with Witkin s .gtatements of his data and
P s T e EP ‘v'iﬁf ‘theory and go on to consider field dependence measurements, followed
? ;- éii ‘by a review of work relating field dependence to three classes of
o . o et : £ ‘dependent variables.- v
P : Witkin 8 Major Presentations of Field Dependence
Huch of Witkin -] experimental work and his theoretical formula—
. . tiona are presented in two books and id -an‘article which: contains the i
. : - 3 ‘most. tecent extensive statement of his findinge and theoretical :
=; . position (Witkin, Lewis, Hertzman, Machover, Meissner, & Wapner, 1954
; s - Witkin, Dyk Faterson, Goodenough & Karp," 1962 Witkin, 1965) : These.
‘ three sources Will be’ summarized and discussed.

Personality through Perception (Witkin et al., 1654) teports a

numher ‘of correlational studies, mainly the relationships obtained by

various*combinations of‘testvecores. A summary of the tests-given ig~

as follows. g i B A L R T L St SR
N . B

(1) 52 ‘men’ and 51 women college studénts were given-*

)

: ~‘f(a) perceptual tests == the' Tilting-Room-Tilting-Lhair Test,
i 7 Body - Steadiness Test, Two-Hand Coordination Test, Body
f ‘Balance’Test, Rotating Room Test, Embedded Figures Test,
Brightness Constancy Test, Audio—Visual Conflict Test,
and Rod and Frame Test' and

(b) personality tesgts = Autobiography, ?ersonality Question-
naire (78 MMPT Items), Sentence Campletion, Interview,

N

ors'a .




SO ‘ ‘ :
¢ TR Figure Dravings, Rorschach IAI, -and Word Association
S ’ 'rest .

¥

(2) ‘ 38 men and 39 wome:l mental hospital patients were given:
“ (a) perceptual tests - the T:thing-Room-—Tilting-Chair 'I‘est,
.. the Rod and Frame Test, and the Embedded Figures Test;
and o ‘ e

¥ : N . B
S i b : ,(b) persauality tests -- the. same: tests as.were given to the
i ST e college students. . ‘ )
=

. o { : ~7V,(3), 42 boys and 46 girls (three groups, ages 8; 10 and 13) ‘were,
: ) given'

: . (a) perceptual testg - the Tﬂting-Room—Tilting-C’han.r Test,
[ i lwoson . the Rod and Frame Test, and the Embedded T"igures Test-
L 4 and ‘

(b) personality testg - Rorschach TAT, F*l gure Drawiugs,
and Miniature Toys..

The preseutation of the f:t_ndings in Personality through Percegtion

is diffuse, and it is in many ways a difficult ‘book to read (One

:I.rrelevant but iuteresting point about the publications by Witkin et al.
is the e:xtent tL\which chey differ stylistically. The publisbed 'style

of this research group var:[ee so- marky..‘ly, £rom just bad writing to

vr:lt:mg of unusual clarity, that it seens ln_kely that the members. of

group take turns wrxting. It is interesting to speculate as to’ how‘

‘much. the' incongruence of - styles has contriLbuted to the mixed reception

accorded to their publications.) The folloving summary of the book is

Py

7 not complete but. conveys some- of the flavor of ‘the book and most of the

content, highly condensed. = The :objectives of the 1arge study are to

ezz.tablish whether ‘space orientation to the upright: 15 a stable chatac-

; ST e - oL ter?htic, whether it generalizes over situations and vhether it is
o L ‘ ' ‘ related to general personality organization. k'it:kin ~.describes the :

Perceptual test apparatus and procedure in meticulous idetail. There' -
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fare a nunber of passages in‘wﬁich'ﬁitkin:gives the intuitive‘basis of

hls perceptual tests, ag in the follouing.h

‘He ‘[the subject] 1s thus confronted with esséntially the same =~
- type.of situation that people frequently encounter in everyday
v1ife,” where it is necessary to choose between standards based
on cone's own impulses and feelings and standards derived from
environmental préssures. To the extent that there fs'continuity
o in thejindividnal's psychological operations,: it ig very likely
~that the person's characteristic way of handling this important -
kind of situation may be revealed in our. tests (Personalitz
«through Perception, p. 14),. -

f.He'makes the distinction between part—of—a-field tasks, such as the Rod
“Yand Frame Test, which he says encourage the ‘subject to behave in a more

ffsnalytical fashion, and field-as-a—whole tasks such as the rotating

room which more easily permit- global reactions,

Witkin use of the. statistical material in Personality through

{ Perception has been the: subject of much criticism. His own defense of

his methods ie, "In brief despite some ‘Concerns about ‘violation of

fi statistical protocol we have gone ahead in what we considered to be

%ézthe simplest method of- inductive analysis" (Witkin et ‘al., 1954

: Ppe xxiv). “One frequent eriticism of Witkin 8 statistical method is
‘thatvhe~presents selected correlation coefficients; the implicetion
13 being that the selection is biased. A review of the book leads to a
contrary criticism, however, since in the first 100 pages, ver»300;
e correlstionfcoefricients are presented, and‘onxpageuloz therecis'~

'snpther‘group of‘104 correlation coefficients.- The large number of -

statistics presented seems - to ‘have “the: perhaps paradoxical effect of

leaving the reader in-a state of" uncertainty as to ‘the conceptual °
v content. The general impression left: is that: the presentation of the :

data ‘is soméwhat. over-detailed,’




R IR

‘dependent tnan at the adolescent 1

e An izportant part of the Book is the material on developmentel .

changes -in"peroebtion.-‘ Chii’dren‘ tend to dncrezse in fleld independence

: until ages- 15-17, after vhich tbe tendeucy is to be slightiy more f1eld

in part-of-a—field tests, .

»

%

Y
'l'bere are large :Lnter-indivzdu_.l differeu‘,{as ia field dependence evea

-:‘ilb 'amng .children. I"emales tend to be more field dependent at all ages

' and are significantly Bore field dependent as adults. ) In the field-as,-f

a—*vbole testy reported i.n Personalitz through ?erception, children :

3 perfom as vell as adults, but it is noteworthy that ‘the test adminis-‘

tration differed betv?en ctu.ldren and adults, vith the children being

k g:lven experlence with the test apparatus before they were tested. The

book emphasizes that "sex differenees vere observed only'in tasks that

requited deal:.ng analytically with a given field' they generally did

not occur: when separation of an item from its context was. not at issue

. (p. 161). In eatablishing body position with the eyes closed women :

¥/
r

Differences in the structure of/ tasks causes more variat on in women s

v,scores than in men. s, that is, &rvmen 's perfom:ances are more var:lable

/
2 fron one ty-pe of test to another.

In Chapter 9, the authorb specify the subd:.vision of the core

sample of 52 men and 51 vomen into high, nediun and low subgroupe on

‘ the bas:ls c‘ scores-on perceptual tests. The size of. subgroups ranged

from 13 to 23 men 8 and women' 8 scores uere analyzed separately.

The foregoing groups of su‘bjects were assigned* personality scores

“on tbe basis of an interview and their perfomance personality tests.:

. In desctibiug the intervies' procedure, the authors state ‘that the l g

e




e

&

V subjecto‘vere allowed freedon‘to speak on matterslrelating;to'their

» personal adjustment but that they were also questioned about school

military experience, family, childhood career, marriage, sex, religion,

vpolitics, body image, and self image. ,The focus of the interview was

on reporting easily observable behavior and aurface affect{ The pairs. *

of interview variables which were rated were: awareneSS'of seif‘(self-

‘avareness vs. denial), method of handling hostility (open vs. repression),

activity—-passivity, and method of handling inferiority feelings
(compensatory vs.:lov~aelf esteem), In addition, the subject s self :

aesuranCe during~the,interview was rated Not all subjects were rated

‘on all variables. The interview variables were not related AS evidenced

by chi squaie tests. The authors state that "Our'personality varinbles

,f, srent across levels of’adjustmeut, and might appear i6 & context of s

relative health or illness" (Ibid., p. 202) This and‘similar state-

'Aments seem *o answer Poatman s (1955) extreme criticism of the book as

being too psychopathological in orientation.‘

The authors note that the relation,between perceptual test scores

. and personality'ratings was highest in the cases: nf field dependent men

and field independent women.

The remainder of the book details scoring procedures for the

variables derived from the Rorschach Test, the Figure Drawing Test, the

Thematic Apperception Test and the miniature toy play situation. ‘Case -’

historiee, as well as’ reaults for a group of hospital patients and for
a group of children, are presented

The foregoing summary touches upon at 1east most. of the content

of Personality through Perception. ‘Tt should be noted that the ;

"




e

unmariee providediatfthe“ends-of'the chapters-are inadequate;in that
- they are so condensed and cursory as to in some instances misrepresent
the material. This.alone.may-account~for‘some of theumisunderstandings
i1 of this book.klb ‘ o :

'} Objections to Personality through Percgption include objection to’

T the personality testing;'objection.regarding cross-validation; theu
i ’ : o :

COntention*that the field‘dependence measures‘are essentially intelli-
] gence»teste,vand‘objection to.theflarge number of correlations
'presented (Postman, 19553 Smith 1955).

The" objection to the: personality testing, that is, the.contention
?4.that the personality tests used are not validated seems to have been
: met by Witkin in reply to a later criticism. The point.madeuin re-

oy buttal is essentially that the use made of the progective techniques

r"iﬁ 80 limited as to make these\techniques self—validating in this

3 situation. Put in other terms, the general use made of the projective

techniques vas simply to observe what the subject d1d or did not do in

‘the test - situation so that the "projective test"‘was in reality merely

TR )

a number of ebeerved ‘behaviors. As af example, the subject either did

- or did not use the whole ‘blot in a Rorschach response and his using-
. r-failing-to-use eventually resulted in‘a W score. The fact that the
subject used 100% of the blot area, or: less than lOOZ, would seem to. be
observable fact aud not susceptible to validation in,any usual gense.

This point is not original with-Witkin, 'but it is cogent. The. r¥ebuttal :

yleaves uncovered, of course, the criticism that: the inferences drawn

G 11 aren't obaervable fact, and here one comes to a question of judgment.

it appears that Witkin makes restricted generalizations, far more




L rectricted than "the casual and intuitive hnguége of the cli.nic and
"< 'the couch" of which Smith accuses hia (Sm.th, 1955, - 351). He adopts,

in fact, a 2 mechanistic rule for each vax:iable on the Rorschach the .

Figure Drawing, the Thematic Appercept:.cn Test and the ninzature toy

i

play situation. These rules are laboriously spe] led out and vn:[le the

lengthy specifications make for du.ll reading, they are neither casual

nor intuitive. The use of the test responses overail is conservative

and pedestrian to such a degree tbat it is hard to see hcrw the tests

k ’3"1 could have, been used at-all if they b.ad been \ased any more rzechanically
and restrictedIy. l’or examule, the Tnet:.at:.c Apperception Iest scm:es
lf: rest upon two and only two points. d1d tbe hero carry out a self-

initiated progect, and did the story have an outcome favorable to the

hero. This is a far cry from say:mg, for instance, that somecne sees

the acrobat climbing up the rope and so :|.s euphoric. The ‘difficulty

‘ari ses in asking whether one can legitinately 1abel such behavior in

response to'a Thematic Apperception Test card as assertive. It
would seem legitimate for Witkin to use any tem he m.shes :Lf he

defines it opetationally, as he ha.s doae.

Objection to the lack of ctoss-val dation is Mﬁre to the po,int, '

B

but Witkin would say that he used the hospital group as a standardi—

zation group. His critics object to the use of such a "d:.fferent"

group, but this objection would seem to e:xploy a somewhat questionable

: dichotomy of "mentally well" and 'mentally sick " As W‘ tkin explains,

1 he had to select only the more rational patiem:s, £0. the difference

W

between groups would appear not to co-zpletely overthrov his finding.

. The contention t:bat the field dependence tests are essentia.lly




3

itests of intelligence was later brought to a climax (Zigler, 1963) i .

:c review of Psychological Differentiation in vhich it was pointed out

~tbat not only do the field dependence tests relate to intelligence,

but also so-do the personality tests. Witkin cites factor analyses Af

. (Coben, 1957, 1959) to regute this contention, stating that the‘

4 tvariance common to the Wechsler sceies and field dependence tests. is

NG

»

'carried by only three subtests Blook Design, ObJect Assembly, and

-Picture Completion.(Witkin, 1963) The weight of evidence accumulating

seems to bear against dismissing Witkin's work as being artifactual.

