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The intent of this study is twofold: first, to 

present in a clear and well-organized fashion the results 

of extensive data collection on a most important offender 

group--the youthful offender. Special attention is 

given to information on positive factors or character­

istics of this offender group that can be utilized by 

the correctional practitioner in rehabilitating and re­

integrating the youthful offender. The information on 

negative factors is expected to contribute to the de­

velopment of our knowledge base and to the improvement 

of methods designed to meet the critical needs of youth. 

Second, the study is intended to provide a substantial 

r.esource for the correctional theorist to assist him in 

understanding the crime phenomenon and in formulating 

hypotheses that deserve scientific attention. The 

discussion of the data in these project reports is in no 

way exhaustive and the reader is encouraged to use the 

data to explore in greater depth any of the areas of 
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special interest to him. 

The views and interpretations expressed herein are 

the authors' own and do not reflect the views or policies 

of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 

which eunded the study, nor the views or pOlicies of the 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency, the California 

Youth Authority, or the California State University at 

Sacramento, School of Social Work, ",hich agencies 

collaborated in this study. 
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PREFACE 

This is Volume 2 of the report to LEAA .on ':1rant 

74-NI-99-00llG. Entitled "An Analysis of Classification 

Factors for Young Adult Offenders," this project attempts 

to provide extensive descriptive data on 4, 146 male 

California Youth Authority parolees to assist in the 

understanding of youthful offender characteristics that 

may be related to parole success. This undertaking was 

envisioned as a prerequisite to the development of 

typological descriptions of youthful offenders that may 

ultimately influence their treatment and rehabilitation. 

This proj6ct was initially assumed to be a multi-

chapter effort. As the work progressed, it became 

apparent that the volume of the reported data was far 

too great to be ~0ndensed into a single final report. 

To clearly present the relationships of the data 

elements to parole outcome and to provide some com-

parative data for all classification factors discussed, 

an alternative method of presentation was required. 

Since each previously designated chapter was itself a 

comprehensive effort, it was decided that each classi­

vi 
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fication topic should be presented as an individual 

volume. This format necessitated that certain supple-

mentary information, such as information sources and 

variable items, had to be included in each volume. The 

results of this project are reported in nine volumes 

entitled as follows: 

Volume 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Title 

Background of the Study and Statistical 
Description of the Total Study Population 

Intelligence Factors 

Race Factors 

Alcohol, Drug, and Opiate Factors 

Psychological, Psychiatric, Educational, 
and Social Factors 

Violence Factors 

Offenders Against Persons 

Offenders Against Property 

Parole Issues 

Volume 1 provides a narrative introduction to the 

project and presents comparative data for the entire 

study population on most of the 195 variables used in 

this study. Most volumes are divided into two parts: 

(1) basic introduction to previous research findings 

and issues concerning each topic of classification; and 

(2) descriptive statistics on the designated subgroups 

with respect to each classification topic. 

vii 
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PART ONE 

INTELLIGENCE FACTORS IN CLASSIFICATION: 
BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE 

This Section provides a brief introduction to the 

background of the study. For a more detailed description 

see Volume 1, Background of the Study and Statistical 

Description of the Total Study Population. 

1 
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Ii BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

THE CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY 

The California Youth Authority was created by the 

state legislature in 1941 with a correctional philosophy 

that substituted individualized treatment far retributive 

punishment. The legislative intent, as expressed in 

section 1700 of the California Welfare and Institutions 

Code, was to protect society more effectively by utiliz-

ing training and treatment methods to rehabilitate young 

lawbreakers. This philosophy has guided the Department 

since its~stablishment. 

In 1942 the Youth Authority was given responsibility 

for California's three juvenile correctional institutions. 

Today, the CYA operates three reception centers, seven 

schools, five camps, over forty parole field offices, 

and' a comprehensive community services program. In 1969 

nearly 21,000 youngsters were under its jurisdiction. 

Some 6,300 were being held in Youth Authority institu-

tions (Sc11ools, camps, reception centers), while slightly 

over 14,600 were on parole from the Youth Authority. 

About 3,900 state employees work in the Youth Authority 

in professional, administrative, and maintenance capa-

cities. The budget for the CYA was $54,843,000 in 1969. 

2 
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Today the Department administers a budget in excess 

of $100 million. 

The organization of the Youth Authority is provided 

for by state law. The intent of the lawmakers was 

clearly to provide a unified state-wide approach to the 

control of delinquency. The Youth Authority was made 

a part of the state's Health and Welfare Agency by 

order of the Governor in 1966 and by law in 1968. The 

state's Welfare and Institutions Code contains the legal 

provisions for the Youth Authority. 

A Youth Authority Board was created along with the 

establishment of the Department in 1941. The Board was 

given responsibility for assignment of wards to appro­

priate rehabilitative programs, approval of time and 

conditions of parole, and consideration of parole revo­

cation and discharge. The Youth Authority Board consists 

of eight members, at least one of whom must be a woman, 

who devote full time to its work. Board members are 

appointed by the Governor and serve staggered four-year 

terms. The qualifications for appointment are stated in 

the code, which requires that persons serving on the 

Board should ha11e " ••• a broad background in and ability 

for appraisal of youthful law offenders and delinquents, 

the circumstances of delinquency for which committed, 

and the evolution of the individual's progress towards 

reformation. II The Board is assisted by seven Hearing 

3 
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Representatives. 

The Director of the Youth !~hority, who is admin­

istrative head of the Department: as well as chait'man of 

the Youth. Authority Board, is also appointed by t.he 

Governor for a four-year term. Mr. Allen F. Breed, a 

career member of the Youth Authori.ty, is the pres~~nt 

Director. 

Secltion 1731. 5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code 

defines the clients of the California Youth Authority 

and describes the persons over whom the Authority has 

control. The code provides that: 

After certification to the Governor a 
court may refer to the Authority any person 
convict.ed of a public offense who comes 

, wi thin all of -the following descriptions: 

(a) Is found to be less than 21 years 
of age at the time of apprehension; 

(b) Is not sentenced to death, imprison .... 
ment for 90 days or less, or the 
payment of a fine, or after having 
been directed to pay a fine defaults 
in the payment thereof, and is 
subject to imprisonment for more 
than 90 days und~r the judgment; 

(c) Is not granted probation; or 

(d) Was granted probation and probatic;m 
was revoked and terminated. 

Youths under 21 years of age but older than 18 ml~y, for 

certain offenses, be tried in a juvenile or an a1dult 

4 
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court, and either court may assign a convicted youth to 

the Youth Authority. According to tlle commentary of the 

California Codes, the historyJof the Youth Corrections 
, 

Authority Act and later amendments t(:> it indicate that 

the legislature intended that all pejtsons coming within 

the provisions ~f the Code should ultimately be referred 

to the Authority (People v. Walker, J~947, 82 CA end Ed. 

196) • 

In 1943 the state legislature recognized that, to 

be effective, delinquency prevention 'efforts must be 

concentrated at the local level and the state has been 

moving in this direction since that t,time. However, the 

most marked shift in program emphasis from the state to 

the local level occurred in 1965, along with a similarly 

dramatic shift from a solely institutional program to 

one with a significant community corrections component. 

THE INSTITUTIONAL SETTING: THE ~CEPT:tON GUIDANCE 
CENTER, DEUEL VOCATIONAL INSTITUTION, TRACY, CALIFORNIA 

In 1964 and 1965, when the basic data for the 

pr-esent study were collected I the Calif()rnia Youth 

Authority operated two reception guidancle centers--one 

at Perkins near Sacramento for the northern counties 

and one at Norwalk near Los Angeles for i~he southern 

counties. Older wards coromi tt,ed to the CYA were 

received and processed under an interagency agreement 
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at the Recep'l:ion Guidance Center, Deuel Vocational 

Institution (RGC-DVI), one of three reception guidance 

centers operated by the California Department of 

Corrections. * The RGC-DVI, where the testing and most 

of the data collection for the present study took place, 

has the capacity to house approximately 300 men in 

single cells. Testing rooms, testing shops, and offices 

for correctional counselors, psychologists, and medical 

cOnlsultants provided the setting for diagnostic work 

with CYA wards undertaken during the intial phase of 

institutionalization. 

In 1964-65 the average stay in the RGC-DVI was 

approximately six weeks. Wards were processed in weekly 

classes, the first week being devoted entirely to· 

intellectual, academic, vocatior:~al, and psychological 

,assessment. The second and third weeks were programed 

for vocational testing and gave most wards an opportunity 

to demonstrate their vocational skills and aptitudes 

during one week in the wood shop and another week in the 

*This interagency agreement between the California 
Youth Authority and the California Department of Correc­
tions has been drastically changed since 1964-1965, 
substantially reducing the number of CYA wards housed 
in CDC institutions. In 1965 there were 1,536 CYA wards 
housed in CDC institutions, while in 1972 this number 
was reduced to 61. Diagnostic services for CYA admis­
sions are now almost fully carried out in CYA diagnostic 
facilities: 
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metal shop. During the fourth week the caseworker 

conducted a social evaluation of each ward. During the 

fifth week the case was completed and a comprehensive 

case summary was cr.eated. With this material each 

ward was seen by the California Youth Authority Board 

at the end of the sixth week. During this meeting 

the Board discussed institutional programing with each 
. 

ward, made final disposition of the case, and issued 

transfer orders. The diagnostic report assembled 

during the Reception Guidance Center stay was One of 

the major sources of information to aid the Board in 

its decision-making for institutional programing. For 

a detailed discussion of the organization and content 

of the Cumulative Case Summary see Volume I. 

THE TESTING PROGRAM AT THE RECEPTION GUIDlillCE CENTER, 
DEUEL VOCATIONAL INSTITUTION 

1. The Testing Unit 

During the period when the data for this 

study were collected the ·testing unit at the 

RGC-DVI was supervised by the senior author, 

a clinical psychologist. The objective of 

the unit was to compile meaningful test data 

on each inmate for purposes of diagnosis, 

counseling, guidance in institutional pro­

graming r and research., The various tests, 

7 
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administered during the first week by trained 

inmate proctors under the supervision of 

clinical psychologists, produced the following: 

a. An assessment of the level of academic 
functioning; 

b. An estimate of vocational aptitudes; 

c. An estimate of the level of intellectual 
functioning; and 

d. Assessments of personality and' psycho­
pathology_ 

Most tests were administered to wards in groups. 

Additional tests were administered to indi-

viduals by the clinical psychologists and 

psychological consultants as needed. 

All those in the weekly class were admin-

istered the reading vocabulary section of the 

California Achievement Test (CAT) battery, 

Junior High School level, as a screening 

device. Individuals who scored below the sixth 

grade on thi~ test were assigned to the primary 

testing group, while those scoring about the 

sixth grade were assigned to intermediate and 

advanced testing groups. Each classification 

was rechecked for accuracy as more test re-

suIts became available. The testing program 

was somewhat different for each group because 

of the reading difficulties of the primary 

8 
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2. Testing Program For the Primary Group 

a. Academic Assessment 

The primary group was tested with the 

elementary battery of the California 

Achievement Test. Individuals who scored 

very low on this battery were administered 

the primary battery of the Cali~ornia 

Achievement Test. In this way classifying 

an individual as illiterate was avoided in 

most cases, since each inmate received 

grade placement scores in reading vocabulary, 

reading comprehension, arithmetic reasoning, 

arithmetic fundamentals, mechanics of 

English and spelling, and equivalents of 

the total academic functioning level. 

b. Testing for Vocati,onal Aptitude 

Together with the intermediate and ad-

vanced levels, the primary group was admin­

istered the General Aptitude Test Battery 

(GATB). This testing was administered 

weekly by staff of the California Depart­

ment of Employment. The GATB provided 

scores for vocational cou.nseling by the 

correctional counselor and diagnostic shop 

instructors on General Intelligence, Verbal 

9 
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Aptitude, Numerical Aptitude, Spatial 

Aptitude, Perceptional Aptitude, Clerical 

Aptitude, Motor Coordination, Finger 

Dexterity, and Manual Dexterity. 

c. Intellectual Assessment 

The primary groups were administered 

the California Short. Form Test of Mental 

Maturity (CTMM), the Revised ~eta examina­

tion, the Raven Progressive matrices 

(1956), which yields an index of intellec­

ual capacity believed to be fairly inde­

pendent of cultural background or education, 

and another "culture-fair" intelligence 

test, the D-48 or Domino test. 

Individuals in this group who functioned 

at a very low level of intelligence ~..,ere 

indiviauall~ tested by a clinical psychol­

ogist and given the Wechsler Adult Intel­

ligence Scale (WAIS) in order to determine 

whether they were functioning at the men­

tally defective level. For those who 

were judged to be mentally defective, a 

special assessment report was prepared 

by the psychologist. 

10 
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d. Assessment: of Personality and 
Psychopathology Factors 

Because of the difficulty of some of 

the items' on the California Psychological 

Inventory (CPI) and the Minnesota Multi­

phasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) , these 

tests were not administered to the primary 

group. Exceptions were made in special 

cases whexe the items were read to an in-

dividual who, although academically re-

tarded, was otherwise able to comprehend 

the test items. Special referral cases 

were individually tested by clinical psy­

chologists, using such tests as the 

Rorschach, Tafeln HZ", Sentence Completion 

Test, Thematic Apperception Test (TAT), the 

Goldstein-Scherrer Test for organicity, 

the Tree Test, and others. 

3. Telsting Program for the Intermediate and Advanced 
Groups 

a. 

b. 

Academic Assessment 

This groups was administered the Junior 

High or advanced battery of the California 

Achievement Test, giving the grade equiva­

lents for the factors mentioned above. 

Testin~ ~ Vocational Aptitude 

The intermediate and advanced grou~~ 

also took the General Aptitude Test Battery, 
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administered by the stmff Of the Califorriia 

Department of Employmont. 

c. Tntellectual Assessment . "~_J"'_,, ____ ..... _._~ .•. ~_ ... 

r:['he intermediate and advanced groups 

also were administered the Raven Progress" 
,. , 

lve Matrices and the 0-48, as relatively' 

hculture-fair~ tests, and the California 

Short Form Test of Mental Matur;i.ty (CTMM) u 

'rhe C'I'MM yields an IO (-~quivalent for a 

language portion and a non-language portion 

in addition to the combined IO equivalent. 

These two groups were also administered 

the Army General Classi'fication Test (AGCT) 

which gives, in addition to the total IQ, 

a percentile reading for Verbal Achievement, 

Numerical Reasoning, and Spatial Achieve­

ment. Individual tasting with the Wechsler 

Adult Intelligence Scale (WAlS) was ac1-

minis'cercd by psycho 10gi51:s as needed for 

diagnostic purposes. 

d. £2!.§£!!..~lgx AS~B.s...nl.g.f.lt. 

The intermediate nnd advanced groups 

were administered the Californip Psycho-

logical Inventory (Cpr) and the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). 

12 
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The Shipley-Hartford Scale was adminis-

tered to this group as a measurement of the 

intellectual capacity for conceptual 

thinking. Also, as in the primary group, 

individual testing by msychologists was 
" \\ 

carried out according to diagnostic needs, 

using a variety of personality and pro-

jective tests. 

To assess maturity level, the Inter-

personal Personality Inventory was admin-

istered to the intermediate and advanced 

groups. 

STUDY POPULATION 

The study population included 4,146 male California 

Youth Authority wards, or almost all those received at 

the Deuel Vocational Institution R0ception Guidance 

Center during 1964 and 1965. Individual cases were 

eliminated from the sb,ldy population for anyone of the 

following reasons: 

1. Failure to meet minimum requirements for 
completeness of data led to exclus~.on 
from the study. Cases with anyone of the 
following information items mi~sing were 
excluded: reception date, crime code 
for admission offense, date of release, 
or parole follow-up information. 

2. Cases not released to a program of parole 
supervision were excluded. Dischar<.;r~s, 

/,,-) 
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popu;Yation were given the Minnesota Multi­
y 

phasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). Slightly 

over one thousand persons were not given this 

test because they either did not meet the 

minimum academic requirement of a sixth-grade 

reading level or they happened to be in a 

weekly cohort when serious fog conditions 

practically closed down institutional programs 

for security reasons and made only minimal 

testing possible. Other information is not 

available bec~use of changes in the testing 

battery; e.g., the D-48 was initiated after 

the study ~as in progress and for this reason 

is available on only about 65 per cent of the 

study population. These limitations must be 

kept in mind when the statistical descriptions 

provided in this study arc considered. Such 

limitations will be further defined in the dis-

cussion of the various data elements . 

. '2. Information Sources 

The 195 variables selected for present~tion 

in this report were collected from the following 

sources: 

a. Pre-RGC-DVI case file CF 

b. RGC-DVI case file \\ 
II 

c. Testing program at RGC-~'vI T 
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3. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

Caseworker's Information Sheet 

Cumulative Case Summary 

Psychiatric and Psychological 
Reports 

CYA Board decisions 

CYA Research Division (parole 
follow-up) 

Computer computations 

List of Variables and Definitions Used 

While the following list of variables 

is complete, the text in subsequent reports 

will only selectively present and comment 

on these variables. The objective of the 

IS 

CS 

P 

B 

RD 

CC 

reports is to highlight the most significant 

ch~racteristics and data elements as they 

relate to the topics discussed. 'Complete 

data on all variables are available from 

the author upon request. 

An important feature of the present report 

is the organization of the information within 

eight conceptually defined categories: 
II 

1. Individual Case History Factors 
2. Intelligence Factors 
3. Academic Factors 

4. Vocational Factors 

5. Personality Factors 

6. Psychiatric and Psychological Factors 

7. Admission Offense and Parole Behavior 
Factors 

, 16 
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"8. Initial Institutional Program Factors' 

a. .Individual ~ 'History ractors 

Race 
Marital Status 
Number of Children 
Living Arrangement Prior to Admission 
Marital Status of Natural Parents 
Death of Parents 
Commitment Court 
Admission Status 
Weight 
Height 
Age at Reception 
Age at Release 
Time in Institution 
Military Disciplinary Action 
History of Alcohol Misuse 
Alcohol as Factor in Crime 
History of Drug Misuse 
Drugs as Factor in Crime 
History of Opiate Use 
Opiates as Factor in Crime 
History of Marijuana Use 
History of Glue Sniffing 
History of Escape 
History of Suicide Attempts 
History of Homosexual Acts 
History of Sexual Deviations 
History of Rape 
History of Personality Pattern Disturbance 
History of Personality Trait Disturbance 
History of Sociopathic Personality 
Disturbance 

History of Neurosis 
History of Psychosis 
History of Brain Damage 
History of Epilepsy 

b. Intelligence Factors 

Army General Classification Test 
California Test of Mental Maturity 
D-48 
Raven Matrices 
Shipley Hartford . 
Intelligence Classifiqation by Clinical 
Staff 

.. ;i:::::;;U4ii\~ 
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c. Academic Factot~ 

cal/forni":L Achievement Test Battery 
GrCllde claJ.med 
GrJlde Achieved 
AC~lldemic Ach:ievement Index I 
AClademic Achievement Index II 
Academic Training Potential I 
Caseworker's Rating 

Academic Training Potential II 
Caseworker's Recommendation 

Staff l{ecommendation for Academic 
Training 

Age Left School 
Grade Claimed 

d. Vocationa..1Factors 

e. 

General Aptitude Test Battery 
Vocational Training Potential: 

Wood Shop Instructor's Rating 
Vocational Training Potential: 
Metal Shop Instructor's Rating 

Vocational Training Po~ential: 
Counselor's Rating 

Vo~ational Training Potential: 
Caseworker's Recommendations 

Staff Recommendation for Vocational 
Training 

Occupational Disabilities 
Occupational History 
Union Status 
Length of Work Experience 
Primary Area o~ Vocational Interest 
For Vocational Training 

Counselor's Recommendation for Training 

Personality Factor~ 

California Psychological Inventory 
Minnesota Multiphaoic Personality 

Inventory 
Interpersonal Personality Inventory 
Prediction Using Personality Test pata 
CPI Equation 
Applied CPI Prediction 
MMPIEquation 
Applied MMPI Pr.ediction 

18 
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PSYQhiatri~ factors 

Reason:;;; fq:r; Refer!1al " 
History oCI )Prior Mental Health Care 
Diagnosis of Acuta Brain Disorders 
Diagnosie of Chronic Brain SyndroJIle 
tiiagnosis of Affective Reactions 
Diagnosis of Schizophrenic Reacti~ns 
Diagnosis Dt~Psychoneurotic Reactions 
Diagnosis of personality Pattern 

Di sl'curbance 
Diagl'lOsis of Personality Trait Disturbance 
Diagnosis of Sociopathic Personality 
Disturbance 

Diagnosis of Transitional Situ~tio:t1al 
Personality Disturbance 

Present Symptoms of ps~'chosis 
Present Symptoms - General 
Summary Psychiatric Diagnosis 
Diagnosis of 'Ilreatment Motivation 
Diagnosis of VIolence Potential 
Specific Conditions Related to Violence 
Potential 

Recommendation for Psychotherapy 
Recommendation for Group Counseling 
Recommendation for Academic Vocational 

'Ilraining 

Offense Related Factors Including Violence 
Information ~~ Parole Follo~-ue 

Admission Offense 
Admission Offense Summary 
Violation Offense 
Violation Offense Summary 
History of Violence 
History of Carrying Weapons 
Admission Offense Partners 
CYA Parolee Partners 
Individual Violenc~ in Admission Offense 
Weapon Used by Individual 
Group Violence in Admission Offense If 
Partners 

Weapons Used by Group if Partners 
Economic Loss by Vidtim 
Psychological Suffering by victim 
History of Violence - CYA Rating 
Caseworker's Estimation of Violence 
Potential 

Type of Parole Removal 
Status of Off-Suspense Parole Removal 
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Counselor's Transfer Recommendation 
CYA Board Order ~or Transfer 
CYA Board Order for Program (Months To 

Next Hearing) 
Custodial EValuation for Institutional 
Adj us'tment 

Staff Recommendation for Special Housing 
Staff Recommendation for Work Assignment 
Staff Recommendation for Group Counseling 
Staff Recommendation for Psychotherapy 
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II. CLASSIFICATION AND GROUNDED THEORY: 
SOME CONCEPTUAL ISSUES 

The quest for an all-inclusive typology for the 

prediction or explanation of criminal behavior has long 

intrigued researchers in criminology. Offenders may 

be classified on the basis of their criminal behavior 

patterns or careers as well as a number of other typo-

logical criteria. Roebuck (1967) indicates that attempts 

to classify and explain criminal behavior must be 

directed toward the discovery and analysis of parti-

cular behavior patterns. Although this seems obvious 

enough, there are serious difficulties associated with 

the devel'opment of criminal typologies. 

Before the issues of classification and the 

various approaches to classifying offenders can be 
II ~ 

discussed, several basic questions must be answer:ed. 

A most essential 'problem surrounds the definition of 

"cla,ssification::~' 

Webster (1970) defines classification as the 

lI ••• systematic arrang~nient in groups or categories 

according to established criteria." Since the term 
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classification has been used almost interchangeably with 

taxonomy or typology, it is useful to define these terms 

in relation to "set" theory. 

Assuming that a method of classification divides a~ 

group of individuals according to specified criteria, ,. 

the general procedure of cla~sification ~ust typically 

satisfy several requirements. Basically, these are: 

(1) no subset is empty; (2) the intersection of the 

subsets is empty, i.e., subsets have no common elements; 

and (3) the union of all subsets is the total group 

(all subsets summed equa.l 'the set). An example can best 

clarify these prerequisites: the division of a group of 

offenders into two groups, one composed of adult offenders, 

the other of juvenile offenders. To fulfill the stated 

requirements, this classification must assure that: 

(1) "adult" and "juvenile~ are clearly defined and each 

group comprises a defined subgJ~Q\.:t.p; (2) the inter­

section of bot:h groups is empty, i. e., no offenders are 

at the same time adult and juvenile; (3) the sum of both 

subsets (adults and juveniles) equals th~ total original 

set, providing that the entire group is divisibl~ by 

the dichotomous definition. Although the above 

pro\fides a "pure" example of classification, it is 

generally applicable to many studies in criminological 

research. The" literature on the logic of classif:i.cation 

is ~~ve and authors such as Barton (1955), Hempel 
,.; 
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(1965), Lazarsfe1d and Barton (1951), and McKinney (19,66) 

provide excellent reviews of the topic. 

In classifying juvGni1e offenders, no information 

heed be given as to why such individuals commit offenses, 

nor is information necessarily provided about the 

effects of their behavior. C1assi~ication generally 

does not provide information as to why the elements of 

the subset occur or why they have specific character-

istics. The relationship between classification and the 

development of theoretical explanation in criminology 

needs to be explored. 

THE RELATIONSHIP OF CLASSIFICATION TO THEORETICAL 
EXPLANATION IN CRUlINOLOGY 

Recent years have seen an increased interest in 
I 

classification sYEH:'ems and in developing typo~Qgies 

of criminals and delinquents. Scientific progress 

depends upon reducing through conceptualization the 

infinite variety of problems to defined sets of problems 

that can be studied by scientific methods. Research 

efforts have required either "" .. the development of an 

etiology of criminal and delinq,uent behavior or a 

chartin9~\ in organized fashion, of the signs, symptoms, 

or dynamics of patterns covering the universe of 

offenders" (Warren, 1971). This lIeither-or" explana­

tion tends to simplify a basic disagreement. regarding 
)r", 
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the relationship between classification and development 

of theory. For example, it has been claimed that 

classifications, though not directly permitting 

explanations, can lead to the construction of useful 

~heories (Opp, 1973). Partially challenging this view 

has been the contention that existing classifications 

have not promoted the formulation of useful empirical 

theories (Blalock, 1969). It could be asked whether 

criminology should deal with explanations or only with 

descriptions. Resolution of this issue depends upon 

the type of problem surveyed and its implications. 

Gibbons (1965) indicates that the construction of 

a criminal typology must consider not only the presumed 

function of the classification system but also the 

assumptions on which it is based. According to Gibbons, 

typologies have two primary functions--as a method of 

constructing e,tiological types or as a means of pro­

viding diagnostic treatment types. The value of the 

classification cannot be separated from how well it 

fulfills its described function. 

The criterion of utility can be expressed as a 

hypothetica'l. research situation. For example, the 

reorganization of correctional institutions for the 

purpose Df achieving behavioral change among inmates 

must rest upon an understanding of the influence of the 

facility upon incarcerated individuals. 
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Such problems cannot be resolved by description or 

classification, since even knowing how inmates and 

staff behave does not necessarily help in identifying 

the effect of facility structure upon institutional 

or post-release behavior. 

Some researchers contend that classification has 

explanatory value beyond its intended function. Opp 

(1973) states that it is not justified to presume that 

classification cannot lead to the construction of useful 

theories. The following hypothesis could be proposed: 

If phenomena have been classified, there is a higher 

probability of finding explanations for these phenomena 

than there would be without their Classification. 

Classification strategies thus may be generally related 

to theoretical formulat.ion in criminology. As Bottoms 

(1973) notes, "classification in criminology is, like 

the use of prediction techniques, certainly not an end 

in itself, but very much a toolt or a means to an end." 

Hood and Sparks (1970) point out that one of the main 

reasons why those concerned with the explanation of 

criminal behavior have turned to typologies is the great 

difficulty of generating a viable general theory to 

explain all criminal behavior. 

A chief source of justification for the increased 

use of typologies seems to have followed from the 
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recognized inability of general theories (e.g., culture 

conflict, social class conflict, delinquent suboulture, 

etc.) to provide oompelling explanations of criminal 

behavior~ Most such attempts, in the words of one 

author, "endeavor to explain too much and therefore 

actually explain too little" (Roebuck, 1967). This 

criticism reflects the expressed need for more 

IIbehaviorally accurate" definitions of behaV'ior. 

Eysenck and Eysenck (1970) note that "by paying atten­

tion to differencels wi thin the criminal group in respect 

to psychoticism, extraversion, and neuroticism ••• we 

should be able to get much better differences between 

controls and homogeneous groups of criminals ••• " 

Although the search for a single theory of crime may be 

futile, it has often been concluded that subdividing 
• 

"crime" into more homogeneous units is nevertheless 

desirable (Sutherland, 1939, Eysenck and Eysenck, 1970). 

CLASSIFICATION STRATEGIES AND THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 

Assuming that typologies can contribute to the 

construction of theory, it is essential to specify 

methods of classifying offenders an1 their respective 

relationships to criminological explanation. Ferdinand 

(1966) defines two kinds of typology, the empir.icj~ atld 

the ideal. Empirical classification is defined as t.he 

most obvious simple patterns of distinctic-~ ~that sleek 
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to char't actual patterns displayed by specific kinds 6f 

individuals. This form provides the raw material from 

which theories might be constructed. Ideal typologies 

are defined 'in terms of utilizing a particular theory a 

priori as a means of classification.- . The main value of 

this kind of typology lies in its ability to support 

explanations of behavior. While the ideal w.odel suggests 

that there are as many ideal typologiep as t,hete are 

'theories of b'8haVior, the empirical form lacks a theore­

tical basis': 

Ferdinand suggests that a third kind of typology, 

the synthetic typology, could overcome the weaknesses 

of the other two. He defines this form as lithe ultimate 

goal of all who are interested in .crime and delinquency." 

'Although this may overstate the case, attempts to 'advance 

theoretical explanation by means of classification 

~trategies have been viewed as worthwhile (McClintock 

and ~vison, 1964). 

The discovery of theory from data, i.e., grounded 

theory, is a major task of sociologists today (Glaser 

and Strauss, 1968). Although derived from different 

assumptions than the typological systems of Ferdinand, 

grounded theory is roughly similar to empirical typology. 

This approach, according to Glaser and Strauss, consists 

of analyzing data and working outwards to develop ex-

pl3.nat~ons through'''the systematic or "theoretical sampling" 
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of the data. Although grounded theory may indicate a 

theoretical formulation, it must be further tested with 

other data bases, since it is not deduced' from logical 

assumptio~s. The basic weakness of grounded theory is 

that, since the mind of the investigator is not a 

tabuZa rasa, it is uncertain how strongly his pre con-

ceptions might affect the theory derived (Rex, 1961; 

Bottoms, 1973). 

An example of the application of grounded theory 

to the classification theory debate is provided by 

Megargee (1966). During his research, Megargee noted 

that in previous studies of murderers (e.g., Weiss, et al., 

1960), MMPI profiles seemed to distinguish two broad 

personali'ty types. The research('jr titled these "under­

controlled" (few inhibitions) and "overcontrolled" 

(overly inhibi ted) tYPE~S. Megargee then applied his 

findings to an additional sample to confirm his findings. 

Blackburn (1971') subsequently found the two-personality 

definition of violence to be over-simplified and Bottoms 

(1973) suggests that this was due to inadequate use of 

the grounded theory model. 

Although Mpredictive classifications" have been 

developed for criminological purposes in determining 

parole success, violence potential, escape risk, etc., 

such typologies are really "artificially derived 
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classifications" which generally have more relevance to 

decision-making ~han to theory-building (Bottoms, 1973). 

Another kind of typology has been derived from 

reformative treatment., Unlike the explanation of crime 

or the prediction of behavior, the treatment of offenders 

differs slightly in its primary assumption regarding 

classification. As Hood and Sparks (1970) state, "what 

is wanted for treatment purposes is a typology which 

separates offenders whose treatment needs are different; 

and such a typology may be utterly useless for explana-

tory purposes ...• " It should be noted that the 

explanation of behavior is a peripheral rather than 

primary goal in the development of treatment classifica­

tions, although theory can evolve from such typologies. 

Sparks (1968) states that treatment typologies 

(1) should be valid, i.e., should separa~e offenders 

whose treatment needs are-different; (2) should be 

appropriate for the majority of offenders for whom the 

treatment choices may be applied; (3') should be as rich 

in types as possible, utilizing trial and error as the 

basis for demonstration; (4) should be easily and 

reliably identified; and (5) should be assessed for 

reliability. The requirements for explanatory 

typologies may differ somewhat since practical con­

siderations, are not of prime importance • 
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MODELS AND COMPETITION AMONG CRIM~NAL CLASSIFICATIONS 

Essent1ally, classification techniques are directed 

toward one of three concerns in criminology: . causal-

explanation, ~treatment, and prediction. Each of these 
I 

concerns has a primary goal. Respectively, these are ., 
explanation-prevention,~rehabilitation, and decision-

making. Although these may appear to be mutually ex-

elusive, it is more realistic to assume that there will 

be much overlap. For example, it is not uncornmoh to 

find a classification method designed to distinguish 

among potential delinquents applied as diagnostic and 

treatment aids in determining success in treatment 

(e.g., in the use of such instruments as the Jesness 

Scale and the Socialization Scale of the California 

Psychological Inventory). 

According to Roebuck (1967), criminal typologies 

may be roughly divided into four camps, although there 

is certainly some overlapping among them: (1) the 

legalistic approach; (2) the physical-constitutional­

hereditary approachi3) the psychological-psychiatric 

approach; and (4) the sociological approach. 

The legalistic approach holds that criminology is 

obligated to function from the base of statutory and 

judicial definitions of criminal acts. The criminal is 
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defined in terms ~f his intent and act, e.g., a robber 

is one who has been convicted' of robbery. Legal . 
classifications represent the earliest and most commonly 

used categories in dealing with the criminal offender. 

'~ " 
The constitutional approach is derived largely from 

the study of heredity and disease. Various combinations 

of morphological, physiological, and mental character­

istics are apparent in such typological attempts, e.g., 

physical trait deviat~on, physical trait inferiority, 

endocrine malfunction, somatotype and temperament, mal-

li1 

s~trtlcture of nervous system, disharmonies of physical 

gro'wth, unregulated bodily functions, epilepsy. 

Criminality is viewed as the result of indirect heredi­

tary predisposition or the impact of environment upon 

defective or abnormal organisms. 

The psychological-psychiatric approach holds that 

criminal typologies should be delineated in terms of 

different motivational patterns arising out of per­

sonality structure and various psychological states or 

disabilities. Explanations of delinquent and criminal 

behavior are derived from personality disorders and 

neurotic mechanisms by psychoanalysts, psychiatrists, 

and clinical psychologists. Trait disorders and 

", neurotic mechanisms steIn from mental conflicts and guilt 

reactions. The primary assumption is that criminals are 

. c . (., .( 

) 
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The sociological approach centers on a cl,assifi­

cation scheme that regards criminal behavior as a 

product of social interaction and culture. Crime is 

viewed as a social phenomenon 1 ther~fore, criminals 

must be classified in accordance with their social 

orientation and the values and cultural definitions of 
. 

the social world in which they live. Sociologists' 

offender categories refe~ to role behavior in specific 

types of situations of more or less enduring response 

and not to types of personality organization. Histori-

cally, sociologists have been more interested in the 

relationships of the social characteristics of age, sex, 

race, nativity, sqcia1 class, and ethnic subculture than 

in the construction of typologies (Roebuck, 1967). 

All four of the preceding approaches share a common 

assumption. Regardless of typological approach, the 

criminal act per ~ is the initial focus of attention. 

The legal act has implications for the definition of 

"criminal constitution" and thus helps to distinguish 

habitual and occasional criminals from the populace at 

large. The latter three approaches often apl~oximate 

the legal classification although their presumed inten­

tion is to extend the legal definition (Roebuck, 1967). 
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The foregoing does not assume that these approaches 

to classification are complementary; on the contrary, 

many et~iminal typologies are h:l.ghly competitive. For 

example, behavioral scientists generally reject the 

legalistic approach because it inadequately considers 

human motivation, individual differences, group behavior, 

and social deviancy. The legalists counter that the 

behavioral scientist offers little more than a hodgepodge 

Qf conflicting theories. In many cases the legal 
, 

approach seems to provide more clarity than behavioral 

cla&Bi~ications, although it may thereby neglect the r~a-

tionship bet.ween "criminal" and "deviant ll behavior. 

Further, the leg\~li$t. may study only the adjudicated 

offender, which often restricts thE:.~ generalizabili ty 

of the classification. 

The conflict, however, does not end with the ba;~;ic 

disagreements between the behaviorists and legalists. 

Behaviorist,s disagree among themselves on many classi­

fication issues. Sociologists dismiss the biological 

determination of behavior while sociologist~ and psycho­

logists both condemn the con,\7'pt of hereditary pre­

.1isposition. Sociolog':ists claim that the psychological 

approach underestimates the importance of situational 

and cultural factors, while psychologists criticize the 

sociologist for his inability t9 eXPlai~i and classify 
II 
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crime as learned behavior. Others, most notably Martin 

and Fitzpatrick (1964) I maintain that only an eclectic 

or interdiscip~~nary approach can do justice to the 

dynamics of criminal behavior, although the psychogenic­

sociogenic rift complicates the construction of a more 

holistic typology. 

A l~ore critical controversy surrounding the develop-

men.t (lll1d application of criminal typologies is the ques-

tion of whether classifications are justified at all. 

The dangers of stigmatization and labeling present 

problems that generally must be considered in any attempt . 
to develop a criminal taxonomy. Szasz (1961) and 

Menninger, et .al. (196~) criticize the presumed need to 

classify individuals in general. At issue here is the 

contention that science cannot presently generate enough 

data to adequately classify individuals. This criticism 

is pa~tially ~njustified: however, since classification 

generally precludes m·;planation, this disclaimer is not 

so much a··'co~ent on the method of deriving typologies 

as on their potential misuse. Of prime importance here .; ~ .. 

is the premature application of classification before 

the approaoh in question has been validated in terms of 

accuracy or' theoretical relevance. 
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In~nother attempt to define typological assign­

ments, Grant (1961) describes six general approaches to 

classifica·l::.ion: (1) PSy'chiattrically oriented approaches 

as exemplified by Jenkins a~d Hewitt, 1944; 

Erikson, 1950; Aichorn, 19~'5; Bloch and Flynn, 1956; 

Argyle, 1961; the Illinois state Training School for 

Boys Treatment Committee, 1953; the California Youth 

Authority Standard Nomenclature Committee, 195B; and 

Cormier, et al., 1959; (2) Social theory approaches as 

exemplified by Schrag, 1944; Sykes, 1958; and social 

class typologies as represented by Miller, 1959; 

(3) Behavioral, offense, or conformity-nonconformity 

studies as represented by Gibbons and Garrity, 1958; 

Ohlin, 1951; Reckless, 1950; and Lejins, 1954; 

(4) Social perception and interpersonal interaction 

studies such as those of Gough and Peterson, 1952; Peterson, 

Quay, and Cameron, 1959; and Sullivan, Grant, and Grant, 

1956; (5) Cognitive understanding as summarized by 

Venezia, 1968; and (6) Empirically derived prediction­

classification methods as exemplified by Mannheim and 

Wilkins, 1955; Gottfredson and Beverly, 1962; Glaser, 

1962; Babst, et al., 1968; Gottfredson, et al., 1963; 

and Fildes and Gottfredson, 1972. 