‘Another factor analysis (Goldstein & Chotlos, 966) has been published
&:in vbich Revised Army Alpha Examination scores were related to RFT -
;'scores. Regardless of tHe foregoing study, it would seem that the

'question of whether the field dependence tests, all of which involve :

iavisual perception, can be considered a measure of general intelligence,

fvill be disputed for some time to come. Probably the basid dispute is

i cients presented have been answered by Witkin with the statements ﬁnﬁ-

‘Aone of definition, and it is likely that the earliest (infant) measure—
jnnnts of developmentalaadequacy involve and depend upon visual ' o

’perception (Gesell & Amatruda,.1941)

Obiections raised as to the 1atge numbers of correlation cgeffi-

.

e

f;he considers only *he pattern of correlations and that no conclusion B

is based on only one or two correlation coefficients (Witkin et al.,

"_.1954, p. xxiii) Furthermore, this statistiﬁi’ treatment has the,

f?advantages‘of easy communicability and flexibility.

: In Peychological Differentiation (Witkin et al., 1962) the. major

S findings reported are correlations between perceptual tests == the RFT,'

s
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13

the Tilting-Romx—-‘[ﬂting-—Chair Test, and the EFI and personality
tests - Rorschach, ur, ngure Drawings, and interviev with mother and

: with child given to 68 ten—year-—old boys ‘who vere divided into three

i St
Joogroups, the first two subgroups being used to develop the measures

of field independence.

- (Z!new of tbe reviews cited earlier (Zigler, 1963) contains several

g statements tbat raise the question of how completely the reviewer under-
stovd this book. In writing about vhat he believes to be a _source of
! contamination, Zigler says that an interviewer talking to a subject: s

5mother "could hardly help But know through the interview alone whether

the boy was fieul-dependent or independent. This vould seem unlikely

in at least som cases.. Another cz 1ticism that he states is tbat .

. Witkin failed to integrate his findings in a way that vould be meaning—'

ful to a develop:yentalist such as’ Heinz Wemer. Several correspondents

: calleu attentxon to the fact that Werner had written a complimentary

foreward to the book and stated positive reactions to both the book and

;:-‘the long—tern research project (Korchin 1963 Ptosbansky, 1963'

o witkin et al., 1963). B

-—&

In genem.l the second Witkin book (Psychologlcal Differentiation, :

J 1962) sbows nore attention than d:.d the first one to cross-validation,

replication, 1eporting of negative evidence, ‘concern with suitable use

cof statistical nethods, and establishing .eliability of ratings by

e judges. ~In the second book also, there is a mote explic1t statemcn..
of the bypothesis that both field depcndent: and field independent

:: pecple can’ show pathology. The authors begin by defining and discussing'

'the concept of differentiation. 'I'hey sta..e their method of . study, which
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is (a) correlation of several measures of field dependence in order to

; demonstrate intra—subject consietency across measures, (b) study of

mo?her-child interactions to define the kinda of interactions that

i
uation of the atability of field dependence during developmentt

.‘Studies by c-her investigators are reported also, and a large body of

evidence is presented to support the construct or stable individual

3 differences, both perceptual and intellectual in field dependence.

‘tand performance on- the Rorschach and on memory tests.. Field in- "~

,Children who are field independent structure this experience better

~“,than dL those who are field dependent, according to interview ratings

; dependent Lhildren have a motre highly developed personal identity,

f

o
ehown by performance on figure drawing tests and the Thematic Apper—

“a

: ception Test. The nature of defenses, the degree of activity, ‘and the

'1eve1 of verbal skills in field independent and field dependent

children are discussed in the light oE—experimental evidence. Cass "

"

g relationship is

; studiea illnstrating different 1evels of field dependence are. presented

R

% Interview ratings and EFT scores of the mothers are evaluated in

‘i relation to the: field depnndence scores of their children and. some: :

own between child rearing methods, level of maternal

h'field dependence, and children -] 1evels of field dependence. :

- 1In dn important position paper, Witkin (1965) reviewe some more

¥

£y

“recent work related to his theory of field articulation. ‘Field articu-f*'
lation ‘is defined as a cognitive style, ‘a bipolar dimension, that v

4 includes both perceptual and intellectual functioning. (It is a

.

broader term than "field-independence"- since, however, 5o much of the

Sw s . 11 L

’

't,aﬁfﬁn

foster field independence or field dependence in children, and (c) eval—

valnt
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(iwhich relate field dependence measurements to other measurements in

literature uses the oloer term "field-independence", the terms "field-
independence" “and "field articulation" will be used interchangeably in
this paper ) witkin discusses various indicators of field articulation'

and presents his theory relating field articulation to ‘the development

of’defenses, to.pathology, and to the~"potentialvfor change" in’

;,psychotherapy. He'suggestv*hat'an'intermediate‘rangeﬂof'fieldvarticu; .

J%‘lation ‘may be evidence of both better personality functioning and.

better potential for change in a positive direction.

* The evidence now _clearly “ndicates that pathology occiurs at
““both extremes of the diffefentiation dimension. In fact,
- there is some suggestion of greater frequency of pathology
at the extremes than in the middle of the range (Witkin, 1965
Pe 324) 3

ST It s further‘possible that'patiente who are internediate in
- the ‘range of measures of differentiation are. in peneral more -

. amenable to change than highly differentiated patients (Ibid.,~
P 334).

o Witkin s publications have received much attention in the litera—‘

ture.g In addition to the reviews mentioned earlier, other reviews

1‘state that field dependence—independence “is without question the most
: carefully and thoroughly explored dimenaion of cognitive style that we
Jf} have" (Adelson, 1969, p. 243), and "Witkin 8 work has for. years stood

Tt out as: the most systematic application of the cognitive—control approach

'f; and certainly one of the ‘most influentidl on research" (Klein, Barr, &

vy

Wolitzkv, 1967, P- 508)

Field Dependence Measurements

Next' to be discussed are-a group of studies describing various,,

; neasurements of field dependence. This review will include studiesv




thbse cases in which the relationship of ‘measures seems to be the

: chief finding of relevance for this papet.

Adevai, Silverman, & McGough (1968b) petformed a factot analysis

-gjof the suores ‘of 92 college men o 10 perceptual tests. ‘The highest

correlatio1 of the RFT 'was with ‘mirror. tracing speed and aceuracy. The

correlation between the*EFT’and‘RFT‘was‘.49. As the authors point out,

‘“‘the finding by Witkin et al. (1954), that the EFT correlates more

i highly Hith Rorschach C scores than does the RBT, ‘suggests tbat emotional

3 control enters into performance'on the EFT, This factor analysis is the

‘;Bbeginning of a large scale study which is‘designed to’investigate

" relationships between field dependence and‘physiological'responées.

'On the basis of factor analySee, Goodenougb'ﬁ Rarp (1961) con-
: cluded that the relationship between field dependence and 1. Q. is a’

function of a common cognitive style, i. e., the capacity to overcome

1Pmbeddedness. :

In another analysis, 18 test scores " (including six Wechsler Adult
. Intelligence Scale subtests,

RET, EFT, Match Problems “and Insigbt
Problems to measure,adaptive flexibility, and distraction tests)

obtained from 150 men’ were interco:related and factor: analyzed (Katp,
‘i 1963) The first factor consieted of‘three field independence‘tests,
; Wechsler Object Assembly and Block Design, the two adaptive flexibility

g tests, and a measute of petceptual c‘osure. Distraction tests,

b Hechsler‘Digit Symbolnend the cancellation test loadedlon ‘the second
: ; ) TR vli’faCEor. Tﬁeée two factore had a correlation of 23, so ‘that Karp's

hypothesis, that field dependence ia different from dietractibility,
:HBS upheld

16
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An attempt to show, in opposition to Karp 8 resulte, that field
dependent subjects are more susceptible to distraction was not
"successful (Blcomberg, 1968)¢; i
] One study found a relationship between RFT scoree and efficiency
in a tracking task (Benfari [ Vitale, 1965) This study used a

directional score instead of thsxabsoiute deviation measdre used by

Witkin, an innovation criticland by Barrett & Thornton (1967a) who :
present aata to show that the directional.score on the RFT is not
1elated to field dependence in their subjects. Flaw' n RFT technique
are criticized by Lester (1968) who states that control of head N »
position, starting position effects, control}readings and the effect

: of instructions need to be more carefully managed in some RFT studies.
:?A response set was found in 792 of '@ group of male college studente in ‘
;that they placed the rod to. the left of the true vertical in the RFT

' situation (Hellkamp, 1968) This response set is not significant unless

: by the author are the set (einetellung, not response set) given by the

Vl,initial tilt of the frame to the left, Mach' E—effecr and laterality.

'{;It is, however, of note that Kato (1965a) with Japaneoe subjects found

Ha different pattern' the initial set did Tiot: last throughout the series

: but instead the rod was adjusted to the direction of frame tilt.

In another sample, about half of the 46 male subaecte showed

5“response‘sets, with field dependent and field independent subjects

anowing reeponse sets with equal frequency (Cabe, _968)

v

Another investigator (Rudin, 1968) made some extreme changes in

»3PP8fﬁﬁUS- USiﬂg a‘snsllkrod and frame apparatus with a frame.

A7

: directiou of error is used as a variable. Among the,explanations given ‘




: dependence data than _are Witkin 8. Unlike Kato, he did not present

data on the equivalence of his apparatus ‘and. the RF'I’, so that his

S

conclusions seem ‘to- be weak. SEN ,j‘_, e
i Rate (1965b) m.niaturized the RFJ.' to a 15 cm. square frame and :
found a correlation of .767 betveen his apparatus and the standard RFT.

’The EFT has heenwshortened and put into group form (Jackson,. 1956;

i@':;yet standard.[zed (Rosenblmn, Witkin, Kaufman, & Brosgole, 1965) and ‘the

demonstration: that pigeons show distorted pe,rc‘ept;lonof ‘the wvisual

: ve_rtical wh,en‘ they can't see the surtmdings'(Lyous & Thomas, ‘1968)

"'-“’4‘ndicate, t}‘l;a'l': field dependence measurement may ﬁe .extended ‘to other

p:uieS- RSB K S T e

.. Some of the studie,sy related to the measurement of field dependence

pres’ent ’eurpriees.' Arong the bits of infbmatiou are the facts that

,,"'the EFT «an'd the RFT are correlated more -highl'y in retarded boys vhen

ids. included and that a sample of engineers and techn:{cians is more
ield 1ndependent than cne of Witkin's sax::ples (Thomton & Barx:ett,
1967‘ Barrett & 'I'hornton, 1967b). '

A puzzling result 1s teported :Ln which. field dependent mxbjects

erfomed more: accurately in pattem recognition when ezposure times :
10 - .,020 seccad, . RFT and pattern recognition soores vere not

elated when ‘éXPO_sure times were longer,' Ih:{.s is one; stucly in vbich

Jackson, l’.essick, & Hyets, 1964). A chkey Embedded F1gures Test, not -

heir common variance vith the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children o




. 77gubjects infanother study (Wachtel, 1968).‘ on the'other hand, tests

By seemfto require Verbal fluency and undonventional thinking, and-

: Estimulus, green light as the conditioned stimulua, and ‘the galvanic - \3‘

field dependent subjects excel. the field indEpendent in a-visual T o

erceptual task (Kaswan, Haralaon, & Cline, 1965). " Field independent

ubgecte recalled parts of a design betterrthan did field dependent -

£ field dependency are. not related to recognition of rragmented
ictures (Campbell, Dyer, &: Boersma 1967) This result s especially' ) .

uzzling since inability to recognize fragmented pictures is. ‘common

among brain damaged individuals who tend to be field dependent. A
elationship was found between field independence and four tests of

creativity. The: four testsvwere "Ase and Guess" ‘and :"Tin Cans", which

'Circles" and’ "Decorations", which require inventing different’ designs

Spotts & Mackler, 1967) There seems to be room‘for experimentation

n the relationships betwee“'field dependence‘scoreaxand the recognition, .