The approaohes deffhed by Roebuck (1967) and 

Grant (1961) indicate the diversity of criminal typo-
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logies although it remains unclear hclw much of this 

variety might be due to academic polarization. It is 

often suggested that more robust explanations or 

theories of human behavior might evolve if behaviorists 

would stop criticizing and learn to synthesize. This 

basic scientific issue is no less important to the 

formulation of multidisciplinary criminal typologies 

which, according to Roebuck (1967), has been discouraged 

because of criminologists who " ..• delight in the 

destruction of each other's theories." Cooperative 

research could lead not only to the pooling of findings 

but also to the development of new frames of reference. 

Although plausible, such an optimistic fusion 

of schools of behaviorism will remain little more than 

an ideal vision unless the various forms of analysis 

that characterize each camp can be integrated. For 

example, some sociologists (e.g., Cohen, Ohlin, 

Parsons, Merton) posit stress-strain situations as 

determinants of delinquent behavior via subcultural 

memberships. On the othe~ hand, psychologists are 

in a position to assess such hypotheses on the indi­

vidual level and, therefore, to provide validating 

evidence of many sociological explanations (the same 

would be true for the societal or group validation of 

psychological explanations). The fusion of' "macro" 
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and 'i~icro" perspeotives could improve the explanation 
,: 

and ¢ia~'$ification of offender types I but the degree to 

which behavioral disciplines can agree upon common con-

structs will ultimately determine the degree to which 

they can collaborate. 

One attempt to delmonstrate the communality among 

typologies was undertaken by Warren (197l),.who 

developed a cross-classification of sixteen different 

offender typologies. This researcher noted considerable 

common ground and sugge,sted a "synthetic" taxonomy of 

six subtypes: (1) asocial; (2) conformist; (3) anti­

social manipulative; (4) neurotic; (5) subcultural 

identifier; and (6) situational. Although Warren con­

cludes that this synthesis could culminate in a sim-

plifieQ, taxonomy with almost immediately applicable 

significance, other authors have disagreed with this 

view. As Sparks (1968) had remarked earlier, "It is 

diffiou.1t to see why it should be thought desirable 

apart from an a priori belief--or a desperate hope--that 

this 'integration' will turn out to be useful for 

treatment purposes." Similarly, Bottoms (1973) states 

that like all typologies, Warren's common taxonomy, 

although innovative and ambitious, must await the 

sober~~g test of validation and the assessment of inter­

action effects (e.g., persons times settings) • 
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In regard to classification (particularly treatment 

typologies), the issue of complexity is a difficult one. 

Palmer (1971) indicates that the treatment typology is 

complicated by at least four very broad interacting 

variables: type of program, type of treatment environ­

ment or setting, type of client, and type of staff 

worker. SParks (1968) and King, ~ al. (1971) further 

admit that treatment typologies are at a "very primitive 
" 

stage." Box.'je\tjon (1968) proposes a complex processual 

model that would make classification "more realistic. 1I 

CONCLUSION AND A CAUTIONARY REMARK 

"Sociologists continue to accuse psycho­
logical typologists of taking insufficient 
cognizance of environmental factors; psycho­
logists continue to accuse sociological 
typologists of having insufficient regard 
for intra-psychic factors. Nevertheless, 
it is now possible to find investigators who 
are atteti~ting to theoretically link the 
sociological, psychological, and situational 
variables which are all relevant to a com­
pletely satisfacto:t:y taxonomy." 

(Warren, 1971) 

All classification schemes are not equaliy valuable 

for "all purposes. Some have more direct treatment impli­

cations than others; some are more helpful in generating 

testable hypotheses, while others may facilitate various 

types of decision-making. Classification systems are 

needed for control, enunciation of probable et,iology, ·and 

the demonstration of treatment effectiveness. All of 

these issues should be.addressed, but not without an 
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awareness of their inherent complexity. The most 

important truth regarding classification can be expressed 

as a cautionary remark. The New Testament stresses the 

"uniqueness and worth of each human creature," which in 

turn is based upon the JUdaic tradition of viewing man 

as a whole person. It is imperative to recognize that 

any classification will certainly fail to c&pture the 

individuality of man and may very well distort the 

wholeness of man. Unless we retain an awareness of this 

problem, the advantage gained through classification may 

not outweigh the loss to the individual. 

III. CLASSIFICATION AND GROUNDED THEORY: 
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PRESENT STUDY 

The foregoing discussion has provided an introduction 

to several issues of classification in criminology. It 

is the purpose of this section to discuss more thoroughly 

those aspects of the previous narrative that are relevant 

to the description and interpretation of the data col-

lected on the 4,146 male California Youth Authority wards 

who comprise the present study population. Two issues 

have significant methodological implications for the 

study of this data base: classification and grounded 

theory. Techniques of classification .present a number 
II 

of w'ays in which the data can be organized for analysis. 
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Grounded theory, on the other hand, provides several 

methodological techniques for the observation of descrip­

t~ve data and the formulation or confirmation of 

hypotheses. 

APPLIED ASPECTS OF CLASSIFICATION 
(, 

Individual offenders may be classified op the basis 

of their criminal careers, criminal pattern categories 

(including modi opspandi), and psychological and social 

characteristics. The present authors contend that 

classification can provide the means by which criminal 

'behavio:,: patterns can be linked to social and personal 

background factors. In this study parole outcome is 

the primary criterion of criminal behavior. Criminal 

behavior patterns must be studied in the ind:tvidual case; 

however, in order to form useful classifications, it 

must be demonstrated that a sizable group of offenders 

who engage in the same type of crime share certain per­

sonali ty and social background factors. " 
1\ 

, \ 

The following dimensions are suggested by Roebuck 

(1967) as homogeneous units with respect to which 

offenders can be classified: (a) offense pattern; 

(b) modi opspandi; (c) social attributes; (d) personality 

type; (e) self-concept; (f) attitudes; and (g) situations. 

Roebuck's dimensions are not generally similar ,to the 
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typological dimensions apPlttd by the investigators in 
\ 

the present study. This stud~! has subdivided the data 
\ . 

into the following categories: Ja) offense~ (b) intelli-

gence; (c) race; (d) alcohol and other drugs; (e) psycho-I; 

logical aDd psychiatric factors; and (f) violence factors. 
I, ," 

It is apparent that these classifications cut across 

only three of Roebuck's dimensions --offense, social 

attributes, and personality type --although this research 

has certain implications for the other dimensions as well. 

Roebuck identifies additional data elements con-

sidered essential for constructing homogeneous typologies. 

These include: (1) delinquent and/or criminal career; 

(2) family background; (3) developmental history in the 

famil'Yi (4, developmental. history in the community; 

(5) reference group orientation and identification; 

(6) attitudes; (7) developmental history, physical; 

(8) developmental history, personal. Although the 

present study makes no attempt to approximate Roebuck's 

dimensions of classification, it is nevertheless impor-

tant to specify those information areaa that are empha­
. :' 

sized in this study. The existing data base offers 

little in relation to family background, family and 

community developmental history, or offender attitudes. 

On the other hand, personaldeve.lopmental in'formation 

(intelligence test~~cores, personality profiles,' infor-
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mation on the offender's delinquent career, physical 

history, and reference group orient~tion) is relatively 

well, represented. Like most general order variables 
I 

derived from legal sources, the data base as it exists 

today does not achieve the depth of developmental under­

standing (e.g., family conflict information, family co­

hesion, parent attitude) that Roebuck defines as important 
. 

to his "dimensional analysis," although such information 

is available to the project in narrative form from the 

cumulative case summaries. 

Since the construction of any "ideal" typology is 

not presently feasible, the limits to classification 

in this study were defined by the data base. FQr example, 

the cumulative case summary, which provided 50 of the 195 

variable items collected on the study population, does 

present some developmental information in the social 

evaluation by the caseworker. Difficulty arises, however, 

in the attempt to classify each offender on the basis of 

any defined developmental cue. Because of the variation 

in assessment procedures among case\'lorkers f' no universal 

item of information is collected on all offenders. This 

inhibits the construction of a developmental typology 

based on behavioral indices. 

Since behavioral and developmental information is 

generally lacking in mQst studies based on legal records, 

developing behavioral classifications beyond the legal 
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definition is difficult. This should not imply that 

information derived from legal sources is not of great 

importance, but rather that fewer behavioral classi.fi-

cations are possible. 

To understand why the present classification dimen-

sions were selected, one must consider an essential goal 

of this study. Rather than seeking to develop treatment, 

predictive, or etiological typologies, the investigators 

defined the research effort as an exploratory venture in 

which the primary goal was quantitative description and 

comparison. 

An additional goal of the study was to generate 

comparative data that might ultimately lead to improving 

treatment and/or parole outcome. When application of 

study results is considered, it becomes import.ant not 

only to define the investigators' definition of "explora­

tion" but also to explain the method used to derive 

relationships. This will require that the assumptions 

and methodological techniques of grounded theory be 

considered. 

APPLIED ASPECTS OF GROUNDED THEORY 

Grounded theory, according to Glaser and Strauss 

(1968), may be defined as " ••• analyzing data and working 

outwards to generalize, explanations through the systematic 
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or theoretical sampling of the data." 'Ilhis process is 

methodologically relevant to this study. The present 

investigators have assumed only that grounded theory 

can provide the methodological assumptions on which data 

comparison can proceed. Although theoretical formulation 

is generally an important goal of research, it is t.he 

methodological procedures of grounded theory that are 

of primary importance here. To attempt theoretical ex-

planations would have been beyond the scope of this study. 

Glaser and Strauss (1968) view grounded theory as 

" •.• purposefu11y discovering theory through social re-

search," which differs somew'hat from the descriptive 

purpose of this study. 

The theoretical contributions of this project are 

more in line with those of Merton (1949) who defines 

"serendipity" as the unanticipated, anomalous, and 

strategic finding giving rise to new hypotheses. It 

is the manner in which the present investigators have 

proceeded with this project's descript~ve and comparative 
\~\?I 

tasks that engenders a wealth of exploratory possibilities 

for the reader as welle 

The 'comparative aspects of this project are important 

because of the general relations between categories that 

may emerge from the various forms of classification. For 

example, comparing grou~s of offenders classified 
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according to intellig~nce level (i.e., mental defective, 

borderline, dull normal, average; bright normal, superior, 

very superior) with their respective average success on 

parole can have further implications, providing the 

relationship between the two variables seems roughly 

linear. 

The primary value of grounded theory to, this study 

concerns the manner in which data are analyzed and 

relationships and potential hypotheses are noted. The 

cross-tabulation of any two variables can lead to the 

generation of hypo-theses. As Glaser and Strauss (1968) 

remark, "When quantitative data are reported in verifi-

cational and descriptive studies, typically each associa-

tion is given in table form with a technically exact 

die~ussion of it; and then the statement is qualified by 

tentative statements and alternative explanations or in-

terpretations." Glaser and Strauss also note that the 

direction and magnitude of detected relationships are 

important to the further elaboration of the association, 

since the rea~er may then verify such a finding for him­

self. Many of these methodological procedures were 

integrated into this project, including proportions, 

frequencies, and comparative direction and magnitude, as 

well as methods of facilitating visual comparison. 

Grounded theory also has important implications for 
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determining the statistical/dignificance of relationships 

between any two variables. In this project the percen­

tage deviation from the parole success rate of an overall 

offender population is the primary variable of compari­

son. Although percentage difference can suggest rela­

tionships, this method has its real limitations in 

accurately determining such associat.ions. As our efforts 

are primarily descriptive, the application of statistical 

tests of significance was regarded as beyond the parame-

ters of our study. As Glaser and Strauss (1968) state, 

hstatistical tests of signficance of an association 

bet'ioleen variables are not necessary when the discovered 

associations between indices are used for suggesting 

hypotheses.", This study could be defined also as a survey 

analysis and " ... this process [tests of significance] 

should be relaxed for all survey analysis" (Selvin, 1957). 

Selvin also questions whether such tests are appropriate 

with survey data, since the statistical assumptions 

necessary to use them cannot be met with such data. To 

use percentage differences as the primary method of 

displaying associations was considered sufficient for 

the exploration o~ suggested relationships. This method 

of data presentation permits the development of hypotheses 

from the inspection of the data and thus fulfills one of 

the expectations of the project. 

46 

I 



• 

(f" 

\ 
~\ 

I 0 

, 0 

v: " 
t 1i"~ 

~ , <l ; 

IV, A DISCUSSION OF CLASSIFICATION BY 
INTELLIGENCE FACTORS 

THE NATURE OF INTELLIGENCE 

\j 

The term "intelligence,H as used by psychologists, 

is of fairly recent origin. Introduced as a te(~hnical 

term in psychology near the turn of the century, it 

has since filtered down into common parlance. HoweVer, 

precise definition of intelligence is difficult and 

there is no universal agreement on any single definition 

of the term. 

Many psychologists have abandoned the attempt to 

give a formal definition of intelligence and offer 
I 

instead a practical definition: "Intelligence is that 

which an intelligence test measures" (Goldenson j • 1970). 

This operational stance allows intelligence to be de­

fined in relation to its measurable properties as 

identified by the tests designed fo~ its measurement. 

Some of the properties emphasized by intelligence tests 

are: (a) versa~ility or flexibility I (b) utilizatilon of 

a variety of mental processes, (c) ability to learn" 

(d) application of learning and experience to the 
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solution of" new problems. 

Those who develop the tests indicate that intelli-

gen.ee is not a sincg,le entity, but a complex, multi~ .. 

faceted set of abilities. Over sixty years ago Binet 

(190'&) defined intelliqence as the ability to maintain 

mental direction, ability to adapt means to ends, and 

the capacity for self-critici~m or dissa~isfaction with 

part.ial solutions. More 'recently, Wechsler '(1966) 

defined intelligence as " •.. the aggregate capacity ... to 

act purposefully, to think ~ationally, and to deal 

effectively 'vith['th~]emrironment." These definitions 

appear to do little to clarify the term's meaning. 

Nevertheless, as Hilgard and Atkinson (1967) point out, 

"Although the statement sounds empty it is not •.• All 

the tests constructed by psychologists distinguishing 

bright from dull show high intercorrelations ••. ther."e-

fore they are measuring something in common. What they 

measure in common is intelligence." It becomes apparent 

that intelligence is no more definable than the "items" 

selected to measure various abilities. Among them are 

mathematical problems requiring numerical reasoning, 

vocabulary questions that test an understanding of words, 

perception items requiring accur~te observation, as 

well as problems based on such mental processes as 

drawing analogies r abstract reasoning, and verbal com-

prehension. 
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There are two general approaches to identifying the 

mental activities most indicat.dlvo ~f intellIgence: 

the first emphasi2~es test item!;; the second focuses on 

the components or factors of intelligence. The first 

approach, utilized by Binet,. assumes that the relation­

ship between an individual's mental age and his chrono­

logical age provides a basis for calculating intelli­

gence or I.Q. The second approach utilizes factor 

analysis to iden't:.ify the components of intelligence., 

For example! Spearman (1904) and Thurstone (1938) 

identified unitary factors of intelligence as the basis 

for measuring mental ability. 

Because human intelligence is a vast topic within 

the field of psychology, it would be inappropriate to 

attempt to review here the many theoretical issues and 

currents of thought in this area. Countless artiqles 

and large volumes have been written on the subjectr 

(e.g., Stoddard, 1943; Guilford, 1967). 
, 

An enlightening 

brief account of the history of the concept has been 

presented by Burt (1968). Adequate description of most 
'/ 

I.Q. testing instruments can be found in the Burroughs' 

Mental Measurement Yea;J.'book series as well as Anasta:si 

(1968) and Cronbach (1979). 

Quite recently, considerable disagreement has 

arisen \\among 
II 

," 
psychologists over the issue of "herita-
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bility" versus the environmental determination of in-

telligence. Some writers, such as Jensen (1969,1972, 

1973), have indicated that genetic endowment is the 

major determinant of intelligence and the educability 

of "less intelligent ll individuals has become a poten-

tially volatile issue that could influence social policy. 

INTELLIGENCE, CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 

The relationship between intelligence and criminality 

has long been a favorite topic of researchers (Ferracuti, 

1966). Many surveys suggest that delinquents tend to 

perform relatively poorly on I.Q. tests, although there 

are several limitations to this kind of comparative in-

vestigation (West and Farrington, 1973). Particularly 

with respect to studies comparing the intelligence of 

delinquents and nondelinquents, certain cautionary 

remarks should be made. The primary limitation of many 

I.Q. comparisons has been the lack of nondelinquent 

control groups. Usually, the test scores of delinquents 

are compared with the test .norms, f.iln approach that is 

valid only if the sample on which the norms are based is 

drawn from the same population as the delinquent group. 

Too often~ delinquents are evaluated according to test 

norms derived from adolescents who are racially and 

cul turally diff.erent. Lt has been shown, for example, 
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that test norms have often been based on samples with 

higher socioeconomic .status than the general popul~dion 

(Richardson, et a1., 1972). 

For this reason, it is advisable to contrast the 

intelligence of delinquents with that of a properly 

comparable control group. The present review found that 

studies utilizing such control groups are relatively 

rare. 

The applicability of the intelligence factor to the 

classification of youthful offenders is a complex 

issue. Previous research can be crudely defined as 

either "descriptive" or "inferential." The latter term 

refers ,,"to the study of intelligence as a causative factor 

in crime and delinquenoy. The descriptive element of 

the chapter will be divided into six subheadings: 

(1) Intelligence comparisons of delinquent and nondelin­

quent youth;. (2) Intelligence comparisons of delinquent 

boys and delinquent girls; (3) Intelligence classifica­

tion studies of delinquent youth; (4) Delinquency and 

mental retardation; (5) Delinquent intelligence and race; 

(6) D~linquent intelligence and multiple measurement. 

All studies and references identifying or discussing 

intelligence as a causative factor in delinquency will 

be summarized in the section on inferential studies. 
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DESCRIPTIVE STUDIES OF INTELLIGENCE FACTORS 

1. Intelligence Comparisons of Delinquent 
and Nondelinquent Youth 

Studies that seek to demonstrate the difference in 

intelligence between delinquent and nondelinquent groups 

are generally inconclusive. Although earlier studies 

sought to demonstrate some "global" difference in 

intelligence between these groups, later research has 

been more cautious in explaining not only the difference 

in intellectual functioning between groups, but the 
" 

possible limi~ations of this kind of research. 
1\ 

One of the earliest comparisons of delinquent and 

nondelinquent groups was undertaken by Caldwell (1929), 

who compared the intelligence of a group of industrial 

school delinquents with that of a "normal" group. Re-

sults showed that 65 per cent of 408 delinquent boys and 

78 per cent of 252 delinquent gi:r'ls, compared with 11 per 

cent of the "normal" group, had I.Q. 's below 85. 

Several years later Rogers and Austin (1934) com-

pared the intelligence ratings of 3,584 juvenile delin­

quents (age 12 t.o 16 years) with the standardized 
( 

frequency cu~~e. Scores were obtained by using the 
'\ 

Stanford-Binet :tntelligence Test and the National Group 

Test of InteLligence. Although the frequency distri-
\\ 

but ion was found to be similar to the normal distribution, 

the mean I.q. was located at 82.2, some 20 points below 
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the normative mean. 

Charles (1936) compared intelligence quotients of 

incarcerated delinquent boys and a group of St. Louis 

public school boys on the Kuhlmann-Anderson intelligence 

test. Public school boys between the ages of 12 and 

16 were found to be of higher intelligence than boys 

of the same age in reform schools. 

Similar comparative studies were completed during the 

next twenty-five years, although their frequency of 

appearance waned. It was not until 'the early 1960' s 

that intelligence comparisons of delinquents and non­

delinquents again received relatively widespread atten-

tion. 

In a classic study, Prentice and Kelly (1963) 

reviewed the findings of twenty-one previous investi." 

gations in which the Wechsler Intelligence Scales were 

used to assess delinquent intelligence. The authors 

noted that in all of these studies the perceptual motor 

tasks (Performance scale) scores were in the normal 

range, while scores on verb~l skills (Verbal scale) 

were in the high dull normal range. This consistent 

discrepancy led the authors to suggest that intelligence 

and delinquency be "reconsidered" to indicate that a low 

verbal score may be diagnostic of a learning disability 

rather than a pure measure of intelligence. This is 
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extremely important since Wechsler prevJ.ously had 

assumed that a Perf:ormance score higher than a Verbal 

score was simply indicativ~ of delinquency. 
,:1 

There is a good deal of interest in the hypothesis 

that delinquents have an average nonverbal I.Q. and a 

low verbal 1.Q. The study by Prentice and Kelly con­

firms this hypothesis , although later studie's by Naar 

(1965) and Henning and Levy (1967) are not wholly in 

agreement. 

Murphy (1963) tested the hypothesis that female 

offenders tend to be below average in intelligence as 

compared with non-offenders. After compiling intelli­

gence scores for all women in New York State treatmilmt 

facilities, the author notes" .•. most of the scores on 

the Stanford-Binet and Wechsler intelligence tests fell 

into "average" and "low average" categories." Murphy 

concludes her study by indicating that the "subnormal" 

hypothesis may be false. 

Camp (1966) compared the WISC scores of 139 dcting-
I ("~ 

: (Jt: out and delinquent children (referred for psychi.a.tric 

'iM' 

\ 

,evaluation) with the WIse standardized population. 

Girls did not differ signifi~antly from the standardized 

population, but a significantly larger proportion of 

the boys had performance scores greater than verbal 

scores. 
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Siegman (1966) found that the intelligence scores 

of 24 dej;Linquents were corre+ated with their estimation 

of time intervals. Compared with a control group, 

delinquents also were less accurate in'judging time 

intervals. The author states that lower intelligence in 

the delinquent group may account for this finding., 

Another indication of a revised compal"is'on of 

delinquent and nondelinquent intelligence is reported 

by Cowie, Cowie, and Slater (1968). Finding the mean 

intelligence of 318 delinquent girls to be below that 

of the general population, these authors noted that 

their low level of educational achievement might account 

for much of their !! low intelligence. II. ,'-. 

In a study similar to that by Siegman (1966), 

Barabasz (1969) found that delinquents between the ages 

of 14 and 17 were more time-constricted when telling 

stories. This finding was inversely related to in­

telligence for both! delinquent and control groups. 

After reviewing previous research findings, Cavan 

(1969) .reports that delinquents and nonde1inquents 

share the same distributions of inte11ig:ence. The most 

noteworthy difference was found to be sociocultural and 

no~ characteristic of individual delinquents. 
,I 

Reporting a similar finding, Smith, Fenton, and 

Hammacher (1969) found ;that the intelligence scores of 
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a gro~p of IS-year old delinquents (on the Revised Beta 

Examination) were comp~rable to the performanc~ of the 

standardization group. 

Gibson and West (1970) compated the intelligence 

scores of delinquent and nondelinquent ,boys derived 

prior to the commitment of first offenses. A group of 

boys convicted of crimes before the age of 16 were 

compared with other boys on intelligence tests given to 

all of these boys at the age of eight. Those who sub-

sequent1y became delinquents ,,,ere found to have sub­

stantially lower I.Q. 's than the other boys. 

In a rare study utilizing a proper control group, 

Wolfgang', et al., ! (1972) surveyed nearly 10,000 boys born 

in 1945 who lived in Philadelphia at least between their 

tenth and eighteenth birthdays. They discovered that 

delinquents had a 10wE~r verbal intelligence than non-

delinquents of the same race and socioeconomic status, 

although the differences were only three to four points. 

Although far from exhausting the topic of comparative 

inte.l1igence, the studies summarized here provide a 

brief overview of research in this area. The inconclusive 

nature of many findings indicates that the intelligence 

of the delinquent individual is either far from a unitary 

phenomenon or that it is a complex research issue often 
o 

clouded by inadequate' study design.' 
u 

-
", ........ ---------------
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Intelligence Comparisons of Delinquent 
Boys and Girls 

Studies comparing the intellectual abilities of 

delinquent boys and delinquent girls are somewhat less 

common, although the mean intelligence is often pre-

sented separately for ~ach sex. Indeed, it is not 

generally agreed whether sex should be a distinguishing 

factor in the study of delinquent intelligence. Many 

studies simply combine male and female delinquent samples 

when eomparing ·t.heir intelligence scores to the stan-' 

dardized norms or a control study sample, while others 

provide comparisons of delinquent intelligence by sex. 

The most striking characteristic of these comparative 

studies has been the general lack of sound sampling 

methods and the tend~ncy to ignore important confounding 

or extraneous variables when making comparisons. 

One of the earliest comparisons of male and female 

delinquent intelligence was undertaken by McClure (1933), 

who compared the Stanford"';;Bi,net I.Q.' s of boys and girls. 

For a population of 600 delinquents, the author noted 

that the mean I.Q. of the group was 79.34 with a range 

of 40 to ,118. The average I. Q. of the boys w'as slightly 

less than three points higher than that of the girls~ 

Mann and Mann (1939a) studied the intelligence of 

1,731 juvenile delinquents (mean age 14.5 years). The 

mean I.Q. for the tota~ group was 84.45 and two-thirds 
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of the group were boys. The authors found no sex dif­
/1 

ferepces of stai;:Jstical significance with respect to 

mean age, variability of age, mean I.Q., variability of 

I. Q., and percentages of variouS'~ I. Q. levels. The only 
I j,' ',I I' '! t! ~\ /' ,\,' :\ " \ " \, • 'I \" ~)- ,I ,. II ::.-, J\ 

difference noted was a slight ii~crea.se ~,n!. Q • with age 
- II 

for the boys that did not appear with ti~e girls. 

Richardson and Surko (1956) compared the, WISC 

intelligence scores of 15 girls and boys. No significant 

differences were found between boys and girls, although 

the Verbal mean I .. Q. (87) and the Performance I.Q. (92) 

of tfi~ total group differed significantly from the 

standardization group. These authors also noted that 

young delinquents score lowest in reading and arithmetic 

and suggested that "these young delinquents have less 

handicaps in intellectual ability than in its Use in the 

school situation. 1I 

In a study of 426 delinquent youth (321 boys and 105 

girls), Posselt (1968) found that the average I.Q~ for 

boys was 95.8, while the average for girls was.93. 8 .. 

Again, the m9st significant finding was that the per­

formance of the total group on basic subject areas was 
" 

,-

significantl¥ lower than that of ~he standardization 

group. 

DUring a study previously mentioned, Camp (1966) 

found that the proportio~ of boys with higher Perfor.mance 
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than Verbal~co~es on WIS~ was greater than that for 

girls. Girls did not differ stgnificantly from the 

standar~ization population, while boys showed signifi­

cantly greater Verbal-Performance discrepancies. 

In conclusion, it should be noted that many of these 

comparative studies sUffered from the limitations noted 

in the previous section, i.e., insufficient'considera-

tion given to related variables and a lack of sound 

sampling methods. It remains uncertain whether the in­

conclusiveness of the findings is due to faulty study 

design or to the complexity of the phenomenon itself. 

3. Intelligence Classification Studies of 
Delinquent Youth 

Up to this point only the most simple study designs 

have been reviewed, usually consisting of comparisons 

of central tendencies on a single intelligence variable. 

This section reviews a number of studies that compare 

delinquents with each other, a control group, or a 

standardized distribution on more than a single measure 

of intelligence. 

In one of the earlier studies of intelligence and 

classification, McCaulley (1925) found that 42 per cent 

of 100 delinquent boys fell into either the feeble-minded 

or borderline groups. However, this author notes that 

the dis,tinction between individuals in regard to intelli-

59 

8 

Ii 

I~ l~ 

I. 
f 

I, 
I: 
, 
1 

I 
l 

t \, 

I 
\. 



. \ 

.. < 

.- -~, '. 

\\ 

I 

\, 

• 

gence is not a major obstacle to improvement. 
\'[ 

In a study of the relationship between delinquent 

intelligence and school adjustment, Mercer (1930) examined 

the cases of 85 delinquent boys. In only 12 cases was 

school adjustment satisfactory. The remaining cases 

were either truant or underachievers. The author notes 

tha t onJ,y one-fourth of the group ha.d I. Q. f S • above 90. 

White a.nd Fenton (1931) compared 117 delinquent bays 

with I.Q.'s greater than 95 and 160 boys with I.Q.'s 

lower than 95. These authors arrived at the following 

conclusions: 11 (l) The brighter boys come from home en­

vironments at least as unfavorable as the homes of the 

duller boys. (2) Companionship in both groups is about 

equal. (3) Forgery is the only type of offense that shows 

a significant relationship with high intelligence." 

In s\ similar study, Ruggles (1932) compared the in­

telligence, mechanical ability, and early home training 

of 103 boys between the ages of 16 and 22. It was con­

cluded: (1) that the boys studied were significantly be­

low average in intelligence and mechanical ability; 

(2) that crimes requiring mechanical ability were commit­

ted by boys ranking highest on the mechanical ability test; 

(3) that the baser sex crimes were perpetrated by the 

feeble-minded; and (4) that broken and unhappy homes 

< ~,eemed closely associated with criminal behaviot. 
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In a review of a number qf previous studies, Lane 
'\ 

and Witty (1935) note that low mental status and d,{:!-
';i 

linquency tend to be associated1 however, they als~\ 

point out that the average I.Q. of a population 09 700 

delinquent boys was not lower than that of nondelinquents 
It 

when the groups were matdhed for racial and socioeconomic 

factors. The authors found that recidiviits and non-

recidivis~s do not differ in intelligence and that 

offender~~ from unbroken homes tend to average slightly 

higher in intelligence than offenders from broken homes. 

Correlations between I.Q. and age at first arrest, age 

at first commitment, number of convictions, and "serious-

ness" of offense were found to be insignificant. 

Following the application of the Army Alpha :lntelli­

gence test to 1,285 young male offenders, Hill (1936) 

found that, \llhile the group scored predominantl.y in the 
" dull normal range, there was no relationship between thes~ 

scores and age of commitment or severity of crime. White 

offenders and frequent recidivists were found to be more 

intelligent and a substan~ial relationship was noted be­

tween low intelligence and retardation in school. 

In a later study, Caplan and Powell (1964) compared 

100 delinquents of average I.Q. with 100 delinquents of 

superior I.Q. on personal characteristics, school behavio~. 
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delinquency-., eaid family background. Important between­

group differences were" obtained on a number of items, 

some of which traditionally have been found to distinguish 

:between delinquent and nondelinquent samples. The 
\\ 
\\ ( . 

authors suggest that the relatism~h,1.p between inte11J.gence 
,\ 

and delinquent behavior cannot be expressed as a single 

fixed value, but only as. a multiple consideratiol1. 
1.,1 

Shapiro (1968) emphasizes the point that there is 

no qualitative difference between delinquents of high 

,intelligence and those of low intelligehce. This author 

also contends that there is no relationship between type 

of offense' and level of inte11jgenc~, but that type of 

offense can be attributed to a number of highly inter-

related etiological factors, such as maturity level, 

organic factors, neurotic mechanisms, and social factors. 

In a similar undertaking, Gath, Gavin,and'Pidduck 

(1971) compared the criminal characteristics of 50 de-

linquent boys of superior intelligence with 50 delinquent 

boys 0f average intelligence. The two groups were found 

to be similar in number of prior convictions and type and 

distribution of offense, a1thoug~ more boys of s~perior 

intelligence committed offensestha~, seemed to be psycho­

logically determined. 

These studies should not be v~E%wed as representative 

of research undertaken to identify 'the' c'1rre1ates of 
\~ I:~~ tr-/ ' 
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delinquent intelligence. They are meant only to provide 

examples of the types of study that have been completed. 

~.Delinquency and Mental Retardation 

Special attention should be given to the mentally 

retarded offender. It has been suggested that, compared 

to offenders of normal intelligence, the mentally retarded 

are more easily apprehended and convicted of crimes, con­

fined in penal institutions for longer periods of time, 

and likely to have had less education (Allen, 1968; 

Ooleschal, 1970; Giagiari, 1971). 

The purpose of this section is to review selected 

aspects of the retarded delinquent, his definition, in-

telligence, several of his characteristics, and the types 

of crimes he is likely to commit. 

Calhoon (1928) followed up 100 intellectually normal 

and 100 retarded delinquent boys. It was found that the 

retarded boys more frequently came from broken homes 

and their parents were more frequently foreign-born. The 

offenses committed by the dull group were much less 

serious than those of the normal group. The number of 

court appearances, months incarcerated, and total monetary 

cost of crimes committed were also less for the retarded 

group. ] 

Applying the Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Tests to 

109 delinquents, Durea and Taylor (1948) found that the 

II 
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median scores on all parts of the tests (except the non­

verbal section) fall into the mentally retarded level. 

The authors note that the findings on the m~:~tal level 
\; :,.~";,)., '7 1\ 

of this delinquent group are consistent with, ~b~ results 

Qf other studies and indicate that their intelligence 

scores may be related to poor socioeconomic conditions. 

On the nonverbal scale of the instrument, which is least 

affected by socioeconomic factors, the median I.Q. falls 

within the class interval for average intelligence. 

In an extensive review of more than thirty previous 

studies, Cooper (1960) concludes that the relationship 

between delinquency and "mental inferiority" is indeed 

real. The author concludes: "Delinquency tends on the 

whole to be much more common among the feeble-minded 

than among people in general ..• mental deficiency is 

likely to be more prevalent among delinquents .•. and 

the edudational status of offenders is inferior to that 

of the general population." 

Blackhurst (1968) studied the relationship between 

I.Q. of retarded offenders and types of crimes committed 

by the subnormal offender. Few differences werecnoted 

when the retarded group was compared to a l"!:.~rmal offender 

group. 

Brown, Courtless, and Silber (1970) drew a sample 

of 56 retarded (I.Q. less than 70) offenders from six 
~ 
'C _J) 
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p,risons. Co~parison of ,the retarded inmate group wii:.h 

normal inmates found that the former group .was older, 

lads ~ducated, and serving longer sentences than the 
'\ 

non-retarded gro'up. Administration of)'the Thematic 

Apperception Te$.it to the retarded subjects indicated 
i 

i, 
that the retard$d person may not understand the results 

of his aggressive actions. 

Brown and CG)Urtless (1967) found that a higher 

proportion of retarded persons commit crimes against 

the person, including a high percentage of homicide in 

the I.Q. group below 55. On the, Wolfgang-Sellin scale 

of offense severity, those in the retarded group tended 

to cluster at the "!:Ierious II end of the scale. The most 

frequent offense for the mentally deficient was criminal 

homicide. 

Similar findings are noted by Calkins (1967), who 

indicates that sexual offenses are also common among 

retarded offend~rs. Gary (1968) found that certain sex 

offenses--exhibitionism" homosexuality, and molesting 

young children--are predc1minant among older retarded 

male delinquents. 

Boslow (1965) found that urban and rUJ:al areas both 

supplied large proportions of retaxded offenders and 

the single largest group of retard,ed offenders consi~_ted 

of urban Negroes. 
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In a survey of juvenile instieutions Vaugrill 0.970) 

found that the exteni 6f mental retardation among inmate 

populations ,ranged from 10 per cent to 33 per cent. 

Bhagat and Fraser (1971) sought to determin.e the 

relationship, between the low intelligence of retarded 

offenders and their social perception. The results of 

their study" indicate that retarded offenders are less 

able to experience affection. 

5. Delinquent Intelligence and Race 

\\ . 
The relation~hip between race and intelli~ence has 

become a highly controversial issue. Numerous studies 

have attempted to compare the relative intelligence 

levels of white, black ,and Mexican-American delinquents. 

Smith, Fenton, and Hammacher (1969) found that a 

sample of Negro youths performed as well as the standard-

ization group on the Revised Beta Examination. These 

authors note that the small group of yopths tested might 

have influenced the represen'cativeness of the study sample. 

Levi and Seborg (1971) sought to obtain the verbal 

and. nonverbal intelligence scores of 200 white, 68 black, 

and 67 Mexic,an women inmates. All subjects were adminis­

tered the Rav'EHl Test and the Califorl'da Achievement Tests. 

Black and Mex:Lcan subjects performed much better on the 

nonverbal tests than the verbal tests; however, both 
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groups ,received significantloy'\ lower scores than whites 
(' 

on both verbal and nOh~erbal tests. The authors donc1ude 

that beth vetbal ana nonverbal tests still may be cul­

turally loaded, even thc:lUghthe nonverbal instrument 
;, 

emphasizes patterns and struct.ures. 

Rozynko and Wenk (1965) conducted three independent 

s'tudies to investigate intellectual -l:est diff,E;lrences 

among delinquent white, Negro and Me:){ican-American 

California Youth Authority wards. These studies were 

carried out in the setting that provided the information 

for the present study. Subjects were selected randomly 

from a pool of 984 inmates. 

The first study contained 7B subjects in each of 

three subgr.oups, while the second and third studies con­

tained 60 in each subgroup. All subgroups were matched 

for age. The three samples contained a total of 534 

subjects, with the mean age of 19.24 years. Educational 

level varied among the groups, with the white group scor­

ing higher than either the Negro or Mexican-American 

group on grade-rated achievement tests (white = 8.45; 

Negro = 6.69; Mexican-American = 6.87; F = 11.65, p<~Ol). 

Standard instructions were used in test administration. 

Analyses of variance and t tests were used to identify 

differences. 

On the California Test of Mental Maturity (C1.'MM) in 
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\Jall three studies, the white group scored highest, 
~ [ 

if' 
the Negro group, lowest. The Mexican-American group 

equalled the Negro group on the l~nguage portion of the 

test and tended to occupy an intermediate position be­

tween the Negro and white groups on. the nonverbal 

portions of the test. All differences were ~ignificant 

at the .01 level. 

On the General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB), the 

Negro group tended to score consistently low on both 

verbal and nonverbal tests, while the whites scored 

consistently high. '1'he Moxican-Americansoccupied an 

, intermediate position on the nonverbal tests but were as 

lOi;.,t as the Negroes on the verbal tests. Only four of the 

27 analyses of variance were not significant, four were 

significant at the .O? level, and the rest obtained 

probabilities of less than .01. 

Initial hypotheses regarding the Mexican-American 

group were borne out. This group performed most POOl:ly 

when performance depended on either language ability 

or knowledge of mater±;al taught in school, while they 

perforrtled best on non-academic subj ects • The Negro group 

tended to score lower than the white group on all tests 

and lower than the Mexican-American group on nonverbal 

tests. Test' differences between the white and Mexican .. 

American groups paralleled differences in educatil~i\nal 
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level. However, differences in educational level 

cannot explain the poorer performance of Negroes on theG 

nonverbal tests, (::::~peciallY when, compared with the 
t' 

Mexican-American group, since the two groups do not 
;, 

differ in school achievement. The autfiors conclude that 

these unexpected results suggest inadequate motivation 

to be extremely important in determining the Negro 

inmate's test performance. 

In a later study of the effects of motiva,!tion on 

test performance, Wenk, et al. (1971) could not improve 

the test performance of Negro subjects by using monetary 

incentives. In conclusion, the authors question the 

fairness of some of the testing procedures carried out in 

institutional settings, 'pointing out that most tests are 

conceivad, developed,snd ~tandardized within lkmited 

cultural frameworks and, regardless of attempts to 

eliminate bias, are inherently unfair to members of 

minority cultural groups. It is suggested that re­

standardization for particular groups may prove inadequate 
r~ , 

" .,1'\\ 
as a corrective measure and it may be necessary to oe--

~ 

velop totally new tests that are appropriate to the 

culture in which_~~hey are to b~ us~d. 

, U,ntil culture-fair testing is achieved, the results 

" of cross-ethnic intelligence testing must be cautiously 

interpreted .. And until, the importance of differert,tial 
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cultural conditioning of racial groups is recognized, 

an instrument that enables interracial comparisons of 

intelligence will contj.nue, to evade our grasp. 

6. Delinquent Intelligence and Multiple 
Measuremeht 

Multiple measurement of delinquent intelligence 

began early in this century. Charles (1933) found that 

the intelligence quotiepts obtained on the Kuhlmann­

Anderson and Binet-Simon for a group of 62 delinquent 

boys were similar, although scores on the otis group test 

tended to average 10 points higher. In an attempt to 

locate other measures of delinquent ability, Laslett and 

Manninq (1934) correlated intelligence scores of the 

Otis Self--Administering Test with the Murray inven"~ory 

and the Laslett Test of Delinquent Tendencies. Correla-

tions indicated that neither measures mental ability. 

Moore (1937) gave the Otis Se1.f-Admin~stering Test and 

the Myers (nonverbal) mental measurE§' to groups of de-

linquent and dependent boys. Results indicated that 

both of these tests measure in"celligence. Embree (1938} 

administered the Illinois General Intelligence Scale 

(group tes~)" and the Stanford-Binet to 102 delinquent 

b~ys. Tne two'tests were found to correlat.e .905. In -an 

a~~ to measure changes ih\;±'Q. o~er ted years time, 

Mann and Mann (1939b) gave Form L of the StanIord-Binet 
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to 428 delinquents. 
~? 

Follow-up testing later indicated 

that the total mean change in 1.Q. was less than one point. 

Weider, Levi and Risch (1943) gave the Wechsler-

Belley~e Intelligence Scale and Form L of the Stanford-
't·,) 

Binet to 61 delinquents. While both instruments classi­

fied the group mean score in the dull normal range, it . 
was found that low scorers score higher on the Bellevue 

Scale while the reverse is true for high scorers. Needle­

man, Leakerman, and Kelner (1967) found high positive 

correlation between scores on the Weci1s1eJ::' Adult Intelli-

gence Scale, (WAIS) and the Revised Beta E}{:amination. Levy 

(1968) found that while the Revised Beta ~las a valid 

test of mental )retardation in delinquents, the Otis Inter­

'mediate Form B yields unrealistically high 'retardation 

scores. To determine whether the Satz-Mogel WAIS short-

form is a valid measure of inmate intelligence, Masser 

and Arnette (1968) correlated it with the regu;lar form of 

the WAIS. The resulting high correlations, indicate that 

the shortened version can be used for diagnostic purposes. 

Carney and, Kartgin (1971) found high correlations between 

the Slosso~\ Intelligence Test and the WAIS, indicating 

that the S19sson test cou1d be used with criminal popu­

lations. 

INFERENTIAL STUDIES RELATED TO INTELLIGENCE FACTORS 

1. Intelligence asa Cause~?f Delinquency: 
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Considering the limitations of researc~ydesign and 

</ () 

statistics, the demonstr~tion of causality continues to 

be a major problem in the behavioral sciences. The 

study o'f intelligence as a cause of delinquency is no 

eXception, since the bulk of evidence in this area has 

been forced to approximate I'it:lfo:tmed opinion. II The 

following narrative is meant to provide a sample of 

various informe,d .opinions without l;l'eeking t,o determine 

the relative me:tits iand weaknesses of each. 

As early as the 1930's, Steinbach, (1934) studied the 

backgrounds of 37 low-scoring delinquents on the Stanford-

Binet examination. Subjects' socioeconomic ~ackgrounds 

and "biological and t;~rnperamental equipment" were examined. 

The author concluq,i'~S that "the problem of juvenile de­

linquency is provoked by a number of causative factors .•• 

of which intel1ect,ual deficiency receives disproportion-

ate attention." 

After reviewing several studies, Williams (1940) 

concluded that since l[there is insufficient information 

and hypotheses are' inadequate, no causal relationship 
., 

between:' delinquency and low intelligence, can be demon-

strated. Williams states~ "A more reasonable interpre:­

tation of the results from most .data is that groups of 

low intelligence simply show a higher incidence of 

delinquency." 
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Wheway (1958) reviewed a number of studies in an 

attempt to identify a "cc:lusal chain" that might explain 

delinquency. The studies reviewed sl:tggested tbat low 

intelligence is rarely if ever a primary causative fac­

tor in delinquency. This author states that the poor 

showing of delinqueqts on intelligence tests can be ex­

plained by the inappropriateness of the tests and by 
, , 

the delinquents' lower social 'status, poor health, and 

emotional instability. 

Following a survey of studies researching the rela­

tionship between low intelligence and delinquency, Wood­

ward (1955) concludes that "low intelligence plays 
\, 'II 

// 

1i tt1e or n9:> part in delinquency." 

Allen (1968) suggests that the higher incidence of 

mental retardation detected in prisons may be explained 
o , 

by the fact that inmates are usually from lower. sooio-

economic classes. Mental retardation and crime may be 

more significantiy related to en,vironmental factors 

than to each other. 

In an attempt tp specify the causes of delinquency, 
! , ;! 

Shapiro (1968) not~s that disturbances found in the mal-

adapted delinquent do not depend on intelligence and 

that etiological factors are highly intertwined. The 

author identifies these factors a'S immaturity, organi ... 
, 

city, neurotic mechanisms, and social factors. 
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Although a group of delinquent girls was diagnosed 
I, 

as having lower intel,ligence than the general pqlpulation, 

Cowie, Cowie, and Slater (19GB) point out that these same 

girls were educationally deprived. Symptoms noted were 

psychiatric abnormalities, recurrent depression, and 

personaI~ty deviations. The authors conclude that dis­

turbance of the home life is a major cause of delinquent 

behavior. 

Rhodes and Reisel (1969,) view juvenile delinquency 

largely as a reaction to the "social frustrations accompany­

ing school failure and suggest that intellectual inepti­

tude may be the "initiator" of juvenile delinquency. 

Cavan (1969) contends that delinquents and nondelin~ 

guents share the same distributions of intelligence, 

personality types, and characteristics. The author 

states: "If delinquency seems to be predominant in cer-

tain groups or areas, it is most likely that it is be-

cause the socio~cultural pressures are uniform in these 

groups and areas." 

In a major revi~w of theories of delinquency, 

Rosenquist and Megargee (1969) indicate that envi~'on­

mental variables seram to be the most plausible etiologi­

cal factors. The authors conclude from the ~nalysis of 

the literature that, while defective intelligence may be 
(-;, (:'I 

important in individual cases, it cannot,oe regarded as 
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a necessary or sufficient explanation of delinquency. 

Hirschi (1969) examined the effects on behavior of 

the school experience and the person,a1 attachments of 

youth to school. This author found a causal chain 

linking academic incompetence to poor school perfor-

mance to dislike of school to the rejection of schob1 

auj:hori ty to the commission of delinquent acts. It is 

concluQed that a lack of intellectual skills is a 

general forerunner of delinquency. 

A review of the literature on delinquency and in-

te11igence le~ds Giagiari (1971) to note, "the belief 

that low intelligence is a cause of crime and delin-

quency is unsupported by research .•• Menta1 deficiencl is 

a complicating factor in, rather than a direct cause 

of de1inquency, ... retardation and delinquency itself are 

frequently the results of deprivation." 

West and Farrington (1973) conclude their study by 

noting: "Opinions differ about the extent to which 

school fai1ur~ is predetermined by innate ineptitude or 

by acquired aversion to the scholastic approach. How-

ever that may be, I.Q. measures are, almost by defini­

tion, highly p~edictive of school performance. Hence, 

one would expect low I.Q. to be an important precursor 

of juvenile delinquency." 

In sununary, it cannot be determined whe'ther intelli-
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gence is part of Hirschi's (1969) Hcausal chain," a 

factor in Giagiari's (1971) complication pattern, or 

the "precursor" of which West and Farrington (1973) 

speak. The relationship between intelligence and 

delinquency will continue to receive multiple inter-

pretations and the issue will continue to be debated 

at least for the foreseeable future. 
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PART TWO 

STATISTICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE 
INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS 
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VI TECHNIQUES OF DATA DESCRIPTION 
AND ANALYSIS 

Part Two of this volume presents the statistical 

information on the Intelligence Classification Subgroups 

contained in the computer print-outs described and ex­

hibited in Volume, 1. In contrast to Volume 1, which 

presents data on the total study population, Volume 2 

gives comparative data! on seven intelligence groups 

cla.ssified accordin~7 'to Wechsler (1958). The comparative 

tables give frequenc,ies, percEmtages (% ) for each fre­

quency in regard to tpe proportion of the particular 

subgroup the cell contains, and the per cent success 

(%S) of the particular part of th$ study ~opulation 
, \\ 

/1 
represente'(1 in the cell. The use.of perc#ntage differ-

, ;/ 

enc~s as the primary method of disp,laYin~ associations 

was considered sufficient for the exploration of re­

lationships. This method of data presentation could 

lead to the development of hypotheses,thus fulfilling 

Olle of the expectations of the project. The purpose of 

this section is to describe the format for the presen­

tation of data and the methodology by which re~ation­

ships are noted and discussed throughout the reports of 
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t.he project. 

Of great descriptive importance is the critel'ion 

of parole succes~, which is the primary variable for 

comparisons between and among classification subgroups. 

The following technique was developed to present classi­

fication data and their relationships to parole success 

or failure. 

The relationship between the category of any 

variable item and parole success will be expressed by 

a symbol denoting deviation :i;rom the overall average 

success rate. Included with most per cent success (%S) 

figures of any population subgroup will be a circblar 

figure designed to express graphically both magnitude 

and direction of the deviation from the overall parole 

success rate of 60.9 per cent for the 4,146 youthful 

offenders followed on parole over a IS-month period. 

This procedure is quite in accordance with the sugges­

tion of Glaser and strauss. The symbols depicted in 

the figure below will be used throughout most reports of 

this project .. 

-,Ill illS: -10: ,I,: ·Ill ·U ",1 1'4 tl% til +31 iflL t'I":- +1,)% .,~~ "j.)J 

eeO • • · · ~ 0 0 0 () ()C) 
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AS noted, solid circles will symbolize parole 

success rates below the overall success rate of 60.9 

per cent, while empty circles will denote success rates 

above the overall rate. The magnitude or size of each 

circle will approximate the percentage point deviation 

from the overall success rate. 

Before turning to an exemplary table demonstrating 

the process by which a relationship be.tween one or two 

independent variables and the dependent variabl~ (parole 

outcome) can be detected, several other tabular guides 

should be discussed. 

The table below is an actual summary table ex­

trac~ed from this volume, in which the seven Wechsler 

intelligence classification categories are presented on 

the horizontal axis and the second variable of interest 

(in this case, race) is presented on the vertical axis. 

In addition to the specific classification categories 

discussed in each volume and presented on the horizontal 

axis, each standard set of comparative tables contains, 

in the first column, the data on the total study popu­

latio~ as a point of reference. ~o permit a clearer 

view of the comparative data on the specific classifi­

cation categories discussed; this first columri does 

not contain the circular symbols. 
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Reference Point A has been selected to provide 

explanation of. data results for the oross-classification 

of two variable items (in this case, th~ number of the 

total study population who are Caucasian):'. Prow top to 
I, 

" 

bottom within A, the first figure refers to the'total 

number of cases falling within that category, while the 

second figure indicates the perce11r;tage of that category 

within this column. The third figure reports the per­

centage of the subgroup that was succe~sful on parole (%8) 

15 months after release. The difference between this 

figure and the total success rate is often figuratively 

displayed, using circular symbols, although not every 

category contains a symbol of parole $uccess deV"iation~ 

When no symbol is displayed in the comparative tables, 

ft. is usuall, ,/:":..Ir one of three reasons: (I) The devia-

'bion syrtlbol has been provided elsewhere, (for example, 
t ,\\'j 
LA 
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tota~1 study population data are presented in Volume 1': 

~ackground of tEe Study and Stat~stical Descrip~ion of 

t~~tal Study Population). (2) There are too few 

cases (fewer than 10) in the category to justify use 

of the symbol. (3) There is no appreciable deviation 

(less than 1 per cent) from the overall parole success 

rate. As exemplified in Reference point B, when ten or 

fewer cases are reported in any category there will be 

no accompanying symbol. In those cases where a sizable 

deviation symbol is found, the frequency (N) of that 

s\lbgroup should be. noted. Reference point C identifies 

a case in which, upon initial scanning, there appears 

to be a sJzable negative deviation from the overall 

success rate. How&.ver,1 the figurative display must be 

interprete~ cautiously since the category in question 

contains only 21 cases. When deviations of substantial 

magnitude occur and the N is small, the importance of 

the information should be weighed with the frequency in 

mind. , 
An actual table from this volume has been 

selec'ced to provide an example of how a relationship 

between one or two variables and the criterion of parole 

Success can be noted. The table b1f:low shows the rela­

tionships among the seven Wechsler intelligence claslsi-
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fications (horizontal axis), total amount of work ex-

periende (vertical axis) I and parole SUccess. for the 

~tudy population. 
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Recalling that solid circles denote parole out-

come below the overall success rate while empty circles 

symbolize deviations above the total success rate, 

several one- and two-variable relati.onships can be noted. 

Within the borderline and dull normal intelligence sub­

groups there appears to be some relationship with work 

experience. ,0 Scanning these two subgroups vertically 

indicates that parole success improves with amount of 

work experience. i'" This association also seems to impJiy 
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that the transition from negative to positive devia.tion 

from the overall SUccess rate takes place bet~een the 

zero-to-six-months category and the six-to-twelve-months 

category. This relationship apparently diminishes ,for 

the average and bright normal groups, although sorne 

degree of association is still found. 

Another interesting relationship is the inter-

action among length of work experience, intelligence 

classification, and parole .outcome. For example, for 
, ..... '1 

offenders with work experience of six months or less 

there seelns to be a relationship between parole Success 

and intelligence. It appears that as intelligence in-

creases fOl:' these experience groups so does the per-

centage of parole success. It is apparent from this 

table that persons who are handicapped in' both employment 

histo.ry and intelligence ha've a relatively high recidivism 

'rate. 

As Glaser and Strauss suggest, fig~~ative 

dj,~sp;~ay allows the reader to verify findings for himself 

while noting proportions, Nls, comparative direction of 

r~lationships, and magnitude of deviations. However, few 

explanations of relationships wiJl be offered in the 

project reports. The extensiveness of the data derived 
,) 

from this project prevents "in-depth" discussion of 

either "the direc'cion or the extraneous implications of 
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a noted relationship. It is simply unknown whether any 

noted relationship is causal (e .• g.,·' WOI:'k experience cau­

si~ improved parole success, intelligence ~~sin~ panole 

success) or Whether other variables of importance are 

involved. More precise verification of correlational pro­

cedures and inferential techniques is required before 
. 

directionali'l:.y c.;:tn be determined from these data. 

The\relevance of the findings to rehabilitation and 
~\ 

treatmenBi, ,-is. aldO uncertain. up.til the eti~\logical as .... 

pects of ~he data can be sorted out, no conclusive state-
" 

ment can b\(~ made regarding either the exp].anation or the 
\ 

treatment dif criminal behavior. ., 

An abi;~ity to scrut:lnize the data. is of primary ihl­

portance to the ext:raction of relai~ionships among varia-

bles,. * "The reader must have a perspective that will 

help him see relevant data and ab~~tract significant 

" categories from his examination of.the, data" (Glaser anQ, 
(t .1 

Stra'Q.8s, 19GB). Grounded theory provides the basis for \\ 

systematic data analysis, but the reader should be 

aware of the possibilities of extracting additional rela-

tionships. The table ,belOW suggests. how a table can be 

scru:ti1'lized not only for the dominant implications of 

parole ,success deviation figures but also for simple 

'\ '"l 

* The da,ta:- {nap for Volume 2, containing Tables 1-55 ex-
clus'! vely~.~ presents the findings on intelligence in 'a, more 

. COncentrated form. This qata map can be obtained separately. 
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~roportional relationships l?etween t~fo independent 

variables.. This .. table presents~ inte:t1ligence c:La.ssi­

fication groups along the horizontal axis and indi~ 

vidual violence in the admission offense along the 

vlf}rtical axis. 

TOTAl. ~TU1W "MtH't~L 
F"OIt'!!.Arralf O(FE,(tIVE 

H 2900 IS 
0 HONe 7M; 7;.O~ 

58.m 66.7%$ 

~m I 
tttREAT No ~t~peH 3.11 5.0t 

63.91.5 100.0l5 

n 304 2 

C{)I!PAr.Ilt1V£ UArA Oil WEltIGE1Iet Cu\SSIFICATIOI/ sUt:G~OIJI'S 
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III ~~~2:.'., • 1704 
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4 

ItSt, " • 7~.1ft ... 0 3.21/'1 
100.0%5 5~.m 6l.9XS 

16 
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Nar.HAl SurU'lf.lR 

3l~ S~ 0 71.9%·m 74.1~ 
60.9%S D6.US 

8 2 
1.91' •• 2.1% 

lS.1J%S IOO.DIS 

Vtrn' 
:'rrrtN,alt 

• 7~.g%,,:., 0 1HREAT WitH Wo.PDH '.6% 10.0: 12.9%1<1 
7\.U5 100.015 5&.)%5 6S.8%S 

Km 

162 0 3D 0 G,9%(.H~ 9.41 IlD 
71.2%S 11.81$ 

9 
1M" 
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I 
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lnO,OI~ 
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ff 101 } 
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'I 23 0 5 Z t:A1'H Mt 0.41 1.01 1.2% ~.1% 
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Ignoring for a moment the figures of parole Success 

qeviationi it is interesting to note the distriqution of 

Violence in the admission offense for each intelligence 

subgroup. In th~~ average 
'i" ... ,\( 

" 

i:n~t:.elligence group i' for ex-

ample, 72 per:. cent did: not \\ 

threaten or actually commit 

a violent act, 3 per cent thri(::atene<;l their victim, 7 per 

cr~nt threatened their victim with a weapon, etc. t __ ! It can 

also be seen that these propo:)::'tions are generally similar. 

across all intelligence group$. 

Another proportional ailalysis that cat,l. be applied 
, 

to this table is not as straightforward sinoeho 

;::l 
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percentage figures are provided in the tables. This 

analysis consists of a comparison of the distribution of 

intelligence groups 'for each violent category. These 

peJ;:'ceneage figulfes have been inserted for demonstration 
" " . 
purposes as numbers outside each category. For example( 

the unone" dist.ribution indicates that of those who did 

not threaten or commit a violent act, 3 per cent were 

of borderline intelligence r 23 per cent were of dull 

normal intelligence, 59 per cent were of average intel­

ligence:, and 12 per cent were of bright normal intelli­

gence. Comparisons across all violent groups reveaJ. 

that these proportions are relatively constant, indicat­

ing that individuals of average intelligence account 

for 54 to 64 per cent of violent behavior within all 

violent categories. The insertion of per,centage figures 

shoUld imply that; (1) the tabula:t display of data is 

not eXhaustive, in that certain additional relationships 

must be extracted by computation; and (2) the number of 

possible relationships is usually more extensive than 

the typical table can present. Manipulating" the 

descriptive data may help to derive additional relation­

ships that lnight,otherwise remain hidden. 

In addition to the comparative proportional 

relationships of the irlde'pendent variables in the table 

apove, brief mention should be made of the dependent 
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variable of parole success. Since success devia't.iOfl 
;" l 

(/ 

frC;l,n the overall SUccess rate remaitls the primary 

variable of comparison (l' -t:hi,s table should, also be 

analyzed on the basis of this criterion. Within the 

entire r~nge of devia~ion figures, the most noteworthy 
\\ 

finding seems to be a Ifclustering ll . of parol~\s~ocess 
'0, / 

deviations. It appears that CYA wards of belo~ averaqe 

.intelligence, who used no threat or threat w~:thout 
II 

actual violence, generally have a below aver~ge suo,cess 
/; 

rate. On the other hand, wards with averag~ at' a~t:lve 
\\ \ 

average i11telligence i who used a mOre s.,~riou~'::'threa·t; 
~" 
~. 

• J;~ J) or actual violence in thedr admission offenser, ~~sPlay 
(\ 

parole Success rates above that of the total grpuJ?_ 
I 

This "c.lusteliing" effect could be due. t;:o any o,~ a number 
,I 

ofreej',·sons,the determination of which must a\l;lait fUr­

th~~r investigation. 
I 

In examining the dr~a prosented in l/:hese 
\) I 

project reports, it shoulo. be remembered thati,the 
I, 

findings are partially li.mitea by the prio;rit~~s of ." 

data assessment setlectecl by the project invest~iga1;ors. 

Considering the pl~'ima.ry goals of this project, tlF'lrole 
\: -\ 

'\ 

Success i,s the mos'c important variable of compari~~on 

and.ground~d t.heory provides the methodological ba~l.:$ ',\' 

for li ordering the datia derived from th~pro~ess of ltross'" 
i 

clas.,,sification. This does not presume, however, t~hat. 
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?ther kinds of propor,~~o.nal analy-sis are not possible 

wi th the sante data .Tne present investigators have " 

provid~d severCll~%amples of how the data are assessed 
i{ 

thr{~ughout ther.eports of this project as well as 

eXc;lmples of how the data can be' independently analyzed. 

undoubtedly, there are methods of tabular analysis that 

go beyond the methodological techni~/ues of grounded 

theory a;pd that mi.ght glean many ot~~er interpretations 

from the data presented in the tablles and figures of 
i 

the various project reports. 

It is therefore appropriate to pre,sent this 

study' 'as both a: r€iport and a challenge. Considering 

the extensivene'ss of the data base, the examination 
;.' -~,. 

of alternate techniques of analysis'will be mostimpor­

tant to its optimal use. 
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VI. :" INTRODUCTION TO THE DATA PRESENTATION 

Before proceeding with the presentation of data, 

some issues particularly relevant to ,this volume should 

be discussed. The fir.st issue concerns cultural 

factors that may influence test performance, while 

the Second concerns the testing procedur@ as it relates 

to early identification of persons who appear to function 

at a mentally defective level. 
" During the period when data for the present study 

were collected, the authors collaborated with several 

other researchers in the investigation of intell~gence 
I 

factors. The studies (Rozynko and Wenk f ,1965; aiid 
I: 

Wenk ~ a~., 1971), which are briefly disCuss.ed ;iln 
Ii 

Part One of this volume and reprinted in AppendiLx A 
f~ 

and B I were designed to clar ify the differences:! among 
\~\ 

ethnic groups in performance on intelligenc!e and 

aptitude tests. Because the test results obtained 

at the Reception Guidance Center were used in program 

and pladementdecisions, the "culture-fairness" 

of the"testdJ:1g pro~ram was of great concern" In 

addition, the effectDof the test proctor on test 

results was of interest to the researchers. 
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" The study reported by Wenk ~ al. examined the 

effects of incentives upon the aptitude performances of 

white and Negro wards of the California Youth Authority. 

The hypothesis that an ~ff~ctive incentive (material 

reward) would operate to narrow the gap between white 

and Negro performances was not upheld. The failure of 

Negro wards to improve the~,r relative position under the 

conditions of material reward led the researchers to 
to 

speculate that, while some other type of incentive might 

be more effect.ive in closing the performance gap, it is 

also possible that the tests are inherently unfair to 

minority group members regardless of the steps taken to 

reduce this bias. It was concluded that, if this is the 

case, restandardization for particular groups may prove 

an inadequate corrective as totally new tests--appropriate 

to members of the culture in which they are to be used-­

would be required (Wenk, ~1::tl., 1971). 

The study reported by Rozynko and Wenk was based on 

data collected on three consecutive samples of white~, 

;Mexican-American, and black CYA wards. The first sampJe 

consisted of 78 individuals in each ethnic group. The 

second and third samples consisted of 50 individuals in ' 

each ethnic gr'oup. All of the Mexican'-Americ,an admis­

sions were included in the samples, wbile blacks and 

whites were eliminated, in a random fashion to equalize 

the number of subjects in each group. Tests for all 
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th~ee samples were administered by a trained inmate 

prc)ctor §' The proctor was a Caucasian) graduate student 

from the University of California .in Berkeley; he was 

intellectually superior, matter-of-fact, well organized, 

and authoritarian. Soon after testing for. these three 

samples was completed he was replaced by a black proctor, 

a former Army officer who was ±ntelligent, well organized, 

warm" supportive, and generally concerned about anyone 

with whom he came in contact. He communicated his 

human qualities to his classes and seemed to receive much 

coope:t'ation from the CYA wards, despite the fact that 

he was considerably older than they were.:, 

" 
elM lANGUAGE 1.0. 
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Figure 1 gives the results on the California Test 

of 'Mental Maturity (CTMM) fbl: the three small consecutivt; 

samples tested by the white test proctor and the large 

sample tested over a period of 15 months by the black 

proctor. The black proctor appeared to be successful 

in motivating almost everyone to give their best test" 

performance. The results are presented separately for 

the lan~uage portion and the non-language portion of the 

CTMM. As can be seen, the results on the language por­

tion are minim<;l:lly affected. Motivation does not 

significantly affect test results if needed language 

skills are not present. On the non-language portion, 

however, some interesting changes occur. Test scores for 

all three ethnic groups improve with the black proctor, 

but" they improve most dramatically for the black'CYA 
'., 

wards. This rather drastic gain for blacks on test p¢~-

formance appears to have two sources: (1) Together with 

the other two groups, blacks a~e affected by an improved 

social climate that generally enhances test performance, 

particularly in tests that do not rely heavily on formal 

academic skills. (2) Blacks appear to receive an addi-

tional boost from the presence of the black proctor who ' 
1\ 

provided them with a desirable model with which they 

could identify.' Although not derived from the formal 

stUdies carried out at the Diagnostic Center, this obser­

vation is felt to be important to any discussion of the 
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test data presented in this volume. Both the effect of 

the test proctor. and the culture-fairness of the tests 

should, be considered in examining the da.ta of the 

present E)tudy. 

/':iFigure 2 presents examples of drawing's on the Tree 
\1 

test by mentally-defective wards. This tes~, along with 

a short diagnostic vocabulary test, was given at the 

beginning of the week-long testing program. The drawings 

A B 

f 
r 

FIGURE 2 
SAMPLES OF DRAWINGS BY MENTAL DEFECTIVE CVA WARDS 

ON TH~ TREE TEST 
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giv~ 1~m."'JOdiate evidence of possible :t:etardataion. The 
'I • 

tree~!1 shown lon A and B of Figur.e 2 a:t:e recluced in size 

to one-third while the trees shown in C are reduced to 

ona-half. The Tree test was used as a screening device; 

follow-up interviews and individual testing were carried 

out. on a selective basis. Early diagnosis was felt to be 
. 

, important becs''l.1Se of the pot.ential vulnerability of re-

tarded indi;iduals within a.~eJ.inq~ent population where 

victimization of any handicapped person was a daily pos-
I 

sibili ty. 'rhis procedure assisted staff in protecting' 

certain individuals and in preventing possible victimization. 

The remainder of this volume presents the comparative 

tables that provide all ~he data ill compact form. The 

tables are supplemented by figures that present some of 

the firldings in graphic form and by a brief discussion of 

the st.atistics. The data map for Vohm.ie 2, containing 

Tablets 1-55 exclusively, presents the findings on intel-

ligencl? in a more concentrated form.* 

VII. INDIVIDUAL CASE HISTORY INFORMATION' 
Table 1 presents a breakdown by cQtt~itment court 

"for the seven intelligence classificatic)Ds. While 

juvenile court oommi tments have a gener<£\lly low succeSiS 

rate, this is particularly true for wards"who are of 
~ .. --............... ~ 

This data map can be obtained separately. 
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average or bright normal in.telligence. In contrG'ist, 

juvenile court cOIIl1'nitments who are 6f dull ,normal 
,-' \~.~."";,;-:. 

intellige,rtqe show 

1 COMMITMENT COURT 

TorAt.. STUDV 
POPULATIoN 

flEtfTAL 
D£FECTIV~ 

3QS q 
JUVEfftf.fi COURT 8.3% IT.4t 

Sl.6~S 75.0~S 

fl3339 19 0 SlIPERIOR COURT aO.7% 82.6% 
52.ZIS 68.q%S 

Q38 
fflJtllCHAL COIJRT 10.51 

58.P%S 

18 
JUST1~E COUIIT 0.41 

55.6%S 

average performancQ on parole. 

TABLE 1 
C(A~PARATlVE DATA 011 lillElllGEHCE CLASSIFI.CIITJOII SU~GROIIPS 

CO~~lTMEiIT COURT 

nULL. 
BORDERLINE NORMAL 

1Q • 76 
H.Ot 7.6% 
57.US M).5tS 

lOq 802 
8i.S: aO.3t 
62.5%S 59.6%S 

9 121l • 7.1% 12.0% 
77.8IS S)I~~. 

1 
b.l% 
0.0%5 

;!OS 
8,41 

48.8%5 

1963 
SO.ht 
62.4ZS 

253 
10.IIX 
58.1%5 

15 
0.6% 

53.1%5 

• 
• 

• 

BRIGHT 
NOR!1.\!. 

35 
7.9~ 

~Z.9tS 

361 
81.3% 
65,7%5 

47 
10.6% 
Gl,m 

1 
0.2% 

100,01s 

• 
o 

SUP£RIO~ 

8 
10.0% 
IS,OtS 

63 
}g.Sl 
7l.4%S 

9 
11.3% 
4Q,4lS 

o 

'JUtY 
$UPt~lUft 

9 
100.01 
11.m o 

Among superior court commitments, a slightly older group, 

the parole success rates for the bright normal and 

superior groups are substantially higher. 

ADMISSION STATUS 

!A~lt 2 
[UMPARilTlVl UMA 0:1 IIlHlllGHltL lLA,IIHtAlIl):1 ~Ubl,I(lJ1iI'\ 

AUHI~SIQa ~rAIU', 

TotAL STUDY ttEHfAt. DUll lJInr,IIr 
rO~uLATfof( DEFtcnVI. \laMO~RLltll /iQRMl AVt.RM,t Uf)r!MAI .. IWLkl·Jr( 

Hmo ~}.~Z 0 77 0 !lL'J 14(.0 
0 ,80 () 

.,f! 
() FlRsr ADMlSSloN 60.5% 6lolt ~8,2t (,0.6% l,l.'lt IO.IIX bl.Ot; 81.~~S 11.m G2,llS t,7.!1~ 7fI.lIg~ /1),21.', 

troo 5 l~ • 189 • 1)£iI • '0 • 1< () f'IR9"f~RtTURfi 19.G~ 21.7. 21.0X 19.3~ L'l,4X 11.111 14.HZ .. 54.9'S 60,O%S ,0.02S ,I.m ~~.1;%~ f'{hfllS ~!.;~.., . 
rim 6 :Il • 109 • 4lY • &1 e " (NO AhD MORE R£.TUI\NS 17.9% lb.ll 16,9~ 20.ll4- J/,8l H.~t Ll.IZ 47,0%5 50.0'S ql,6~S ';1,Ots 4G.J~~ q2.(,~5 H.lI~ 

!(: "'~3 1 211 • '>4 • S $ IlE~ADttt$3-ION' AFTEIl: z.a% 4.3% l.O% 2.2% I.IX i.1t bISCt\AlHltl fROti t'yA 
51.8.5 100.0%5 55.0ts ',.m ~O.OIS /A,.llS 

" 

Table 2 presents' data on admission status. ,:.As 

eixpected, the parole success rate for first admissions 
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is mark~dly higher, except that among the dull normal 

group only slightly higher Success is evident for first 

admissions. Progressively worse success rates are 
" 

found for first returns and for persons with more than " 
t',,1 

three admissions to the CYA. 

RACE 

TABLE ~ 
tOl1PAMTIV£ GATA Oil IIIT(lUG(flCE CLASSlftCATlOII SU8GROUlS 

RAtE 

tOTAl.. srUDV MEtiTAL Inu. .!RJGIlT 
$UPV~;''"..t.''I. ': '-'\ 

POPVLATlotl um<1lv~ GOROER{'IHE ftORH.\L AVERAGE .OAIIA~ 
-:. -"~., ,;: 

""" II 2212 II 29 334 1354 394 14 9 

V~.If'f 
SUPI;.RIOR 

• • 0 0 I<IIIT. SMt 11.4% 2Z,8% 3M: 5S.~~ 88,5t 92.S~ 100.0% 50,9%S 75,0%S ,I,m 56.0%S 60.6%S 65.015 68.915 17.m 
nm 6 n 0 258 458 21 0 2 IltJ<JtAli-AI1t~JeA. 18.6t 2o.n 17.3% 25.8% IB.8% 4.n 2.5% 61.m so.ots 68,2%5 60.5%$ 51.615 66.7%S 100.0IS 
N 1076 J2·, 0 75 

0 389 SI6 
21 e 1 'L~tK 26,0% S2.2~ 59.n 38.9% 23.7% 4.7% I.lt 60.m 75,01S 65.315 60.41S 60.2%5 38,1lS O.OIS 

H 80 1 1 19 0 4& 9 l 1.9% 4.3% 0.8% 1.9% 1.91 • 2.0% 3.at 
OTHER 

63,8%S 100.015 l00,OIS 73.m 58.m 5~.6IS 66.71S 

Table 3 shows the breakdown of the data into ethnic 

groups. Wards of average intelligence do not show any 

differences among the ethnic groups. Only a small dif­

ference is found within the dull normal groups in which 

whi te wards s~~ow a somewhat lower parole ~~c~<iss"" rate 
. 1 

than the oth~~ythnic groups. Interestingidifferences 

are fOU.hd wi~hin the b6:tderline and bright normal groups 

in whicb, Mexj~can-Americans do somewhat bettr~er than 

average in both groups while whites and blacks show a 

different pa,tt'ern. Whites of br,ight normal, intelligence: 
, 

do relatiV'<;:}ly well on.parplg while blacks of bright-

normal in"telligence d{t ret~tively poorly. This pattern 

is reversed for indiV,idual's of borde'rline and dull normal 
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AGE,TIME IN it~NJ)f~&~1l."~~, WEIGHT, AND HEIGHT 
),~I~ ! 7~:'~~ < ~~'. '.,: . MULl q 

:" t' '\' ':</f. :",' COIIPAMlIVL DATA ON IIIfCLLlGLIICl CLASSIFICAttON ~u~GRnUP5 
\";'j 1\6,. I1lI1lH lH'IIIUTlOII. \11lulll. Aim HEiGUI 

" 

TOTAl.. STJ~. 
" .. ,/:-
"" ""'lIIAI. 'nORI)f!RI.IIIE 

OUll. Dnlljllt 
POPUtATI(,.'.. ", (~/dEFj!:crIVE llOR.I""L (I.'ItllAGE NQRHA\' SUftHIfJR. 

qlJq 23 121 ~98 lll~fJ 'lq6 II 
ACt AT AOHISSIOII M 19,QQ 19.5Z 19,QI 19,QS I'J,'II 19,';/1 

so 0.9'1 0,80 Q,gq U,~I (J,~1 1.03 

roo 
l~,f,f 
om., 

II qaSI 22 125 qSI 2189 'llO 

AtiE At fiEt.~"S£ H 20,24 20,21 20.17 20,25 20,12 20.l2 

so 0,99 1,01 1.01 1.01 0.91 1.01 

ao 
21l,QQ 
o.?1 

N '1138 23 127 ~99 2'ill 44q 
riME Itt II 9,2l 8,39 g,q7 9.28 9.34 8.91 
INSTITUTlotl SO q.71 6.13 4.88 4.80 '1.11 lj .1~ 

81 
8,11 
Q,118 

II 4131 23 127 9<J8 2Q,9 4'12 

wEIGHT M m,61 14'1,26 147.91 IQa.16 1'19,,'l ISMO. 

SO 20.6Q 17.6> 19,92 lO,la 20.,7 20,01 

81 
15&,(,0 
22.1~ 

11,4133 23 127 998 mo m 
H(iGHf M 68,l, 68.26 68.19 67.90 GIl,ll 69,16 

SO 2,8S 2.15 l,09 2.89 2,17 2,B6 

81 
&9,57 
l,j; 

intelligence: whites do poorly and the performance of 

blacks is either average or better than average: 

Table 4 presents information on the age of the 

study population'and time spent in the institution as 

\f'lkt 
',ul'uwm 

'J 
l'J,t,! 
fl.il1 

I) 
'lI.j~ 
{j,~!j 

~ 
~,tf 
l,~q 

'I 
H'J.ll 
l?~(.t 

IJ 
~ij, 11 
2.0'1 

well as data on weight and height. As can be seen, the 

differences between the groups on these factors are 

rather small. It should be noted that age is expressed 

in years, while time in institution is expressed in 

months. 