,\recall or. invention of visual pattermsi.

Hein, Cohen, & Shmavonian (1965) have published data which give

3trong support to. the status of field articulation and which could be

+

‘.xpected to precede simiJar studies, none of which are in print yet.

Iheir twenty—two subjects were male undergraduates ot medical students,

uuvino in age from 18 to 24 years, 11 of whom were defined as’ field

ependent on the basis of a greater than 7 degree deviation on he RFT

‘Vand ll of whom were defined as field independent on the ‘basis of a less

han 2 degree deviation on the RFT The field depenoent subjects did

;ﬁiot condition, with electric shock to the finger as the unconditioned k

.21 E .
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kin responee as the cr*terion measuremcnt. A.somewhat related study

<
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§(Gomaan, 1968) shoved that field independent subjects learrad a printed

better than did field dependent subjects. ‘l'he significance of the \

./ /Beln Tesult seeps to be more far—reaching than - that of the. CGorman study

i, w(..n

i

"because the: classical conditioning tr*chnique appe 1rs to minimize’

I

‘possible ‘sources of etperinental errot such. as variation In. subjects'’
Ativa,tion. If the Hei.n data are. tepl:\ cable, thig study vould estab-
1ish list fleld dependence as - a ma,jot learning theory variable and
would require the: re-evaluétion of much of the theory and evidence
in tbe area of learnlng. S - : o

‘ In stmary, attempts to further define field mdependence—-
'fleld dependence by factor analysis and by smaller studies correlating
ield dependence with other vanables, and concern .'rith aspects of
;neasurement such as: response sets and refmements of measurement ‘

‘dev:.ces indicate a considerable degree of on-going interest in Witkin's

theoty and, also, tjte; flu:.dity of a still mccrmpletely-e;:plored area.

Field Dependence and Phy51ological Correlates

Hut to: be reviewed ig a group of stndies relat:ing field depend-- )

¥
L
¥
L

ence to physiological correlates, the 1atter tem 1eferring to any

S

attribute. of the physical can-dition of the subJects." The inclusion

.oi son'ie‘ of the studies‘, perticularly tnose relating .to alcoholiém, )
gunder this subhead:mg is open to. question .gince many of the studies

could be classified in different ways.
A gtoup of: studies on alcoholism nentioned here is representative :
A, of a much larger group in the literature ‘pertaining to the relationship

The reason for alcoholism

s

betveen alcoholism and field depen;lence.-




‘i
eaturing 80 largely in field dependence r°search is"not immediately
obvious. “In part, this ‘concentration upon-alecoholic subjects may

result from 1ncreasing concern over alcoholism as'a social problem and
ncreased research funds ayailable to=study alcoholism.  ‘Probably part

of the concentration of effort ‘on alcoholic subjects results from an

k;implicit hypothesis that alcoholics are dependent in personality

'orientation so that™ demongtrating their field dependence extends the -
definition of field dependence.

,Witkin‘has,summarized the trend of alcoholism - fieldldependence

'research as follows.

vnlcoholics have been found to present ‘a2 'congistent plcturs of
marked field dependence. <+« This picture has been found -

" -among ‘alcoholic men and alcoholic women; among current drinkers

_ and among abstaining former drinkers; among alcoholics who are

" under the influence of alcohol and among alcoholics who bre. =
sober; among long-term drinkers and among relatively new

- drinkers (Witkin, 1965) .

In another publication appears‘the statement,

»This relation between alcoholism and field dependence may have
two possible bases.. On the one hand, field-dependent perception
may be a-conseqience .of alcoholism. - Prolonged drinking, it can

. be argued, produces brain damage and other kinds of central .
- ‘nervous ‘system dysfunction which in tutn affect perception

(Karp, Witkin, & Goodenough 1965) U

B

In one study, non—alcoholic brain damaged subjects were more

field dependert than were hospitalized alcoholits (Bailey, Hustmyer, & '

Kristofferson, 1961) Nonalcoholic tuberculous patients excelled

2 }’ ¢

alcoholic tuberculous patients in field independence and in differ-
3 G

eutiating among people (Rhodes Catr, & Jurji, 1968) Alcoholic women,
in compariaon to non—alcoholic women, were more field aependent in

‘scores on a Figure-drawing Test, the Body Adjustment Test, RFT and EFT.




ey

e

subjects were matched on age, ethno-religious affiliation and education ’
g (xarp, Postet, & Goodman, 1963) e s ; . Es

'Ihete have been numerous studies which -attempted to- demonstrate ‘

that the alcoholic s. field dependence changes. over ti.me or treatment.,

A representative study is one in which 62, male alcoholic patients,
given the RFT at the beginning and end of 8 to 10 weeks.of inpatient

treatment, were more field mdependent on the second testing. The 'fact

that the subJects had opportunity to discuss the RFT while hos;»italized
5 maxy have influenced scores, and the motivation of the subjects may have
been different at the beginning and end of their hospitalizations.

- ,Kristofferson (1968) found that giving alcoholic drinks to male college

: Vstudents made their RFT scores worse. Her purpose was to begin to
gather evidence on whether field dependence is a predisposition to. or
a ‘coneequence of alcoholism. It seems possihle ‘that the effect of
alcohol on eye movements may have confounded her experimental variable.

(Wendt 1951, p. 1203).

Visual efficiency in relation to field dependence has been the
subject of several stbdies.- In one sample, the frequency of eye move-
ments~vas not related to EFT s'cores, in opposition to earlier results

(Burdick, 1965). Search pattems do-differ,. however, in “that field

ko independent subjects, more often than field dependent look at the most
o
informative parts o£~ pic’tures (Conklin, Muir, & Boersma, 1968) - One
; éobsetvation that may he pertinent is that two of the thtee pictures
\ ny

fused ‘to u»tain the depvndent variable were from the Picture Completion

subtest which hss been, shown to meaeure field dependence (witkin, 1965,

P 32,3)3; Visual fuuctioning, that is, the resolving power of the ‘eye,

N - L R

t
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rnot seatch pattern, was not related to EFT scores in one’group .

. -

:(Barrett, Cabe, & Thornton, 1968). ?ersons with incompletely estab—

P

lished eye dominance are more field dependent than those: with estab- k

lished eye dominance' handedness, eyedness and crossed dominance were

i*'é noc related to ficld dependence (Oltman & Capobianco, 1967).

Sighted children are more field independent than blind children :

: in their performance on a tactile field dependence test developed by v

Witkin, Birnbaum, Lomonaco, Lehr, & Herman (1968) Deaf girls show a

relationship between field indepencence and reading skill but deaf

e boys do- ‘ot (Fiebert 1967).

In an electroencephalographic study, 27 EEG signs from the records

v of each of 74 subjects were correlated with their RFT score; 8 signn
i were significantly related (Pillsbury, Meyerowitz, Salzman, & Satran,

1967)

Two studies give some evidence.that sensory deprivation and field

dependence may be reciprocally related. Jacobson (1966) reported that

'"subjects treated to one hour of sensory deprivation showed improved

RFT performance campared ‘to'a control group, the author B tentative

i

'ff explanat‘on is that brief sensory deprivation is followcd by an

Ak increased awareness of bodily sensations., Zuckerman (1968) isolated

his subjects for 8 hours and measured their field dependence by the

EIT' his study was designed to determine.whether field dependency

"predicted responses ~after. isolation to: his ‘stress measures, vhich

included ‘o verbal self reports, beart rate, skin conductance and the .

fraction of 17 ketosteroids, a urinary metabolite derived from adrenal

cortical and gonadal hormones. If‘the subject was. familiar with the

.
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aboratory, the stress measurea were not related to field dependence,,

vt the relationship held for subjects who were isolated on their first
day at the laboratory. .The author suggests *hat the EFT predicts a

Btress responée to-novel stimuli. Perhaps.related is the zelationship

bserved: by Barrett & Thornton (1968b) between field dependence and..

tion- sickness, which.could be considered a response to a novel stress.

¥

Schwartz & Karp (1967) measured. the Boay Adjustment Test; RFT and
;EFT performances of groups of men and women of ages 17 30-39, and 58~
80." They conclude‘that field-dependence iiicreases with age.. The
authors caution that their’ samples may.not represent the general . .
mpulation e

EE

“One investigator has predicted rhat marijuana will induce field

B

’ependence (Dinnerstein, 1968), He notes that drug control regulations
ave made the study of the relationship difficult.i Thisfstudy‘
~:roposal illustrates the range of physiological variables touched upon

n- field dependence research. . Most of the easily accessible'physio—

*jLogical-variables—touched upon have been tested for a possible relation~
‘hip to field independence, but, with the exception of the work in the

ixea of alcoholism, most of the touched-upon relationshlps have,yet to f
kbe fully explored. »

n

Field Dependence ‘and Personality Co*relates
As the theory of field dependence has from the beginning telated
?erceptual mode to personality functioning, the study of personality
rrelates of field dependence is naturally of intetest to a number
kainvestigators. Inda long article (which was,summarized on pagea

i
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5 14-15), ﬁitkinc(1965)”reviewoievidence and statesvtheorj concerning the.
relation_betwéen'fieldeependenbe and identity,‘detenses and pathology.
He‘nakesvthe point‘that'field dependence does‘not relatehto‘conventional

§ nosological categories but does to symptoms and aymptom pictures.

ing Hith field dependence. i ‘
in a longitudinal study by Schimek (1968) individual differences

'in intellectualization, measured by Rorschach ratings, tended to rémain

stable for ten.years frcm subject age 14 to age 24, and were correlated

- with field dependence., The field independent intellectualized more.

vIntellectualization ratings were related also, to measured intelli—,

£ gence. .

Two factor analytic studies done din the framework of psycho-,

“f; analytic theory (Gardner, Holzman, Klein, Linton, & Spence, 1959;

Gardner, Jackson, & HESSick 1960) presented field articulation as a
full-fledged personaliry va-iable, described by the authors as "an
Ajlimp°?ta“t aspect of adaptlve behav;cr’with implications for several
other‘aspects of personality organization" (Gardner et al., 1960, p.
»235. The 1960 Gardner study disagrees vith the idea that, ego strength

jis correlated with field articulation and concedes that field articu-

ation may not: be specifically covered by psychoanalytic theory, to

i?the extent that psychoanalytic theory may not include specific

i
:
k
:
¥

gmechanism-constructs that would account for field articulating

»behaviors " The authors, therefore, review: two other theoretical —

‘ npositions that nay account for field articulation data. Piaget states

hat, perception is governed increasingly by attentional schemata and

"

Projection‘is associated with field independence and eating and drink- '
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is increasingly realistic and differentiateo with developmental progress.

A Gestalt-Psychological view holds that perceptual articulation results

fron increased ‘attention which in turn, results from extra energy

recruited to the visual cortex from other parts of the brain. Gardner
favors Piaget's explanation., The Lonclusion drawn by Gardner is that
Hifteld articulation 1ig. related to four factorial abilities: ,flexibilityy
of closure, spatial~relations»and‘orientatiee,,associative memoru'and
!inductive'reasoning. The four abilitiea 1ust mentioned did not appear

s separate factors, but Gardner calls on past experience to verify

ftheir factorial existence and says that maybe the faet that the subjects

ere women iS'the explanation of this-difficulty because these specificf
N bilities would be 1ess well developed in women ‘and.less discriminable
na group of -women, . - i

In-contrast; an explanation of'field\dependence‘as the resultant

Eff an interaction between ego strength and’ role identification is given
3 s

n- the report of a study byJVaught (1965),7 Uaing ‘the RFT, the‘Gough
eminity;s¢éle,aand’the,Barronvego—strength Scale,.Vaught foundithat in
group of 138 nale and 119 female students morerfield independence was.
’“ssociated with. masculine role identity and. ‘high ego strength ‘regard-
ess of biological sex, although ‘A8"a. group the males were more field

'independent. Vaught interpreted his finding as suggesting that L

ifferences io role preferences account for sex differences in RFT
A‘QPerformance.e o i Ly

: Pield‘indebendent vomen are better than field dependent n: -

: orming’afconcept’by‘Bruner?s scheme, in which the subject chooses a

ard from an ‘array and“is told efther that the card_does 1llustrate
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LTI S B the concept ot‘that the card does not:. The subject continues chooging

“icards’ until he verbalizes the concept. Otis meane and'fange’ei vere .

evidence that the two groups -did not diifer in intelligence (Dickstein, .’
1968) . ‘ -
Field independent and field dependent nale college fresbmen did

/ not differ on Minnesota ’fultiphasic Petsonality Inventory and Barron

Ego Strength Scale scores (Adevai, Silversan," & McGough,:1968a). A
gtoup of nale Catholic students showed - no telationship between

b Dogmatism Test scores-and BI'I: scores (Hellkamp & Marr, 1965).  On the

other hand, subjects who Had high scores on a test  of authoritarian

attitudes had field dependent EFT scores (Ciark, 1968). - According to
resnlts‘ vith the Maudsleyhrers'onality Inventory, field dependent‘
subjects are more extroverted than ‘are field independent (Evans, 1967).
d sample of 40 male Jap»anese students shoved a relationship bétween
high (field-dependent) RFT scores and inferionty feelings, lack of

objectivity and lack of cooperativeness on the Yatabe-—Guilford

erbouality Inventory (K.ato, 19653).v It appears that scores of
objective- tests of petsonality only in some instances vaty with
vaziation in field independence-—field dependence. As Adeai points
out, the mixed results my be a matter of tbe petsonality inventories

being insenaitive to pezceptual aspects of petsonality functioning.

n addition, the facts tbat the M.nnesota )fultiphasic Personality

L Inventory has been shom to be fakeable ‘and that it vas derived from j R
E»nosological Categories vhich do not’ xelate to field dependence perhaps |
bear ‘on the results o£ these studies. k

.