The marital status of the wards is depicted in 

Table 5. Over 80 per cent of the wards are single 

and their recidivism rate closely resembles the rates 

for the intelligence classification groups regardless 

of marital status. Married individuals show a slightiy 

higher success'::l:.-ate. 
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1\11 ARITAL STATUS 

fAUlt 5 
COilPAMlIV. PATA ON INlllLlGlNCl CLAsSIFlthllON IULGIIOUP:' 

tlARIfAL STATUS 

TOTAl.. sTun.,. HEliTA!. DULL URIGHT VIAV 
P:lf!U\.AtLOH DEFECT lYE nORDERLI~E NORML AVltRMit HORKA!. SUP£RI~A WiRJOR 

3271 15 0 107 
0 ~02 • 1919 lSI 

0 
58 0 ~ 

sl/iGLE 81,91 75.0~ 86.31 8l.41 01.3% 8MI 71.31 100.01 
61.0'lS ,s.m 63.6%S 18.6%S (,I.OtS 6Jl.lIS 1MIS 71.815 

II 381 2 9 94 0 221 42 0 10 
0 .... ~R1IQ 9.1., 10.01 713~ 9.8. 9.~' 0 9.11 H.lt 

Gl.m ,0.015 33.m M.9IS bl.O~S 66.1::5 70.015 

51 5 31 ue 1 
OlVORCE. 1.41 O.)t 1.61 2.b:l 1.31 

5G.4~S 80.0.1 19.515 lb.q~S 100.015 

i8 3 ue I 1 
DIVoRCED, ft£JiARIUED 0.5% O.l. O.b? 0.21 UI 

33.3%5 33.m 38.m 0.015 0.015 

112 1 I 11 0 68 12 0 5 
St.PARMED 2,8: >.0, 2.4, 1.41 2.11 2.8% 6.71 

66.11$ 100.015 66.m 73.915 11fl·3ZS 75.015 80.m 

128 2 1 I? • iA • II • CQMMON~LAIi 3.21 10.01 2.41 2.81 3.[,t MI 
57,815 100.0.5 66.m 5\.645 !ill.lXI 5Q,SXS 

2 1 \ 
WIDOWED 0.1. O.IX U.ll1 

·,U.t}4~ 100.0'S O.U~~ 

From Table 6 it is evident that, for wards classified 

as dull normal, responsibility for children is related 

to somewhat better parole performance; forwards of 
" 

" 

CHILDREN ACKNOWLEDGED 

TABLE G 
_IJ('II'AMTIV. DATA 011 IHrtLlIGtllCl CLASSIFICATlO,1 SUBGRlJUPS 

(1lILORIIi ACI(fIOll1.lUGlU 

TOTAL $TUDY 
POPULATIoN 

MENtAL DULL BRtGlit Vllh' 
DEFECTIVE noAOULIHE IiQRIiAI., AvutAGt flOR"'~1.. SUPUIlOft ~UI)I'UOR 

II 3321 
MOtU 83.01 

61.2~~ 

17 0 103 no; 195) 512 
<;:l 

r,6 0 'I 
85.01 S3.1~ 01.6% • B2.81 8&.3% ijB.01 100.0% 
70.61S 60.21S ~8.m 61.21S 64.015 n.m 1I.B~S 

516 
ow! 12.9% 

6O.5tS 

2 15 0 131 l06 41 
0 

K 
10.0~ 12,11 lq.O% 0 !l.OIS • 1M: 10.7% 
SO.OIS 6&.IIS 63.015 58.815 63.8%5 62.51S 

II 127 
IWO 3.2% 

64.61S 

4 31 0 
82 0 

q 1 
3.2% 3.21 3.5% 2,\% ,1.3% c' ,r 

75.01S GMIS 64.6%S 55.bIS l00.0%S 
I:, 

28 
f.'ll 0.7% 

64.3%$ 

1 I IQ 0 15 • 1 
5.0% 0.8% 1.0% 0.61 0.2% ; i 

100.015 100.0%5 lr' 70.0%S ~$.3XS l00.0%S i 
8 

,Oull AltO MORt 0.21 
GMIS 

! 
I' 1 q 2 
O.al O.IX 0.2% 0.51 

l00.0%S 100.GXS 50.015 5O.01S 

0 
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average intelligence, responsibility for one child is 

1 d ~1 h 1 1 re ate tq 9i~~g t."1 m'ler success. 

TotAl.. titUDY 
POPI)I.ATlOH 

N )119 
HIFe/QI!L fMI!HO 3,1% 

60.515 

N 1185 
HAT •• AL PARmf.>, 2'!.a% 

6l,i\',~ 

II 2qa 
RELATIVES 6,2X 

GMt> 

II 76 
,om~ PA".U 1. 9t 

50.0%S 

,I m 
FRIENOI. "KED M~ 

61.94$ 

ri l~~ 
ALONt. ,.". 3.6% 

6li,tlS 

:1 207 
ALQHt, Not ")I;~D StU 

SI,O%S 

II 11 
(lJ(ouP HOME O,~:t 

~1,l1S 

I\ENTAL. 
DEF£CtIVE 

3 
15,0. 

100,01S 

In • 
10.0% 
SD.OX5 

1 
5.0% 

IOO.OIS 

1 
S.{j~ 
<l.U.s 

IASLl I 
COMP,1RAllvt nATA 0,1 IIl1ElLlG'IItE ClASSIFICATlO,1 SUUGROUPS 

L1VI,IG ARRAlIGLJllllTS 

LULL 
MnotRLJtlE ttORMh1. hVtMME 

1 Id 0 m • >,n 8,1~ 'J,IIl. 
2B,0tS ~D'llS 5/,7%\ 

qO 0 291 0 119 
3M% lO,n lo.s~ 
GI.515 IiU1S to,S,S 

11 0 61 0 11,)0 
a.9~ 7.0% 6.Q' 

Il.n.s G7.2:1$ ~9,3IS 

I 18 ~l • 0,8X 1,9% 1,81 
O,O,S 61.1%5 QQ,m 

q 22 11 () 1,31 2,31 ;,0;: 
15,0" ",\4$ IO,Q15 

S 3/ e l!; r, 
q,l% J.n S,U v 

~l'.!)'1 Qj.8lS .l.tIS 

3 30 • III • /,4, 3.1% Ii.tv. 
Lt.m SO.O" ,,,,M 

~ II 
lj,!,: ;!.1;'~ ~ 

3t3:~ i l :'.fI4S 

tlll]l,lIf 
t4Qnt~At $Uf'tRtOrt 

2" V 
9 

~,Ol 12.0, 
t'"q~ tG.1~S 

103 14 0 21.~X • 18.n 
r\'i.l~S &q.lIS 

II U 
2 

i.9l 1.lt 
GII,7%S lUO,0%5 

13 • 3.0% 
Sl.8XS 

27 8 
",lX v lO,n 

t3.0<':; /),0,; 

28 t''. 2 
G.5I U 2.n 

81.1!> lUO.OX·, 

11 0 4 
1.'11 1;).3% 

f;S.m W.IJX'. 

3 
0.11. 
U.114'. 

vU'I 
tu"rRIt/H 

I 
ll,ll 

1(JO.01S 

2 
U,U 

IUO,O,', 

Table 7 presents information on living arrangements 

maintained by wards prior to institutionalization. Wards 

of borderline and dull normal in'ce11igence who had lived 

with parents or other r~latives performed better than 

average on parole. Persons of dull normal intelligence 

who lived a1on~, either fixed (stable) or not fixed 

(frequent moves), performed poorly on parole, as did 

wards of average intelligence who lived with foster 

parents or alone, not "fixed. 

Tables 8 and 9 give data on the marital status of 
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parents and whether or not the parents were deceased 

when the admissio,n offense Was committed. The most 

striking result is found for the dull normal groups 

(Table 8). Dull normal wards whose parents were 

married at the time the admission offense was committed 

are moxesuccessfu1 on parole than are wards whose 

parents were separated at that time. 

8 MAFUTAL STATUS OF PARENTS 

II Jlq 
~h!' 11.\0011& S.4~ 

"I.m 
II un 
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EMts 
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Table 9 shows that the dull normal group also seems 

to be more affect~\d by the death of one or both parents 

than are the other groups. The data show a slight de~ 

crease in parole StlCcess for dull normal wards who lost 

one or both parents through death. 
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DEATH OF PARENTS 

rAUL, ~ 
'OI1P.IlIfllIVE liMA 0,1 umlliGutt tlfM1FltM10;1 "~4\!lUU" 

DtMll OF PARbll'. 

IOtAl. sruo, f\ttifAL CIlU nltl~lIt Vlhf 

POPULAtlQN bt'WIV! QonbEfn.HU: ttollJ'Al AYtAAC.1 W,lI'UtAI. IUPmCR nu"UtlOA 

q98 2 IJ 108 • 30& ,U 8 I 

'AttltR OtAD 12,01 8.n 1.1. !I}.HI 12Jil lq.ll '.91 11.11 

61.01S l00.01S ;$.m %.~4S h_~n tJl.9iiS al.m IOO.Ol~ 

193 1 SJ $ 
m 10 0 1 1 

1101"[' DIAD Q.71 t: I:' 1.94 4.6% 2021 2~~1 11.1% 
:,I. ~" 

1i2,7X$ ll.q~, 111.blj £l.BiS 80.0%', 100.01, 10U.O::' 

fllI 
., 

<'I • 26 • & 1 

..,111 O[An I.St l.~. 2,qt I.ll I.U 2.;1 

56.1%5 SQ.O~S ~"q.l~) 51.SIS 50,OlJ 100.01S \\ 

1/ 3191 21 0 l\l& anl l'lll 101 ·IN \\ 1 

,om L1vHta , 81,81 91.11 HI.lt CO.'lt BI.l1 Hl.lt 0 8'1.21 \ 1M'" 
lio.atS ~s.m bt.3:, "l.m w.ntS 61.81> 61.Bl; 1l.QX'; 

Military hist.ory appears to have a generally posi-

tive impact on parole performance that is not negated by 

disciplinary actions incurred while in the service or by 

cl1:~honorabr'e-aischarge (Tables 10 and 11). 

MILlTARY DISCIPLINARY ACTiON 

Y\I 

_0 

tOtAt. ~1t:o't 
F'OPULAtlCN 

y, 3Q1 
70S' 

6S.nt 

161 
G.21 

68.915 

MJS06. 
, 110 mVlcc ~f.ll 

W,SIS 

"tidAL 
litr":.n~. 

1 
S,O~ 
0.0%5 . 

19 0 95.0: 
13.m 

<,~ 

lAW III 
U\'1l'ARAIIV, l,\lA Oll UilIltlul,ul UI\:"lfllAW,.' ',U:',Ij';:,uI', 

HltllhRY UI~dl'l 11'\111 A~lIu.; 

L'l.lU 
frr.l!:I~'~ AVUlt.' t cun:tlll.,ttt 
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~l.~l) fd.'U'; 

IS - 111 0 l.~l fj.t: 
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"%.*Jl au,IX 
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11 MILITARY DISCHARGE 

IMIL II 
COlil>ARArIV( DAtA Dil hIIHLIGEIICL (lASSIF/(~lIa,1 WUGROOP~ 

MlLlltlRY UIS(IfMGf 

10TAI. JJtJt'.,~ < "tt,rAt. 
PULL PQPUL.YIO~: ntTlcTlve lORO(RLlffe NORMAL AvthME liRtnllt YUtt ~DnMAI. $U'tkl~' ~al',"IQ~ H 10tJ 

1 Il • J2 • l/j 0 ~ 
IlQIiO~ABI.~ ~,6t 

o.a~ 1,4~ ).l~ 3.1% ~,11 
S7,lls o,OxS 11~.~.lS 5&.9%S 6g.al' 100,0!S N 104 

I ]4 • 21 0 l 
UENt:AA1.1 HO/iOJiMLE. 2.6~ (""nl1JQH' 0.7! ~.ll 4.9% ,,1~ 54.8!5 

28.m 54.US 6 •• m sa.Ots II 117 1 4 11 0 ~l 9 8 
DUHUNO~A8Le, e.tt:~ 2.9% S.Ul 0.4% J.lt S.lZ 1O.7t 10.llS O,O%S n,O%S 11.415 10.4~ IiM!S N 25 

1 lU 0 4 MEDICAL 0.61 
0.1% 0.8% o.u% 7G.O%5 
O,OIS 80.01S lStDXS 

II 59 
4 33 C) J7 0 4 

ZMR 1.51 
0.41 1.4% '.9l S,)t 72.9~S 

7S.01S 72.7%5 lo.m 7S.0%5 

Tables 12 .. through l7 present data related to various 

clinical problems. Tables 12, 13 and 14 provide infor~ 

mation on alcohol, drug misuse, and the use of opiates. 

There ~re two kinds of information presented in these 

tables: (1) a ratihg of the severity of the particular 

clinical problem; and (2) information on the re1ation-

ship of the problem to the present admission offense Or 

to past offenses. 

The first three columns of Table 12 show the severity 

of the ~lcohol problem. Moderate alcohol misuse implies 

an alcohol problem that periodically a:Efects the ward's 

social functioning. These individual~ have one or more, 

arrests involving drinking, or they we\e dismissed from 
~. t 

work for reasons invo1v;lrlg alcoholL1,se,ii" or they have 
, ~~ 
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\~ 
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H~STORY OF ALCOHOL MISUSE 

TABLE 12 
COOPAAATlVE DATA OK l"tELLIGENCE russlFltATlO,1 SUBGRIIIJPS 

HISlORY OF AltOlioL HISUSE 

fliT;'!..: $Tun..,. HE-NUL DULL. Bit.tGtlT 
au~~~rOIt 

POPULATlOfl O£~£ClIVt ~ORDER"'hE HIJ~HAL AVERAGE HO,llML $U"Mo~ 

« 221a 11 
0 70 

0 53l 1327 270 46 0 & NQ H1S-1IJR'I OF 5M% Qr.8l 55,a 5l.3~ 5'1,51 6o,sl 56,8% 66,/1 Al.COHOL H I 'USE 
bU,8%S 63,6%5 58,~$ 59.S~S 61.0lS GMIS 69.51~ 66./%$ 

II ~24~ 6 3& 0 30S 74a U6 0 21 0 2 '~DEkAfl A~OHOt. 30.01 26,11 2S,3$ :1M! 30.7% 26.01 3MI 22.21 MIIU" 620115 B3.m 75,015 61.3%5 6O.m oMIS 10,4%$ .100,0%$ 
« 624 6 21 • 162 • 362 6() $ 1 SEVERE ALCOHOL 15,1% 26.11 16151 16,2% 14,9i 13,51 • 9,91 !l,lI MISUSE 

58. SIS 66,7%$ 57,1%S sq,llS 60.5l$ ~a.l!S 50,01S lOO,OlS .. 
II 2555 14 0 83 608 148/ 281 51 6 "COHOt. •• FACTOR 61 61 6M: 05.4% 0 60,8% 61.01 61,5% ,) 

70.4% 0 66,n In w~. 60: 9lS n,m 6M%S M,m 60.~%S 6MIS 10.2%S 6t\.m 
H 1024 6 29 0 252 • 625 

0 93 
0 14 • 1 ALr.OtlOt "Ae1M IN 24,1% ~6.11 22,a% 25.2% 25.6% 20.910- 17,)% 1l.U "OMlsStON OF tENSE '.,',-62.11S $O,O%~ M,OIS 51,SIS 63.1%S 631,!·:\< " 57,l¥$ l00,OiS 

N 5.7 1 15 • 140 • 325 • 70 \ 'b· .. la a 2 ALeoHOl. F~C1QR IN H.71 13,0% J).8% l4.01 ll.~t I~'!f 12.3% 22.21 PASf OrFEttSES- OflLY 
$B.4%S 100.015 ~6.7lS $5.1%5 57.215 6\!f#~ ".-;/ ro,m l00,O%S 

I: 

experienced'occasio;nal frictions in their immediate 

social environment because of drinking. Thirty 'per cent 

of the study population Were identified by caseworkers 

as hav'ing a moderate alcohol problem. Th;i.s rate does 

not fluctuate appreciably among 'the various intelligence 

groups. The recidivism rates of persons with a moderate 

alcohol problem are either average or above average. 

The picture is somewhat different for the approxi­

mately 15 per cent of the total study popUlation who were 

rated as having a Severe alcohol problem. Wards in this 

category were found to have drinking problems that 

seriously affected their social functioning and were 

identified by caseworkers as alcoholic or in immediate 

1.04 
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danger of becoming alcoholic. Wards of borderline and 

dull normal intelligence with Severe drinking problems 

were particularl~r less successful on parole. Bright 

normal individuals were also less successful on parole, 

although to a lesser degree. 

The relationship between parole outcome and alcohol­

related criminal behavior is somewhat different, par­

ticularly with respect to theC~dmission offense. In 

this classification parole success rates are slightly 

higher except for the dull nor.mal group which shows a 

consistent tendency to perform more poorly. Parole 

succe~s rates of wards who showed evidence of alcohol 

HISTORY OF DRUG MISUSE 

TABlE I' 
tOMPAAATlYE lJATA D!I JHJtlLlGIIICf UAmFrCilllu,1 SUI:t.110UPS 

IlISiORV OF DRUG MlSuSt 

lot .. \. STOOY HEHtAL 
~Q!DIR~I"t itOPUU'tIOft !J£F£CflVE 

.0 HlJTORY OF 
K 3Qsa 19 0 111 0 8M' 82,61 81,QX DltUG "lSU$!. 

61.9%5 13.11.S 6'l.0%5 

857 20112 
85.71 8l.81 
60.7%S 61.9XS 

H 26~ 2 q 
/lOU.ltD DRUG 6.3% 8.1% l.ll ",SUSE 

59.3%5 SO.O~S 75.0%5 

58 • 162 
5.8% 6.6X 

56.9'S 51.olS • 
H 331 2 l1e I'DbtRAn B.l1 a.lt 8.11 I'II1!JSl 

5MZS 5O.CIS 45.szs 
7~ e 197 
MX B.U 

\~.bIS 53,llS • 
58 Q 1 

uvtu DR"" h~% 0.8% 
~IIVSI SM%S rOO.DIS 

11 • lG 
1.11 1.5% 

14.5tS' Q1.1%5 • 
H 37M 20 0 liS 0 Dill." MO '~tTO' 91.Q: 81.0% gl.)~ rN cRUtC 

61,2%5 75.015' 62.91$ 

S25 (22; 
S'!'!;I 91.41 
59.91$ 61.1%5 

" 209 ) 6 
MuGS 'At.101l IN $,0% ' 1).0% Q.l1 """,mDN qt",.< 51.QXS )3.315 83,m 

~l • 123 
4.1l S.01 

$6.11$ 55.3%5 • 
o.<o.S ,AtTOR IN H log S 

3.6% MI 'An O"IJtSU ONL'f 
S7.0lS oU.Ol$ 

l~ e aT 
).4 3.6% Q4,I~S 59.alS 
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BRIGHT 
HOWl. 

371 
8l.~1 
6l,)lS 

~6 
5.81 

69.21$ 

~1 
9,21 

68.31S 

8 
1.81 

50.0%5 

~Ol 
89.91 
Gl.lIS 

o 

o 

o 

o 

28 • 
6.3t 

SI.lts 

li.BX 0 
8MlS 

SUP[IHOR 

~.01 0 
fJl.lJS 

7 
8,61 

85.m 

9 
11.11 
n.8lS 

1 
I.~x 

100.OlS 

69 
85.21 
66.11$ 

7 
8.6% 

100.0%$ 

S 
6.21 

40.01$ 

o 

VlRt 
'SUl'tRIOI( 

5 
$S,£.t 
W,OIS 

} 
33.31 
tG .. l1S 

1 
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lOO,Ol~ 

9 
100.01 
71.8%S 
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problems in previous crimes are also considerably lower 

ex'cept for persons of br~ght\normal or superior intel­

ligence. 
" 

While alcohol seems to have some impact on parole 

.;;.. outcOtn~, the effects· of drug misuse appear more pro ... 

nounced. This is particularly noticeable in the 

category of moderate drug misuse. Included ifl these 

groups are persons with a history of using stimulant 

;drugs (e. g. I cocaine', amphetamines) and/or depressant 

drugs (e.g., barbiturates.) Users of opiates, :tnarijuana, 

alcohol, and glue were excluded from this rating and 

coded separately. 

The percentage of persons using drugs, and, 

particularly the percentage of persons in whose case 

drug misuse is part of the admission offense, inc~eases 

noticeably as intelligence increases. Parole SUccess 

rates drop considerably fc)r all persons illegaJLly 

involve.d with drugs, even for those who have only 

experimented with drugs on one or two occasions. An 

exception to this pattern is found for the bright normal 

group, who function relatively well on parole despite 

drug misuse. Wards for whom drUg misuse was part of 

the offense history also are poorer parole risks, but 

the tendenqy is less pronounced.. 
(, 
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HISTQRY OF OPIATE USE 
...1',,_..:, .' 

lAm 14 
COMPARATIVE DMA 0:1 1~lllLI"Hltt UAISlfICAlIO,1 ~UDGltOUP5 

IIIS!IlRY OF OPIM! USE 

TotAl. Sluo'( MtHfA1. DULl. BRIGllf PQPU\.AllcN lIEFICllVE MAO£R~IN! vtnv NOnM"1. AVrAM' HOMAL 'UPERlO~ tiVPlRlOIl 
3911 22 0 m 9sa am 421 15 9 

NO HISTOr(Y 'OF 95.81 95,71 91,ul <) 95,8% 9>.81 <) 0 OPIAtt U!i£ 
95,71 92.6~ IrJl.OI 61.415 Il,m ~3,7lS 59.51S 61,5%S 63.I%S 6 •• m I1.DIS 

41 1 1 2, 8 6 2 
!SOUf[D 1,0% ~.ll 0.81 • OPIATE U~E O,8~ 1,01 1.]% 2.S~ 62,SX$", O.oxs )00.01$ lS,OIS S6,01S E(i,7%S 100,01S 

102 1 28 • 58 e 11 1 
l'ICotRAf£ • OPIAtE, USE 2.S% 0.8% 2,il 2.4% ~.sx 3.1% 42,2%$ O.OIS 40.41S 1/.9IS S4.SZ> b •• /XS 

30 1 6 
19 e 2 stYER£ 

1 OPIAte US! 0,/% 0.8. 0.6% 0.8% 0.4% 1.21 43,3%5 O,OIS SO.OZS l(i.OIS lOO.O%S lOO.OZS 
OPIATU NO FACTOR It 

4Mb 23 
0 126 913 21112 113l 78 9 IN "OHI$'3101t O'F[HU 97,6% 100.0. 9~.2X 0 97.11 91. a SI.1l 0 96,31 0 100.0% 61.3%S 69,6~S 63,5l5 59,61S GI.m 64.0%S 67.91$ 77. SIS 

opIATES FAetOR IN 
N 73 1 18 • QS e 7 1 ACI1IStltON O"E~St loBI 0.81 1.81 1.81 1.61 1.21 42.>15 o.m »,61S 31,m 7l.Q%S 100,01S 

" 21 9 10 • 6 2 OfiIATt.S FAeTOR 1K 
PA,ST OFftNSlS Otl1..Y 0,1l 0.91 0.4% 1.31 2051 37,01S 22.21$ SO,O,S ll,ns SO.OlS 

Table 14 presents data indicating that opiate use, 

a relatively rare occurrence among this study population, 

quite dramatically increases the risk of failure on parole. 

HISTORY OF MARIJUANA AND GLUESNIFFING 

10TAl. ITUIl'( M(NtAL 
POPULATION DEFEC1IVE. 

3l4S 18 0 NO HI!UOJlY 0' BO,7t 18.$1 un 0, HA"-tJUANA 
61,3%S 72.21S 

801 S 
MMIJUoUIA ua 19,3% 21,71 

$9.2%$ EO.OIS 

II JC90 19 0 no- ttl'toO 0' 9',8t 82.61 ~LIJUtiIFFI"Q 
61.0%$ 78.9%; 

il 2S6 Q H'steRY c, 6.21 lM1 GLUt$NlnING 
58,61S 2;,015 

TAlllt 15 
COIIPARA!lVE DATA ON INrLlL1~tIILl tLA'>,lFltAl!U:' .U\,GRrJUI" 

IIIStORV Oi' !WtlJUIiM A1ID GLUISNlffl~G 

DUL.L. 
!>ORa!'LI"t ~CRMAl. hvtnMt 

106 819 1~41 
al.5x 0 81.91 7?tt 
61,m 5~,OlS GI,m 

21 1~1 4% • lM1 la.U 20.Q:l 
61.91S bO.a., lo.9'S 

120 SIS 2191 
'14.<;t () 92'.:'-;; ')lI.OI 
M.iIS $9.11S UI.8%S 

1 72 • lq& • 5.S1 7.2% ~,Ol sl.ns 52.81> S8.~1S 
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Table 15 pt"esents informat.ion on the history of 

marijuana use and glue-sniffing. Dull normal individuals 

with a history of glue-sniffing performed poorly on 

parole; those of average intelligence performed slightly 

better, although they still performed below the overall 

mean. Wards of average intelligence with a history of 

smoking marijuana performed relatively poorly on parole. , 

This is of particular interest not only because th;i;s 

group is quite large, but also because a reversed pattern 

is evident for bright normal and superior wards with a 

history ~f marijuana use. 

Table 16 provides a variety of data on wards who 

had a history of escape and/or sexually deViant behavior. 

The most striking feature is the impressive d,:cop in 

parole SUccess rate for all persons with a history of 

escape, regardless of whether the escape was from a 

minimum-security facility without force or from a 

secure facility with force. This finding appears 

particula,rly Significant because of the relatively 

large nUmber of persons in this category. It is 

noteworthy that, within this group of escapees, a group 

of bright normal individuals sha~es the poor parole 

performance record of wards classified as average and 

dllll normal in intelligence. Bright normal individualS 

usually are exception~ to the vari~ble pattern in that 

they maintain a rather consistently favorable parole 
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performance pattern. 

HISTORY Oft ES(~APE AND SEXUAL o EVIATfON 

" lAl1tl.16 .1 -
(aiPAMTlVE DAr~ U.~ fHl'ttLlGtNCE ClA,SlF!CAIIOII ,m",Ms 

JilStony 01' lStolfE NO ttXUAl OlV/AIIQII 

10lA~ \~UDl MfHTA1. nUH .Aleut V'Ar 'Qm .. m~" nmClIVt JnAblAL1Ht HQRIlAL AviMet IlQRt\A1,. MUle_ lunAIM 
« 3m Iii 0 117 88; 2G19 

() 
$10 

0 75 0 U IIOIIWU 8M: £9.~% 92. It a8.5~ 81.1t 8~,Ot 9/.&1 8t.9~ $'.'IS 75.0%S 6M~S (Q.m r;M~S (8,6IS 1Q.l~ 15.0tS 
S2S 7 a 104 • 3lS • ~.S~ • 

~ 1 U:A'U'ftori 12.7% 3M: 6.lX to.nt lMt M~ H.1t ""f1tt<J1imU~m 
~MZS 57. US 1S.0ts 53.SiS ~).~:.S ~a.olS u.s" 10(J.Q~$ 

e K 81 2 ue so 
i6 e tIC."" 2.0~ 1.6% I.IX 2.11 l.t¥ WITt( fo~ct 

lM~S SO.OI$ 21.m q2.0U ~I.m 
H 110i1i ?} 0 WI ~62 2Jl6 4U ao 0 9 HO 'IlIO", 0; 91.a 100.01 97.6% g~.n • SI.'l 9V,' 0 SUI 1000.Ol 'n~CI!L( un 

~O.~I$ 69.61$ &t.l1S Sa.sIS to.91S i4.ns 61.51S 1I.m 
N 120 ) 38 0 61 • 1; • 1 VAm:~t O~,.!l 2.9i 2041 3.81 '~&1 1.~Z 1.2r 60.0:$ 10M?~ M.lI%S 1;5.>:$ ~$.1'S !00.015 
fl J~29 2~ 0 119 0 941 2114 ~lO 

0 15 0 9 HO MlSlO" ., 94.8% 9S.1% 9J.11 9Mi 9'.U 9'1.~t gMt ICM% IfllU'L 01VIAllo" 
6Q.8%S n.m liJ.9%$ ;'.Q~ tMIS 6$.81$ , I\-r;~tls n.al~ .. 

HI.,f)R10, H 15$ 5 ~5 • S. 1& • > I£<lLAlID SI."AlU ),$% 5091 4.51 S,U ~id 6.n I>'<YJA~t )lIJ.\VIO' 51,US 40.015 SI,W; M.515 km lOO.D1S 
H £1 1 3 14 0 J1, 0 10 1 HIlI.'~ /J~ 

0 ll'U7ltJ S!!(VAl.L't 1.51 Q.3X t,~t l.;~ 1.):1 1.2f 1,2~ D1YI .. r ">MYI,R n.m O.OlS S&.7%S lMtS 15.m 10.De lOO.nts 
R /JD09 21 0 m 0 %0 .a}53 411 0 11 0 9 m. HI!lO" a, ~.71 91.3% 9&.9X 9G.'~ g5 •• t ~M(t 9;.11 100.Ol 

~r)C.UM..tfi 
61.~IS lG.2ts liS.OU 59.6%5 GI.IlS ~4.'lS t7.S1S 11.8U 

H1S10R. 0' lSOl..\II~ 19 I ~ 
II e 4~ (It 8 q l.9f 4.lX 1.41 1.7% 1.St l.at Mt 11Q!IQ1\ .... ~ U ..... IO. 'lo,sts MZS O.O%~, . 3S.m 44.m 31.>tS ,:'.OtS 

." H ~) 11 .' J3 fJi 6 Hili •• , ., .m.m. 1,0f 1.11 Ml t.n ttor\Q'I'V'~ ll~.~IO' 
Sl.5IS 53.6%$ ·,5.51S SO.015 

H 15 I 1 1 11 1 

" 
HUJOM; /)~ 0.41 4.U Ml U.1i Mt Mt IIOI1OIUIJAl.'~mM 

51.31S MU V.UtS IOO.Or;; &l.6tl a.DIS 

The d.ata on persons with a history of forcible 

rape also are noteworthy. The few dull normal individuals 

In con-in this a~ltegory do relatively well on parole. 

trast, the parole performance of average and bright 

normal wal~ds with a history of forcible rape is rather 

poor" It is possible tha.t the former are more passive, 
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folldwel:-type individuals w.ho commit such a crime as 

part of a group while the latter represent 
" 

" a more 

aggressive individual who acts alone or is the in:.:t;!:;iator 

or leader of a group crime. For the ward with a history 
\~ , 

of homosexual conduct \'the findings are quite pronounced, 

but the total number in this category is rather small. 

Pable 17 gives the caseworker's summary of psy­

chiatric history and psychiatric labels applied to the 

ward during previous psychiatric evaluations. This in-

formation was contained in earlier clinical case files 

that were requested and received by reception gU~da:nce 

"centex' staff from corrections and mental health agencies 

with which the ward had contact. For all practical 

purposes, psychiatric problems seem to be confined to 

the dull normal and average groups. Generally the 

frequencies in the psychiatric categories are small; 

Less than I per cent of the total study population 

had a histoI:'Y of frequent suicide gestures, serious 

suicid\? a'ttempts, b~p.in damage, or epilepsy. Slightly 

more th~n I per cent had a, history of infrequent 

suicide ge'stures, neurosis, and psychosis. Approxi.mately, 

3 per cemt had a histdiry of sociopathic personality. dis­

turbance and personali.ty pattern disturbance and 6.7 

, per cent :had a .histqr,y of personality trait distux:J:>ance.:1 
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PREVIOUS PSVCHIATRIC DIAGNOSIS 

NO HUTQ)I'1 OF 
suiCIDE l\T'fEM~TS 

IUF'REQUENf 
autclbE QE~TURU 

FRtQUEH1 
SUICIDE GE$TURE.$ 

$£~10US SUiCiDE 
ATTEMPT! 

NO HISTORY Of.\. 
BUt"'OAtlAIlE 

HO IIt~TOR1 Ijp 
HEUROSjS 

NO. IffSTall.Y OF 
fI;iYCHOSJ$ 

HUtoltr OF 
PS't'CHC)SlS 

NO HISTORY OF 
PUtSOttAL.lT't' TRAIT 
Dl~TUR!"He~ 

HUtOA'S OF 
P£I\SOHAll T1 tRA t T 
bl STIJRBAHeE 

lOYAL StUDY 
IIQPUI..ATlCN 

Q047 
97.(1% 
6!.r;s 
Ii) 
1.6% 

S().8~\! 

2~ 
0.6% 

50.01S 

10 
0.2% 

~O.O%S 

~1l8 
99.'% 6O.m 
28 
D.7% 

53.6%5 

ms 
9S.5~ 
60.8%5 

n 
o.s% 

61.91$ 

q092 
S8.1% 
61.1%S 

5Jl 
1.3% 

qq.qXS 

q097 
S8.8% 
GO.8%S 

qS 
1.2% 
S1.~%s 

3870 
93.3% 
61.6%S 

276 
6.7% 

Sl.1~S 

NO H'm., o' if ~012 
"'SOHALlTV 'Arn~k 96.8~ 
DJST~'''''~E 61.2%5 

Htst~R.V. o~ 
P£RS(JHALtt'( f'Atf(Rtf 
DISJURBMtt 

m 
3.2% 

50.O%S 

OF • lTV 
Hl:£ 

H 403t 
97.2% 
61.3%5 

HUllOR" OF 
SIlCIOPA.tHIC 
PEltSOHAL1T't 
D!SfUIr'ANC£ 

lIS 
2.81 

4S.2%5 

J.\~HTAL 
ammvc 

23 0 
100.0% 

69.G%S 

21' 0 
91.3% 
71.4%S 

2 
8.7% 

50.0lS 

2J 0 9J.3~ 
7J.QXS 

2 
8.7l 
~.OlS 

22 
S5.7% 
68.2%5 

1 
q.;l 

llJJl.iitS 

o 

o 

21 0 91.3% 
7l.Q%S 

2 
8.7% 

50.0%5 

21 
91.3% 
76.2%5 

2 
8.7% 
0.015 

~5 
joa.O% 
69.6%5 

o 
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TABLE 11 
C~'l»AMTIVE PArA O~ IllTELl1GENC£ CLASSIFICATlo.i SUBGROUPS 

PRmous PSYCillA1R1C nlAGIIO~ls 

tlQRDtRLIN£ 

125 
gMl Q 

6l.2I> 

1 
0.8% 
0.015 

1 
o.ax 

100.O~S 

1~~.4% 0 
G4.0IS 

Z 
1.6% 
O.OIS 

127 
100.0% 
63.0%S 

126 
99.21 
6VlS 

1 
0.8~ 

100.0%S 

126 
99.2% 
6~.S%5 

1 
0.8% 
o.O%S 

m 
96.9Z 
62.&IS 

q 
3.1% 

75.015 

m 
%.9: 
bM%5 

Q 

I.IX 
So.O%S 

JU 
100.0% 
6I.0%5 

o 

o 

DULL 
NORMAl. 

990 
99.01 
5S.5%5 

8 
0.8% 

25.0lS 

2 
Q.2~ 

Sil.O%S 

990 
99.0:. 
59.3:5 

10 • 1.01 
SO.OtS 

994 
99.4% 
59.US 

6 
0.6% 

a3.JIS 
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52.9%5 
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42.9%5 
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With the excePti~)n of Ttlards of average intelligence' 

with a previous diagnosis of psychosis, wards who had 

been given a,psychiatric label consistently.p~rformed 
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poore,r on parole. There does not Seem to be a great 

deal of vari(~tion among the various intellectual sub-
" 

groups with respect to the percert~:,~~~r~ who received 
') 

d.iagnoses of psychiatric distl,lrbance. Mentally defec-

tive wards contribute a,relatively high percentage to 

most clinical categories but their 'total numl:5ers are 

rathe:t' small. 

VIII. INTELLIGENCE FACTORS 

As men'tioned in the introduction to Part IJ?wo of this 

volume, a great deal of attention was directed to the 

problems of the cul tural ~)ias of the test instruments 

and the possible impact of the test proctor on test 

resul ts. The results of intelliget~ce testing are pre­

sented with the reminc1erthat cultut.'al bias of the test 

instrUments may in part invalidate the intellectual 

a$sessment of culturally mixed groups. The important 

issues of culture-fairness still are not satisfactorily· 

resolved and these resu.lts must be interpreted Cl:..:;lutiously. 
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Table 18 presents the distribution for the intel- '0 

ligence categories. Each ward Was classified into one 

of ~he Wechsler intelligence categories by the clinical 

psychologist who was supervising th~ testing progranl" 

Wards who Scored on the group tests in the mentai de­

fective range were giVen the Wechsler Adutt !ntellig~\Pce 
',\ 

\'. Scale and were classified as mental defectives only if' 

they scored in the mental defective range on this 

individually administered test. The results of this 

classification procedure are depicted in Figure 3. 
-, 

\\ 

D D = I .. -
MENTAL BORDERLINe I)ULl NORNAL BRIGHT SUPElltll~ V~RV DEFECTIVE NORNAL NORffAL SUPERIOR 

N 23 127 1000 2440 446 81 9 
% 0.6 3.1 24.2 59.1 10.8 2.0 01 0 0 • 0 0 
%s 69.6 63.0 59.2 60.7 63,7 67.9 77.8 

-!-
-~;;:;;. ~-

FJtURE 3 
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLA$SiFlCATtOif SUBGROUPS 

INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATlOI'l 

Generally, the distribution follows the norm~1. curve 
, , 

with slJght overrepresentation in the below"'average 

\\ category 0:2 q.uIl normal.,7his distribution ref'utes the 
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idea tha.t delinquent <Jt0pulations are cozqposed mainly of 

retarded or borderline defective individuals. ~.rhis 

rigorous classific'ation procedure produced results 

suggesting that the distribution on the intelligence 

factor approximates distributions found for nondelin­

quents drawn from similar social groups. 
-,' " 

I,' . 

~he Army General Classification Test (AGCT) and 

the California Test of 11ental Maturity (CTMM) were the 

principal intelligence tests used. The General Aptitude 

Test Battery (GATBj, the results of which are reported 

in the following sec.tion, also provided a measure of 

intelligence in the G-score that p,resumably represents 

a measure of general intelligence. 

« • /I rof;t~ i,O, 
SD 
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1tO""WGw.~t l,Q, " so 

"ENtAl. 
cmtTIvt 

9 
6l.61 
10.(il 

9 
63.33 
11.85 

U 
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T.1O 1.61 9.\7 r,.81j 

106 9',1 2lO1 ql~ 
GM6 1Ml 88,91 IOMU 
1.36 10.00 lMG 9.')!1 

106 !l'i4 2)06 41~ 
10.2l 8M2 96.'iQ ,I1J,1l') 
U.S5 9.1$ 111<12 8.81 

FIGURE If 
ClWARAlIV£ MIA IJ:t IHlnL1GtHCE (lASSIFICAlHltI SUBr,ROUPS 
RESULTS Off Ti!£ CA~IFl!RiUA TEST OF IUlfAL I\\TCRITY (tIM) 
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Most"~f the wa:rds ~;e.re given the CTMM; however, 

'Cg,tal I.,Q. was nat computed for individuals "Who;hecause 

of illiteracy, did not complete the la1'lgucig'e portion 

of the test., Only those wardswno scored abOve the 

sixth grade on the California AChievement Test (CAT) 

battery were giVen the AGCT. This is reflected 'in the 

lower N in Figures 4 and 5 and Table 19 where the data 

on thes~ two tests are presented~ 

!JUll. 
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----- ~ ~ --

ARHV r.~NERI\L 0 N m 1898 
9;.37 
IL04 

435 
112.63 

4.29 

81 
121.16 

4.61 

!J 
130.G7 

Mq 

CLASSIFICATION "~$T M 84.21 

SHIPLEY 
HARtFORD 

o It 

SO 7.38 

6 N 88 
M 84.34 
SD 15.13 

lISa 
94.28 
13.92 

395 
102.08 
12.54 

FIGURE S 

79 
104.87 
11.98 

COMPAMTlV£ DAiA ON ltITElliGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS 
RESULrs on THE ARMY GENERAL CI.ASSIF1CATION TEST (AGen 

AND THE SH,fPlISV -HARTFORD CO~CEPTUAL QUOilE~T 

~ 
105.11 
13.53 

Two tests administered oW~r part of the two-year 

period when these data were collected were presumably 

culture-fair tests that did not require reading skills. 

For these two tests, the 0-48 or Domino ~est and the 
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Raven Progressive matr:i,ces, only raw SQ.ores are avail"" 
t " 

abl~. These scores are presented in #igure G and Table .3.90, 

'60 
.50 
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so 
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$~ 
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2a.t~ 
9.£Q 
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Mz 

8l)l <015 Mfl 1.1,lS ~q.73 1iI.11 !l,I, G.15 Q,90 

(.Sa l&~~ 2~l 10.42 21.83 21.61 0.41 0.78 6.02 

HGUR£ 5 
CbI'.t'~MTlVt VMA 411IHttlUG£IItE ClA)~IFICAIlO:1 tutGROUPS 

"SUlTS all Tilt RAV!W MtRIClS NQ 0·4$ DOl1IHC If~t 
RA~ StoRrS 

, . 
Il:l ~ 
Sl.~~ ~6.0D 
S.Ql MS 

49 5 
lMI lMQ 
~.Sl 1.(0 

'1'he Ship·ley If')rtford Conceptual Quot~efit is a 

SCore that indi(:lates the relatiortship between, verbal 

a,kills and aptitude for abstract thinking: the lower 

the conceptual ~uotient the greater the impairment in 
~~I 

'. 

'abstract thinking as compared to verbal ability. This 

measure was oomputed only when the level of veJ!'bal 

ability made such comparison valid. If this.level in 

verbal skills was not reached by an individual his CQ 

was not computed. This procedure ~xplains the dis­

crepancy in N found in Figure 5 and Table 19 where the 

~hipley trar'tford data are pre/sented. 

Q 

~ 

1;\ A sufuntary of the results of the intelligenoe testing 
! \ " 

is. ):>rovided in Table '19. It should be kept in m.ind that \\ 
\\ 

clas~ification into intelligence categories was based 1\ 
\ 
\, 
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19 RESULTS OF INTl;LLlGENCE tESTING 

AI''''Y D!hERA!. 
tLA'SSIFICATlOK rur 1,0. 
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c rAst~ 19 
CIl/1PARAT/VE DATA 01/ III!EllIG£ilct CUiSSIf'ItATlOK SUBGROUPS 

muLTS Of f~rELLIGtNCE JES,!lKG 
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107.40 
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424 
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;.,2 

417 
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119.&4 
8.11~ 

oncJ,inical judgments derived from a composite of 

information on each individual. This is reflected, for 

\~, instan~e, in the meal1' 'scores of the': aUJ.l normal group 

on the CTMM. While the scores for this group on ~otal 

IQ ~nq, on the' language portion of the test are in the' 

VERY 
'UP£RIU~ 
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!l0.67 

4,44 
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8 
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borderline defective range, their mean score on the r1on~ 

language portion is in the dull normal ra'nge. These 
o 
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individuals apparently have the capacity to perform at 

a signifi.cantly higher level on tasks not dependent on 

academic skills, indicating that a higher classification 
~ . 

is, more valid than would be suggested by results on 
, 

tests that are highly dependent on acquired academic 

IX. ACADEMIC FACTORS 

Scnool-related factors increasingly are coming 

under study as it: becomes evident that the school ex-

perience is of critical importance in the development 

of alienation and social deviance (Wenk, 1974)~f The 

data on academic factors are presented here in some de-

tail to allow for discovery of possible leads useful in 

designing new types of learning environments for that 

large proportion of youth who do not seem to be served 
fJ 

by the existing educ~tional system. 

The results of the academic achievement testing 

on the California Achievement Test battery (CAT) 

are presented separately for each intelligence classi­

fication subgroup as well as in~a summary taple. Z'igures 

, 7 through 13 present in graphic. form the results on the 

CA'r for each group • ", T~e ~rcles indicate the .,level 0,£ 

achievement by grade level. 'rhe lines represent the' 

,.}eV'e10~··a'hlev. ed by the total study population. This 
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permits an assessment of the relative academic standing 
~ 

of each group. The sununary table presents data on the 

total group. 
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A summary of thE?tes't results on the California 

Achievement Test battery is .given in Table 20. Generally, 

lit:!;:,le variation among a, <?adem:Lc subjects (,is found; two {I-:"j\ 
~ .'1 , 

exc~ptions are noted ;f.or me:ptal def'ective and borderline . 0 

II . 
defective individuals who show a slight. increase in the 

ari thmetic score .Wi.!:h these two:. exception§ 1 measured 
I~, . />;,:' \" . ,. . . . • ; 

academic achievement of <,mentally defecti V~wards was at 

the 2nd grade level; measured academic aChievement levels 

for the remaining groups were as follows: borderline 

de.fective I 3rd grade; dull normal ,M:h grade; average I 

7th grade; bright normal, 10th graae; superior, 11th 

gr"ade; V~F:Y superior r 12th grade .. 

Figures 14 though 20 present information on fre-

guency distribution, grade completed in school, grade 

achi~ved during testing on the CAT I and age left school. 

GRADE z I 3 I q I 5 I b I 7 ! 8 I 1 10 1 Il 1 12 Il. GRADE CCI'IPlET£n " 
2 T?';:"2 

IT,6 lJ.8 29.4. 17,6 ll.B ll.a 

0 • Cit 0 0 • %5 
100.0 50.0 ~D.O 66.7 JOO.o 50,0 GRADE ACIIlE'lfD H 4 4 ~ 

)0.8 50.8 2i.l 

0 0 • 0 
%S 7$,0 SO.n 65.7 100.0 AGE 111 {!~ 11 12 II 1" 15 J6 17 ~8 J9. AGE lEFT StJIOOL n 

I 6 2 7 3 % 
S.l 3J.6 JM l6,~ IS,§ GRADt t 1 I 2 .C3 I 4 I 5 I 9 10 ! 11 12 13. 

0 • 0 0 
II \ 8$.3 SO.O 8S.7 66.7 

FlGlJRE l~ 
CilIfARATlVE DAYA OH mtElLJGE1It£ CIlISSlflCAT!OII SU~6ROOPS 

CYA WARDS Of IiEllTAlDEfECTlVE WEll/GEliCr 
GRADE COIf/.£TED, GRADE ACIIlEVEO. AnD AGE lEFT SCHOOL 
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Figure 14 shows l:'lo specific pattern for mentally 

defecti ve wards. There \\are so few indi vi.ducHs:;, in this 
\~ 

. S 

category that any conclusions drawn from.the findings 

must be qualified. All of these wards complete~ at 

least the 7th grader while two finished high sphool. 

Because of their limitations, their achievement is modest. 

None left school before the age of 15. 

GRAUt I 1 2 ! 3 ! ~ ! 5 ! 6 ! 7 I 8 9 10 J1 I 12 I::JEJ 
GRADE COI'I'LETEO N 1a ~1 29 20 10 

% 4,3 4,3 • 15,4 J1,9 

0 
J7,1 .' 0 • • 

XS 60.0 80,0 37.5 S~,6 51,1 82,8 61),0 110,0 

GRAllE ~CHlf.VEO 2 3S 42 24 
1.7 3M , 36,s 20,9 7,8 1.7 

• • 0 0 • • 'J 
" lS 50.0 54.3 66.7 10,$ 55,6 so,o 1,\ 

AGt a 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19t 
I· AGE LEFT SCHOOL H 4 18 34 37 25 
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% f 
~,3 !~ 28,3 la,8 r zo.a ( GRADE I 1 2 I 1 I q 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 10 ! 11 ' 12 13+ 

'\ • \\ • • 0 • 
50,0 55.6 sa,S 10.3 56.0 

FIGUR< 15 
tOOPARATlVE DATA on inTELLIGENCE CtASSIFI~\\I~N SUBGROUPS 

eVA WARDS OF BORUERLlht DEFECTIVE IHT~(tIUENtt 
GRAoEtOl'l'lETEO. GRADE ACilIEVED. AlID ME ~!FT SCHOOL 

Data on the borderline defective group are presented 

in Figure 15. Some of these wardsscolllPleted only the 

fifth g~adet but more than half of the group completed 
c 

at least the 9th grade. The achievement of this group 

also was low because of their limitations.fr1 Nearly half 

of them d:t:'opped out of school by age 16. 

The dull normal group is depicted in Figure 16. A 

few individuals completed only elementary school. This 
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GRADE 1 I . 2 I 1 , I 6 I 7 a 9 10 11 I 12 13. 
GRADE CO:\PLEtED N 1 14 12 31 121 224 m 221 105 

D.I 0.3 1.4 1.2 M 1M l2.9 24.7 2).2 10.7 

0 e • 0 • • • 0 (, 

15 0.0 66.1 35.7 SO.O sq,S sa.l 51.6 51.0 64.8 6),8 

GRADE ACHIEVED N 42 132 167 250 26~ 9. 24 2 
0.5 4,) 1M 16,9 25,4 26.7 '9,7 2.4 M 0.2 D.l 

• • • • 15 60.0 57,1 58.) 61,1 61.6 51.8 61,5 41,7 ;0,0 50,0 SO,O 
AGE 7 <) 10 11 12 1) III IS 16 17 18 19. 
AGE LEFT SCHOOL II 38 10) 270 m 210 

1 004 
I 

0,6 4,0 1M 28.6 13.2 22.2 
GRADE [ 1 I 2 I 3 4 • I fi 8 9 I In II 12 ii;:J 

.~ • • \\\\, 0 • • 0 
15 SO,O 50,0 68,4 54.4 M.O ».3 EG.7 

FIGURE 16 
COMPARATIVE MTA ON IKtELLlGE~CE CLASSIFlYlTlON SU8GROUPS 

CYA WARDS OF DULL NOIWiL 1IITELLIGtIICl 
GRADE C01'iI'LETED. GRADE ACHIEVEO, AND AGE LEFT SCIIOo:. 

. 
may represent a small group of children,.of migrant 

agricultural laborers who move frequently throughout 

the southwestern United States. Their achievements are 

primarily spread throughout the first eight grades, 

although a few individuals tested higher than the ~ighth 

grade. Four indiViduals left school at age 12 and six 

left school at age 13. An emerging pattern seems to 

indicate that the fewer grades a ward completed and'the 

younger he left school the more he is prone to recidivi~m. 

This pattern does not seem to include actual achieYe-

ment level. 

As shown in Figure 17, this same pattern is even 

clearer for wards of average intellectual potential. 

Again, grade comple-ced and age left school are indica,tive 

of recidivism but the findings for academic achievemE~nt 
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The data for the three highest intelligence cla~bi'" 
I) 

J 
i' 

fication supgroups are depicted in Figures 18, 19 add 20. 

For all pr:aCtica1 purposes, the few instances of a parole 

suqcess rate below the average of the total study popu-
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lation can be ignored for these groups. These groups 

generally perform above average on parole regardless 

of academic achievement, grade completed, or age left 
h schoo;!.. 

These 'data are represented in the comparative tables 

for grade completed (Table 2J.), grade achieved (Table 22), 

and age left school (Table 23). 
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Figure 21 prov~des information on two indices tha.t 

were developed ~-6r the projeot to aid in the assessment 

of academic re'tar.dation. The first index provides an 

acad.emic disability score indicating the average differ-

ence, between grade completed in school and functioning 

level as measured by the CAT. The second j,ndex pro-

vides an estimate of academic retardation by computing 
1/ • 

the difference 'between a f&tther conservative, 'arbitrarily 
,( 

set expectation'and the achieved grade on the CAT: 

Intelligence 
Classification 

Mental Defective 
Borderline Defective 
Dull Normal 
Average and above 

EXpected Grade 
Placement on the 

CAT 

o 
4th Grade 
8th Grade 
12th Grade 

Using this procedure, each person was given a score 

representing achieved grade minus expected grade. Most 

scores are minus scores: the greater'the minus value, , 

the greater the academic retardation as measured against 

'the above standards. The fact that no expectations wEilre 

set for mentally defective individuals should not suggest 

th,~ ass\lIDption. that these indj.viduals could, not achieve 

academically. The decisiofiiiwas made, perhtJrl;>s erronepusly, 

t,nat expectations for mentally defective and borderline 
" II 

defective wards should be kept low in order to minimize 

academic retardation. It might have been preferable to 

,,)).,1" 
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CQ~;J set the expectation somewhat higher: i.e., at the 4th 
, 

... " grade level for mental defectives and at the 6th grade 

level for borderline defectives. 

It is evident from Fig\).re 21 that the largest dis­

crepancies between grade level attending and grade level 

functioning are found in the lower intelligen~~,\?~te~ 

gories. 'l'his seems particularly crit.:lCial for the dull 

normal and average groups in which nearly 1,000 wards 

are functioning more than four grades below the grade 

they were attending and 2,419 wards are functioning more 

than two grades be.low't.he grade they completed. 

The estimated academic retardation index reveals 

that the average group is most handicapped with respect 

to II these arbitrarily set expectations: wards of average 

intelligence performed more than four grades below the 

expected standard. The dull normal group had an academic 

retardation index score of -2.5, indicating an achievement 

deficit of more than two grades. It is clear front these 

data that the academic disabilities of these wards are 

quite pronounced. This fact cannot be dismissed with 

arguments that delinquent populations are handicappec;:i> 

by lack of mental ability ... Mental a1:)ility a..nd intellec-
" tual poten'tial generally are present but are not being 

productively utilized. This finding takes on added 

significance when it is cOhsid~red that very few indi~ 

viduals in the study population showed psycholo£J;ical or 
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psychiatric disturbances. 

In spite of the good intentions that may underlie 

the programs and curricula designs in the publio schools, 

it sei~ms likely that quite early in tlie school experience 

of thE!~.se academically handicapped youths something w\9nt 

wrong. (')he school environment'should be SUbjected to 

scientific scrutiny to determine why the needs of these 

young people are nat being met by the present system. 

ACADEMIC DISA~ILlTV 

TASLa 2q 
COIiPAMrtvE MTA ON UUELLIGEliCE tlASSIfICATIOl1 SUBGROUPS 

AC~DEIIlt DISABILITY 

TaML stUDY MENTAl. '11/1.1,. UlUGllf POPulAttON Dm~TIV' ~IlRD£ln.INE kOPIAN" AVERAGE HORm .. ~"PMAIQA 
'ilttY 

SIlP(IHtJ~ 

'\ q039 l3 III 975 241): '. 4lS A,ClocUtiC M ·2.74 -6,2& -5.7" -4,28 ·Ms ·~,r.O bJS~8lLny 
SO 2.19 2.29 l.88 1,81 1.84 ),28 

7~ 9 
.0,17 ·a.so 
.1,27 LIt 

I!SfJJi.\1ED H 405l liS 986 24)9 ~~Q 
"CAnE"')C: K -3.37 -0,114 -2,54 .I',2~ -M7 t\etMDAT101{ SO 1.95 1.09 1,41 1.1U 0.91/ 

Sl g 
·a,l2 10\~U 
V,~~ n.l> 

~able 24 presents theuata on academic disability ,. , 
in the form of a comparative tab~e . 

RATING ON MOTIVATION FOR ACADEMIC TRAINING 

lAUlE 2$ 
CO!1MRATIVE DATA ON lUmLlGLNCE tLASSIF1CMION 5UijGROUPS 

MTIIIG all I1fltlVAtlOIl FOR ~CADtIIIC TRAIiII,'G \: 
\ 

TotAL. stUD'" t-\E.HTAl DULt. BRI'~IIT VUl't POPULA7IDN DEF.Etr1ve bORDEIU .. II'lE nORJi,.\L ",V£IWI£ HORR'~ ~OPER'OR SUPtAltlR 

ACADEIIIC T!M~lhG« 2~~ 5% 110 67 0 5/3 mo 296 0 qS 
0 S 

5MI SIt ,OX 61.7% • 68.7% 70,6% GMt GMt I'OfEHTfAL • 
67,2%5 ,8.llS 62.0%5 66.915 68.91$ IOCI.OU HOlJYAT!tJ. 6MIS 8t,S%5 

H Hal 10 57 35~ 721 • 123 • 26 '. 3 
n.s{' ~7.6% 46.0: l8.3% n.,z." 2M: lG.OX 37.5: I«lt ffOfMTEQ 

,6.31$1.' 56.9%S ~P%S 33.315 57.61S 60,0%S 59,lj%5 60.6%5 

N 424 t) 2 ~o 230 0 105 
0 16 0 9 

HIGH SCHOOl, 10.~ l.&~ ~t2: 9,71 2MI ~8.0t 11)0.0% D1Pt.()MA 
66.0%5 50.0%S 62.015 67.4%5 62.9%5 6MI$ ;, 77.a%5 

m~ F~C"""O~- II 288~ 584 m 3. 0 
!r 6 " 

.11 0 81 &67 2~,81 • )o.q% 0 Qa.DI ~.~% 
At""'"'C lRAIN'.. 72.2% .• 55.0X 6S.31 0 69.4% 58,9%5 6l.~%S ~l.91S &&,m' 

&1.8%5 81,B~ 63.0IS 6O,0%S 

9 q3 291J 177$ 30C1 39 0 J HO STAFF H 1Il2 
34.1% 30.6% .. 

15.2~ 69.6% 0 52.01 31.~% JltcOffltHDAf)OH FOR 2~,8% QS,Ol 
58.~%S 61,6~S Iilj,OlS 19.5IS 100.0%S ACAI)EMIC TRAlttlHCi 59.S%5 55.6%5 6O.S%:; 
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Table 25 provides information on ratin~s hy case~ 

workers on ,wards'motivation for academic training 

while il'wa,rcerated. The most striking fil)lding is tn~ 

relatively poor parole performance of inq:~viduals of~ 
~~:J ~. 

" 11 
normal, or superior inte~l1igence who average, bright 

were judged to be unmotivated for aQ~demic training. 

The differences 'between motivated and. unmotivated wards 

of average intelligence is 6.3 per cent in favor of the' 
.' < ,-' 

motivated; for the bright normal this figure is 10 per 

cent; for the superior, 11.2 per cent. 

X. VOCATIONAL FACTORS 
, ( 

Tl:te results of thete$ting on the General Aptitude 

Test Battery are presen"!:.ed in Figures 22 through 28. 

'rl~e$cores obtaine~l~by each, intelligence grmlp are re­

lated to the avera,i::Te scores obtained by the total study 

population. Approximate ~;esul ts :for the intelligence 

g:r.o~IPs are depicted by the circles while the average for 
I / 

the ~~otal study populatiQ1i is indicated by the hori-
" Il 

zont;'al lines. 
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FIGURE 26 
CC/iPARATlVE MTA ON INTELlIGENC( tLA~StFICAilON SUBGROUPS 

erA WARDS ifF VERY SUPERIOR llilflLIGENCE 
RESULTS ON TIlE GENERAL AmTIJDE lEsT BATlERY (WlISl 

Nog 

A sununary of these results is presented in Table 26. 

This tabI',e$hows that, particularly for those individuals 

cla~sif,i.e(l as average or below average, the lowest 

scores arel found for numerical aptitude fG>llowed by the 

scores for verbal apti~ude~ This again suggests the 

poor academic skills of these individuals as compared 

to their fairly good aptitudes for vocational pursuits 

/;i:.r~d their relative' ranking on intellectual potential. 
/~~::)~\-

Figures 29 through 34 present infor~ation on 

occupational history I primary at':~q;, of interest for 

vocational training, and recommendation" by tIle 

caseworker for vocational trai,ning'during institution-

alization. 
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RESULTS ON GENERAL APTITUDE TEST BATIERY 

TAUl! 26 
COIll'ARATlVE DATA a,l t,IlELlIG£,lct CIJ\SSlftCArtO,( SUQGROUPS 

RESULTS 011 TIlE Gt:IUlAL APTITUDE JEST llAmRY 

TOTAL STU;)'" O:F\~tl\r. .O~"'UNt 
DULl. .Mlr,!iT pOFuUrJou MR",,~ AVEMA~E .0.lIIIe IUPERIO' 

~ -181' N' 21 N -lIZ /I- Q40 ij·2300 ~ • • t. ~ • 71 

¥m~tr.l.ct ~ SO.30 $9.43 65.01 7S.(S ~1.90 )14.85 (28.78 
SO 1s.t4 n.u 1l.6a 1I.~5 )3.14 lo.e5 lQ.77 

vt"'M. ~ 86.0a 7MO 70.46 14.35 86.83 lOS.S5 120.13 mIME SD 15.20 1.11 8.02 1.12 1l.9S 12.18 13.28 

HIIMUltAl,. ~ 81,;0 56.33 S9.H )l.B3 89.99 llI.Og 120.08 mIT",E SD 19.93 13.19 1M) 14.00 15.72 12.>6 12.48 

l,mA .. H 102.63 1~;8g 77.18 89.08 105.30 12M5 1.lMt APtiTUDE, SO 2M3 lS.S? 16.37 16.55 11.>3 16.&1 15.09 

PER.CEPTIOAAl M 99.32 66.24 7MI 87.88 101.98 115.49 m.a2 
Io'TlTUD£ sn 19.51 19.84 to.SO 16.84 16.41 1 •• 62 13.32 

cURJCAL ~ 93.14 12.33 75.40 84.25 95,1Q 10a.25 118.60 IoPlIlUDE sn 15.06 10.15 9.62 10.75 J3.01 J).39 12.80 

''''''' M 96.34 75.48 78.82 90.1S 98.21 lOU~ 105.56 cO{l"t>rh~Tlolf SO 18.54 22.89 19.53 18.63 11.41 16.86 13,~ 

I 

I 
flHGER K 91,02 73.62 77.16 M.61 92.66 98.11 10l.n OtxfEftffY so 19.42 la.93 19.66 18.89 18.77 17.93 17.67 

!IINu", fl 1l1.10 94.48 97.)JJ 105.30 llM1 lli.78 12l.74 OlmftlTV SD 21.6J 2&.85 20.81 21.93 20.a2 19.32 2Ma 

Figure 29 presents data on skilled trades in 

the construction field. In order to maintain clarity, 

the frequencies are omit.ted from these figures. The 

percentages are base~ on the following frequencies 
_",1\;' 

\ ,~, for the various subgroups: Mental Defective, N=20; 

Borderline Defective, N=l24; Dull Normal, N=962; 

Avera~~, N=2,360; Bright Normal, N=43l; Superior, 

N=75; very Superior, N=9. 
'~ , 

}L: 
',If 

o 
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• COUNS.ELOR'S ):tEC:OMHEIItIAlltlll r:1.;", 
~OR; VOtI\Tl0~AL TRAttHM CJ 

fIGU'§. ~9 
CDIIi'MMlVE DATA on InJEtllG<1.CE CLASSIFICATIOn SUllGROU?S 

CARPEkTRY, CONSTRUCT!OII, ELECTRICAL, ttASONRY, MilL AlIO 
CABINEr. I«JUSEPAINfIIIG, PLASTERING, PLUMBtflG, ~EFRIGEMnOII 
AlID A1RCOIIOlllONWG. SHEET METAL, AlID onlER SKILLED TRADES 

S\lPl.RIOR 

11.1 
11.1 

FfJlt vacAttOHA\. TMlttlli11 ' 
pJUMR't AREA tlF mrtllt~f D' 

2M 

-tOOl 

• 10% 

- 80t 

- 70t 

- 60% 

- 501 

• ~Ql 

• lOI 

Very few wards have had practical experience in 

these trades. It is difficult to estimate how much 

of this deficiency is directly attributable to the 

lflckof school-related skills that prevents these 

youths from obtaining vocational training or employ~ 
, 

ment, but lack of basic academic skills certainly 

aggravates the problem. Another contributing factor 

is probably the scarcity of training and employment 

opportunities in certain neighborhoods and communities. 

This is reflected in the data presented in Volume 3;, 

whe~e ethnic factors are discussed. From these data 
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it appears ·t.hat offenders from minority groups are 

even more deficient t~an Caucasian offenders in 

practical ~ocational experience ~f a skilled nature. 

The rate for offenders from minority groups is less;' 

,than half that of the white offenders: 4..5 per cent 

of the white offenders and only about 2 per cent of 

the blacks and Mex~can-Americans had experience j;l'l a 

skilled construction trade. 
II L 

With the exception of those in the mentally 

defective group, many individuals were interested in 

receiving training in construction. As can be seen, 

)' 

the caseworkers recommended training for a.pproximlfltely 

the same proportion as;sh9wed interest: from 8 to 25 

per cent of the various groups. While the data do 

not indicate whether the individual who voiced interest 

received the app~01?riate recoInmendat.ion, it can be 
'-;~: 

assumed that wards generally were guided towal;'d 

training for which they were moti va ted(~!, 

Figure 30 presents this information with respect 

to mecbanictrades, as well as for body and fender 

. '~ork, heavy equipment.o~eration, T. V. repair, and 

welding. The data are similar to those describing 
\.' 

the situatiorr in, the construction trades. Again, 

in the'm~chanical vocations, ethnic minorities havti 

140 

.~.'il:::i;""!S....~ -

.,::;" 

" 

a 



1/ 
1/ 

J" 

I' 
'I 

II 
Ii 
I! 
II 

II 
~ I 
I Ii 

" 

Ii 
I; o 

.DOIUltJll.JHE $U'I~IO~ 
VERT 

$iJPER/¢R 

0.8 
8.8 

octuPATIQNftL HISTOR' • 

- 1001 

• 9QX 

• 80X 

• lOX 

- 60% 

• SOl 

• 40% 

JJJ.•••.. ph rTf] Sh lb·· •• ·•• : : , '" -UJ.[l.LlJ '. - • - 0% 

~.1 l.4 Q.7 
16.8 2S.Q 21.8 

11.2 11.6 23.S 23.1 

COUtiSElOR"S REttlKMtliDAtlON 0 
1DR votAnO!ij\l. 'fRAlHUiG :_ 

FIGURE 30 
tOKl'ARAtlVE DATA ott ItnElLlGl]tE CIlISStFlt1!T100 SUBGROUPS 

AIR IlEtIWIltS, AUTO M£tIlAI1\C$, naDY A~D FENDER, ilEAV'! 
EoUtPllEfiT OPERATOR, GEKERAL tlEtHANlts, T.V. REPAIR. \lEla,". 

5.3 0.0 
22.6 33.3 

18.6 

PAIHAR't ,lItEA OF IHtEltUf 0 
'OR VOCATIonAL. lRAIUtN(f 

,M 

substantially less work exp~riE~nce than Caucasian 

subjec.ts. This information will be dealt with in 

more detail in Volume 3 where racial factors are 

discussed. 

From Figure 31 it is strikingly appareht that 

the great majority of these youth, regardless of 

their intellectual and vocational aptitudes, fall 

into the semi-skilled and unskilled categories. The 
, 
picture appears even more bleak when it is considered 

that the unskilled category includes approximately 

90 per cent of the individuals reported in this 

figure under occupational history." These data make 
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OJ - · 01 

85,0 76,S 15.0 70.8 69.1 62.7 .M 
10.0 9.7 8.) 5.0 M 6.G . 0.0 

1M a.8 6.S q •• U 6.1 1),0 

\' \\ • teuKSlLOR'S. R~CQl'V'ltktlA.T)ON CJ 0 !} OCCuPATIONAL HIS10kV 
'01\ VQCATI(!H"1.. TAAIH1Htl 

PJUMlff ARfA liT' IIdrAftf 
'QA VOC,,"on~l.. TA"IN,Iru; 

, ~IGURt 31 
C~ARATlV£ I1ArA'~ l~rElllG(HC( CLASSI~tCATlOH SUaGROOPS 
~tKr£HAllc(, IHDUST~IES. I},HDSCAl'IHG. WAREHOUSE lIillIHIHG. 

AND OTIIEl\ SEIIISKILlED AlIO UNSKillED TIWlES 

it clear that the majority of the youth in this 

study had seri,cus vocational handicaps that put 

considera,l:)l~, economic and psychological s-t:ra.ins on 
, ' ~, ' 

them and p?:obably cOl}trib'l.:tec1 heavily to their 

criminal activities. This finding points. up the 

. :need for remedial vocational training programs • 

Perhaps the community college system could provide 

such training for probationers 
II 

a,s other young peol~le who need 
, \ . 

and parolees as well 

it. 
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Figures 32, 33, and 34 present information on 

food services trades, various services vocations, 

and the graphio arts. 

MtHUL 
»IfJmvt 

vu,~ blUClff 'I1t'l 
!O'~t'LINl ,.O"t\A .. ~VI!'.1 ~CIUt;\t. iumlO~ MUIOR 

loCt -
9O{. 

80%-

70t • 

~Ql' 

SOl· 

40: • 

lot· 
20% • 

lOt-
.:::r-~J Ot· 

ll~._.~ .........c:::::::l ....c:::r:J ....cr::J .e]» J ~::'l 

S.O u 
~.O 2.1t 

S.O 3 •• 

• 
1.1 1.7 5.4 

0.' ~.L tl.J 

~.1 4,7 >.j,4. 

FIGlr", 3, 
CiW'AMtlVl: P,llh 1);1 fUltlUG£lIC£ CIJ\\5IF1(AIl"!) S!J\ut;;Jl(:, 

C,lI<lfiG, ((J(l~INO. CUlIIlMY AIlI,. fOC:! '[~;Im. NO 
I(A!CUTHII, 

143 

"j' 

4.0 H.l 
to. o.n 

V. 0.0 

o 

C\ 

• lOOt 

WI 

· so: 
10l 

tO~ 

'Alt 

.D1 

· lJlt 

IO! j 

10! ." 

Ijt; 



i' 

C-

Ii 

, ~ , 
~ , 
J 

,~:~, 

MENTAL 
DEFECtlYE 

100% • 

90% -

SC~ ':' 

io~ -

'601 -

501-

qOI -

301. • 

201 -

101 • 

01. - !llillillD 

0,0 
5,0 

5.0 

OCCUpATIONAl. "ISTORY 

MENTAl. 
~E-FECTlvE. 

100: • 

901 -

801 -

701 -

60% -

50% • 

qO% -

301· 

20i -

lOr. • 

01 -

DULL BRIGflt 
l!.ORDEALINE HORIiAL "VI;RAGE 1I0Rh~L 

1::1 

J]D _j~mmHj . 1 I3TCJ m=n=e::':' ) 

l.G I,) 0,5 o.q 
8,0 8.5 5,5 1.4 

8.0 8.1 5" 1.9 .. COUNSELOR'S RtcOAAEIIDAT10tl !iD] FOR VOCft.l'lONM., TRA.1HlftG 

FIGURE 33 
COMPNIIIT1I'E DATA O~, lHTELl1WlCE CLASS)F1CATIQIl SUBGROUPS 

BORDEAl.lIie 

-41 
0.0 , ' :1' 1.G" ',;1 ' 

,3;~r 

IIJ\RBERIHG, ORY clEJ\ijlt~, SHO. R<PAlR, UPHO~TERY I,' 

0.0 

DULL 
U.ORtlAL 

1.9 
0.2 

1.5 

AV£RMt 

6,2 
5.2 

DR1C;Hf ~ 
IIOflMAI. 

'I 
• I: COUNSELOR'S REtO~Eko"Tl0N ~,<,';!i:,',:'," 

FOR VQCATtOHAL TRAINING Utli.wI 
OcCUPA.TIOHM. HISTOf!,y 

FIGURE )q 
to/ll'ARAT\I'E DATA 0« INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFltilTlIlIl SUBGROUPS 

ARTS AND tMS, GRAPHIC ARTS, IIWWIlCAL DRAFTING, 
PRINTING 

144 

SUPU.l01t 

) 

PP·IMARY AREA. OF ltiTERESr 
FOR VOCATlO"~l TRAINING 

SUPERIOR 

5,3 

PIUMAR't AREA OF ItntRtsT 
FOR VOCATIOttAL TftAlHltlG 

S~~~=rlJk 

0 

Vf;RV 
SUP£RIOR 

o 

·Ioox 

· 90l 

80X 

701 

60X 

· $01 

· qOl 

· 301 

· 201 

101 

· Dl 

.:". 

" 

• 100X 

'l\l1 

- 801 

701 

r,OI 

501 , 
'101 ~1<,'" 
l01 

201 

101 

· Or. 

\, 



:,~ , 

t.'~ 2&£. 

;;) . 

If 
'/ 

1/ 

(I 

II 

I.' 

If 

The RE5ception Guidance Center program focused 

much attention on the assessment of vocational needs 

and carried out two related programs that tested small 

groups of wards during a one-week period. One program 

centered aroun(l wood-working acti vi ties and another' 

around metal-wo,rking activities. The ratings on moti­

vation for training made'by the two instructors of 

these progr,ams are shown in Table 27, t,ogether with 
. 

the results of a similar rating by the casewor,kQr. The 

latter rating '(/las based solely on an interview while:' 

the shop instrillctors based their ratings on an inter­

view after several days of j.ob observation in the metal 

arid wood shops. Also presented in this table is, the 

information on whether or not the individual was 

recommended by the casewor,ker for vocational training. 

From this table it is apparent that the motivation 

of the individual as perceived by staff is particularly 

critioal for the average and dull normal groups where 

individuals perceived by staff as unmotivated show 

considerably less succe~s on parol6<than individuals 

who were perceived as being m.otivated for vocational 
<:~f( 

training. ~his tendency also is evident in regard to 

the bright normal groups and, in par.t, the superior 

and borderline defective groups~ It is~interesti~g 

to note that the pattern is reve;--sed 'teor the mental 
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RATINGS OF MOTIVATION FO~ VOCATIONAL TRAINING 

TABLE 27 
CIX:\fAMmE DATA 011 IIttELLlGEIlCE tLASSIFICA1IOII SUMROUPS 

, ;) •• , MTINGS OF MortvMIUII FOR VOCAlIOIlAt TMm11lG 

,AIGHT DUl.l. 
HORI'\ft.L. HOR/1Al. suP(ltlOR 

N 26$ 
- IlOT MOtiVATE' 25.41 

GO,1I.S 

II )90 
M£T"l.S~OP INSTRUCTOR' 69.9% 
~ATI"e • HeTtVAT£D 62.515 

300 
• ~ot IIOTIV,,,' 30, IX 

$8.31$ 

H 2779 
COUNSEl.OR.'S RAffNG 11.4% 

• IIOTIYAT" 62.4%5 

N 1113 
• NO' MOTIVATED 28,6% 

57,1%S 

112872 
CDUNSELO.', .AtlHO 71,8% 
II • IIOTIYATED 62,11$ 

H 691 
• NOT IIOTlVAT£D 17.3% 

5707%$ 

srA,. RECOHM,ND.' H 1065 
TION FOR VOCATION"," 26.61 
TMIHIHG • YU 59,7%5 

'l 
H;;!tX,~' 

, .. !\!l',* 
12 

~-2B,6:t 
100,01$ 

'I 
80.01 
50,01S 

1 
20,01 

100,01S 

10 
4),6% 
60,0~ 

3 
15,01 
66.m 

7 
35,01 
71.4%5 

5 
25,01 
40,015 

1i 
51),01 
63,6%5 

11 
SO,OI 
63,615 

o 

o 

~;.710' 
66,7%5 

~~,31 0 
81.81S 

~~.'1 0 
70.01S 

~t31 •• 
57.9%5 

~t31 0 
G4.4XS 

ISO 
70.41 
59,m 

63 
29,61 
63 , SIS 

m 
59,2% 
52,3!S 

8q 
QO.81 
$b,Ots 

GIG 
66,~% 
60.1%S 

m 
33.6% 
57.415 

578 
GO.n 
&1.81S 

o 

• 

• 

l~t5% • 
55,81S 

580 
GOol% 
Gl,m 

498 
75,91 
59,815 

158 
24,1% 
57.615 

4S4 
]2,41 
59.91S 

17l, 
21.61 
57.215 

1722 
711,8~ 
62.315 

• 

• 

~~.21 • 
56,115 

1829 
17,6% 
61.3%S 

3{t9% • 
57.71S 

1819 
19,7% 
61,IlS 

92 
80.71 
61,4%$ 

12 
19,1l 
63.&1S 

83 
Is,)% 
n.SIS 

2& 
2l.9% 
GS,4%5 

lOI 
7202% 

t 6G,41S 

1lG 
11.8% 
51,8SS 

342 
79.~X 
64,915 

&7 
15.51 
S8.21S 

3S2 
81,1% 
5lI,2X$ 

0 
13 0 M.O% 
69,m 

7 
0 35.0% 

$7,lXS 

0 15 0 7>,01 
80.0%5 

0 
$ 

25.0% 
~O.O%S 

0 49 0 69,OX 
&S.l1S 

0 
n 

0 31,ot 
&M%5 

0 S4 0 12,0% 
10,415 

• 17 0 n.n 
76.515 

0 58 0 17,3% 
69.0%S 

11 2934 
• "ON' 73.41 

61,8%5 

15 
75,0% 
80,0%5 0 79 

63,71 
GO. 815 

382 
39,7% 
56,81$ • 480 

20.31 
60.4%5 

79 17 0 IS,3% 22,7% 
62.01S 8MXS 

defective group, in which individuals perceived as 

unmotivated consistently perform better on parole~ 

In addition, mental defective wards not recommended 

for vocational training were more successful on 
() 

parole than were those who had been recommended for 

vocational training. Although the numbers are small 

this finding could suggest that while mentally de-' 

fective wards may need vocational training, the pro­

grarq.s offered in the correctional setting may not 
/ " 

be~l appropriate for this kind of person and therefore 
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may have an adverse effect on them. Designing 

1 training programs to accommodate the intellectually 
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handicapped may help to solve this problem. There 

may also be a lack of suitable training programs 

for superior and very superior wards. These two 

groups follew the pattern ef the mental defectives: 

persens not recemmended by tHe casewerker-for 

~ . vo.cational training are more successful on parole 

l' than are persons recommended fer training. In 
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contrast, .. fer intelligence categori~s in thE: 

middle range, the pattern is reversed. 
o 

Informatien on work experience is previded 

in Table 28. Generally, work experience ef less 

than six menths is negatively related to parole 

success, a finding that is mere pronounced fer the 

lower intelligence categeries. Incensistency is 

Q evident in the data on individuals with work exper-

ience between 12 - 18 months where for some reason 

the su~cess rate decreases. Clearly, within the 

borderline and dull normal intelligence subgroups 

there appears to. be seme relationship with ,work 
" 
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experience. Scanning these two subgroups vertically 

indicates that parole success rate improves with amount 

of work experience; .also, this associat.ion seems to 

imply that the transition from n~9ative to positive 
", ... 

deviation from the success rate of the entire study 

group takes place between the zero-to-six-months 

category,and the six-to-twelve-mol1ths category .. 

~ This relationship seems to diminish for the average 
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and bright normE.il groupE:i-'t although some degree of 

associat.ion is still apparent. 