Another gmup of studies relate dependence as a personaliry
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variable to field dependence. Results from one; study were that the
subjects self reports of the degree to which they relied on others
for aesessment of their own efforts was correlated with field depend-
encek(Willoughby,‘l967). In an experiment in which subjects were :

. uréed‘to complete as neny'anagreos‘as possible, the field dependent'f‘
. eubjects gotjes.manj correct soldtionsvbut; also, more fncorrect
golutions than the field independent (Blooﬁﬁerg,il965). "The'euthor

‘ gives two‘pOSeible explanations oflthe~ontcome, that«the field depen=
dent eubjeCts are impulsive or susceptiblerto‘irreIevant combinetions ‘.‘
' of lettere, and'thatwtne field dependent subjecteftry to‘pleeseitne
?examiner and therefore work under greater pressure. Bell & McﬁaniS'
(1968) found that female subjects who were classified as punishment i
avoiding were more field dependent than female subjects who were
‘classified as. rewa‘d seeking. No significant difference appeared for
rmale subjects. The results were the same when intelligence was
'controlled. Using as subjects children who were either extremely
field dependent or extremely field independent, nnder conditions of

T

approval versus disapproval by adult experimenters it was found that

vfield depeude;”\chiidren did worse on a letter—cancelation task under

disapproval than did field-independent children.r The authors

£ 6 s el

(Konstadt & Forman- 1965) conclude that field dependent subJects are

I

?‘mcre dependent on social approval. Field dependent men had a greeter

percentage or verbali?ation which waa rated as dependent while they
e (r A

AR

Gudeman, 1965) Field dependent studente scored better in incidental




aubj«=cts retained incidentally learned social words, but not neutral ’
words ‘better than did “field :lndependent (Fitzgibbons, Goldberger, &
F.agle, 196%) . L T g ) »
: '.l'hus it appears that there is a. good deal of evidence that depend—
ency as a personality variable is more likely to be shown by individ-
uals vho are field dependent than by those who are field independent.
The 1ast ,8tudy to be nentioned in connection with personality
orrelateb of the field dep«endence dimenaion is one in which super-
visors wbo were iutemediate :Ln fiel’i dependence showed the most
es,teem,for theirr least pref,erred coworkere (Weissenberg & Gruenfeld,
1966). nﬁs study suppotts Witldn's: eurvilinear‘ﬁyporhesis of
personality adequany, and :i.t is the only ‘one of the studies reviewed

roedn this paper: which tested the hypothesis.

L Field Dependence and Social Variables
'rbe studies in this group are some of those in which field

'dependence vas compared to social variables, ‘the latter term teferring

to real—qorld conditions or var:.ations in continuing socially- .

observable behavior. : B T > -.'«-

A study of the effects on boys of father absence used two. groups

economic status and race. !‘!easures used were. the Gough feminity scale,’
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of adolescent boys, matched for age, grade point average I. Q., socio-r




Another study had subjects drive an automobile simulator, and

The dependent variables vere measurements taken on the car: . speed

brake’ position, steering wheel position and position of the car.  The

g conclusion was that field independent subjects ‘are more effective in
“fresponding ‘to an emergency (Barrett & Thornton, 1968a)
Reading achievement is related positively to- field independence,

according to a study by Stuart (1967). And in a study which the

authors state 18 only exploratory, “field independent adults improved‘
more in a reading improvement program (Higgins & Gage, 1968). B

Karp found that in a sample of men" ‘between the ages of 60 and 75
years, those who had retired were more field dependent than those who

i iwere still working (Karp, 1967) Comparingnlong term homeleSS‘men

f;versus those just entering the category of the homeless, Levinson

(1967) found that the chronic homeless were more field dependent.

" The relevance of this group of studies {s that the’ dimension of

R

'In surviving the test of’translatiou from the laboratory to schools,

ork and everyday skills, the field dependence dimension has come

:kthrough at 1east as favorably ag most other personality constructs.

- Summary

The diversity and liveliness of research on field dependence is

: evident from the studies reviewed Research on field dependence is

dependent»variable measurement. ”he precision and accuracy of

diring the drive a dummy pedestrian stepped into the path of the car.

Efield dependence is beginning to be related to real—world functioning.,

B
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eaSurements;does notsgdf courae,lvalidate‘constructs,'but'the’"brass
“inStrunents".level of‘measurement shouldAavoid problems of replicating'
esults. “Another point which distinguishes research in this area is
Athe integration of concepts ‘from different areas of psychology.

A review of the literature indicates that ‘the research in field
}dependence has developed primarily in the areas of measurement of field
idependence and correlation of field dependence ‘measurements with per—
'sonality variables, many of which are measured by physiological
xfresponse. - Only recently has field dependence research moved into

'ésocial variables. And only rarely has the curvilinear hypothesis, that

Ltpersons who are intermediate in field dependence will show more social

“and personality adequacy, been tested The study to be reported in

?this papexr-is an attempt to test. the curvilinear hypothesis using a
ocial or realrworld dependent variable., The studies reviewed seem to
Lace field independence, in most,cases, at the success end of~a

uccess-failure“continuum‘ field independent persons form concepts

1,$>etter, feel more acceptable, are less clinging in interpersonal

ikituations, condition better, withstand stress better, and even drive
ars better. In opposition to all these results is Witkinxs con-
SN N

ention that intermediate field independence is mu'e likely to be

elated to’ adequate functioning, in support of this idea is his

_@nmression that the states of pathological functioning occur at either
nd of the field dependence dimension.
It ‘Beems that a variable such as field dependence that is mean-

:mgfully related to. adjustment to parents, to feelings toward co~

rkers,‘and to response to ‘novel stresses might also be a significant
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.. CHAPTER III
& kY i Y e Y
- PROBLEM

Tl e Sl ok pR

;. ‘This study tests Witkin's prediction that persons who score in

;he‘intermedinte range in'meaaures of field‘depeudence are ‘more likely
to demonstrate personal adequacy. “The assumption is made that success

:)n parole is a demonstration of personal adequacy, and therefore those

M:ho score in the intermediate’ range 'in measures of field dependence are

1more likely to succeed on parole than are persons who score high or low

(n field. dependence., Self ¢ontrol and good relationships with persons
'Jén the community are preaumed to be predictois of guod parole potential1

. fhese two intuitively-derived variables are measured in this study by

En ) »“»:\

Lfmumber of disciplinary report and by number of Yetters and,visits.
’ \ T ;

Eypotheses
. . /, . S
(1) Subjeets who are intermediate in field dependence act out less

' than do subjects high or low in field dependence.
(a) Subjects who mabe intermediate scores on' the Block Design,
Picture Completion and ob1ect Assembly buthStS of the WAIS

reccive fewer disciplinary reports than do high scorers and

low s*orers.

h (b) Subjects who make intermediate scores on the EFT receive

fewer disciplinary reports than do high scorers and low

acqters.

-

&
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' (c) 'Sub'j;ects uho maka ;ihtemediate scores on the .Rﬂ receive

f“wer disciplinary reports than do high scorers and low
P scorers.

Subjects who are intemediate in field dependence maintajn

',relatiouships better. than do: subjects high or low in field = -~

o dependence. // S

R

: (a) Subjects who make intermediate scores on the Block Design, -

Al’,icture Completiqn and . Object Ass’embly subtests of the WAIS
send more letters and réceive more letters and visits than

do high scorets and low SCOTers.

," (b) Subjects who make intermediate scores on the EET send more’

lettets and receiv° more. letters and visits than do lugh

scorers and low scorers... i 2

. ‘(é) Sdbjec’ts who m}ke intermedizte scores on the RFT send more

‘ letters and receive more letters and visits than.do 'high

scorers and low gcorers.

-Subjects who are intermediate in field dependence are better

- parole risks.

S

: (a) Subjects who make intermediate scores on the Block- Des:.gn,

Picture Completion, and Object Assembly subtests of the WAIS

- have igher parole success expectancy than do high scorers

and low scerers.
(b) bubjects who mdke intermediate scores on the EF“ ‘have higher
patole ‘success expectancy than do high scorers and low

800!8!‘8 o

(c) Subjects who make intermédiate scores on the RFT bzve higher




"paroie success'expectahcy than do high scorers and low S

scorers .

The operational definitions of the variables will be given under

: the description of method

i‘Another hypothesis, which was added and tested after the first
thtee,hypotheses were tested, ie as follows,

4) >Sdbjecte,who erefintermediate in field dependence remain on parole

longer.

(a) - Subjects who -make intermediate scores on ‘the Block.Design,

TR Picture Completion, and Object Assembly subtests of the WAIS

Qteﬂain,on parole longer‘thanfdo high scorers and low, scorers.
(b)A‘Subjects Vhoemake intermediate scores on_the,EFT remain on
L ﬁarole longer than'dO»high scorers and low scorers.

(c) ‘Subjects who -make intermediate scores on the RFT remain on

patole longer than do high scorers. and low sccrers.
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subjects _
Tie subjects were ninety women inpates of the Cal;{fb'rn'ia Institu~ ;

‘tion for Women, the state priscn: for:women. Subjects were chosen by

(2) ‘selécting names’at randow, (b) excluding those whose files contained

psychiatric diagnoses or whose I. Q.'s were less than 90, and (c)

.

obtainjng_ volunteets'e fr‘ow;" this pre-screened grodp.

'Ibe volunteezs vere obtained at ‘group meetings to which women |
whose fﬂes met r.he cn.teria were invited. Ihete were a series of
meetings c:f about 20 women pe: meeting until enougb subJects volun-
teered. Tbe women were told at the neetings that a ..esearch project
vas be.n.g carried out in ordex: to find out who would do well on parolé
iu the comf Jz:ity. The’ tests w'ete described briefly and the women were
told that r.‘rxey nould be tested ‘by persons not on the staff of the
insr,itutm and that the scores would not beumade a pert of any ’
subject s institution file ner released to institution personnel. Any
further questions about the thmry or hypotheses underlying the proce-
dure were nnt iered' insteed an explanation was given to the effect
that it was not poss:lble to tell ‘more and haye the results va11d.
5pecifie questions were ansve:ed to the extent pOssible without going
iuto the tatianale. A frequent question was. vhethet the experiment
had the putpose of telling vb.ac ki.nd of ‘crime a person-was likely to

36
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1Another‘questionyoften~asked wvas vhether'thewexperiment'uould )

‘ate psychoanalyaie.' The Questione generally seemed: to reflect :

3 eithwr anxiety about pogsible’ information going into the institution
: \1 - b
filed or an Anterest in the experiment. Lo S b
: TR «

]x
‘The mean I. Q. of the sample, ‘measured by a variety of tmsts, was

;

106 Pnd the mean’ age was 33.5 yeéars. The- racial composition|of the

samplo was 59’ Caucasians, 26 Negroes and 5 Hexican—Americana Y The
large proportion of Negro subjects was intended to approximate-the

S

.tion proportion in the prison, which has nearly 50 per cent

il

were the standard Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale subtests (wechsler,

5) These three subtests have been identified ‘in factor analyses :

as measures -of field dependence (Cohen, 1957 1959 Karp, 1963) and

1‘

are mentioned by Witkin (1965) as being tests of field depehdence.