Another relationship of interest involves the 

interaction of amount of work e,:perience, intelli­

gence classification, and parole outcome. For 

example" offenders with wot1k experience of' six months 

or lesS seem to display a relationship between 

parole success and intelligence. It appear~ that 

as intelligence increases for these experience groups 

so does their percentage ,of parole success. It 

certa:1.nly is quite apparent from this table that 

j.ndi viduals who are handicapped in both employment 

llista,ry and intelligence show a relatively high 

reciclivism rate. 

Table 28 giv'es information on union status and 

voca'cional disability. With the exception of the 

superior group, union memberst~p increased the 

success rate on parole, making this group a better 

risk on parole and pointing again to the importance 

of vocational skillS and job stability to the success­

ful readjustment of youthful offenders to the 

coIt\ffiunity. 
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PERSONALIty FACTORS 

1. Personality Test Results 

The purpose of this section is to present the 

findings on three personality tests--the California . 
Psychological Inventory (CPI) I the Minnesota ~ultiphasic 

Personality Inventory (MMPI), and the Interpersonal 

Personality Invent~rry (IPI) I as they relate to the in­

telligence classiflcation subgroups. As in previous 
" 

seot.ions, extensiv'e use is made of graphic presentations 

ana, ~Qmpa.rative tCitbles. 'rhe overall profiles on 'the cpr 

and the MMPI, \<lhi,l.:::h se,rve as a guide for the comparison, 

are presented in Fi9ure j~~ as are the mean and standard 

deviations for aJ.l Subscales. 

It is fort.unate that t.he data on both the CPI and 

the MMPI are available on all wards who met t.he require­

inent of a sixth-grade reading skill. ( Which seems neces-
('".{ 

sury t.o comprehend the i te1.l\S on these t.est.s. These data 

also are available ~\~n wards who funct.ioned testwise 
:! 

below this level' but: could comprehend the items when 

they Were presented to them by tape recording. The t.wo 

tests permi,t a valuable aS$.~ssment of personality factors. 

Meastlre,s of the nature and extent of possible psycho­

logical disturbance are provided by the MMPI and measures 
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II" 3ju3 

;,~f the psychological and social strength and:, patterns 

of interpersonal. behavior are provided by the CPI. 

Table 29 presents data on the two tests for some of the 

individuals in the mental defective and borderline 

def~ctive categories. No profiles are provided for 

these two groups because of thei.r ques'tionable ability 

to comprehend some of the test items. 
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Figur,~ 36 shows the results on the CPI for the dull 
" 

normal group, indicating the areas of difficulty that this 

group may encounter. The six lowest scores are found on 

Wb (sense of WE)I,l being), Re (responsibility), So 

(socia~ization), To (tolerance), Ac (achievement via 

conformance), and Ie (intellectual efficiency), as in the 

profile of the' total study population, but more pro­

nounced. This would characterize the group as lacking 

in a general sense of physical and psychological well­

being and lacking in seriousness of thought, well-developed 

values, and dependability. Further, the group shows a 

great lack of maturity and social integration, often 

experiences friction with others, and exhibits little 
() 

,tolerance or acceptance of others., The group also' has a 

generally/:].ow capacity to achieve in settings where con-

,;1 
/ 

152 

',\ 

\\\ ., 

----~--......... '.c ... 

" r-/lO 

." 

<.'35 
<:<!-' ,~. 

II {}I 

II 

" 

'! 

C. 

.. 

" 



,,. . 

. " , 

., ... " . . :.~;. .. ,~. 

. ,;, 

I j 

\\., 

II' 

formance is required and. there are indications that 

intellectual and personal resources are poorly utilized. 

On the more positive side the CPI profile shows 

relatively fair scores on the six subscales Sp (social 

presence), Sa (self-acceptance), Gi (good impression), 

em (communality), Fx (flexibility), and Fe (femininity), 

indicating group characteristics of social spontaneity, 

a fair degree of feelings of self-worth, a desire to 

create a good impression, a fair capability to adapt in 

thinking, and a general preference for an accommodating 

and low-key social posture. 

Figure 37 depicts the results on the CPI for groups 

classified as average in intelligence. As can be seen, 

the profile approximates the total stUdY population pro-
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file. As intell.igence incre~Jses, scores on most CPI 
/' " 

improve dramatically /' A striking and psychologd.-sC,ales 

cally significant exception is seen in the persistently 

low scores on the socialization scale, (Sc), which 

clearly point u'p the deficient socialization process' that 

characterizes these young men regardless of intelligence. 

The relatively low scores on the ReSponf~i~ility scale (Re) 

for all groups is similarly noticeable" although much 

less pronounced. 
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In examining the cpr and MMPI profiles one must keep 

in mind that for the CPI~~ne more desirable scores appear 

in the upper range of the scores, while for tbs,MMPI the 
" " less pathological scores appear, in the lo~er range ~\ the 

scores. High peaks on the cpr therefore denote desirable 
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sccial attributes while high peaks on the MMPI denote 

possible psychological "disturbance or pathology. 

The test results on the MMPI are presented in 

Figures 41 through 45. These profiles are included des­

pite some justified criticism of the original clinical 

scales. There is a vast body of research using this 

clinical test and some of the concepts utilized still 
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have considerable mea.bing for clinical workers.' For 
,,," these' reasons the profiles will be useful to both 

;," (l'~clinicians arid researchers. 

The 'profiles of the total study population, as 
\' 

depicted' by the dotted gray area, ~'<1~scribe the, group as 

relatively unhappy, with poor morale and generally lack­

ing in hbpe about ,the future. 1'he high scores on the 

'Psychopathic D'eviate scale (Pd) :tndicate notable diffi­

culties in social adjustment and reflect their histories 

of delinquency and antisocial behavior in general. The 

results on the Fa (paranoia), Pt (psychasthenia), Sc 

(schizophrenia), and Ma{hypomania) 'scales suggest: that 

th~' group is generally suspicious, has a high degree of 

anxiety, ~nd shows thought patterns o.,ft.en found in 

psychiatrical1ydisturbed persons., They also seem 

easily distractable and prone to impulsive and irrational 

acting-out behavior. These characteristics are more 

pronounced for the dull normal gro~PI but there is 

evid~nce that some o·i the responses of this group may 

be. invalid because of carelessness, misunderstanding,' or 

other reasons. It is interesting to note that the 

soores on Depression (0), Psychopa;thio Deviance (Pd), 

and the Hypomania Scale (Ma) 1 ar·e fairly constant for 

the dUll normal, aver~.~e, and br,ightnormal groups, 

"showing a relationship that is often, fQ,und among delin-
. ~ ~. 

quent populations., Th.is constancy ~s maintained for the 
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superior and very superior grQUps on the Ma while the 

score~ on D and Pd are decreasing slightly. Generally, 

we see a similar overall pattern as wit.h the CPI. As 

intelligence increases MMPI scores improve, with the 

exception of Pd and Ma, the two main indicators of 

delinquency problems. 

.~ summary of the results on the CPI and MMPI is 

provided in Tables 29 and 30. These tables also 

include the data on those mental defective and border-

line defective individuals who took the test by tape 

recording. Table 31 gives the data on the Inter­

personal Personality Inventory (IPI) suggesting that 

social maturity as' measured by this inventory increases 

as intellectual potential increases. 
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29 - 'RESULTS ON THE CALIFORNIAPSYC~HOLOGICAL INVENTORY 

DOMINANt. 

eAPAClty FDA 
STMUt 

SOCIABilITY 

TOTAL STUDY 
'OPULATION 
. ~ OJ?3 

" 38.37 
SO 12.10 

" 39.36 
SD 11.611 

sOtlAl P!ISIoC, K 47.24 

COf'IIUNAllTY 

ACHI<V"'EHf VIA 
COH'ORtWlCl 

ACHIEVE"tHT VIA 
IHtlt'EHD£lic£ 

INTELLECTUAL 
tFFtCIEHCY 

PSYCHOLOGICAL 
"IMDEOHESI 

fL£X111LtTy 

fEHtHINltV 

C" .OUATlIllI 

Sli 11.10 

" 30.97 
SO 32.68 

" 41.77 
SO 1),14 

" 34.83 I 

SO u.n 

H 43.39 
SD 10.82 

" 48.611' 
SO 1l.84 

" 37.09 
SO 1M2 

K 39.47 
SO 10.20 

H 34.57 
SO 12.86 

" 4M3 
SO 12.20 

" 49.61 
SD 9.S!! 

H q9.D8 
SO 9.93 

" 49.82 
SD 4.98 

;:>"," 

HEliTAt. 
DEFECT lYE 

N-9 

39.89 
~.98 

41.00 
10.62 

33.11 
16.29 

42.33 
~.86 

42.11 
15.27 

31.78 
15.06 

35.22 
14.13 

23.67 
6.40 

46.22 
11.611 

55.44 
13.04 

SO.39 
3.4; 

TABLE 29 
COOPAR/ITIYE OATA ON INl£LLIGElICE CLASSIF1CATlOII SUD;ROtIPS 

It!'~UllS 011 THE CALIfOlUliA PSYCI«lLOGICAL lilYEUlDRY 

35.71 
9.70 

35.13 
10.6$ 

47.62 
12.80 

29.95 
12.70 

25.55 
B.S7 

3D.35 
8.07 

38.16 
14.09 

33.56 
11.23 

m20 
10.05 

45.05 
9.45 

48.95 
9.82 

bUll 
HQRI'VIL 
II- 64B 

36.01 
10.17 

44.08 
10.44 

33.85 
12.93 

27.44 
9.29 

32.52 
9.45 

41.52 
10.69 

30.61 
9.89 

4).08 
10.25 

44.88 
12.41 

3MQ 
11.12 

35.60 
9.05 

28.90 
lo,s4 

SO.12 
9.311 

SO.47 
4.69 
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38.l3 
11.99 

39.49 
U.S4 

51.07 
11.19 

31.12 
11.28 

41.91 
11.11 

35.15' 
11.66 

43.51 
ID.90 

49.62 
11.311 

37.23 
12.24 

3M9 
9.89 

34.77 
12.35 

49.68 
9.39 

49.09 
9.92 

49.81 
4.99 

. \ 
II 

SO.21 
U.S1 

40.73 
12.77 

35.13 
12.21 

32.39 
9.68 

4.1.37 
11.61 

3M1 
U.43 

42.51 
10.66 

51.85 
10.16 

4S.06 
9.25 

42.06 
11.95 

~4.95 
11.09 

47.63 
10.36 

48.78 
5.22 

~ 
'\ 

SO.31 
13,81 

5Q,35 
11.98 

51,91 
11,/2 

55.16 
9.93 

60.32 
9,09 

45,S!! 
15.611 

41.81 
13.25 

37.32 
11.25 

43.32 
13.50 

46.47 
12.93 

47.06 
13.74 

SO.~3 
10.87 

45.60 
14.09 

48.91 
10032 

;0.15 
13.86 

51.S1 
ll.34 

52.68 
9.62 

47.62 
10.29 

(J 

'>~tkV 
\UmlOk 

" • 8 

48.SO 
15.98 

53.63 
13.86 

sUO 
15.42 

56.50 
13.28 

62.88 
10.34 

4S.1l<I 
13.84 

40.38 
16.80 

)6.13 
9.88 

45.75 
14.76 

53.ll 
13.80 

47,63 
15.22 

SO.75 
18.52 

sa.88 
1l.66 

55.25 
17.36 

57.25 
4.80 

55.SO 
1MB 

47.SO 
11.90 

47092 
5.76 
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RESULTS ON THE MINNESOTA MULTIPHASIC PERSONAliTY INVENTORY . . 
tABle 10 _n. "T ""'" ... ".""",, ...... , 

tOTAL stUby MEHTA\. 

RESULTS oK'1I1E M rSotA I\ULTII'IIASI,~ PERSONALITY IINEItlORV 

a~"~t to' .... nOH OlFEerlT! 10ROERLIN£· ,.ll~tL .V("O( ~Q!11~ s~P~·I%· H • 3103 II -10 H • ~6 " " • 6l!6 N • 1959 

LIE " 5~.~~ Sq.ao 55.55 ~.)1 ~.39 51.7~ 5406. 
Sj,' $.sa 9.62 7,3q 6.84 6.61 s.n 6.11 

VALIDITY H 61.60 CB.!lO 68.20 63,91 6).09 59.83 57.60 so 9.70 9.89 10.06 9.93 9.52 8.91 9012 

CORR!mON H SU3 ~9,80 5M3 5D,76 51.66 SJ.oo 56.24 
'.'10' so 90iS 9.40 8.41 9.oa 9.26 9.03 9.g1 

RtPOCOO.ORlms H 5MZ ~8.10 57.98 5$.81 32.90 Sl.14 51.)7 
SD 10.97 15.46 lQ,92 1M2 Jo.s2 9.91 10.59 

~mUS(OH M 6D.98 SMU 6S.U liM9 60.66 • W.78 56.73 
SO IM4 12.011 11.78 11.92 11.99 lZ.39 10089 

HVSTERI. K 55.91 SMa 5$.36 56.07 55.59 SM9 58.63 
SD 9.05 12.03 9.4'1 g.73 8.112 8.32 8.25 

PSYCHOPAT~IC K 74.31 72.80 12.80 )q.~) 74.32 75.53 71.20 
O'VIAII $0 11.21 ~.q~ 9.46 11.30 n,08 !l.B8 ll.lfl 

~~Ain~~wp' ~ 54.81 51.5t) 54.~6 5l.1U 54.41 5M3 61.13 
$0 9.79 9.13 8.05 9.24 9.65 10.01 12 .• 15 

PA!.H~IA K 5~.87 62.50 55.lt8 61.68 59.29 58.9/) 59.311 
$0 12.35 l4.72 14.18 12.80 12.34 10$ 1\.54 

IJVCIIA!THWA " 61.81 ~.10 66.48 65.08 61.lQ 59.16 51.80 
S~ 13.32 16.14 1;.18 13.15 13.19-·. IUS 12.23 

'~Hll.'H~'.'A H 66.71 12.)0 15,45 7o.s5 . 66.08 61.11 62.8:1 
so 14.67 )7.94 1).93 14.55 'IMS IM5 1M3 

IN/Ot</.HIA M 64.45 GS.GO 66.95 65.20 IF' 
6'/.31 63.5D &3.19 

SD 11.91 ' lo.s0 12.09 n.n 12.00 11.55 12.19 

IOCIAL " 53.39 SMa 5;.43 55,1(9 Sl.to 51.52 ~8.61 
1.TJlovtUJOH SO 10.06 5.40 9.22 9.00 lo.n 10.77 )1.24 

Io<pl <Q~T10" " 50091 49.83 49.90 SM9 51.01 50095 50.84 
SO 3.0) '2.92 2.9Q 2.87 3.U 2.73 2.85 

RESULTS ON THE INTERPERSONAL PERSONALITY INVENTORY 

rOfAL lruOY 
PO'UI..ATIOpt ~r.Wtl\1 
~ • 1181 "·2 

Ir. " q~.88 31.50 
SU 8.98 2.12 

TABLE 31 
COOPAMTIVE DATA 011 IHlELlIGEllCE CLlSSIFiCATHJU SUBGROO\'S 

R£SULlS 0It THE I!!TWERSIlML FWllMutv II«E!lIO~Y 

aO.b'RLIHt 
D<lLL 

IIoftlIAL A~,iI", 
H • \S ~. ~~ ~. am5 

37.9l qo.Sl! ~4.82 • Ii 
5.91 7.48 8042 

".:; 
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lur'~lo~ "OJlAAL 

If· ~6 ~ -14 

51.12 S6.nc 
3.67 !.14 

vt~y 
I~P~.~O. 

S3." 
4.Q7 

SMa 
9.1i'1 

s!l.SO 
8.11 

\~::~~ 

51.S1 
$.21 

~~Iua 
7.28 

1lti.75 
G,61 

62.n 
9.51 

SMa 
IO.8q 

sq.OO 
8."" 

(lMs 
11.52 

£1/.00 
8.09 

44.88 
7.30 

50.82 
1.82 

!U~:rq~, 
H· Ii 'j 

t • .' 

58.17 
19.94 
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Parole Prediction Results based 

on Personality ~ests. 

This section gives the r~~stilts on prediction efforts 

based on persQnality test, data., The extensive use of 

g~aphs and tables for this co~parative analysis seems 
,) 

justified.. 'Presenting 6\uch data in detail tlu'oughout 
o 

the v'arious volumes may :teveal some of· the :i:nternal 

workings of these equations that. will help to improve 

the prediction strategies. 

All information presented on prediction is based on 

work carried out in 1964 and published in 1965 (Gough" 

Wenk, and Rozynko, 1965). The equations developed on 

the CPI (s~ccess = 45.078 - .353 Sp - .182 Sa + .532 So + 

.224 Sc) and the MMPI (Success = 66.363 - .OBIF + .065K 

- .055 Fd - .168 Mf - .456 Ma) were applied to the total 

study population and all subgroups. Base~pectancy (BE) 

scores were not available fo~ this work as the BE 

formula was changed during the stUd~ period. 
~, 

These equations for parole predih,;~ion were developed 
\\ 

in an effort to increase the clinical lutility of pre-
::::--.;- . 

" diction instr~ments and to retain flexibility in indi­

vidual assessments over time. aE t~chniques lack, flexi· 

bility because they are based primarily on backgt'ound 

factors that, once they are part of an individua:t'a 

history, cannot be altered. Prediction instruments 

based on personality tests allow the changing of pre-
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diction scores"and allow the re-assessment of 
\') 

probability values ,when 'toe 'test is reapplied and change 

between test admil'listrations is noted .. ' Prediction pased 
,,," 

on personality assessment ther~fore is desitable for 

its flexibility, in addition to its possibly greater 

utility becahse of the clinically m,eaningful potential 

of the CPI and MMPI equations. 

PREDICTED SUCCI;SS (CPI) .PREDlcTED FAILURE (CPI) 

A!:TUAL SUCC~$S 280 ,,( 109 
CI 

f) ~ 
q312~ T~ue P~SITIVES 

HITS 
16,0& F~LSE t1~GATlVES 

MISSES 

AC~IJAL ~'AI LURE m 8S 

.:::a::: ~ ~ 
26.9% FttLSE P~SIT IYES 

MISSES 
13.1~ r~UE NyGATIVES 

HITS 

cm SQUARE .. 1. 49 2 OF 

FIGURE 46 
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGeNCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS 

eVA !lARDS OF DULL NORMAL lNtElLfGEm 
RESULts OF PAROLE PREDICTION BV CPI EQUATION 
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ACTUAL SUCCESS 

ACTUAL. fM l.URE 

PREDICTED SUCCESS (CPI) 

-.,-

777 
I 

f), 
40.Q% T1UE PYStTlVE:l 

HITS 

434 

~ 
:::H:::: ... 

22.6% F~LSE P3SITIVES 
MISSES 

CH I SQUAIl.F. os 11.46"' 2 DF 

FIGURE 47 

~REDICTEIl FAlL.UItIl (CPI) 

OOO'l 
~ ....... 

20.8% F~r.sE N~GA"lVES 
IHSSES 

311 

~ . . 
16.2% T~UE N~IlATIVES 

HITS 
,,,---

eOMPARATlVr. DATA ON INTELLlG~NCE CLASSIFlCATlOn SUBGROUPS 
eVA WARnS OF AVERAGE INTELLIGEnCE 

R~SULTS ,OF PAROLE PREDICTlO~ BY CPI EQUATION 

PREDICTED SUCCESS (CPI) PREDICTED FAIL.UliE (CPI) 

--
ACTUAL SUCCESS 150 93 

f) ~ 
40.1% T~U~ P?SITIVES 

HITS 
2M% Fft'S! N~GATIVES 

HISSES 

ACTUAL. fAIl.URE 65 66 

~ ~ 
17,11% F~LSE P~SITIVE$ 

HISSES 
17.6% T~UE N~GATIVES 

tIlTS 
'.' 1:, 

CHI SQUAIIE • 4,St 2 DF 

FIGU~E 48 
COMPARATIVE DATil. 0/1 INTELLIGENCE CLIlSSIFlCAT\O/l SUStlROUPS 

~'YA WARiiS'(if BRIGHT HORML IlIrElLlGE/lCE 
ru;SULT$ OF PAROLE PREDICT/ON BY CPI EQUATION 
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PRell I CTeD SUCCESS (CP i) PREDICTED FAILURE (CPI) 

ACTUAL SUCCESS 27 17 

() >I ii!iU;i ~ 
39. 7% T~UE P~s ITI YES 

HITS 
25. 0% ~trL~E N~GATIVES 

MISSeS " 

ACTUALFAI LURE 10 \' 14 

'.:!: ~ ~ 
14.7% FtrLsE P~SlTIVES 

" . MISSES 
ZOo 6% T~UE N~GATIVES 

HITS 

CH I SQUARE = 1. 70 2 D~ 

FIGURE 49 
COMPARATIVE DATA ON ItlTELLlGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS 

eYA HARDS OF SUPERIOR INTELLIGENCE 
RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTlON BY CPI EQUATION 

PREDICTED SUCCESS (cpr) PREDICTED FAILURE (CPI) 

-I 

ACTUAL SUCCESS 3 3 

.'() 
37.5% T~UE P~SITIVES 

,HITS 
37.5% FtrLSE N~GATIVES 

MISSES 

i\C'rUAL FAILURE 0 2 

CD ~ 
0.0% I'trLSE P~SITIVES 

MISSES 
25. 0% T~UE N~GATIVES 

HITS . 

CHI SQUARE = 0.18: 2 DF 

FIGURE 50 , 
, COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLlGEtlCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS 

CYA WARDS OF VERY SUPERIOR HlTELl:luE~ICE 
RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTION BY CPIEQUATlO~ 
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'rhe reslllts of predictions with the CPI equation 

are depicted in Figures 46 through 50. The proportion 

o:e successful predictions (hits) for the lS-month 

parole follow-up period increases slightly from the 

lower to the higher. intelligence classification sub .... 

groups. Howev~r, this increase is very small, particularly 

"'~'or the dlill norm?-l, average, and bright normal groups 

(56.3%, 56.6%, and S7.7%,respectively) which contain 

most of the cases. 

The ,tendency of tli:ie equations to predict more 

accurately for the higher intelligence classification 

subgroups is more pronounced in the results of the MMPI 

PREDICTED SUCCES~ (MMPI) PREDICTED FAILURE (MMPI) 

ACTUAL SUCCESS 287 ~OO 

f) ,e ~
::ili' 

",,:i,i
F, 

QQ.5% TijUE POSITIVES 19~5% FALSE NEGATIVES 
(HITS) (MISSES) 

ACTUAL FA I LURE 183 75 

28.4% FALSE POSITIVES 11.6% TRue N~GAT1VES 
(MISSES) (HITS) 

CHI SQUARE = 0.66 2 Dr 

, FIGURE 51 
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELliGENCE C!.ASSIFICAJJ,ON SUBGROUPS I. 

CYA WARDS OF DULL .NOR~1AL INTELLIGENCE, 1 
RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTION BY MMPI EQUATIbN • 
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_ FIGURE 52 
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(MISSES) 
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(HITS) 
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FIGURE 54 
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGEKr,E CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS 

eYA WARDS OF ~OPERIOR INTELLIGENCE . 

ACfUAL SUCCESS 

ACTUAL FA I LURE 

RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTION BY I1MPI EQUATION 
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FIGURE 55 

12,5% iijUE NEGATIVES 
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CO:1PARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS 
eYA HARDS OF VERY SUPERIOR IIITELLIGENCE 

RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTIotl BY IIMPl EQUATION 
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0equations. This is particularly true 

individuals, and even more so for the superior and very 

superior individuals, although'the frequencies in the 

latter groups are small. 

The results of the predictions for the two equations 

by score level related to per cent parole success (%8) 
" 

are shown in Figures'.',56 through 58. These figures 

indica:teitherelative success of th~s prediction method 

for the three intelligence classification subgroups 

that contain most of the wc.\rds. They depict clearl1>~ 

where the equations performed adequat~ly and where there 

were deficiencies that lowered predictiv'e accuracy. 
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COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTcLLlGtNcE CLASS1~ICATlON SUBGkt)UPS 
eYA IIAMS Or BklGHT NORMAL INTtlLlGENCE 

SUMMRY OF RESULTS OF PAROLE OUTCOME PREOICTlOtl 
IIITH THE cpt AND ~PI Q 

A comparative summary of overall predictive accuracy, 

i.e., a combination of both true negatives and true po~-
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itives for both the CPI ahd 14MPI, is provided in Table 3.2. 

The predictive' efficiency of each inst~ument in ,·terms of 

both true positives and negatives and false positives and 

negatives is reported in Tables 33 and 34. 
~I 

FlESUL T.S OF CPI AND MMpl PREDICTJONS 

TABLE 3~ 
I, C011PARATIVE DATA 011 IIl1llLlGEilCE CLASSlflCAllOlI SUBGROUPS 
II 

"-;;>::;-';:~ 
RCSUllS OF CPI AilO WiPI PRCUIH!M 

'I 

."~i~( SlUDY ,~~\ MENtAL 

iI, 
DULL. BRIGIIT , /-'PQPULATIOH \'\,pEFEtTiVE DOROEltt.INE NORKA\. AYlItM.E NOllMA1. 

" ';'-',,;1 

tPI PREQltrIO'" 176. 6 35 365 ,1088 216 .. ItUS 56,9% &6,n; 63.6% 56.3% 56.6% 57.8% 

C.JlI PREDlcrto~ l3'l6 3 20 283 834 158 - MISSES 43.1% 33,3% 36.4% 43.n 43.41 42.2% 

tlMf'J PREOlC.TIOIi 1797 B 34 362 1097 112 ,. Hits 57.5% 80.01 60.7% 56. IX 56.6% 61.21 

MMPI PREDICTIoN 1529 2 22 2B) 842 W - HISSES 42.5: 20.0% 39.3% 43.91 43.41 38.8% 

~ESULTS OF THE CPI PREDICTIONS 

TABLE 33 
COIIPllRAlIVE OATA Oir IIiTELtlGttlCE CLASSIFICATion ~UUGROUPS 

RESULTS OF TilE CPI PR<IlltIlO:IS 

TOTAL stUDY MENTAL DULL lInlCHT P9PULATIOH DEFe.cnv£ 1I0RDERL.lHE HQRAAt. AVgltAtit HOR",,\. 