The materials for the Picture Comoletion subtest consist of 21

v

plates, 2-3/4" x,3f3/4",:each‘of whiCh shous an object with some part

a

missing:’

The'suhject'a‘task is to‘point to or to name,the miasing

’part. The time 1imit is twenty seconds for each plate, with Bo time
The maximum score

}:’bonuses. All 21 plates are shown to éach subject.

is 21 points. The test is administeredouith standardized instructian4

‘The Block Design subtest materials consist of 9 wooden cubes,

4 g

e
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the two-—colored sides Being divided into a wbite and red right tri-
ang;le by a diagonal t'ogether with 10 colored plates beariug small

(6 of them l" ' quare and % of them 1—1/2" 'square) pictures of designs ‘
to be made vith the blocks. The time lix.ut for the first six designs
is si.xty seconds and for the 1a5t four desi@s is 120 seconds. The

v scoring includes bonuses for speed. The test is discontinued after =
failure on’ any three consecutive designs The maximum score is 48 .

: points. Tbe—teet is administered with standardized instructions.

The Object Asse:ﬂbly subtest materials consist of 4 jigsaw puzzles,
2 of vhich have 6 pieces and 2 of which have 7 pieces. The puzzles
are assembled by the subject with tine 1im.ts of 120 seconds for the ’

first two and 180 seconds for the third and fourth puzzles.  ‘The test

) is administered with standardized instructions. The max:.mum'score is

PN

64 points. g

The EFT was the short form validated by Jacl.son (19.:6) , consisting
of 12 colored plates of complex geometric figures in which the subject
fi,nde oie of six simpler figures. Ihe time 1imit is three minutes for

¥

eachﬂ.olate. : The score is the mean ti:se required for solution, so the
maximm séore is 180 seconds. e » ‘ |
The RI"I apparatus was the Harietta Apparatus Company' #18-10 Rod
and l’rame Device. The following is the description of the device by

‘the manufacturer.

: : The tod and frame ‘are mounted on independent concentric

" shafts. The frame is square, made of metal ‘tubing. The

. experimenter can set’ the frame at any angle (clock-wise or
counter-clockvise) with respect to the gravitational vertical.
. 'T1lt of the rod, which is also of metal tubing, is continu-
S ously variable in either direction and 1s adjustéd via @

.. motor drive. The subject’ controls orientation of the rod by
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SR : L ‘ R A g manipulating a switch mounted {in. a hand-~held control box. A :
: i : g master parallel control system is provided for the experi- - L
"~ menteri’ Read-out of the angular setting of, hoth rod and frame

- 18 provided by ptotractor—type indicators to the nearest degree.
The" read-out, indicators and master controls are mounted on the
- rear panel of the housing which encloses the motor drive, }
controls, etc.  The assembly is mounted on a metal tripod stand.

. . y ) o . .. "Between.the rod-frame assembly and the controls is a flat black.
} ) ' o o ‘ R disk. The surface of the tuoing is coated with a phosphorescent
H . s G . N . . ‘~ ' . “ ‘“paint- ; ‘ . o ) /) ) L

SPECIFICATIONS

: Fz:ame: 42-inches square, 3/4 inch diameter metal tubing
- Rod: 40-1/2 inches long, 3/4 inch diameter metal tubing
P ] : O ST R ) : 4.0 Centered 42 inches from the floor
e o ) - L. <. "Digk:  48-inches diameter, tempered Masonite, flat black
' : o finish

The apparatus was ‘set up according to Witkin 8 "Procedure for Rod-

.and-Frame Test (short—tom) 1962 " Dist‘ancevfrom front of frame to
front of chair geat was 80 inches. Distance from fioor, to chafr seat

i . ' o ) ' was 22 inches, A headrést was attached to the chair. The test was not

timed. The score is mean degrees of absolute deviation from the

o _vertical, The m'ax‘imv.un‘sct;re is 9C degrees.
o ASatisvfacto;y‘darkening of the 13'6" square roon was obtained by

;‘iaipting f£lat black or draping with bla'q_k cloth or black paper all of

t:he surfaces within the room. - The examiner wore dark clothing‘. The

' ‘ultra-violet light source which was supplied with che apparatus was

masked to reduce the 11lumination.. :

'Test Administratiun

‘-The three tests were givenf consecutively; order of administration

'was not cont‘:’rolléd.‘ ‘All RFT's were given by oné‘ examiner. = The WAIS

Bub‘ff‘eéfs and t':he EFT vere gi\ien by two other examiners. 'Occasid.nalzly

a third éxauinér substituted to give either the WAIS subtests or the
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EFT; no‘exeniner effect“in these‘tno tests wao‘diacernible'from»inspec-
“”ticniof‘the scores. The‘kET;was given by a Cauoasienvnale,.thefﬁAIS

- subtests daoélly by ‘a Caucasian female,,anditne EFT ‘usually by a’
nCaucasian male, The three tests weré given din three‘adjoiningfropmsz,

Before testing, three,subjectsvwere met ootSide the testing area,. given .

brief,“general instructions.and taken-to the testing area.  Testing
was completed in nine-conéecutive,days. The dependent variable data

wére collected after testing was completed, so that at the time of

.testing the examiners did not know any. of the dependent variable

scores., -

Independent Variables

" .Three ‘independent variables were measured, in the sensée that

‘measurements were made.of‘field dependence using three different: tests,

M’

Scores consisting of the sum of the scaled scores for three sub-

\ﬁ’ tests of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence ScaIe were obtained by giving -

each subject the,three subtests under the standard conditions. The "

»three subtests, Pirture Completion, Block Design, and: Object Assembly,

.

,have been found to be related to field independence (Cohen, 1957, 1959)

Ihese subtests contribute, of course, to the intelligence test ‘score

obcained from the WAIS. Witkin asserts, however, (1965) that they tap

a,factor of ability to overcome an embedding context, and that scores

on these three“testS‘bear 1ittle relatidnehip to scores on. the other

.

HAIS subtests, whicb load on a verbal comprehension factor and a

nunerical factor.
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' Rod-and~Frime -Tést

v

‘ In: # samplye‘bofA bcorllege men, the correlat.:ion‘betweer; RFT and
Picture Completion was .67, -and between RFI‘ and Block Design .65' for
a group of lc—year-olds, wisc Object Assembly had a loading of .57 o
an analyr.ical field approach factor (Witkin et al., 1962, pp. 65, 74).
All of the performance subtests of the WAIS are, unlike the verbal

subtests, at least crude tests of visual perception, in the sense that

ﬂieyverfbal, subtests can . be given to a blind subject, but the performance

subtests cannot be.

" Embedded. Figure Test

~ Scores consisting of mean time scores for 12 hidden figures were

.obtained by giving each subject the short form of Witkin's EFT . .

(Jackson, 1956). This test has been considered an optimum test of
field dépendence because it is brief, it is objectively scéred, it

fequires no equipment excépt ‘for the test cards, and it is relatively

culture~free and non-=verbal. - On ratiomal grounds, the tést seems to

have some weaknesses;: it makes heavy motivational demaﬁds, and the

scoring 18 crude in that -there is 1ittle' difference between the score

: 't ‘obtained by a subject who gets every item correct after working almost

the whole time 1imit and the score obtained by a subject who get uo .

items correct after gz:xzi,ng around the room for the whole time limit.

‘I Low scores ind;tcate f:[.eld independence, high score‘s field dependence.

: Scores consisting of mean degrees deviation from the vertical
vere obtained by giving each subject the RFT The body-erec: condition,

Witkin,,s Short Form, vas uged. The purpose of the test 15 to provide

i
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Lot SRR SO S R subjects with an‘Opportunity to use either cues from their own body’or
PR 1cues'from the‘visual'field'to,make a'judgnent of verticality. -When

PRy S ST these two frames of reference are placed in opposition, the subject

must react in either a "field independent" way, orienting to the body

'cues.produced by gravity, or a "field dependent" vay, orientingvto cues

bfproduced by ‘the visuai field. Low scores indicate.fieid‘independence,,

high scoresyﬁield dependence.

Dependent Variables

Four dependent variables were measured: number of disciplimary
s ‘o A R ) »i: reports given to each subject during a three month peiciod; number of
lettersysent and received by, pius visits reéeived by, eachfsubject
-during a three month period; the'base’expectancy score for each .

subject"and after an interval of 29 months, the parole success and

'parole failure of eubgroups of the original sample. -

The data for the four dependent variables were obtained from

'institution files. It was assuped that records would be accurate on

I S - R f Cit : i: the first three points, because disciplinary’reports dnd basé expectancy

tend to influence.length of prison term, because current disciplinary
b : : R RTEE N N o P B 4 action depends, in part, un past disciplinary action, because the base

expectancy is used in many research studies, and because the visiting

R G : T R -’ﬁ, and mail privileges are 1imited by institution rule neoe551tating an
accurate record. Since the information for these three dependent

variables is used in the conduct of Che department 8 business, it -

i

: o , ~ o s ‘ 5 seemed likely that the file data might be moTe ‘accurate than is the

"; case at times in other settings.
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s The data for the fourth dependent variabie were alsq obtained

froin thevy.invzs‘t:’itqtion f£iles, which record date: of xeturn to ‘prison.

iNumber of Disciplinary Actions ‘

- The num‘ber of disciplinary actions was tbe mmbez of ru1es '
icftact;[cns« reported for a subject duri_ng June, July and August, 1966,
'l‘h:ls kperiod of time Qae the longeét that permitted col.lection of data
for-all ’subject, gince gome of the subjects bad not yet been admitted '
to the institut:let_hk in May, 1966 and some of the subjects were paroled
in September, 1966. (Cne subject was paroled Angust 29, 1966 Y A

plan to use the: length of locked-time imposed as a finer measure of

' ,degree of rules':lnfractiqn had to be discazded because it becane

appafént tbat'tte penelty for rules lnfractione depended on factors
other than the severity of the infraction, factors such. as tFﬂ fudged
i.psychqlogical stability of the inmate.. It was expected that those
"eubjects'wholvere most likely to succeed on perole wonld‘bevthose who
- received feweét disciplinary reédrts. '

Numbet of Lettere and Visite

g Fas

The second dependent variable vas the total number of letters

g 'received by and sent to each subject plus the nuaber of visits

4 received by each subject in the period of June, July and August, 1966.

: The ‘number of visits is Limited by rule to two per month; the number

4 of outgoing letters is limj.:t'ed\by rule to ten per week total divided in
' :.,‘any way ainong ten allowed con:eép(mdents; the number of incdming letters

. is ;unlimited,. This varidble waa intended to measure the relationsh:.p—-

: mintaining behavior of the subjects. Since the inmates do' not use the

o
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7fe1ephone, contact with‘family and friends in the comnunitylis

reflected in number of letters and visits. It was expected that

fthose subjects ‘who were most 1ikely to succeed on parole would be

those who maintained relationships with family‘and ‘friends as-

- indicated-by tofal number of letters and visits,

Base Expectancy'Scores

The third dependent variable was the base _expectancy score which
18 computed by the institution staff for each inmar The base
expectancy score is derived from a multiple linear regression equation
v,which predicts the subject's chance of not returning to’ prison within
two years followingfrelease (Gottfredson, Ballard & Bond, 1962-

'Hueller, 1966) The terms of the equation consist of a constant, the

- number of the subject s arrest-free years, use of heroin, use of

alcohol number “of allases, nunber of probation or parole violations,
and numbet of prior arrests. The equation was based on a sample of
695 women and valfdated on a sample of 577 women. The'relinbility
be’ihg equationiterms, defined as percentages‘of perfect agreement
‘biérhree persons_coding varioos items, ranges‘from 74% for prior
ar;eéie go 100% forvheroin. The concordance between the actual

: percentage of nonreturnees and the expected percentage of non-

;s returnees for the validation sample is shown in Table 1.
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e TABLE 1
. @cfu;i ,‘ ~Expected Percentages of Nonreturnees
: Percentage of Nonretutnees
Base Expectancy ch?e ‘ Actval ... Expected
Ceg-100 © 0 100.0 ‘95
79-97 B 82,0 85
6878 ; 819 78
50-67 S 66.7 69
7-40 O ose0 T 60
17-36 53.9 52
T0-16 S L 33,3 38

~ - Since this basg'expectanty‘scofe for women is related to research

studies on appra%imﬁtely 3,000 male subjects, there is considerable

reason to believe that the base expectancy score does in fact correlate

~with success on parole.-

- Parole Success and Parole Failure

*" The last dependent variable to be measured was actual parole out-

" come for'sﬁbgroups of the whole-sample of 90 subjects.