,HTS tRUe. 1278 5 lQ 280 m 150 PQStTlVES 41.2% 55,61 54.51 4J.2% 110,4% 40.a 

Hits lRut 4sa 1 5 85 3ll cn N£G"TtVES IS.7~ 11.11 9.11 I~.IZ 16,2l 17.GX 

t\LSSE'5~ f'ALSE 704 2 12 m 434 65 PQSntVES 22.7l 22:a 21.8% 2&.9% 22.&% 17.41 

HISSES FA\..$!:: • 11 632 1 a 109 400 93 NEGATIVES 20.Q% lI.lt 14.S. 1&.8% 20.8% 2Q.11 

RESULTS OF THE MMPI PREDICTIONS 

IAUlE 34 
'l:0IIPAlIA1IYl tiArA 0:1 ItllElL1Gf,ICE CLASS1FlCA110,I SUIiGIlOUPS 

RlSUlTS OF 111l1l1PI PREUIClIOIiS 

tc,.'-rAL STUD'i MENTAL DOLL aRIGHT 
POPULATION DEFECT lYE BORDERLINE ttDRKAL AYERA~E NofU1.\L 

~&~hl~~; .1463 5 25 281 ~,6t 194 
46.8% 50.0% 44.6% 4Q.51 51.21 

~i~!l{~~~ 3J4 3 9 75 194 33 
10.71 ,30.oi 16.11 11.61 10.01 )0.01 

~~~tu~:~t.S£ 872 1 9 183 558 ' 97 
27.91 10.01 16.11 28.41 28.81 25.6% 

=~g:Hv~~\..St 457 1 13 100 284 50 
14.61 10.0% 21.2% 15.51 14.6% 11.21 
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These results seem to indicate tha't prediction' 

techniques utilizing personality test data may be quite 
" feasible, particularly if predictive accuracy could be 

improved. These prediction results and the Fesults re~ 

pprted in the. following volumes could be ~}!aluable 

source of information that would aid in refining such 

procedures. 

It may seem that these prediction efforts showed 

only modest success and that the accuracy figures are not 

overly impressive. The results of these efforts seem 

to suggest little utility, particularly when they are 

compar~d with the accuracy of an undifferentiated pre-

diction that all parolees will succeed, a "chance" pre-

diction that will be correct for 60.9 per cent of the 

cases. Such a comparison, however, seems inappropriate. 

An undifferentiated II prediction li has no practical ut.ility," 

while true prediction statements are potentially useful 

in casework management, even though their accuracy may 

be less than optimal. Further efforts to improve the 

prediction equations may provide a method of prediction 

of sufficient accuracy, flexibility, and clinical meaning 

to be valuable to the ,caseworker. 

XI!. PSYCHIATRIC FACTORS 
This section deals exclusively with a subpopulation 

that was identified to be in need of psychiatric evalua-

ti6n. Because psychiatric services were limited, only 
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those individuals spe~.!:;fically referred for eVqJuation 

were psychiatrically examinecl. This subpopulation con­

sists of 511 individuals (12.3 per cent of the total 

study population) who were referred by cas'eworkers, cus­

todial staff, administrative staff, California 'Youth 

Authority Board members, ,etc., for var.ious :)::,easons. Self­

referral by wards was a reason for psychiatric examina­

tion in seven instances. It should be noted that the 

" tables in this section reflect only a summary of the 

variables; thus I the t.otal frequencies reporJted do not 
1/ 

account for all 511 individuals psychiatrically examined. 

For instance, Table 35 presents data only on the three 
o 

major reasons for referral ahd does not give any infor-

mation on other reasons (e.g., assessment of treatment 

needs; narcotics problem, suicide potential, etc.! }"that 

concern only a few cases. For a detailed brei:lkdown om3 

should consult Volume 1 which gives this information 

for the total study population. 

REASONS FOR REFERRAL 

tOTAL SIU:)'t f(EtttAL 
POPUt.ATJC~ D~mtlv~ 

H 60 1 
Mt~t'L IlLN~" ll.ll ~.jt 

56.7%$ 10a.o%$ 

H liS 
SEXUAL P~C8I.,£It$. 2M: 

62.&lS 

11m 1 
VIOt.CHct ftOr(Hrr;.~ 47.Qt 4,3t 

52.81$ 1O~,ij% 

TA~L£ 35 
CflII'ARATlI'E nArA IJtf INlflllW/CE CLASSIF/CATtlIII SIJ8G1IlIJPS 

llFASONS FOR R£fERIlAL FOR PSYCIi/ATR1C fVAlIIAflIJtf 

t!Jl,L 
80RD£IU.ltt£ HORMo'L AvtnAtjt 
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Table 35 shows that thrltae categories account for most 
\\ 

of~the r~feprals and 
)1 " relativ'ely few individuals fall irl.to 

!,) 

categories ~ha~ have a noticeably lower parole success 1'1 

rate. It (should 1r-e= noted thai\::. the;re may be several 

re?lsonspfor referral mentioned for a particular individual; 

e.g., a person may have been r$ferred for reasons of 

p~ior mental illness and assess~ent of violence potential. 

The data presented below, including diagnostic labels 

and symptoms, are descriptive only of this selected 

group and it is not implied that tille other 87.7 per cent 

not psychiatrically examined are free of psychiatric 

disorders. It can reasonably be aSS,umed, however, that 

most individuals with psychiatric liabilities were 

screened out for examination through the referral 

procedure. 

SYMPTOMS FOUND DURING PSYCHIATRIC EVALUATION 

ToTAl. STUlh' MENTAL 
FCPULAflCN OUtCTlvt 

It lIS 1 
WAUIIO. 2.8~ 4.3X 

6O.0:S lOO.O%S 

Hill 1 
A."XIUY 2.8% Ul 

56.Q%S O.O%S 

R I'll 1 
pm,vtNty }.21 q.l% 

54.215 O.OlS 

MULE l. 
Co;;rMATlVl DATA 0:1 lri1mIGI;a~ C!J\,SIFICATtoa '.UI:,IUJUI" 

SYM?IO:IS FOU,10 ou~mG PSYCilIMRIt lVAlUAlID,1 

tluU .. 
SCRDtJlLlh£ lIClUiAl,. AVERAGt 

2 50 0 L2 
l.fi% 3.01 l~S% • l00.0%S 1O.01S SI.L%S 

4 $1 • Gl 
l.11 3.1t M1 

15.OlS sq.81S ;~.u:; 

2 3q • 1') 

1.61 M: 3.1% • 50.01S ".915 SIl.m 
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Table 36 gives information on the three major 

symptoms found during the psychiatric examination. As 
IJ 

can be seen, the depl'!)essive group taken .as a whole has 

a parole sucdess rate that is similar to the total study 

population rate. However, the breakdowti into intelli-

gt=nce classj'.fica,tion subgroups reveals ~~hat the group 

classified las average in intelligence i~l particularly 

vulnerable 'on parole While the dull normal and bright 

normal ind:Lviduals are more successful. In both groups, 

individuals who showed signs of anxiety or dependency 

showed a decrease in parole success that was particularly 

pro~ounced for the bright normal groups. 

PSYCHIATRIC DIAGNOSIS 

loTAL $lUtl't 
F(lPULATION 

H 4' 
'~M' DlSORCERS 0,1% 

l00.01S 

H 29 
PIVCl10llt 0.1% 

62.115 

~ 40 
,(u'Olle 1.0% 

6O.01S 

N 109 
".SOHALltv ."t1U:K 2.61 
01$TU'8~'C' rJ,O%S 

N 20, 
msallALI1Y llOAtt 4.91 
DI$TU"~(' 56.61$ 

N ~4 
SOCIOPATHIC '[111M,.. 1.11 
~LItY OIOl.A .... "'. 61.61S 

1 
4,11. 

l'\I~.fj%S 

1 
(I.lt 
O.OlS 

!Am 31 
(\li'"'MMIVI U.\l~ ("I l<IIlill"tlltf tIA"IFt, hll"1 '.I:l.',i'illl', 

1",v',III.mll. .IAu,IOIIS 

1 10 
0.81 1.01 

100,015 /0.01 

& 19 
4.11 l.8t 

83.31S Ul,m 

S 41 
Mt 4.1% 

SQ.Q%S ,3.111 

1 9 
0.81 0.91 

100.015 1t.815 

1 1 
0.81 0.11 
O.OIS 51.US 
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Table 37 summarizes the results of the psychiatric 

diagnosis by major diagnostic categories. The most 

leI outstanding ~~ature is the consistently poor performance 
~~-, 

on parole of iriaividuals diagnosed as having some per-
i' , 
'! sonali ty trait disturbance. Most of these persons 

'I 
~:~-

received a psychiatric label of either lIemotional 

unstable personality" or "passive-aggress,ive personality. \I 

Individuals of average intelligence who received a 

diagnosis of "personality pattern disturbance" showed a 

surprisingly good parole outcome record. This category 
,"~ 

,I was primarily composed of person~ who received psychia-

tric labels of inadequate personality and schizoid 

1/ personality. 

From these data it is apparent tha~ the incidence 

of psychiatric illness among the youthful offenders 

stud,ied is rather infrequent. Psychosis was found in 

only .6 per cent of the total study group. The inci­

dences for the other psychiatric categories are as 

follows: neuro't.:i.c disorders, .9 per cent# personality 

(l pattern disturbances, 2.6 per cent; personality trait 

disturbances, 4.9 per cent; sociopathic personality 

disturbances, 1 per cent; and transitional situational 

personality disturbances, 1.1 per cent. Considering 

the rigorous screening procedures employed to channel 
II .. ' 

all suspect individuals toward a psychiatric evaluation,' 

it must be concluded that serious psychiatric disturb~nces 
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are largely absent from such delinquent populations 

and serious psychiatric symptoms such as delusions, 
_,(I n 

hallucinations, thought distortions, and reality dis-

tortions are rare indeed. On the other hand, depenqency, 

anxiety, and depression appear to be quite common in" 
. 

this delinquent population, with the first two showing 

a faiJ:J.lY strong ,relationship to parole outcome. 

XII 1. 'OFFENSE RELATED FACTORS INCLUDING VIOLENCE 
'\\ 

'" INFORMATION AND PAROLE FOLLOW~YP 
'\ 

,P 

This section will focus on offense-specific data, J 
with particular attention given to violence committed and 

'Weapons u~ed during commission of the offense. The types 

of offenses that led to institutionalizatioI~ are sum'" 

marized in Table 38. As is commonly found in studies of 

adult criminal offenders, individuals who offend against 

persons are much better l:.1sks on parole (in regard to 

rec~divism Eer ~) than are persons who engage in , 

property offenses,. Exarnpl'es of the former include wards 
'-\;) 

committed for robbery and assault, while examples of the 

latter include wards committed for vehicle theft and 

forgery, a pattern that is clearly visible from this table. 

A noteworthy exception is the low success rate for 
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ADMIS.SION OFFENSE 
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BURGLARY 

THm 

VEHICLE tHEFT 

FClfltlBt.£ RAP£: 
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QQ 
1,IX 

63,6%5 

'''0 
8.9% 

6$,9IS '.' 

,~ 3~,9X 
67<06;5. 

1I.,)()Il 
7.3% 

60,2%5 

H8 
3.6~ 

53,QIS 

II 

HEtlTAl. 
O£FECTlVt 

2 
8.71 

100,01$ 

2 
8.7% 

So.OXS 

// ~~,5X 
60.015 

1 
4,31 

10a,01S 

1 
Q,ll 

100,015 

1 
4.31 
O.OIS 

il 

~ 
13.01 

100.0t) 

3 
13.01 
66,]1S 

lADLE 30 
COilPAIlATlVE DATA 011 ll1lElLlGOICE CLASSIFICATlOli sur,GROUPS 

ADtllsSIOIl aFttIiSE 

,I,' 

1I0RDERI..1NE 

18 
14,2% 
86.m 

9 
7.ll 

77.815 

41 
32.3% 
·5s.sIS 

8 
6.~X 

50.0%5 

19 
15.01 
68.41S 

3 
2,41 

66.715 

2 
l,ex 

50.015 

2 
1,6% 

50.015 

8 
6,31 

75,015 

; 

4~:~~S\ :' 
7 
5.51 

S5.m 

S 
3.9% 

40.01$ 

o 

• 

o 

DULt. 
HORfo\AL 

1 
0,1% 

l00.DIS 

2 
M% 

l00,o%S 

ll4 
11.4% 
&l.m 

53 
5.3% 

71.1IS 

269 
26.91 
5S,81S 

108 
10.8% 
6MiS ' 

ISS 
IS,51 
5S.11S 

32 
3,21 

43.81S 

a 
0,8% 

75,01S 

o 
• 

• 

2'{ _ 
2.4% • 

41.11S 

9 
0.9% 

88,915 

19 
7.91 

61.m 

10 
1.01 

80.01S 

o 

1~.11 • 
55.81S 

29 
2.91 

65,51S 
a 

14 
0.6% 

50.0%5 

7 
Q,)% 

100.~IS 

238 
g,8% 

12.3%S 

150 
6.2% 

71.315 

6Z0 
25.41 
61,$15 

244 
10,0% 
59,8iS 

• 
o 
o 

'il7 • 17,11 
50 •• %5 

11' 
~'.6t 

55. SIS • 
14 0 0,61 
11,41$ 

11$ 
1.81 

&l.215 

27 
1.11 

55,61S 

233 
9061 

63.9%S 

19 
0.81 

68.415 

177 
l.lI 
~2.llS 

95 
3.9% 

50.515 

o 

o 

• 

iltlCHT 
HOItHA-1. 

3 
O.]X 

33,3%$ 

2 
0,5% 

100,01S 

52 
Il.1X 
75.015 

1'1 3.,r 
$,11S 

111 
26,Q% 
63,215 

o 
Q 

II 

o 

~i.01 0 
65.315 

73 
16,4% 
16,m 

27 
&,11 

51,91S 

5 
1.11 

60.01S 

11 
2.51 

63.615 

S 
\.11 

80.011 

lS 
/,9% 

71.I{tS 

.~ 

0.51 
,0.015 

34 
1.71 

58.8%5 

IS 
3,4% 

4MIS 

• 
• 
o 

o 

• 

• 

$UPtRlot( 

1 
1.21 

100.0%5 

1 
1.21 

100.0%S 

ibx 0 
'90.91S 

1 
1.21 
O.OIS 

18 
22.21 
SI.lIS 

8 
9.91 

62.$15 

18 0 22.2% 
12.215 

6 
Mt 

50,01S 

9 
lI.ll 
55,61S 

1 
1.21 

100.015 

q~l 

50.01S 

3 
3.1% 

lOO,OIS 

individuals comm{t:tedfor homicide.: Contrary to ex-

VtiRY 
$UPf."10R 

1 
11,11 

100.015 

1 
11.11 

l00,O%S 

3 
31.l1 
66. lIS 

I 
11.11 

O,OIS 

3 
33.31 

100,01S 

pectations, this group performed poorly on parole. This 

small group shows aogreat deal of variation in parol~ 
~; "':v 

s1J;~dbess rate when subdivided according to ethnic back-
_" ~.l 
~~: {t] 

ground (8 Whites, 37.5%S~ 5 Mexican-Americans, 80%S~ 
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I j and 5 Blacks, 60%S). A further discussion of this 

filJ..ding wi11 be. 'pJ:esented in Vol.ume 7'1 Offenses' 
. .!:'.' ' 

Ag~~x;:st P'ei~9i'1s. When inspecting the data on persons 

coxMti'.~~:,Sd for narcotics offenses, one should bear in mind 

that this group includes not only the user but the 

seller.of narcotics as well. Since this group consists 

of a complex mix of persons, offenses, and motives it 

cannot be regarded as an offense-specific group. 

Informa'tion on p.arole violation offenses is pro-
;"; 

vided in Table 39. Tables 40 and 41 present this 

inf(')rmation on offenses against persons and offenses 

against property for both admission and revocation 

offenses. Included in the person oi~fenses are: homi­

cide,negligent manslaughter, robbery, assault, and sex 

\' o:!=fenses; among the property offenses are such crimes 

as burglary, theftl vehicle theft, forgery, and nar­

cotics and alcohol offenses. Again, it is apparent 

from Table 40 that person offende"rs generally are 

'better parole risks, in terms of recidivism, than are 

property offenders • 

. Table 42 provides data on the caseworker's rating 

of the severity ofuviolence known in the background of 

each ward and Table 43 gives the caseworker's est~~e 
of each ward's violence potential. These ratings were car-

ried out agency-wide to assess criminal violence. 
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39 VIOLATION OFFENSE 

1IOIIICIO£ 

, H 

) MEGLIGEKT ",,"~LAUGHT!R 

ROllERY 

ASSAULT 

BURGLARY 

Thm 

YEHICLE THEfT 

fORG'RY 

FORent.!. flAPE 

.,.tuTO~Y ~.~E 

OTHER SEX cUE-tiSE$ 

ttARCOTIC OFF£MSE$ 

D 

'·AL.COHOI. Of,tHSES 

OTttlt" 

10TAL. !lUOY 
POPULATI(lt4 

17 
1.2~ 

1 
O.ll 

168 
12.0~ 

89 
6.'~ 

2b$ 
18.9% 

123 
B.8% 

168 
12.0% 

58 
U% 

10 
0.7% 

9 
0.61 

N 17 
1.2% 

m 
15.8% 

II 
0.81 

m 
17.6% 

MENtAL. 
D£F£CTlvt 

1 
25.0% 

1 
25.0% 

1 
25.0% 

1 
25.0% 

TABLE 39 
tllliPARATlYE DATA Olt III1ELLIGElitE tLA$~IFICATlOK SUMROUr$ 

VIOLA110110fFEUSE 

11 
26.2% 

3 
7.1% 

8 
19.0% 

6 
1'1.:!1 

2 
q.81 

1 
2.4% 

4 
9.5% 

1 
2,41 

6 
lQ.3% 

DULL 
H."",L 

10 
1.21 

1 
0.11 

39 S8 
10.8% U.9% 

27 50 
1.51 6.a 

65 158 
18.0% 19.2% 

25 69 
6.9l 8.41 

S3 
14.71 

12 
3.3% 

90 
10.91 

38 
4.61 

2 6 
0.61 0.71 

3 n 
0.81 1.6% 

SO 137 
13.9% 16.61 

2 8 
0.6% 1.01 

40 ADMISSION OFFENSE SUMMARY 

.' (,! 

/ /1 

l 1.1, 
(~ 

,:1,. 
.~ 

. ,~~ 
..#.~ 

TOTAL STUDY 
POPUI.AtlOH 

H .S7 .t..... ~'FE"'b 20.7% 
69.1%S 

Hm7 
PROPERT'!' OFfEHS'£S 58.6% 

57.6%5 

K a59 
.THER' 20./1 

61.8:S 

----~----------.......... ~~'-------

HEHTAI. 
DEfECTIVE 

'I 
17.q% 
75.0%S 

13 
56.5% 
61.5~' 

, 'TA8LE QO 
tO~PARATIV. DATA ON IIIlELlIGElIC£ CIJISSlmATlOII 5U£GItOUPS 

• /ID~ISSIOII OffElllt sumll\Y 

aOltDERLIN£ 

~tQl 0 
61.1%S 

71 
55.9~ 
60.6%5 

25 
19.7% 
6Il.O~$ 

o 

OU\,\. 
NORMAL 

2ll 0 21.11 
6Q.S%S 

59q • SM% 
56.1%5 

195 
19.51 0 

61.1%S 

lao 

AVERA(,[ 

Q95 0 2Q.l% 
69.91S 

lq18 • 58.2% 
5/.Q%S 

524 
21.5% 
Gl.m 

1 
0.7% 

7 
4.91 

20 
13.9% 

19 
13.2% 

8 
5.6% 

1 
0.1% 

1 
~.7% 

25 
11.4% 

16. 
!l.l% 

8RltHT 
tiQR/'tAL 

92 0 20.7% 
73.9%S 

266 
59.9% 
6Q.5%S 

86 
19.Ql 
61.6%5 

1 
5.9% 

1 
5.9% 

2 
11.8% 

3 
17.6% 

.UPlRIOM 

14 0 17.3% 
ss.1%S 

50 0 61.1% 
M.O%5 

11 
21.0% 0 
M.m 

vtA.!( 
SUPI.!OR 

1 
50.0% 

1 
50.01 

VER.Y 
SUPERltlR 

2 
22.2t 

l00.0SS 

q 
qq./lt 
SQ.O%S 

3 
33.3% 

l00.01S 

~* 

:0 
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VI01JJ::~rIONo OfFE~E SUMMARY 

4~; \ 

"'\ 

II 11( 
~'R$QK O,Ft.,(, n.tl 

If 614 
PROml! OmK~u 43.7l 

,J 
11 480 

oMR' )0.21 

\ 
'\ 
'\ 
\ 
\\tNlAI. 
01\~t1IV~ 

1 ~ 
25.01 ~, 

( 

2 
50.01 

1 
25,0~ 

\ 
'\ 

"'\ 

TAllU~l 
COMPARATIVe &AJA Oil INTELltGENtE t~AsSIFICAIIOII SUIJ&RDUPS 

VICLAlIOir OFFEflSE ~iiI"'.1~r 

IS 
lS.lI 

16 
38.1% 

11 
2&.2% 

DUlL 
NORKA\. 

un 
22.2% 

IS, 
4209:; 

116 
:l4.91 

AV!MOt 

lSI 
n.o~ 

3SS 
41.11 

288 
35.01 

CYA HISTORY OF VIOLeNCE 

jOrAl iTUOY 
POPUL,.ltOH 

MttlYAL. 
ommVE 

H 2451 II 0 t10tl! 61.4% oS.O: 
59.~%$ 69.2%$ 

H 1000 6 
1tII.!RAI~ 25.0% 10.0: 

62./15 8M%5 

5'l3 1 
"RIOU~ tMt 5.0% 

65.7%3 0.0%5 

\, TABLE 42 
COMI'AMtlVE D4TA 011 J~ltLlIGEN(£ ClJISSlntMIOIi SIIMMUPS 

tVA ft,\STORY 1)1' VIOLE!lCE 

~.S% 0 
6$.31$ 

30 
21\021 
60.0%S 

}b • 
52.6%5 

, 
" 
\~ DU1.L 

HOj\f'lAt. 

531' 
5?iS% 
51.~lS 

~8G 
19.1:1 
62.91S 

U9 
lq,qt 
&1.915 

AVEllAo! 

• 146. 
t2.1% 
59,St$ 

561 
Q 2Ul 

Gl.l1~ 

m 0 lQ.j% 
61.0%S 

CASEWORKER ESTIMATION OF VIOLENCE POTENTIAL 

totAl. tnl,lJ)Y H!HfAI. 
f'OPULATlOI\ C\:FEc.uvt 

" 6ra 
, 

lOSr 21.4Z 29,1/1 
6~.9!$ (,/).O%S 

" a2D 3 
MIUl 26.5% 11.6! 

61.atS lOO.Q'S 

" 121} B 
MOntRAtE 41,2% ~7.lt 

OO.m Gl.m 

m 1 I~~ 

"SERious to.a 5.9% 
61.1~$ 1\l().O1$ ;' 

II 24 
~.E.TE'!t O.8~ 

1il.S%5 

C(lJlO(IU.tHC 

24 
21.51 
.2.$1\ 

2~ 0 n.51 
M.m 
41 • 110.2~ 
56,lts 

12 
12.7% 
61.;%S 

1 
1.UI 

100.0%5 

DULL 
I«llutAL AVt~Alif 

m 
19.9% • 
58.m 

19l 493 
7\.~: 27.6% 
59.41S 61.~t} 

$i1i m 
4M% 40.9% 
6MiS 59.21S 

n.'l • 
'l.7XS 

~ 
0.>1 

50.01S 

lS1 

,174 
q.7~ 

&6.11.5 

)6 
Mt 
6U~ 

o 

o 

MlUlllT 
kaltHAl. 

tR 
\9.111 

7. 
51.11 

41 
2M: 

aR'lltfr 
JIOIWoI, 

3Pl 
6U% 
61,515 

93 0 21,6% 
69.915 

J) 0 8.6% 
61.6%5 

,1 
bRIG'" 
JIOm. 

~i .;4.;% 0 
M.m 
IJ2 0 27.8% 
~G.3XS 

, 137 
41.~% 
6t.Qt$ 

21) • b.Ot 
5O.Qt$ 

1 n.n 
lOO.UXS 

IU/!RIOK 

2 
I1.S1; 

S 
29.0% 

lU 
58.8% 

SQPlRIOR 

52 0 69.3~ 
GMt! 

16 0 21.n ' 
81,31S 

J 
9.)1 

100,0/.$ 

(f 

SurlRIO~ 

22 0 ~1,~~ 
~8.2IS 

12 • 20.11 
58.m 

210 3&.21 9(l.m 

t~{ 
c' l00~ot; 

" 
1 
1.7% 

l00.0%S 

1 
sa,ox 

VIR, 
$UPtRIOR 

S 
55.61 
60.0%5 

~ 
22.2% 

10/).OIS 

2 
22.2% 

IO(),QIS 

vtA" 
CUPlRlO' 

2 
<;.ot 
1000.Dt~ 

1 
l2.5t 

101).0%$ 

~ 
SIl.Ot 
5O.01S 

1 
12.51 

l00.0IS 

/ 
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HISTORY OF VIOLENCE! " 
I, 

~. 

TABLE qq 
ttiIll'AMTIV£ DATA 011 INTELLIGENCE CLASS1FlCATI0I1 ScaGReUPS 

HISTORY OF VIOLENCE 

·'O;')I.STUOY" MF.IITA.l. CULL Dnl'Gut VEIt'i 
pdtiut.\TJ,Qtf bmcTlVt nORCE,RLIHt NCRt1Ak AVtRAG£ NORMAl. StlH~tOR SUI'tRIQn 

N 2366 lq 
0 

73 
0 ~S • me 288 GO S 

NONE 57,51 60,91 51.51 SIl,5% 57,0% sq,.t 7Q,lt 5>,61 
59,61S SQ.3t5 G.,SIS 5.,91$ GO,m 60,m GO,OIS 1>O,0%t 

H IS1l q 2l • 192 qll 81 0 12 0 1 
MREUlvt (Rlt-$$ 18.21 17.Q% 18.1% 19.2% 17.1% 0 18.6% lq.a\1 ll.3l 
JUT HQ VJOLt!J.~E 65,11S 60.01S S'!.2!S GMIS 6l.l1S l1.m 11.m 100.01S 

« 1006 5 11 
0 2Gl 616 75 9 1 

Vl01.~tN.f. 2Ml 21.7% 2Q.QI 26.31 75.l% l6.8% 11.1i lI.11 
6006%S GO.OIS 6110515 6MIS 59.91S 62,71$ 88.915 JOO,OIS 

The classifications in Table 44 were undertclken 

eXClusively for the present study and represent. an 

attempt to obtain data on the history of actual violence 

for each ward by expanding the definition of violence 
,() " 

to includ\,',{ violence that is not necessarily criminal. 

The category of aggressiv'e crimes without violence 

includes cases in which aggression was shown by threat 

with or without a weapon or where violence may have been 

committed by crime partners but where the ward classified 

in this category refrained from actual physical assault. 

In contrast, the category of "violence" includes persons 

who physically acted out. The outcome of the assault 

was regarded as immaterial and violence was defined as 

. physical assault that could consist, for example, of 

the discharge of a firearm aimed at the victim or aimed 

into the sky, or any other assault perpetrated against 

a person. Rape cases were included in this category if 
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force waS. uaed/regardless of the legal label given the 

offense. Noncriminal assault (such as fighting; etcA<L) 
~'/I\ 

was also a reason for inclusion in this {Icategory. 

HISTORY OF CARRYING WI':APONS 

TOIA~ 4WDy MtHUL 

1~DI~ Q, 
W;U'AfWIY1 OMA D:I IIl1ttUGfU(l CUlsstrlCAtWtl \~CumlUrs 

IIlsrUR~ OF CARRYIifG Illl\P(!l(, 

tlULL 'ftRllilif vtlt't NJ~ULAtJl,l'tt VIPlCflVS 10~II~LI.t flO!RltAL AvtllA" HOIII<\L MUIM liUI'(llllllt 

n 2q44 16 01 t% 1146 , '2& S? 'I 0 0 0 MOOI 11,0% £'j,CI 6,,41 GMI .. 11,6% nu U ?l,af Q4,QX 6\,015 oB,O!S 61.9%S IM!S Gl,m 65.015 ~,~H IS.0%'> 
H l2D1 1 44 30S 611 12Q n 5 0 fU ~MI 30.4% l4.6% 3o,st ?B.41 26.91 l;,~t S;,bt 6MlS 11,4XS 61,4%$ Gl.ats 5J.9XS 60,0%3 72,m 

Table 45 gives information on the history of 

carrying weapons. This category contains only indi­

viduals who have carried weapons or objects that were 

clearly meant to be used for offensive or defensive 

purposes'i' Weapons used for hunting or sports were 

M,nt, 

not recorded. As can be seen~ approximately 30 per cent 

had a history of carrying weapons for illegal purposes, 

either for the commission of crimes or use in gang 

activities or for self-defense in a hostile environment. 

Table 46 shows that partners were ~art of the 

admission offense in more than half of the crimes 

committed. In one-sixth '. of these cases 1 the partner 

or partners were under parole supervision by the CYA~ 

As can be seen in Tables 46 and 47, parole outcome;, for 

wards with crime partners was generally better than for 

wards who had acted alone. 
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46 

47 

PARTNERS IN ADMISSION OFFENSE 

HOOI 

lIfO 

ICTAL STun' 
F091,1\.At)OK 

N 17S'l 
'1'1.9% 
56.111S 

H 1090 
27,~~ 
64.1%5 

511 
IS,n% 
Gl.m 

Sll 
12.80. 
&5.J~. 

l~ • SO.nl 
SQ,O:S 

q 
70.Ul 
7'.0:S 

1 
15.01 

100.01$ 

3 
15.01 

loo.m 

w 
4g.~: 
(.D.O~S 

10 
16,ji 
GO.GZ 

~t41 0 
GI.m 

t.ULl 
hORHAJ. 

q~L: • 
~MIS 

2f,.1~ 0 
LMxS 

)~,04 0 
&l.lX$ 

III 
n.el 
62.111 

AvtAAC! 

rt:r~ 

21.1l 
GMt; 

lj~,('l 0 
119.US 

In,!: 0 
W,ll5 

• 
eVA PAROLEE PARTNERS IN ADMISSION OFFENSE 

HOHr 

two 

[mo 

totAL t\tunl 
POVUl,.Mlutt 

. -.: ~~:1is 
N31S 

, 9.Q; 
6S.m 

72 
I.St 

6l.~XS 

191 
Q.91 

lMIS 

1& 
SO.ot 
(8.m 

2 
IG,G% 
,0,01" 

I 
S.I): 

100.0:$ 

1 
r~.o~ 

IOQ.ClS 

o 
II 
nm 
U.I~> 

1 
Q,8~ 

100.0U 

() 

lal 
8Ml 
~3,m 

~l 
'j.lt 

bl.1t) 

• )%6 
8~.O% 
w.m 

121 
9,61 

6"4%5 
o 

S~.l1 (" 
t'~.G:~ 

, 48 INDIVIDUAL VIOLENCE IN ADMISSION OFFENSE 
('\ \ . 

lol!l!l q3 \t· 

N~OOQ 
HOHl 72.51 

S8.SJS 

122 
'.MEAT HO ~UPOW J.n 

AlH<:ll IRJU~llS 

63.91 

:m 
7.6% 
n.m 

h"1l21 
$.8% 

611021S 

1\ 101 
2.7% 

6.!.21S 

36 
G.91 

12.2%S 

MENU\.. 
omenv! 

~tOt 0 
66.11$ 

1 
5.01 

100.015 

1 
IQ,O% 

100.01l 

(O:lfr.MtlV£ MIA 011 WUlli·fllCt ((AIIIFICAlIaa :utllOUl':; 
lilJIVIUUAL VlOl[,I{£ III AD/IISSIO;I OFf(''"t 

01 
10.2l 
59.US 

q 
3.21 

100.0% 

16 
12.91 
56.l1S 

9 
1.31 

(6,ltS 

3 
Mt 

100.0%S 

• 

• 

~:2% • 
S\i.1%S 

)t~l • 
;~.!1 

103 
11021 
6M1S 

2S 
Ml 

tl.O!S 

o 

o 

o 

184 

Av!IULl 

12 
"n 6M1.S 

161 
6.~X 

IMl; 

~IO 
lOott 
~1.21S 

t'l 
2.1% 

H.l1S 

• 

o 

o 
o 

o 
2tOt 0 
n.ElS 

A ••••• --; ••• .,....,.".-_· .• P--

IJAtcnt 
IiCWt. 

216 
so.lt • 
;t.m 

1~~.I~ 0 
100St:; 

~a 0 12,1% 
11.m 

q~."i a 
Ul.m 

2$ 
5.31 
1~.9~S 

J2 
UY, 
ss.;~s 

$ 
1.2% 

R\l,otS 

o 
• 

~------"--

29 0 18.71 
1~,31S 

n.ll • 
s •. o:s 

1:.t1 0 
85.119 

1 
~.ll 

1),4U 

£3 0 90.71 
14.m 
2 
2.11 
0,015 

1 
2.11 

100.0%, 

] 
4.0t 

IfJI),Q%~ 

1 
2.71 

IOo.a:a 

9 . 
12.01 
SMU 

1 
I.ll 
MtS 

Z 
2.7% 

loo.01S 

1 

) VtAf 
~UptMI~" 

~U~s ,,;' 
1 

11.11 
100.01S 

1 
11.1; 

)oo,uxs 

~ 
100.01 
1'.m 

1 n.n 
IOO.o:s 

I 
lI,ll 

loo,G1S 

I: . 

'\ 

. , 
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The frequency and kind of individual violence 

committed duri~g the aClm;i.s.sion O:t;fense is presented in 

o Table 48. 

11 

While only 6 per cent of ,the wards were admittr'.lta. 

with a legal label that,implied violence, such as con-:--' 

victions for assault, battery, and manslaughter h an 
, 

analysis of behavior displayed during the aClmission 

offense revealed ,that in actuality 24.1 per cent of the 

to'cal study population committed violent or aggressive 

acts ranging from threat withOut a weapon to inflicting 

major injuries that led to death in thirty-six cases. 
<. '. 

In order to learn about violence committed by 

partners, data were collected under the same definitions 

as above but relat~ve to partner-committed violence 

and uSe of weapons. The information on violence com-

mitted by partners is presented in Table 49 • 
. .j' 

49" GROUP VIOLENCE IN ADM~$SION OFt=:ENSE 

lAm 4~ 
COIiPAMrlVE UATA 011 IliIElL!GlfIC[ C[A"fFlCAflO:I ~ur.~~OUPS 

GROUP VIDWICI f:r iIlJillSSltll1 aFfwa 

nUll btW,ItT 'lUll 'tOtAL nUl1v 
POPUL .... TIQN 

MEHrAL 
bEHCllVE bO~bER1.JII£ PORHhL A'I~~ME W ... Ilf(!\L SuPt~IQA ~\UNkltJf( 

H~89 19 0 
102 m • I9lS m Gl 0 

) 
HQHE 82.;% 95,0% G2,;% ~O.9% J)2,Q~ M.l' 8~.7t 71.8. 

59 ,US 68,4%S 5~.8%S 57,I%S %m 111).9%. 6M%S 1!.4X 

ff 70 5 I~ • ~I 0 ~ I 
TtlRUr )to ~EAPOlt 1.82 2.q% 2.0% 1.11 1.21 1.3% 

~5.71S 100.0%S 51.9:5 6S.'J~S 60,OXS II IOO.OXS 

ff 240 II 61 0 1ft {'::; 32 b 6 I 
TtiR£;\T WlTtl \1EAMN 6.01 6.51 6.ll 5.61 .... ', MZ 8.0t 11.1% 

73,3%5 '<~~> 75.01S ~. 70.5ZS 6?1%S 911.&%S 8J.lZ5 lQQ,Pt~ 

H 2411 1 a 61 0 158 0 111 0 l 
"'HOR IHJUIU~' 6.~ 5.0: Q,8% 6.5% 6.7% MZ 4.0% 

71.~S lOO.O%S Sn,GIS lMl 70.31.5 90.0.S 100.015 

II 71 t 20 0 38 0 'J 2 
tV.JOR INFIJRI£S 1.81 1,6% 2,1% J,6: 2.1~ 2.7l 

~~. 69.0%S loo.0tS IS,OIS 65,8%5 rh.m So.DtS 

H" 14 1 3 q 
DEAtH 0,4; O,$! n.n 0.41 

11.4%> 100.0:5 100,0:$ G6.7%~ 
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In more than half of these admission offenses in 

which violence or aggression was displayed by the ward, 

some kind of weapon was used. In most cases, this 

happened to be a firearm. Table 50 gives the breakdown 

by type of weapon for the individual and Table 51 gives 

the comparative data for weapons used by crime partners. 

WEAPON USED BY INDIVIDUAL 

totAL STUD'f 
PbPULATtQN 

N 3285 
NOHE 82.2% 

59.61$ 

N 40 
lOV GUN 1.01 

65.01S 

N 13 
UNl.OACED ')u~ Q.ll 

7&.91S 

II 125 
LOADED CUN 3.lt 

69.615 

II 149 
aUN, UNSPEC!FI£t\- 3.7% 

6Ul$ 

11m 
kNIFE. ETC. l,q: 

l1.m 
N liS 

CTHtA 2.91 
69,815 

f>ltN1AL 
tlEFECT\VE 

I. 
BO.O% 
62.5~S 

2 
10.0% 

loo,OZS 

1 
5.0% 

100.01S 

TABLE ,Q 
to.'iPAIIATiVE OAlA 011 IIlfElll.llltE CLAISIFICAlIO:t SUC,ROUPS 

lItAPOl1 USED bY 1lIDIVWUAL 

lIQROERl.1NI:. 

94 
75.81 . 
59.61S 

2 
1.61 

SO.O'S 

1 
0.81 

100.01$ 

6 
4.81 

66.m 

10 
8.11 

60,0%S .---,.'. 

5 
4.0% 

100.01S 

3 
2.~t 

100.01S 

DUll, 
N~~"'L 

797 • 82.81 
57.m 

12 0 ,1,2% 
75.01S 

5 
0.>% 

80.01\ 

26 0 2071 
' 69,21S 

28 
0 2.91 

-GIl.l%S 

33 0 MI 
66.71$ 

;0 
0 l.l% 

lP.OIS 
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AVERAGE 

mo 
82,23 
59.815 

20 
0,81 

65.01S 

, 6 
0.31 

66.11S 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

ORItUtT 
tlORi1A1. 

.)56 
8l.0t 
M.m 
4 
0.91 

25.01.S 

1 
0.21 

JOil.OlS 

IG 0 3.11 
15.01$ 

2~.71 0 
65.01S 

12 0' 2,OX 
91./15 

o 

SUPtRIOR 

60 
80.01 
68.11S 

2 
~,7% 

100.01$ 

7' 
9.\1 

85,m 

2 
2,]" 

100.01$ 

2 
2,71 

',~.QIS 

o 

.... tH't 
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1 
11.11 
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51 weAPONS useD BY GROUP 

TIlML STUDY 
POPUI.A.1'IQtt 

MEIiTAl. 
OEFEtTIVI:. 

TABLE 51 
CI);1l'ARAtfV; .AlA O~ liIIELL1GE.ltt CLASSIF!CATIOII SUDijROUPS 

IIWDllS VSEU EY nnw? 

1I0RDEIl1.1NE 
I)Ut,L 

HORMAl. 

\~ 

6RrGltT 

... """ IUPt~I.' 

N 3556 
HONe; BMI 

5S.SIS 

19 
95,0% 0 
6a.4ts 

110 
B8.71 
59.l%5 

a~a 
Ba.~% 
51,9%S 

• c 21~~.2t 
;9.8%5 

38. 
&o.o~ 
6M~S 

67 0 li9,J~ 
71,61s 

II 25 
TOY Gun 0.6% 

76.0%S 

N 3 
UNI.OAbEb CiUN 0,1% 

66.7%S 

« 7q • 
l,.()"O~O GUN 1,9~ 

61,S%5 

Il J'I3 
GtlU. 1J/i5PE.Cr/l'Itn 3.6~. 

7Mrs 

N S8 
KtHF.EJ Ere. 1,7% 

66.2%5 

t( 65 
OIH(R l,G! 

75,4%5 

1 
S.O~ 

liY.l.O%S 

1 
0.8% 

100.0%5 

S 
4.0X 

100.01S 

J 
.2.4X 

100.0%S 

2 
1.6% 

100.0%5 

2 
l.fa 

100,OXS 

7 
0.1% 

8S.1%S 

IS 
O.G~ 
~G.m 

1 2 
0.1% o.a 

100.0%5 50.0%$ 

32 
}.3t 

7I.9%S 

11 
1.a: 

7Q.6tS 

1& 
1.7% 

1i8.8%S 

0 
0 

0 

43 
1.8% 

6Urs 

Sq 
3.Q~ 

7MIS 

lB 
1.6' 

60.51S 

40 
1.7% 

7l,5%S 

o 

o 

o 

o 

2 
0.5% 

JOO,0:5 

} 1 
l),~1 1,)% 

CG,7%S loo.0%S 

.' :l 10 0 4,n 4.0% 
85,0%5 66.7%$ 

10 0 Z.31 
90.01S . 

3 ~ 
a,/l 5.3% 

66,7%$ 15,m 

y 

It is clear from these data that, regardless of 

their intellectual potential, wards who commit 'aggres­

sion and Violence against persons have a relatively 

good parole success rate. This is also true for indi-

v~duals who commit criminal acts in groups of two or 

more. These findings, which are consistently reported 

in the literature, suggest that offenders who strike 

out against others and offenders who have companions 

in crime are relatively better functioning psycholo­

gically and socially than are persons Who commit 

property offenses and who pursue their criminal acti-

vities "in so16." 
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The loss incurred by victims is depic,ted in 
() 

rrable 52. I,tshould be noted that the relatively high 

frequency in the category $1,000-$5,000 loss is a 
'~;;;"'~l 

• reflection of the fact that all vehicle theft.s weri';' 

recorded in this category. The low parole success rate 
, ,. ,I 

in this group is consistent with the gene.ral. finding 

that auto thieves are poor risks on parole. 
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52 ECONOMIC LOSS BY VICTIM 

" ' 
TADlE 52 -:::-.:) 

COtIPARATtVE DATA 011 I:ITElllGEIiCE CLAIIIFltATlOl1 SUaGROUPS 
ECOHlXIlC LOSS BY VICTIh 

'~" ToTAL STUOV f1EHT~L DUL.l. &Alo,Ul' VIR! 
<-/ 'OPULATlO" DEFECTlV! aOI\DERL1H.E HORM\. AVERAG! MORKA\. SU'ERIO. SU,EIUOR 

N 1110 10 0 32 
0 

212 
0 

657 112 • 16 0 2 
HOHE 21.81 50.01 25,8% 28,3% 27.9% 26,1% 21,3% 22.2% ,,,:" 

62,3%\ 80.0%5 65,611 6Ii,m 61,81S S6.3XS 81.515 10MlS 

N 13 q 8 I 
LUS T~A" 11 Q.31 O.ql 0,31 1,)1 

:_J~ 

69,211 SO.O%5 81.5%5 0,01\ 

N ql 1 9 28 0 3 ! ":. n- 15 1,01 0.8% 0,91 1.21 0.71 
680311 0,011 55,611 15,011 66.711 d) 

N 120 1 6 30 63 16 0 3 
15·120 3.0~ 5.01 4,81 3.n 2.7% ),7% 1.:.0% 

M,3:!S 0.0%1 50.01S 60,0%S 61.m 81.315 66,m 

N 399 q 18 • 109 218 0 1110 U 
120· 1100 l0.0i 20,01 14.51 1l.31 • 9.2% 9.61 lo.a 

6S,Q%1 IS,D%S 55,611 58,71$ 6MIS 90.2%S 75,DIS 

N 503 1 12 0 115 3~~~, . 51 0 n 0 1 
\100 • 1500 12.6% 5,0% ~,11 12.01 • )3,31 14.71 Il.U 

'63,2lS 100,01S 15.01S $1,411 11m, n.m O.O%S 

Nm 5 23 _ !l2 18 • 4 1 

:~ I ~) 1500 • 11000 3.61- 4.0% M% ),91 4,2% 5,31 11.1% 
,--,./! 57,311 40,0%1 39.m " 62,0%S 55,6%S 75,0%1 100,015 

N 821 1 25 191 • 493 • Sf • 14 0 2 ? 

Uooo • 15000 ' 20,6% 10,0% 20,21 0 19,91 20,9t 21,Ot 18,12 22,2% 
55,8%\ 50,015 ttI,O%S Slt.5~1 55,41S SI.B1S 64,l15 \Q.O~ 

N 207 4 q~ • 121 .. 28 
0 

'q 1 
HOAt tAAH 1;000 5,2 3,2 4,6 S.Ir. 6.S! 12,01 ll.n 

S8.01S 100,01S 50,01\ ,7,01S 64,lI5 Sh,m 100.0%> 
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XIV. INITIAL INSTITutIONAL PROGRAMING 
II 
1\ 

: 
This last section of Part Two pr'esehts information 

il on some of tne recommendations and decis~ns made by 

staff of the Reception Guidance Center and'~ the CYA 

Parole Board at the conclusion of the diagnostic study 
/r' 

of each ward and before transfer of the ~ard to an in-

stitution for rehabilitation. Table 53 gives a summary 

of the evaluation made by custodial staff in regard to 

the ward's prognosis for institutional adjustment. 

CUSTODIAL EVALUATION FOR INSTITUTIONA~ ADJUSTMENT 
.1 

,J,\\. 
, I 

tOtAl. srUDY 
FQPlll.flT(Ctt 

MEfitAt. 
tUEltt'ft 

lAm 51 
(O::;AMlII'l. GAM OilIiIlULIGlIl(( tlAISIFICMIO:i ~utGnoup; 

CUSIODIAL EVAlUMlU:f fOR 1tIIIllUIIO:.\l AvIUIIIU.IIT 

" CU1.l., Dltll ... lIT f(RI IlOnC£Rl.lh£,1 /ll.lAIIA" MEIlMlt IIGIl.HAL lIurtRlon ~Ul"tRIOn 

Mm, l~ 0 IOq 
0 

nj Ml 3U rl~ 0 B2.S% 75.0Z au.6% 7J.EZ ~l.~r 87.7t 0 8S.at 62.0%$ 13.m fI<.m &0.01> bl.U1.S 6M~S 1I.m 
II t81 S 2q • 1,1 5rJ~ 

S 
q) 

0 
ry 11.1t 25,~Z 1'1,11"% ~O.l~ • 16.14 1I.qt 12.0% 57.9%5 EO.OlS 5q.m SS.IIS ;("I!1 H.m 71.6%$ 

Table 54 summari?:es the counselor's transfer 0 

recommendations. It should be noted that the, resident 

population at Preston School of Industry is signifi­

cantly young.er than that of the other institutions of 
,. 

transfer and the higher recidivism rate is related to 
the relatively young age of these wardsll 
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/~" )? 
COUNSELORS 'fRANSFER RECO~,iUlENDATION 

lotAl. STUD't nunA\. 

, TAUlE 5~ 
~O:1PAl'.A!lVE O.ITA Oil IlUElUGlUtt tLASSlf ICAIiOiI sunGnOuPS 

Ciill~IELORS lRAli,FEn REC~'1.'I(IIPA!lo.~ 

DRIGHf POPULMloli b£'(CTlVE. 00'01"1"( 
bULL 

hORMA!. HClflKAl IUPUIQ' 

K 202 
PAUtOIi SCHOol.. 0' S.11 
INPUSTRV 52.0%$ 

H Jlq~ 
YOU1H TAAI"IHO 33.9% 
SCHOOL. 62.01.5 

q 
18.21 

10a.alS 

2 
9.ll 

100.01S 

1~.6t • 
52.915 

3 
2.41 

100.01S 

88 • 
9.2% 

48.9%$ 

lqB 
15.5% 
60.1%5 

~.5= • 
SM~S 

941 
,,0.2% 
&!.215 

8 
1.91 

2S.0tS 

ni 
Sl.91 
!i4.1lS 

2 
2.7~ 

lOO,ll~ 

0 
26 0 34.11 
69.2%5 

II 818 G 
CAHPO 21.21 21.31 

6q.2%5 66.11$ 

19 
!i112t 
E6.m 

0 267 
28.0% 
OMtS 

o ~ql 
18.81 
65.3%5 

o LO 
14.1t 
GS.lIS 

0 2Q • 26.71 
4S,0!S 

n 051 5 
tJEUIl. VOCATIoNAl. 16."% n.n 
IlisTtf(JTIOf. 59.8%5 ,o.o~s 

H 760 'I 

f~~R~~~lf~~i" TRAI~· 19.1% JU.n 
IS.m 5O.n%-~ 

29 
23.2% 
OMIS 

29 
23.21 
69.01S 

0 

0 

195 
lo.qn 
59,5%5 

218 
22.8% 
58.3%5 

The CYA Board orders for 

in Table 55. Ben Lomond, Mt. 

• 

310 
lM% 
18.0%5 

431 
18.Ql 
58.0%~ _ 

5S • 12.91 
~M~ 

63 
14.81 •• 
57.11S 

0 no 17.~1 
84.6~S 

• 9 
i2.0X 
66,11S 

transfer are presented 

B 
• 1\ • 

ull~on,\, P~ne Grove, and 

Washington Ridge are forestry camps. Assignment of 

wards t,;:o individual camps was made ort the basis of 

place availability. Differences among camps in parole 

outcome rates therefore seem to be a)result of differ-

ences in camps I social climate and p~9igram rather than 
If" 

the result of ward selection. As mentioned above,o the 

Preston School of Industr~ had a significantly younger 

population and the lower success rate of their~wards 

can be explained in part by the age factor. The 

Youth Training School lCeceived a select~d group of 

,residellts who, because of the emphasis ~m vocational 
I, 

",<;'a.nd academic training, were well. motiva{~ed for such 

training. Deuel Vocational Institu,tion and the 

Correctional Training Facility were under the Depart-
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mene of Corre¢~ns anp their institutional,popu;tations 

W'ere composed of about 50 per cent persons committed to 

'the Department of Corrections and 50 per cent committed to 

the Califqrnia Yquth ~uthority. This practice of trans~ 

fering o~der CYA wards to Adult Correctional Institutions 

was in reaent'years discontinued. 

eVA BOARD OFlDER FOR TRANSt:ER 

TOIAL ntoD' "HllAI. ttJll rOPULATlotl vmtllvt llIl'ttALIHI Non.HA1. 

II 220 G n 71 • PRUftltt SCHOO\. 5.31 26.1~ , 10.21 l.lt OP IItOtl~lf;rt 54.1lS E6.m ~l.;lS 17.m 

lIl\n 2 4 Hi 0 YOUtH fMIMIHO 26.9~ S.lt 3.lt 1l.21 
SC.HCOl. G5.0%5. IOO.Ot, 10.0%S €2."tS 

11m 1 7 61 
8tH LQI;oMD 5.1t •. ll 5.51 6.U 

6S.51S 100.0%5 11.415 eMlI 

II 240 1 1'1 65 
"Y. 'm.\.)ot{ 5.81 4.3: U.Sl 6."% 

61.m 100.01\ W.Ul, 61.51S 

tim 1 s 10 
PIMt tA~vl &.21 v.ll l.91 7.bl 

(q.m 0.0%3 4~.OI' S~.215 

Nm 2 9 sa 
~"HI",IO, hlO.1 8.01 8.1% 1. It S.St 

'8.m SO.o:s 11.m 62.~1'1 

11754 S 2S • ,05 . 
;~il~ I~m~ IOMA, IB.31 2l.1t 1~.7~ .o.El 

51.11> ro.m qS.m &1.21> 

II 811 S q, 0 m • ComtltON" "~I.· 21.21 2l.1t li.4t 2Mt 
IN~ FA~ILI''t 51.\i~S M.OlS n.m 5).415 

AVlAMI 

1I1 • 4.U 
~~.~IS 

1/0 0 31.71 
oMlg 

III 0 5.b! 
61.9:5 

128 0., s.n 
(S.8;'; 

IlS 0 !l.'~ 
05.1:) 

l~ • 8.01 
loAtS 

Ql~ ., 
11.41 
51.01$ 

472 • :9.r.~ 
\3.11, 

:. 

MIG!!r 
'O/w'l. 

13 • 2.91 
~G.m 

116 0 39.al 
10.m 

21 
q.8% 

61.91S 

nO S.Ol 
81.8.~S 

26 0 5.91 
n.m 
28 • 513l 
Sl.r,15 

12 • 16.11 
18.m 
t1 • 15.01 
~~.1~ 

nU,,~IQA , 
; 
6.21 

100.0%5 

19 0 al.Sl n.m 
1 
8.6% 

S7.llS 

'4 