, The ﬁelease‘outcomé; as. of January 30, 1969, for the 9G subjects

who were tested in 1966 is as follows:

One died on Decembe: 14, 1967; this suﬁject was got imcluded

in analyses of the returnee-nonreturnee groups, even though

she was released on December 20, 1966.

33
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Eight were‘ not released, t-:his’number including one subjeét who
.was released to‘aﬁothet legal agenéy. :
. Thirteen wére released and r_etur.;ned to -the in'stiﬁi.xtiéﬁ before
January 30, 1969; t:his.'number includes as "returned"” one sub-
' Ject who left parole jurisdiction and who will be returned if
she 1s apprghended. Of the 13 returnees, seven have been
released for a second :;u;xe since 1966 and one of these seven
has returned for a secou& time since 1966.
" Sixty-eight of the sﬁbjects who were released between
August 29, 1966 and January 30, 1969 did not return during
that period. ’
.i'.!aut"esv of release are shown in Appendix A..

The test to be made on thisﬂependent variable required the

comparison .of scores of the returnee 'group ‘with the. scores of non-

returnees. For this purpose comp;arisonsi were made witi.‘\ three different
. ° N b

nonreturnee control. groups. = The nonreturnee control groups were (a) the

- 68 npni:eturne:‘es » (b) the 13 noure:ur‘neesy first released, and (c) 13 non~-'

returnees matched. to ‘th‘e returnees by date of ‘release, ~(An important -

point is that the control groups are not.independent; the group of 68

contains each of thevgx;o'ups of 13 and the two control groups of 13~

suﬁjecﬁs have f\iv‘e’subj‘ects in common,) Months. of ‘released time for

the ‘groups. are .shown in ‘,Append:i\.x B.

5 ,v'i‘he_ ;fj.rst;_-vxjeleased"control,group consists of women who havé been

kovut:.ltmge’st:. Some characteristics of ,thisy group and the returnee group

are ehown'in Appendix C.' Neither age nor race seems to be an ‘import:autjf

difference between these ‘groups. - (Five of the women. .on parole have:

g
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,ltbeeo discharged ftomkparole; however, they ere referred to here as "on

v parole' togethar with other subjects who are’ still technically on

ot

x,parole ) The base expectancy Bcore doee differentiaté the two groups.

In- other words, the return versus non-retutn of these 26 subjects could

have been predicted on;the basis ofvtheir base expectancy score. This‘

', fact indicates that perhaps the base -éxpectancy scores are sounder

" -measures for extreme groups than for a more representative group, but

this fact does not bear*opon the question of whether medium field

"dependence is associated with: parole success. The first-released control

seems slightly more defensible as a control group than does the matched-

released-date control group. Two of the returnees returned after mote

than 20 months on parcle, and four of the matched-released-date control

group have been out less than 20 months. The first-released control

k group has deoonstrated,more parole success than the other control group.

The release dates for the matched—released-dete control group are

1Jshowh.in Appeodix D.. The release.dates were matched fairly closely,

“the largest difference be*ween members of a pair being 17 days. 1t is

impo;tant to note that the groups were matched onlz on dates of release.
: Tbe matching‘of release dates was not intended to give two perfectly-

" matched groups, but rather to provide some degree of control for social

ve;iables. For example, it:is conceivable that parole conditions,

f,such‘és dﬁality o£ parole supervision and availability .of. employment,

. were more favorable at one tipe than at anothet.

'
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CHAPTER V
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The results obf:éinéd on the first thieel def:endent variables will
be mentione& first:.‘ Ther digtributions of the independent variables are
'sho;-rn 1n'k.Ap'pendixe£; E, FI, and G. The distributionslof the dependent
variables are shown in Appendixes H,k I, and J. k

The diféctidns of the vﬁrioué distributions are not the saﬁxe. The
directionai méahings of the scotes are as 'follovs:

‘ 'I.bw RFT s‘cores'- mean field independence;
i.&l EFT vsct.n:es mean fieid independence;
’E::lghf’VAIS scores mean field indeperdence.
. The thJ.;ee vin'depend_ent variébles are -correlated as showsn in Table 2,
so that there is exyridence’chat, in this sample, the WAIS subtests, the

-EFT and . the RFT .all measure the same performance-to a significant extent.

'f ;The highest correlation is between the WAIS subtests and the EFT. .

TABLE 2 ’
A Intércérrelations of Three Measures . . i
of Field Dependence

Cowats ot e
CEFT . =687 -

RFT o -463% 4948 —

I
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The subjects in this sample were less field dependent on the RFT

and mare,f1e1d dependent on the EFT than were the samples”of women

‘vmeasuted‘by Witkin, but they fall within the range of scofes'reported

by other investigators. The means reported by~Witkin, etal. (1954),
Rbodes, Carr, & Jurji (1968), Dickstein (1968), Kato (1965a), and
Bareley & Cugmano (1967) are:shown in Appendix K.

The distribution of RFT scores is extremely skewed in the

" positive ditection, with a mean of 7.30 and a median of 4.50. The

ﬁFT‘scores are less extremely skewed in the mnegative direction. One

of the differences between tne two distributions is that nine of the

' subjects or 10Z of the sample made maximum field-dependent EFT scores
but none of the subjects even came close to making the maximum field-

: dependent KFT score. of 90 degrees. The distribution of the WAIS

subtest scores approximates a normal curve.,

: Disciplinary Reports
;’ The prediction for the dependent variable of dieciplinany reports
wae that subjects who were medium in field dependence would receive
fewer disciplinary reports than would subjects who were high or. low, ;b

in field dependence. The number of diaciplinary ‘Teports was stated .

»

Vjtodﬁe"a predictor of parole euccess. The distribution of ghe number
" of disciplinary reports is shown in Appendix H.  Sirce 70 of the
sﬁbjects réceived no diseiplinaty‘reportsu for 70 subjects or 78% of

: ;he-sample, the. prediction woﬁld be‘the same.

The predmctxon Lhat subjecLs with medium field dependence would

: receive fewer disciplinary repotts waa tested by chi square.‘ The

wol
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subjects were divided into low, medium and high groups on the basis of

their scores on the WAIS subtests, the EFT and the RFT... The division

into low, medium and high WAIS groups vaé made by arraying the scores

| i for the WAIS subtest and ‘designating the 30 low scores lma‘field in—-

depéndence, the 30 middle scores medium field independence and the

30 ‘high s,cqres:: ‘high field independence. Ties wer‘e'frokeu by chance..

The division into low, medium and high EFT and RFT groups was done in

“the same way, except that low EFT and RFT scores were designated high

field independeacg groupsf;

The results are shown in Tables 3, 4 and 5.

TABLE 3 '

Subjects. with Disciplinéry Reports Versus
.- Subjects without Disciplinary Reports. .
.+, by WAIS Subtest Score Group

Lowv . Medfum = ‘High Total
With Reports‘ o . 9 5 ) 6 L20
_Without Reports 21 25 24 70

‘T°'?al S . ... 3. . 30 90

S 1.67, p greater than .05

o




- TABLE 4

Subjects with Disciplinary Reports Versus
Subjects without Disciplinary Reports
by EFT Score Group '

g Low . Mevdium L High Total
| ‘ With Reports s 6 7 ‘ 7 20
: Without Reports 2 23 23 70
30

24
e Total S 30 30

xz\ = 0.13, p greater than .05

Y A S TABLE 5

Subjects with Disciplinary Reports Versus
- ; : L : . o . L i Subjects without Disciplinary Reports
;:,b » . . : ¥ N . I .~ by RFT Score Group
Low . Mediwm - High Total
’ With Reports - - : L e [ 6 20
~'Without Reports =~ E 26 20 - 24 2 70 ‘
i ‘“Total - 3% 30 30 90 :
i X_z = 3.60, p: greater ‘than .05 ; o o B ' Sk
i i
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" The ‘three groups did not differ with respeuvs to the.mm‘ber who

received reports. The hypotheses stating a relationship ‘fbetveen field
dependence "énd parole succeés as predicted by num%er of disciplinary
reporfs were not confirmed. However, further consideratior: of the
logic of assuming that disciplinary reports would predict parole
success made this assumption apﬁear fallacious for the following
reasons: . some of the disciplinary infréctions were net observed, and

not all of those which were observed were officially reported..

Furthermore, the measure as used ia this study is too crude because it -

lumps minor rule infractions together with‘serious offenses. Thus,
the i)ossible lack of.‘ valic}ity of the disc¢iplinary-reports dependent - i
vai:'iable secms. sufficient to explain the lack of confirmation of these
hypoé_he,seé. e

. Witkin, et al., (1962, p. 209) cite an unpublished study by
Kotch,in in which patients 'whose primary symptom was direct affective

igcharge” wade field d‘ependenf EFT scores. Bloomberg (1965) suége,sted

‘that the anagram errors of field dependent subjects might result froh
impulsive behavior. The finding of no significant differences in

numbers: of disciplinary reports gives modest negative evidence about

the impulsivenéss shown by field dependent:subjects. If the subjects

in this sample who were field dependent had been cansist:.ently rore

impﬁis:ﬁre, in breaking rules, it would seem likely thkat the nucber of |

.

disciplinary reports would have reflected that tex':dem:y.‘
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B T T PR T P I UL Pt o """'R:T, G e "_ "““ Letters and Visits
RSN DL s e fnyi }f_ g The prediction for the dependent variable of 1etters ‘and visits

+ was that subjects who were medium in field dependence would have more i\

M

&

‘f¥ correspondence and visits than would subjects who were high or low in

e ’*‘,,4“7‘ Lot : ek "f e field dependence. The independent variable scores were divided into
Vs S et ST Ehe e cthree groups for each of the three independent variablas in the way

o R T LY I CRoE e I 7 1abl;

0 PR 4 4
LE S ST A described on page 50. The 1etters—snd—visits scores for the high

3 l”' medium and,low field dependence groups were anaiyzed by a one—way
y analysis of variance for the WAIS subtest acores, for the EFT gcores.
. and for the RFT scores.’ Results are shown in Tables'6, 7, and 8.  The

~ results showed no:significant,differences between groups for any of

O SRR ithe'three analyses. The hypotheses‘that'subjecto who showed medium

5 field dependence would have more letters and visits- were not’ supported.

The most: likely explanation is: thatAthe dependent variable is con— -

. fcunded by factors other than subjects tendency to maintain relation—

B S S LT e i i B £y ghips.: Some of the subjecta had relatives and clcse friends a léng
v '~distance away, but nonée close enough to visit ‘them. Some subjects who
L SR SO P PP S USRI T R ' BN seemed on acquaintance to have warm relationships with others rarely A

fwrotevlettere for various reasona, ineluding poor writing skills and - S

S e

idialike of the institution eensorship. The 1ack of significant results
’.i "~ ,aeems to reflect the inadequacy of the ietters-and—visits measure as BN

o h B predictor of parole success,

5 A e R R Base ExPectancY' :

‘41‘ The prediction for the dependent variable of base expectancy was

\that subjectsvwho were medium in field dependence would,have higher

- |

.
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SR LT s T : Lo §o Analysis of Variance of Letters-and-Visits
. b . : ‘ Scores by WAIS Subtest: Scores

Source of ‘Variation =~ Sum of Sq_ﬁares " df Mean Square  F o p
Betveen Groups . 5,430,292 - 2,715.16 . 1.49 _n.s.
) Hithin Croups _  158,578.70 81 1,822.74 L
. | Total . 164,008.99 89

Ve SR e R i (TABLE 7

o Analysis of Variance of Letters—and-Vi.,its i
Scores by EFT Scores

- Seurce of Variation Sum of -Sqﬁar:es ' af Mean Square - F p

>

o EE o ) jB_etveexi} Groups ' . s "223.29,‘.\ 111.6;4. ‘0_.0’61 a8,

' Within Groups.. . 163,785.70 ' . 1,882.59

G s ek ferals oot . 164,008.99. 89

L ; . . TABLES

: . Analys:ls of Variance of Letters—and—Visits
BRI A S SeoTes b;RFT Scores :

B g S Source of Variatiog» " Sum of Squares © df ~ Mean Sqﬂézje U v P
 .Betveen Groups . . 224,36 2 11218  0.06 m.s.
| Within Groups ' 163,784.63 87 1,882.58

" wotal . . 164,008.99 89 .
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: t_base expectancy scores than would subjectsiwho wvere low or high in
:field dependence. The base expectancy seores}for the high, medium and
ylow field‘dependence»groups’were‘analyzed~by'three one-way analyses of
‘iariance. The results are shown in Tables 9, 10, and: 11. The results
vere not significant, snd the hypotheses that gubjects who had medium
'field dependence scores would have higher base expectancy scores. were

A not supported Assuming that the field dependence dimension is relnted
~to adequate personality functioning,’this result is’ surprising,rsince
the baeeeexpectancy scores, unlike the other two dependent variables,
is a proved predictor of parole ‘success. . Furthermore, the independent
» variable neasurements correlate with each other, so»thatbsomerstable
7aspect of perébnal functioning is being'measured. 'If one assumes that
- field dependence is related to personal functioning and that the'base
o expectancy score.predicts personal functioning on parole and that the
data are adequate, then.the most logical explanation for the lack of
eignificanttresults is that the,predicted.relationship'is obscured by
a~the error variance of the WAIS,: EFT, RET and base expectancy sCOres.

If the error vere eliminated from the base exnectancy scores, the R

: hypothesis might be substantiated. In this study an attempt was made
to accomplish this crtor reduction by taking follomup-measurements and
B obtaining the parole success measurements of which the first three

. dependent variables were approximations.

-Parole Cutcome
In evaluating this attempt to test the original predictions

’ sgainst'parole outcome, 1t nust ba noted that the retutnee group is’

-




j, ‘ TABLE 9

.Analysis of Variance of Base Expectancy S T
. Scores by WALS Subtest Scores

Source of Variation

" Sum of Squares  -df

Mean Square ~ 'F P

R

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

©1,402.40 2

70,967.60

- 72,370.00 © 89

87

70120 686 n.s.
815.72

iy IS

", TABLE 10

g Analysis of Variance of Base Expectancy

S Scores by EFT Scores

: Songce of Vafiaéicn '

§um of Squares dg

“Mean Square  F p

: Betveen Groups'
" Within Groups

'Iotal

138.20 . 2

» 72,’231.80

72,370.00 89

87

.'69’.1,0 ~ 0,08  m.s,
830.25 gy

i

'MTAﬁLE-113~h

nnalys:ls of Variance of Base Expectancy
«." 2 Scores:by RFT Scores - .[n -

i |

ol

. Source ‘oi Variation

Suni of Sqq_ares Goaf

- Mean Square -F : p“‘

AR
i Between Groups

‘ 7 Within Groups -

Totva'i:f‘f o

1,884.60 . 2
70,485.40 87

72,370.00 89

942,30 1,16 . n.s.
810.18 -

(FL
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- that, if _any field: dependence effect is demonstrated under these

sy

‘small the groups are not natched (witb the. exception of release dste),

‘the criterion is still in flux, and a portion of the outcome of parole

%

"success vould be a:pected to depend on social rather than personality

hvaria‘bles. These points ‘are ‘to be enlarged upon because 1t seems .

’conditions, one: could' ex'pect. that the effect Bust be fairly large in
_order for it to sppear in this disadvantageous test. 'l'he. fact that the

returnee group .and ‘two of the control groups are small- includes two -

disadvantages.  ¥irst, the small N's mean that any effect must. be

E large to- overcome error variance. Second, the s:rall N's mean that the

original sample is probably non—representative of the CIW pop;xlation

snd non-representative in a: direction that would tend toward non~

: ‘significant results. 'Ihat is, the - fact that only 13 of 81 subjects

released hsve ‘been . returned is not representative ‘of the CIW population. '

¢'~‘A truly representative sanple would contain more returnees. Probably
e this high success rate includes two : factors. sox:e of: the subjects

: still on. parole (including some:in. the control groups) will return in

the future' and probably the volunteers in the study s sample were
»much more likely to be’ subjects vith a law—abiding bent than the s

average CIW inmatem 'l'he groups not belng matched allows for the v

. possibility of en:or due to social factors operating unchecked. For

: :example, a’ woman- in the returnee gtoup might have a medium degree of

f:leld dependence but might also belong to a crininally oriented family

5 Hhich would virtuaIly guarantee her: parole failure. To give th- .

‘hypotheses in’ questiun a full trial with such small groups, it would

,be necessary to match experimental and control subjects on variables

=




o euch\as-vocational adeqnacy, physical health, socielvclass and type‘

£ crime “Ce. g5 a person convicted of murder almoet never repeate hisi
SR 'v"h '}.‘ crime and a person convicted of narcotics possession almost always
Dlemto o L «i,‘ S ;'- "i : ‘repeata) The fact that the criterion is in flux weighs, also,
‘ Yol n o ,fv h o against the possibility of obtaining significant differences, as an’

unknoun number of 'the control subjects may shift into the returnee

T e

jgrpnpfat any time, The foregoing considerations,Point to the con-

P ) O S L T clusdon that'any demonstration of a fleld dependence effect operating

differentially between teturnees and,nonreturnees would suggest that
the effect is a large one.

The WAIS, EFT and RET scores for the returnee and nonreturnee

i s groups were analyzed by the Siegel—Tukey test, which 1s designed for
e ‘~g? i‘ the situation predicted by the hypotheses,)namely a greater scatter of .
scores in one group (Siegel & Tukey, 1960) The Siegel—Tukey test is
T e T e e e i T e : i,'v,~ 4 designed for the situation in which experimental subjects are expected
‘ to ‘have both higher and 1ower scores than control subJects, or in
‘} other words more scatter. The tent does not renuire the as sumption
ij of normality, and it is applicable to ordinal data. ; i I ,,v’_",_-é
ﬂ The computational steps in the Siegel—Tukey test are as follows. ‘
‘All of the scores are arrayed with .each score identified as an

experimental group: score or & control group score. The scores are then

ranked with the low ranks being assigned at either end of the distri—
R T ey L - %v‘ryb' bution. That is, the lowest score 18 ranked "1" the two highest

scores are ranked "2" and "3", the second and third lowest scores are

ranked "4" and "5" and -£0 ou, as in the following fictitious example.—

L)
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" Score: 0 2 &4 7 8 9
Growps. . E E C E C C ’
 Rank: . - ‘ 14 5 6 3 2

' ) Tiee between groups'are éiveo an avetage rank., 'with ‘this ranking,

“the smaller ranks are assigned to the more‘variable'of the two groups,

i

N

that is, the smaller ranks appear at both ends‘of the eombined distri-
. bution. The. next. ‘step is to sum the ranks. of the smaller group. The

sum,’ R, 48 converted to a uuit normal deviate by means of the fomul

ZsZR'ilfnl (nl+n2+1)

: ’\Jnl @ _+ 0, +1) & /3)
In this study, one-tailed tests were used.
The tesultga are ’shown in Table 12. The tesults were significant
and. in the. oredicted directioo fot the WAIS scores for all control
groups. For the tests with the control group consisting of all non=
returnees and fitst-released conttol group, the EFT scotes yielded
p 's of OS a.nd .10 which suggest that some effect is operative. The
EFT scores for the matcbed-release—date control g):oup and the RFT
scores did not., show signifil..ant differences between returnees and non-
: ‘retumees. , , . :
Considering the factors in favor of non—significant results,

discussed above, these results seem to support: ‘the prediction that

o su‘bjects with medium field dependence scores do succeed better on

parol ._, The fact that the effect is demonstrated on the HAIS,

matginally demonstrated on the EFT, and not demonstrated on the RET
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- TABLE 12 o '
2}
Q; Sumary of Siegel—lulfey Tests tor Returnee .
N versus Nonreturnee Groups
' SR R 7N £ EFT - RFT

Group o

| AUl Noprsturnees 340 .01 403 .05 606 m.s. R

' "' Pirst-Released , Lo B -
SR s L INOﬁreturneeS‘ CRETTE 129,00 - “145 .10 171 mese

Hatche&-Release- . : =
Date Non- = R e ) ‘
e 157"

letutnges ‘ S 136 v.05 “152 ' m.s. n.g, ) e

e
- 3 !
.
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- E ik
i ; + ;
i - : : .
v v 5
Cu
o i RS
B
8%
i ; e
R ¥
5
o 5
v
. il




e tuarks (1965) on diffetentiat:wn and integration seen to have some

»bearing on this set of tesults. He points out ‘that personal adequacy

Lol

' »Hcousists not only of the ability to differentia..e (field independence)' .

to'a moderate degree ut also o£ the ability to: integrate. It i8 "
noticeable that the WAIS subtests involve not only a differentiation,
a disembedding of structure but also an integ:zation of patts of the'

differentiated figure. Perceptual integratio-n, the formation of

process seems to be. necessary to retain in memory and then disembed
‘fron the ‘complex backgtound the embedded figorw in the EFT. If = ‘
perceptual integration of this sort is necessaz:y on the m, it 1s
inot: obvious upon inspection, as the task seems only to require the
diffetentiation .of the rod from the surrom.ding frame and the
'utilization of cues to. the vertical.! The ezcellent performance on
:the RFI by the subJects in this sample vould sSeem to indicate that

' their ability to diffeﬂentiate is satisfactory The less adequate :

. "f

‘performance on the EFT and the average petfomam:e on tbe kAIS sub—

»-_ tests ‘are bot‘l poorez than the RFI‘ performance A possible R 3
explanation of the fai.lure of the RFI‘ to pzedict parole success might
‘be that the integrative function is more: inrportant to: parole success
“than ia differentiation, and that the RFT does. not measure’ integrative
ability as vell as do the. othet tests. ‘

Although this possibility might suggest further regearch, this

to,patole success. One obvious possibility wuld be that the test

_scotes ,ptoi:ably zre‘fle‘ct'srdifferenceo' ‘anwng the three tests. Witkin's

gestalten, is necessary for success on the WAIS subtegts, and the same

.study in itself gives no explanation as to wfzy the B.FI dié not relate -




“'was checked by computing an interndl-consistency reliability. The

T

‘might have been unreliable in this administ*ation. This possibility

o

obtained r was .90 B0 tbac it would appear that the test reliability

was adequate.

The reealts give some eupport to Witkin 8 hypothesis that a

i §
amedium degree of field depenoence makes for'nersonal adequacy to a

greater extent than-do the éxtremes of field dependence, with personal

' adequacy defined in this study ag<guccess on parole.' The -scores made
’by the returnees tended to be ‘either. higher or 1ower than’ the scores
‘-~made by‘the_gonreturnees, Aﬁother>way_of,stating this result is that;

:‘ in thia,aample, a woman who is going to fail on parole'is likely to

. have either a very "s60d"-or -a very 'bad" EFT. or WAIS score, and a. '

woman'who is going to‘eucceed~on-parole isﬂlikely'to have a medium i

EFT or WAIS score. o f'.‘ e

It is possible to interpret this set of results apart from

v

witkin s: theoty. One such interpretation would be that: the EFT ‘and

T

i,the WAIS subtest scores reflect general intelligence. The greater o

Variabllity in the experimental group might mean that the less

1ntelligent women lack general competence and can iR keep themselves
»mout of trouble and that most of the more intelligent women are too -

,bright to have;blundered into criminal activity, hence the - bright end

: :of the returnee distribution perhape could consist of professiﬁﬂal
Jcriminals. If we assume“that neither therintellectually feebleanor B
“the bright professinnals are: likely to reform, the. relationship between -

irecidivism aad the4extremec of the acore distributions 15 obvious.

Contraryito this interpretation, however, vould be the fact of the R

oo e




:t of ubom could be claasified as intellectually belov ave'age, and "also S 3 "nql

“‘3 88 respectively, all p's.less, than .01).

(b) field dependence did predict parole success; (c) base expectanc;

63

testticted range of intelligence anong the subjects in the sample,: none

" 'the. factor analyses (Cohen, 1957 1959) wbich show that the thtee WAIS -

subtests can beucousidered good ueasures of £ie1d dependence.
*he meaning and interptetation of this set of results will depend

to a considetable 9xtent on vhether they can be.*eplicated.

L

Base Expectancy and’ ParoleAOutcome

A final atea of interest in considering ‘these: data was to examine

. the base expectancy scores. oE subjects with different parole outcomes,
~thus 1n effect providing a furtbet cross-validation of the base

:expectancy measure. o

As sbcwn by the data for returnees acd nonretutnees in Appendix L

the base expectaricy ‘score discrininated between returnees and all ‘three

groups of nonteturnees. ' The ‘mean base expectancy of the.returnees

‘differed eignificantly from the means of the first-released nonreturnees,

T
:

of the matched-release—date nonretnrnees, and of all nonreturnees, using-

a t-test<of the difference of independent means (t's = & 29, 4. .53, and

Obsetvations about the telationships found in this study among
B T K
field dependence; base expectancy, and: parole success cza be summatized

.

as‘follows. w(a) field dependence did not predict base expectancy,

did predict parole success. The statistical meaning of these
'obsetvations seems “to be that base expectancy “and field dependence
both are predictors of parole success but that base expectancy and

Ki‘»




. field dependence do not have a significant amount of common variance.

' #One might expect therefore, the base expectancy score to be more

b accurate if a field dependence score were added. to 1t.‘ The. sun of the

differences between the expected and .the ac;ual percentage of non-

‘ returnees in the validation sample is 27% (Table 1), and 1t dis 1in this '

area of error that the field dependence score might possibly be able to

‘-1mprove the prediction of parole success: ‘

k The conceptual neaning of the independence of ‘base expectancy )

» and field dependence may be that base expectancy is partly a socialb

" measure and field dependence is ‘an organismic measure._ Some ‘of the

" measufes that contribute?to the base expectancy score, ‘e. g., use of

: heroin and use of aliases,‘are social measures in the sense that they
o

"vould be expected to occur more frequently in a criminal subculture

,'than in a middle class subculture, whereas there is no reason to

think that the same would be true of the field dependence measure,d;

ol
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v ‘h‘This stndy tested witkin 8 hypothesis that an intermediate level

of. field dependence, rather than either high or low v‘eld dependence,
is associated with personal adequacy. (—_: . .,iv ’;L'_ ‘ﬂg_:‘
o Witkin and other investigators have identified field dependence
i as ‘a etable cognitive dimension., Different levels of field dependence
\are associated with different styles of perceptual intellectual and
petsonality functioning. Witkin believes that a particular 1eve1 of
“field dependence in an adult results from an interaction between
constitutional factors and social experience in infancy and early
childhood.- »~1;,‘ L L oo ;f $-ut*

Field dependence was measured in this study by performance on the

Rod and Frame Test (RFT), the Exbedded Figur{s Test (EFT), and the o o S .

Block Designf Picture Completion, and Object Assembly subtests of the

Wezh Ier Adult Intelligenue Scale (WAIS suntests). The RFT. consists
of a hollow squate frame which encloses a tod both rod and frame can

bevrotated The luminous apparetus is presented in a darkened room.

The subject 8 task is to adjust.the tilted rod to true vertical while
-the. frame is tilted as,a distractor. The EFT consists of 12
Gottschaldt~figutes ‘overprinted” 4n color. The subject's task is to

: locate‘a simple geomeﬁric figure within the conplex'colored_figdre;'

'ThefHAIS>subteStsﬁateithe‘standard Wechsler subtests'in which the

65
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aubject 8 taske are to reproduce printed deslgns with small cubes, to .
',identify which important part is missing from an incomplete picture,
. and to aasemble a jigsaw—type‘puzzle.-

The 90 volunteer subjects were female adult inmates of a women's

prison. They had a mean’ T. Q. of 106 and a mean ege of 33 3 yearm,

Meyican—American.‘

e &

S TR 59 vere Caucasian, 26 Negro, and

N

. Personal adequacy was defined as success on parole. Three

\

measures were used to predict parole success. the number of discipli—

'c

Wi i, e AR s R o 3 . nary repnrts rﬂceived by each subject, the number of letters and visits

- "for each subject, and the,. base expectancy score, which 15 an empiri—

cally derived predictor of parole ‘success. None of the‘foregoing
: predictors of parole success showed a relationship to field dependence.~‘

However, actual success ‘on parole, measured by return or nonreturn to

P

S

g”prison, was related tO‘an intermediate level of field dependence as

i meaeured by the EFT and the WAIS subtests, but was ‘not related to RFT

scores. Wbmen who‘returned to prison tended to have either high or

S o ) low scoxes ‘on the EFT and on the WAIS subtests. WOmen who did not

af : return to pfison tcnded to\have intermediate 8corcs on the EFT and on.

s . i BT R RTNE T TS o SV LA BT ’4'1 i s 'the WAIS subtests.

The tesults provided croes—va1idation evidence In favor of" the

base expectancy as a predictor of parole success.

The results were interpreted as partial con‘irmation ‘of Witkin's
f L R A ivntw‘»',ly 4 i SR hypothesis that- -an inte{mediate level of field dependence is associated

with personal adequacy. : R e

o E RN Rt RN




Month

~August 1966
September 1966
October 1966

' November 1966

December 1966
- Januavy 1967 .
February 1967
March 1967
. April 1967
‘May 1967

June 1967

" July 1967
August 1967

September 1967

- October ‘1967

 November: 1967
December 1967
January 1968

. February 1968

March 1968

" .April 1968

- May-1968 .

. "June 1968%
JGly 1968

. August 1968

" September 1968

October 1968.

November 1968

. December 1968 -

TG

o ‘.Appeﬁdix A

Number of ‘Subjects by - -
- Month and Year of Release

"Total»Groupﬁ Total

Released Nonreturnees - Nonréturnees = Returnees
L N =81 TN =68 N=13 N =13
1 1 1
2 2 - 2
2 2 2 S
7 5 .5 2
8 & 3 4
2 1 1
2 2: i S
-4 3 1 -
4 4 L
6 5 B R
5 ‘3 2
4 ) :
‘9 2
4 4
2 2 S
6 5% -1
1 1
2 1
2 2
3 2
& 5
-2 2
-2 L2

N

67
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Appendix B

All
Kooretiurnees -

-

13
15
-
11
)
o4
17
_,13

o Months of Released Time

- Group
: ffirst—Released

Returnees

Nonreturnees

L

12

26
% s




- Appendix c.

Characteristics of Returnees and .

First Released Nonréturznees

Mean Age, Years

Race

“'Total Number of

Disciplinary Reports

-~ for Group - -

Mean Baée Expectancy

Mgan_HonthS‘Bn Parole

e
i .
A
oy
.-
by v

8 Caucasian

Returnees

32.2

5 Negro

69

34

10

ir

35.2

7%
26 -

Nonreturnees:

e e e

: 9‘Caucaéién
4 Negro
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A

Dates of Release of Retumees and Nonreturn.ees
- Hatcbed for Release Date

Returnees
Kovember 3, 1966A

Bovenmber 3, 1966

Decenbef 19, 19_66,
‘Decesber 20, 1966

' Degember 21, 1966

enber 22,1966

Janpary 31, 1967

Hatch 3, 1967 '

!zy zz 1967

R 55, 1967

June 19, 1967

g Kmmbet 15, 1967

J’amxary 10, 1968

: Hatchéd Release Date

Nonreturnees

" November 3, 1966
- November 7, 1966
December 2, 1966

V December "13, 1966

December 20, 1966

'December 27, 1966 .

. January 24, 1967

February 27, 1967
May 24, 1967

June 9, 1967

Juze 15, 1967

November 17, 1967

' January 3, 1968




"Score '

0
; 2
4
6

8

.10

12,

14
© 16

18

20
22
24

26

<28

Median = 4.50

' Range = 0.88 - 28.75

- 7.99

- 9.99

- 1399
- 15.99

‘5 25.99

- 29.99

' ,Ap_pe_ndk:lx E

i Rod and Frame Test ,Séores‘ ) )
2 (Mean Dggrées of Absolute Deviation)

Frequency

- 3.99 . N 7

_ 5.99, ' i . 11:

- 11.99

IR SRR X Y-S N

N

- 17.99

- 19.99

- 299
- 23.99

- 27.99

T e W ek

N

90

1 Mean = 7.30

S

CAN
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Appendix P

Embedded Figurea Test Scores

‘Score

0- 29.9

30 ~ 59.9

| 60 - 89.9

90 - 119.9

120 - 14

PRI

150 ~ 17

;180

ﬂean,= 124

9.9

9.9

© Medfan = 126

. Range = 29.5 - 180

12 -

T (Mean Seconds Per Design).

‘Frejuenggy
- i
3
is
21
18
23

90v.




16

18
20
22

LT BRI

28

.30

36
38
a0

4G

26

42

(Sums

i Aﬁpendix G

R WY.IS Subtest Scores :
of Scaled Scores for Picture Completiorn,

Block Design and Object Assembly fSubt:ests) :

U Score

-17
- 19

- 21

=23

=25

- 27

- 29
-3
=33

- 35

- 37

-39

-5

45

Mean = 30 - :
Hedién =29

© Range = 16 - 45

- 43

. . . Fregd‘eﬁgl

R
3
3
e
6
16

[
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R R O S &
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| Appendix E

/'“:r,of Disciplinary
“Reports Per Subject
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W
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¥ o
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o Av‘p’p'endi‘xylﬁ '

. Number of Letters and
“Visits Per Subject .

N@bgr of

Letters’and Visits '

0

e
a0

60

80

100
" 120
140

=19
-39
- 59
=15
- 99
-119
- 139
- 159

T e 3

-+ 200

219 -

240

- 259

B ' Mean = 54

‘Median = 46

‘Range =4 < 25
R

P )

2
22

90

Frequency
16

TR W N N T




Fix

Base

Less

30
40

80

10
20

.50
60

70

%

100

Mean = 58

Hediédry 67

U

' Appendix J

. .Base Expectancy,Scores‘,~

ectanc

'than'io

19

29

W

49
59

69
79

‘89

99

; ?Rapge = 0‘—“100 <

76

'ﬁ Frequency

i
5 ¢
‘9
i

5

n
2 )

";,15h“
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" Raference

"Dickétein

Rhodes, Carr, & Jurji

: Katﬁq

Barclay & Cusmandf‘ P

Witkin, et-al., 1954 -
CIV Sanple
A>T

E

' Sﬁbj ects

S Appendix K

‘Selected Means: EFT and RFT

Field Dependent - -

" Students e F

Field Independent _
Students ’ RIS T S

Alccholic TB Patients M.

: Non-alcoholic TB

Patients ) M

“Students. . _ ' ‘ M

Adole«agents‘. vhite M

: (father present-in home)

. Adoiéséenta’,, Negro M

(father present -in home)

_Adolescents, ‘whit:e k o

(father absent)

. Adolescents; Negro - m

(father absent) . .

Students e . F
3

- Women - F-

Inmates U

- Sex.

20

20
15

15

40

1’0 
10
“10

10

51

258

90

' .per Design

S URFT
“.’Mean Seconds

- Seriea 3, Degrees

C72.9

o
133.2
104.5
o ay

- 7-5.45 (retast)
Loa36

5.63

B 2

6.99
e Y 9m
58.2 .

e 11.0.
124 -

7.30°

>

: w
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Appendix‘ L

Base Expectancy Scores for -
“Returnees: and Nonzeturnees

First- .- Matched=
Reledded - ‘Release. : - o
. - - Nom= o Date Non- = A1l Non-
.-~ Returnees - retuxnees . retiirnees’ _returnees

4

1
3

L
6

3

10

SRR e e W

Y

13

R I T R E S R

I RN SR R P R

B T 5
s 8w T
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