4.9% 

sn.OtS 

9 
ll.lt 
83.97$ 

G 
7.41 

50.0tS 

I~ • • 23.;1 
41.41S 

8 
9.91 
/s.m 

Vllt'f 
IUPlMIOR 

q 
4q.4J 
15 ... ·;5 

1 
11.1% 
U.Ol,) 

2 
22021 
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One feature of the standaitd computer print-out 
tL I;"i,~ 

giving the statistical description of any def1nable sub-

population is the ranking by J;>.arole Success rate of all 

subgroups that contain at least 100 individuals.1) Figure 

59 gives this information for the two extreme ends:, 

the low-risk groups and the high-risk groups. The aut-
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off points for inclusion in this summa:rry were a~bi-

trarily set at 70 per cent and above for the low-risk 

an4 at 50 per cent and belo'\ir for the high-risk 

The :C:ow-risk groups are primarily offenders 

against persons and persons who had crime partners. 

groups, 

groups. 

T.he t\,lO high-risk g/oups of' relatively large proportion 

aire offenders with' a history of recidivism and/or 

E~scape from a minimum security facility. 

VARIABLE 

AD~1SSJOH CFFEHe.t 

HlDlvtnoAt. VIDI.'EtlC£ lH 
. AnHlSstCtt CFFEttSE 

.ADM,lsstON OfFENSE 

ey~ PAROLEt PARTIiER 

PARTNER Itt AJ)HIsSION OFfE"SE 

eVA ORDER FOR TR,,"$fE~ 

GROUI' V10LEf4CE 1" ADKISSIOK 
OFFEIISE" 

ADIUlslOH STATUS 

:1 

C,(,. l~nER rOR TRANSFER 
:! ~ 

COHHIl"EHT COURT 

fUSTORY CF PERSONALITY 
TRAlT DIST~B,,"CE 

HISTORY OF ESCAI'E 

~ISSII)H $Tf~TUS 

-. 
$UBCATEI;9M H x XS 

RDBBU!.Y 218 6.0 72.3 

THREAT WI nt ~E~Potl 162 4.0 72.2 

ASSAut.T 150 4.0 11. 

OHE 104 l.O 71. 

OHE 122 l.O 70. 

VOUTH TRAhHHG !lCHOOL. 176 4.0 70. 

.tiIHOR -lttJURIES 

'1::: 
4.0 70 • 

tlllST ADH.USION 17.0 170. 

PRUToN SCHOOL OF III l.O 49. 
iNDUSTRIES 

JUVEHILt COURT 205 5.0 41. 

YES 172 4.0 48. 

FflOr\ tUNltI\JI't SECURITY l38 8.U ~7. 

TNtflD AllHJsSIOIt TO tV~ ~29 10.0 46. 

.. ' FIGURE 59 . 
tlX'l'ARATIVE BATA OK IKTEllIGE/iCE tlJ.SSIFICAlIOK SUBGROUPS 

SIJIfMt OF LQ;/ RISK A!IIl HIGH RISK GROUPS IH REGAAD TO 
PAROLE PERfGRllANCE 
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The data presented in this volume describe in 

some detail offenders divided by intelligence classi­

fication .. · Many of these results are presented in the 
. II 

form of comparative t,ables which provide a basis for 

comparing intelligence subgro~ps with other variabl~;:) 

items and with parole success. Although these .tables 

provide a basis for visual comparison, the simplicity 

of . the descriptive data disallows a more tl,lorough analysis 
, 

of relationships between variables. Although the format 

of many tables sugges"l;s PQssible linear relationships 

" and clustering effects between variables, the confirma-

tion of such association generally must await more 

powerful tests of significance, etc. This should not 
(I 

imply that the descriptive statistics are not useful :~ince 

such analysis can suggest relationships c;md assist in the 

.formulation of hypotheses which could not be derived from 

less extensive an~lysis of the same data. 

Current interest in intelligenoe and its etiology 

{provides a highly interest.ing backdrop fo;r th~,s volume. 

Considering that the :relationship between criminal.;i.ty 

or del.ihquency and int?:lligence has long been of major 

concern to behaviorists, the preceding t~xt provides an 

extensive hasis for the comparison of Wechsler's seven 

·inte.J.ligence cla~sificatitms with numerous other variables. 
c:; 

Also, the size of. the stud:J[ P9pu'lation (N = 4,146:,) in-
f .. J 
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areas,es ~{leprobability that any rel~tionShip be;;w~efi 
'(\ 

. . 

intell~9~hd~;and other factors is not due to' cha,nce~ . 

particul~;ly in the subgroups of aver~ge, dull normal, 
,j. 

al'ld br~ght normal intelligence. 

Sm:nmarily, this volume has indicated a number of 

possible relationships which deserve further scrutij,1Y. 

Intelligence may indeed be related to parole outcome, 

with a number of variableS\l (e.g., opiate USe, drug use, 

admission status, etc~) ac~\ing as important second 

variables. It will be interesting to determine the 

relationships of the~e same variables to other classifi-
t -

cation subgroups. Th£s issue (i.e., whether the variable 

items found related to intelligence an? parole "outcome 

via t.rend analysis also "relate to classification by race 

or violence classifications, etc.) will become increas.-

ingly important with each volume.~ It is this broa4er 
,::;-. 

form o"f inter-volume comparison which can irilso p'~bvide 

helpful clUes to 1~he ability of variable items to relate 

to the criterion, classification grbupi~~, and whether 
'. \.-. 

such,variables continue to indicate potential linear or 

cluster relationships. 
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A P P EN D I X 

INTELLECTUAL PERFORMANCE OF THREE DELINQUENT GROUPS OF 
DIFFERENT ETHNIC OR.IGIN 1 

vrrALI ROZYNKO ANI) ERNEST WENK 

Rcccptio/t-Gf/ida/Icc CClIll!lj Deuel 'V ocatlollal Il1stitfttiol~ 

This study investigated intellectual test dif­
ferences among deUhquent white, Negro, and 
Mexican-American California. Youth Authodty 

,(fYA) inmates, Three g(OUPS of CYlt.. inmates 
of white, Negro, nnd Mexican-American origin 
were tested on both the California Test of Mental 
Maturity (CTMl\1) and the General Aptitude 
Test Battery (GAT:S). It W(lS expected that the 
white group would l'core highe~ than the other 
two groupa on Vt)cabulat'y and other school-re­
lated subJects and there would be 110 significant 
differences between the three groups on tests 
reflecting nonsch901 skills. 

Three independent studies were dOlle. All sub­
jects were randomly selected, with the first study 
containing 78 subjects in each Df three sub­
groups, the second and third 50 in each sub­
group. All subgroups weJ;"e equated on age. The 
three samples contained a total of 534 subjects, 
with the meau age being 19.24 years. Educationnl 
level vaned aniotlg the groups, the white group 
scoring 'higher thtln either the Negro or Mexican­
Amel'il:an group on grade-rated achievement tests 
(wiute =: 8\45; Negro = 6.69; Mexican-Alned~ 
can:=6.87j F=11.65, p<.Ol). Standard In­
structions were used in test administratioil. 
Analyses of vadance and t tests Were used to 
evaluate difIeren,<;es. 

Oli the CTMM in all three studies, the white 
group scored highest, the Negro group lowest. 

. The Mexican-American group was equal to the 
Negro group in the language portion of the test 
and tended 6') occupy an intermediate positi(;u 
between the Negro and white groups on the Mn-

tAn elCtendl)d report of this study may be ob­
tained .fot n. fee from the American Documenta­
tion Institute. Order Document No. 8386 from Ant 
Publications Proje~t, Photo duplication 'Service, Li­
brary of Congress; Washington, D. C., 20540. Re­
mitting in advance $1.25 for microfilm or $1.25 for 
pholocories. Make checks payable to: Chief, Photo­
duplicatIOn Service, Library of Congress. .~ 

'Reprint from Journal 01 CO/lfullint P~,,'lzoJo~y 
1965, Voh~S9, ,No.3 

" Ii ,'.' , 
y, 

languo.ge portions of the test. All differences were 
significant at the .01 level. 

On the GATB, the Negro group tended to 
score consistently low on both verbal and non­
verbal tests, the whites consistently high, The 
Mexican-Americans tended to occupy an inter­
mediate position, on the nonverbal tests but were 
ns low as the ~egroes 011 the verbo.l tests. Only 
rour of the 27 analyses of variance made Were 
not significant, with )our significant at the .0$ 
level and the rest obtllining probabilities of 11lss 
tlum .01. 

Thus, the Initial expectations were borne out 
with the Mexican-American group. This '~group 
performed most pMriy when good performance 
depended on either language ability or knowledge 
of material ttlught in school. It pedormed best 
on nonacademic subjects. On the other hand, the 
Negro group tended to score lower than the white 
group on all tests and lower than the Mexican­
American group oIl tlOllverbal tests. Test differ~ 
ences between the white and Mexicn.n·Ametic(l1l 
I:ItoUps paralleled the differences in educatIonal 
levels. However, differences in educationo.l level 
cannot,'uxplnin the poorer performance of Negroes 
on the nonvcrbartests, especially when compared 
with the Mexicl.tll-Al'nerican group, shlce the two 
groups do hOt differ in school achievem«ml. When 
the third silmple was examined, the Mexican and 
Negro groups failed to differ on socioeconomic 
status. The white group wns significantly higher 
on this variable. . 

These results suppod\ the idea that inadequate 
motivation is an extl'C lpcly important factol' in 
Negro . jnmn~t:s' lntelleC~l.laI. test performance. It 
may be' that the NegrlJ inmate S110WS his re­
sistance to the institution by nonparticipatioll, or 
it may be that lligh test performance is not us 
socially desirable in the Negfo as in the white 
or Mexican cultures. At leastj the results point 
to the presence of an additional facfrot in Negro 
intellectual test performance. I! '. 

I,: 
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Rep,l.t I",,,, JOURN~' OF ~,~SEARCH IN CRIME A~D DELINQUENt 
.........• ". u" January 1971 - Vol. ~~No.1 ~ 

The Effect of ,Kneent. ives Upon A.ptitude sC7res 
c of White and Negro Inmates· / '. 

J,e ERNST A. WENK . 
Associate Director, Resealrch Center, Nationill Council on 

Crime and Delinquency 
M .. Crim., '1969, School of Criminology, University of California, Berkeley 

{\ 
\ . ~ 

VITALI V. ROZYNKO 
Research Specialist, M./Fndocino State Hospital 

Ph.D., (Psychology), 1960, University of Washington 
/1 

L· THEODORE R. SARBIN 
Professor· of Criminology, University of California, Berkeley 
ProfE':ssor of Psychology, University of California, Santa cr'6z 

Ph.D., (Psychology), 1941, Ohic; State University 

JAMES O. ROBISON 
School ot CriminolqlS;)t..~ University of California 
D. Crim., 1971, UnMfrsity of California, Berkeley 

California Youth Authority wards admitted to one Reception 
Guidance Center were retested under three conditions to deter~ 
mine the effect of incentives upon aptitude te.r.t performance. The 
study originated from the assumption that motivational factors 
might account for performance" decrement on nonverbal tests/ 
especially among minority ethnic groups. Material reward was 
found to provide superior inducement to test score elevation as 
compared to verbal encouragement or., mere retest, but the effects 
were, slight and not contingent On ethnic status. Results suggest 
either that insufficient incentive was clpplied or &ffering cultural 

,J experiences generate score biases regardless of motivational state. 

In a. previo'us study1 intellectual 
test differences amOng White, Negro, 
and Mexican-Ameriqn inmates of 
the California Youth Authority were 
exainined. The present investigation 
is an am~mpt to isolate the deter-

*Thls stUdy Was su~'ported In part by the .. 
General Research Support Grant 1 SOL ~R" 
05693-01 from 'the N1!It~~nal Institute of 

. Health. '"to the NCCDResearch Center. We 
are grateful to ~'rofes$or Harrison O. Gough 
for ~j~ critical re.ildihg of the manuscript. 
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minants of certain unanticipated 
findings from that earlier study. 

A brief"sketch of~the earlier study. 
is in order. It was assumed that, ow~ 
ing to differences in cultural and. 
socioeconomic factorst and as a con~) 
sequence of academic depriv~tiot\, 

lV. V. Rozynk(l and E. A. Wenk, "Intel­
lectual Performance of Three DelinquElnt 
Groups of Different Ethnic Origin," Journal 
of Cons~llt1ng Psychology, 24(3} :282 (June, 
1965). . 
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S4 'fHE EFFEct OF INCENilVES 

members eif the minority ethnic nonverbal tasks, the means falling 
Ir groups are I~t a distinct:disadvantage between 78 and 81. These findings 

on verball;Jt language portions of wef~ parallel to those on'the GATB, 
the tests; b'~t such differences' would where 23 of tht: 27 analyses of vari~ 
be less pr<>nounced or" nonexistent ance showed significant differences 
on relativelY nonverbal meaSures. among ethnic groups, involving both 

The study compareclperiormanees the verbal and the nonverbal tests. 
of White, Negro, and Mexican.,Amer~ As with the CTMM, the Whites were 
kan sampies on two instruments, the consistel"lHy higher. on the GATB 
California Test of Mental Maturity scales, with Mexican-Americans oc­
(CiMM) and the General Aptitude, cupying an intermediate position on 
Test Battery (GATB). The CTMM is nonverbal tests but as low as Negroes 
an intelligence test which includes a on verbal tests. 
language and a nonlanguage sec- These results were unexpected. it 
tion, and the GATB Is a mUltiple had been assumed that differ'ences 
factor test with eight special scales on' nonverbal tests would be less 
and one general scale.a The special th~n differences on verbal tests ~nd 
scales variously measure verbal and that minority groups would "catch 
nonverbal skillsl with verbal apti- up," Although the Mexican-Ameri~ 
tude, numerical aptitude, and cleri~ can sample tended to follow the pre~ 
tal perception representing the for- diction of the experimenters, the 
mer; and spatial aptituq,~, form per.. Negro sample did not. 
ception l motor coordination/ finger 
dexterity, and manual dexterity rep- PROBLEM 
resenting the latter· Since tne performance of Negroes 

On the CTMM, significant djffer- on nonverbal (presumably more cul­
enc:es among ethnic groups'(p < .0'0 ture~fair tests) was contrary to ex~ 
were found on both verbal and non- pectationsl a plausible hypothe::;is 
verbal factors on all three test oecas- Was advanced: that motivational fac­
ions. On verbal factars the Negro tors were an important factor in this 
and Mexican-American subgrt,>ups performance~, that Negroes were 
clustered together eaeh time with earning lower scores because of a 
means between 79 and 82/ with the subcultural de-emphasis on intellec­
Whites ahead at means between 90 tual competition or a specific resist­
and 9S. On nonverbal factors] the ance to the correctional setting ex­
Whites ranged from 92 to 94; and pressed through noninvolvement. 
on two of the three occasions the Test scores are considered by staff 
Mexican-Americans closed the gap when making decisions regarding 
with means of 8S and 88, as had referral of inmates for vocational 
been predicted, The Negro samples! training programs. The skills derived 
however, showed no superiority on froll\. such training are a first step 

2Ellzabeth T.'Sulliviln, W, W. Clatkl and toward future emplo'(ment. Low 
E. W, Tiegsl California Test 01 Mental Ma- scoring inmates may be denied train­
turl~: Manuals (Of Pre-Primary, Primary. ing opportunity because test scores 
Elementary, Intermediate, and Advanced are interpreted solely as reflectin~~ 
8atterles, (Los Angeles; California: Callfotnfa aptitudes. It seems important, there,. 
jest Bureau, 1951); and Ann", AnastaSi, Psy· h d 
ch%gica/ Testing, (New York: McMillan, fore, t at means be foun to deter· , 
1954), pp. 380-381. mine whether these aptitudes are 
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, 
·s· , 

masked by artifacts ,arising in the test again and given no reason for * ., 1 
.-.!~ ", -::,,, 

evaluation. The preSf1nt study posits the retest. 
, 
! 

such a mmlking effect and assumes Tests in each of the thre~ can-'(:, 

V that incentives t'l1ay serve to /I/ln- ditions were administered by the 
{ 

mask" perfon:pance, bringil"1g it into same proctor, and all r~testlng took 
, 
, 

closer alignment with actual' po- place one week after ~he fbutinl\\' 
p 
,I 

tential. Guid~\nce Center testing. The GATB 
METHOD nonverbal tests employed were (P) 

(arm perception, (5) spatial ability, r Samples of. White and Negro in~ (K) motor coordination l and (M) 
mates were retested 011 four .110.11- manual dexterity. Two (spatial ability verbal factors of the General Apti~ and form perception) represent pre~ j. tude Test Battery under one control dominantly cognitive tasks, and two f and two experimental conditions. It (manual dexterity and motor coor~ was assumed thM the Negroes' per~ dinationl represent predominantly tormance would be suppressed by a motor tasks. Motivation or test~tak~ 
motivational or attitudinal variable ing attitude was felt to be especially while the Whites would be scoring critical in nonverbal tests. It was for 

1 nearer to potential. The experiMent- this reason these tests were selected. ers predicted greater gains for Ne- It Is quite obvious that tegardless 
i groes as opposed to Whi~synder of tesHaking attitude} academically 

the condition of an effecli e incen- disadvantaged persons will be handi .. 
tive. Because of the recognized dif .. capped on verbal tests which require 

~ 
ferences in learning param~ters for particplar kinds of prior knowledge the subculture of poverty (Allen, ' : 

f: 1970}, we predicted thM ma~erial re~ or familiarity. . 
I ~ ward would be the most t"ffective in- RESULtS \1 

t centive (particularly for Nl:!groes); Two hundred aod twenty subjects I' 
and that the effects of spoken en- distributed into six subsamples were u 

, couragement by an institu~ional ~ep- involved. The size of the individual 
, 

resentative would be relatIVely sltSht subsample ranged from 28 {t'!egro-, 

~ 
(particularfy for Negroes).:! material incentive) to 42 (White-no 

!, 

I 
For the material incentive, inmate incentive condition). Initial test per-f 

('v''c-_, i "ducats" redeemable for canteen (ormances differed sigriificantly both 
I 

. \ 

goods were used/with subjects un- between races and experimental I )'( . 
1 der this testIng condition clearly in- samples. No matching of subjects (J formed that each would receive,! a was performed. Tables I through IV 

shaw based on his gain between present the means and standard de~ 
original and retest scores. The social viations of the experimental samples I' ,or symbolic incentive consisted of by race for both the first and second i' 

an experimenter's verbal encouragew testing. !\ 
'~ 

I't'lent of the inmates to improve per- The elevation of initial test scores 
it 

fo/:mance in order to .better th'~ir is higher for Whites thaI), Negroes for " ~ ptospects in institutional program- all experimental conditions Md test i! 

mh)8' The i~no incentive" sample scales except tv! under verbal incen~' Ii c 

was. siMply IOstructed to take the . tive and l< under material incentive. ~ 
!IV. L-:--AIIC!n (!!d.), Psycholosical FilC(Of5"ln 

c,;fhe sari,e:relationships held upon , 
t·~test, except that the Negro sample ~ 

~PVCilYf (Chicago: Markham, 1970) • 
.-~ () 
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overcame a slight initial dlsadvant- operate to, !1arrow the gap between 
age on I< under verbal incentive and White and Negro performances was 
ended with a final score higher than not upheld. Whites widem::d their 

"~I " Whites. initial advantage over Negroes under 
c' 

The hypothesis that arf effective the material incentive condition for 
incentive (material reward) would a/l scales ext!,;}:, t 1<, on which Negro~s 

, ~ Table I 
Ii MEANS AND STANDARlJ DEVIATIONS OF EXPERIM~NrAl GROU~S BY RACE 
i SPArlAl MCTOR r 
f 
tl 
t;. 

WhIte Negro Negro and White : - "'--.-
Condition T1 12 T1 12 11 12 

CQncrete X 109.33 124.15 95.04 107.43 1(}3.37 117.16 
Incentive SO 18.44 ~~.83 17.95 19.34 19.30 22.68 

N 40 40 211 28 !i8 611 

Verbal X 107.23 115.64 87.24 94.11 96.74 105.49 
~ : 

lIicontive SO 17.10 16.84 1a.o5 16.93 20.40 20.20 
N 39 39 33 33 72 72 

t
l 

\) I' No Incentive X 107.54 119.02 67.21 94.74 98.11 106.91 
t. SO 'I (tOG 17.99 17.19 2lJ.48 20M 22.74 

N 42 42 38 38 80 80 
" 

.~) All Condl!l()f'ls 5(' 10a.14 119.19 86.46 97.91 99.29 109.61 13) 

SO 11.48 19.73 17.65 19.8$ 20.08 22.41 
I; \;, N 121 121 99 sa 220 220 
it 
I 
I 

" t " k Table 1/ 
I 
r PECEPTUAL FACTOR 
I 
" ,\ 
\; ,!,\ White N~gro Negro and Whil~ 
I': 

) -Condition 11 1'2 n T2 11 T2 

"~,, 
Concrete X 105.64- 117.33 95.25 103.113 107.1£; 11().79 \ 
Incentive SO 18.82 1~).4a 17.09 18.78 '18.60 20.60 

N 40 40 28 28 66 68 

Verbal X 100.87 108.87 90.70 . 97.16 95.54 103.68 
IrlC:~ntive SO 11).74 16.81 --1400 16.87 17.77 17.74 

e.\ N 39 39 '~'13 33 n 72 

IJ No IncQollve X 102.31 115.03 82.61 9U6 93.10 103.91} 
SO 17.92 22.11 20.39 17.58 21.30 22.40 
N 42 42, 38 38 80 80 

All Conditions X 102.93 113.09 88.39 97.30 96.39 10S.99 
" SO 17.60 19.92 18.96 1&.08 19.58 20.63 

I, N 121 121 99 99 220 220 " ~ iJ 
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Table III 

COORDINATION FACTOR 

57 

() 

--------~----________ ----______________________ ~v~~~ 

Negro and iY'Mite 
.1'---Condition 

White Negro 
------------------~) 11 T2 . T2 T1 T1 T!~ 

....-.--,-..-------------------------~---')'~ ,I, 
, COn!l:rete 
"jlncentlve 

X 
SD 

'N 

92.05 101.OB 

Verbal 
Intantiva 

No Incentive 

At! Conditions 

X!, 
SD 
N 

X 
SD N . 

X 
SD 
N 

61.05 18.90 
40 . 40 

99.1,0 107.00 
11.1" 13.55 
J! 39 

104.18 116.18 
20.07 18.59 
47 42 

98046 108.51 
18.32 18.77 
12~ 121 

102.32 112.B2 
19.06 13.33 

28 26 

96.3Z ~ 108.32 
1 18.60 

33 

97.55 108.18 
15~? 16.31 
3 38 

98.JU 109.03 
17.10 15.49 

99 99 

96.21 105.i68 
17.87 17.l)6 
68 68 

97.68 106.~~0 
17.13 14.Ef6 

72 72; 

'100.99 112./!14 
18.08 18.i:4 
80 80! 

98.43 10ajl) 
17.75 17.~14 
220, 220: 

Table IV 
MANUAl, bEXTERIT'{, FACT(dR 

---------------------~r! -------~~-----~ 
White Negro Negro and White 

Condition ----~-~~-~~----------". "----T1 Ei T2 T1 T2 11 "(2 
,'~-----,--------------,~------------
Concrete 
Incentiye 

Verbal' 
Incentive 

No Incentive, 

~ 
All Conditions 

X 
SD 
N 

X 
SD 
N 

X 
SO 
N 

'V­
i\, 

SD 
N 

103.41 
20.99 
40 

105.54 
16.50 
~9 

116.90 
,25.88' 
,; 42 

109.37 
22.15 
121 

125.97 
24.03 
40 

115.74 
13.50 
39 

132.97 
29.42 
42 

'1.25:1.19 
24.48 
121 () 

104.32 
16.00 
28 

106.00 
15.72 

33 

101.79 
22.2f.1 

38 

102.88 
17.83 

99 

124.36. 
17.48 
28 

118.86 
18.68 , 

33 

121.97 
28.19 
38 

120.55 
21.S~ 
99 

104.21 
19",11 

68 

104.33 
13,12 

(2 

110.26 
25.11 
80 

10&.45 
20.53 
,f20 

116.31 
,nS6 

68 

115.71 
13.89 

72 

12.8.09 
29.29 

'.;;,r~~, 
.' ,'". \tl 

123.49 
23.33 
220 

------------~-~',--------~-----~.~.~. ------------~--------
hadar, initial lead and extended that 
lead upoh retest. Negro sC6re gain 
exceeded that for Whites on one 
scale (M) under thebo incentive 
condition, and on two scales (I{ and 
M) under verbal im:entiveii 

;, \ The i,ovestigal0f,s' hypothesis that 

'f.", 

score gain for boSh White ahd Negro 
Subjects would be greatest under the. 
material incentive condition and 
least under no incentive was also not'« 
coryfirmed. The magnitude of gain 
on the spatial factor was greatest 
under concrete'inceQtive for both . 
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Table V 

TEST-RETEST C9RRELATIONS BV RACE AND INCEN1'IVE CONDITION 

RAce Incentive N .I, 

Material 28 

. Negro Verbal 33 

l\'Id Incentive 38 
I) . 

(1 II 
'I 
fMaterial 40 

White Verbal 39 
No Incentive 42 

Whites and Nt~groes, but verbal in-. 
centive gain was least, with no in­
centive intermediate. The Same pat­
tern was found on the manual dex­
terity factor. The findings lfor scales 
5 and M do nontiolate the assumed 
superiority of 1:U~ material fhcentive' 
condition. Verbal incentive appears 
inferior to none at all. H~v(ever, 
even these generalizations fai!'on 
the form perception and the motor 
coordination scales. 

All samples showed Some mean 
score gain between initial testing 

··and retesting. Much of this gain ap­
pears to be attributable to practice 
effects. I t become~, relevant to at­
tempt to determine! which members 
of a particular subsample benefit 
most from incentive, or from mere 
retesting; 

Test-retest correlations and first 
test score versus score gain ~orrel­
atjons were' calculated for each of 
the tesf'factors by race and incentive 

'
~conditions.4 o. '" 

"-- If incentives were differentially ef­
'~ectlve among sdme members of a 

, ':'l 

'4William 'T. Meredith, Department of Psy-
chology, University of Califqrntaat Berke­
ley/ provided statistical' c;pnsuttation for the 
data analysis; and Jeffery Houghten and An-

i,'.',\. 

'\) 

M S P K 

.87 .84 .72 .65 

.76 .82 .80 .63 

.85 .77 .62 .41 

.86 .79 .86 .80 

.84 .85 .86 .77 

.61 .85 .82 .65 

sample, then we should expect these 
scores to be markedly displaced, ef­
fecting a drop in. the te5t~retest re­
liability of the sample. Table V,how­
ever, appears to indicate that simple 
retest of the no incentive condition 
generally produced the lowest and 
the material incentive condition 
produced the highest reliability co", . 
efficients. This finding suggests. that 
an incentive may operate to stabilize 
retest perfomance by keeping most 
subjects tnterested, and that mere 
retest prdCluces djfferent degrees of 
boredor;,'l1 in different subjects. 

Most of the test-retest correlations 
are moderately high, indicating that, 
despite some score gains attained 
through practice, individual subjects 
are likely to retain their relative po­
sit,ion in the sample order. Ihe test­
ret~st reliabilities of Negroes and 
WhItes are generally comparable on 
the cognitive factors (spatial ability 
and form'perceptionl while on th£; 
motor fa~tors (motor coordination 
~nd manU~,1 d~erity) they show 

thony Rollins, Computer Center, University 
.of California at davis, carried out the com­
puter work. These contributions are thank­
fully acknOWledged. 
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THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES 

som~vhat lower· values tor. Newoes. ;. 
The correlations "between initial 

test scores and the magnitude of 
score gain on retest are shown in 
Table VI below.~ 

Table VI suggests a general tend~ 
ency for low initial scorers to ;gairv 
more than high initial ,scorers. It i!S 
possible that, this is partly attribut~ 
able to a ceiling effect. These inverSE! 
correlations are, however, generally 

59 

an effective incentive condition 
would yield higher inverse correl~ 
ations between"initial test and score 
gai~ . .than mere retest would provide. 
This hypothesis was not supported" 
Table VI shows that material IDeeSJ 
tives yield larger inverse correlat1bns 
than no incentive on only three of 

.eight comparisons. 
Differences between White and 

Negro samples on particular sGales 

Table VI 

FIRST TEST·SCORg GAIN CORRELATIONS BY 
RACE AND INCENTIVE CONDITION 

Rcace Incentive N 

Mate;ial 
,'-1",,, 

(I: .•. ~/ 

28 

Negro Verbal 33 

No Incel1tive 38 

Mllteriat 40 

White Verbal 39 

No Incentive 42 

low and insufficient to disrupt the 
order' among subjects that Table V 
showed to be relatively stable. 

Since we have assumed a masking 
effect qf apathy upon test" scores 
that can be removed through in~ 
centive, it is,Jeasonable to speculate 
that apathetic subjects would be 
mOI'e heavHY,Jepresented among low 

" scorers on initial ,testing. Ther~fore, 

tiThe authors are aWi\te Of objections 
raised by some Investigators in, regard to 
th!S' ptocedure. The re\\der is referred to 
the following two publications: G. H. Tholll-, 

,$0\1, IIA Formula to Correct fot'lhe Effect 
of Errors of Measur~ment on the Correlation 
of Initial Values with Gains," Journal of Ex­
perimental PsychologJj/ '7:321-324, (1924);, 

" l. Zleve, "Note on the Correlation of Initiar> 

D 

S P K M 

-.1~ -.13 -.72 -.33 

·-.43 -.31 -.21 -.26 
(-. 
_ej 

.01 -.52 -.37 -.38 

.10 -.28 .oJ -.12 

. -.31 -.2'1 -.62 -.58 

-.44 .07 -.42 -.29 

under particular conditions is e:vi .. 
dent in Table VI. Whites and Ne-

'groes seem tb respond differentially 
with respect to both the test factor 
and the incentive condltl8n depend­
lIig upon their origihat testing score. 
For example, on the motor coordin­
ation factor (1<) under the material 
incentive condition/Negro~s with 
lower scores consistently gain more 

U· if, 
" "'if ' 

Scorese'witn Gains/' Journal pf E(/uciltional 
Psychology, 31 :391-394, (194Q/ Although the 
authors" believe.tnat. the brifff discussion of 
the correlations b.~tween i~ltial scores and 
difference. betweeh second,) and first scor~s 
has meaning Within tn~i~';context of tnls 
paperl these objections should be kept in 
mind. 
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than th~r compatriots with hf,gher 
first scores, Whites under the same 
condition 'fail to show this tendency. 
Other differential responses between 
Whites and Negroes are reflected in 
spatial ability and form perception 

, factors under the no incentive con-
dition and on the motor coordina~ 

. tion an(.'l m~nua.l dexterity ractors 
:,under tH'e verbal"condition. 

ii, These" preliminary data" suggest 
ithat Whites and Negroes respond 
differently to th(~ incen~ive cq.ndi­
t,ions depending both on the Cltest 
Cidministered and on the height of 
their Original test sCore although 
there is not sufficie&"lt pattern or reg­
ularity in th.ese differences to permit 
ml':!aningful interpretation. 

"he next step in the analysis of 
performance differences by subjects 
at different initial test score levels 
was to divide e9ch sample into three 
groups differing in the height of the 
original test score. .' 

The lower group consisted of sub­
jects whose scores w~re If.:.ss than .50 
SD below the mean, the higher 
group colbsisted of subjects whose 
scores were greater than .50 SD 
above the mean· The remaining 
group had scores ranging from + .50 
to> •. 50 .sD of the me<;ln. A three­
way analysis of variance. fOl- unequal 
N was then performed. The main 
vari~bles were rilce, incentive COri­
dwdh, and original performance 
level. Computer program BMD OSV 
of the Biomedical COn'lputer Pro­
grams statistical Pilckage Was used .. 

Table VII presents the analysis of 
variance for the four test, factors, 

.and Table VIII presents the respec­
, tive means and stardard deviations 
for each group by testluve! and in­
centive conditjpn. 

" 

~. I \' 

'Ii '-, 
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THE EFFECT OF (NCENTIV~S 

The incentive condition was !ita": 
tistically significant for the spatial 
ability arid manual dexterity factor:;. 
The origihal level of performance 
variable partitularly was significant; 
no significan1 effects of raCe were 
demonstrated, either alone or in In­
teraction with the other variables. 

Table VIII also shows that an ini­
tial low performance 'On all save the 
5 fattor increases the probability 
of a greater than average score in­
crease lIpon retesting.' 1lt similar non­
significant trend is seen in the 5 
factor scor~s. 

Again, retesUtore gain appeared 
to be mediated by initinl test per­
formance. Subjects who performed 
teast well initialfy accomplished 
greatest improvemelht through prac­
tice. Material reward seemed to pro­
duce so~what greater effect on 
score gain than mere retest, and ver­
bal encouragement may have been 
wOrse than none at all. 

DISCUSSION 

An attitudinal stance of greater 
tesHaking apathy or resistance was 
hypothesized to account for per­
formance decrements of youthful 
Negro offenders compared with 
White offenders on nonverbal (pre­
sumably more culture~faJr) subtests 
of the General Aptitude Test Battery. 
The hypothesis was tested by offer­
ing White and Negro subjects ma­
terial reward for score improvement 
and by verbal encouragement about 
bettering their prospects in institu .. 
tional programming. Results for 
these groups were compared with 
practice improvement yieJded by 
mere retesting. We predicted that in. 
an effective incentiv\¢;coi1dition; the 
Negro sample woulC1 improve and 

,narrow the performance gap' be~ 
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THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES 

tween. itself and its White counter­
part. 

All comparison groups show~d 
substantial store gain in retest, but 
a large part of such gain appeared 
attributable to the practice effect. 

. The incentive cpnditiOl1s Yielded sig~ 
nificant increments 0.3 two' of the 
four subtests, with material reward 
most effective and verbal encour­
agement, especially for White sub­
jects, se~fY!;ngtv less effective than 
mere i~(est.. \:. .. 

The mcel)t.lve cOi/dlt!ons were not 
successful in improving the perform­
ance. of Negro subjects relative to 
Whites, as posited in the motivat­
ional "masking" hypothesis. The 
mon'ey incentive appeared to be 
equally effective for both Whites 
and Negroe:;. Verbal encouragement 
operated contrary. to the effect in­
tended, creating either disruptive 
worry or resentment toward being 
pushed. This could suggest that the 
entire delinquent group was just as 
alienated and did not base its be­
havior on others' verbal behavior as 
much as do nOr'ldelir'lqu~lnt groups. 

Correlations in ma.gnit()de of gain 
by individual subjects aCI'Qss the var­
ious subtests were genetrally posi­
tive in the Negro samples (binominal 
test, p < .001, one-tailed), support­
ingthe idea of a general n10tivation­
al effect. This phenomenon was not 
reia,ted to Incentive, however, and 
railed to appear in the White 
samples. 

The magnitude of retest score gain 
was found to be inversely related to 
initial performance levels and to ac­
count for significant portions of the 
score gain variance on three of the 
four subtests. This effect was less 
pronounced under the material in­
centive condition, where improve-

, ""11" 
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ment in test performance seemed 
less dependent on initial pej'form~ 
ance leyel. Th<;l tendency for low­
scoring subjects t:o achieve greater 
gains acted, to re(luce test-retest re­
liabilities, but these reliab'i1ities re-' 
mained moderately high . 

Negro test-retest reliabilities were 
comparable t,p White reJiabilities on 
the spatial and perceptual factors, 
but were lower on the motol' tasks 
(factors K and M). The determinants 
of this lower reliability are not 
known, but the results require in­
creased caution in making validity 
inferences from GATB K and M 
scores for Negro subjects if the ob­
ject is to base training selection de­
cisions on predictions of vocational 
success· 

It appears important that research 
on the relationship between test 
scores and criterion variables for 
minority groups be conducted and 
that the results of such studies be 
Widely disseminated· among those 
responsible for personnel decisions. 
There is danger that a test will not be 
IIfair" among the individual mem­
bers of a minority population, re­
gardless of whether it is also unfair 
to that population as a whole. It is 
understood/ however, that decisions 
are not ordinarily made on the 
basis of interpretation of a single 
test score, and that the initial test 
and retest results may not have iden­
tical implications relative tQ.., an ex­
ternal performarv:e criterion. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

'he present investigators have 
been concerned with the problem 
of motivational suppressors which. 
might affect aptitude test perform~ 
ance without produdngcorl'esPQnd ... 
ing effects on training potential or 
job performance or which, if pro~ 
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dueing such effects, might yield to 
counseling or other modes of inter­
vention, Our findings support the 
hypothesis that immediate materi~1 
incentive can improve some types of 
aptitude test performance but do not 
support the notion that such incen~ 
tive can reduce the relative score 
disadvantage' of minority group 
members. On predominantly motor 
factors of the GA TB, Negro samples 
unde,r retest in every case exceeded 
the initial test performance of White 
samples; but all samples manifested 
improvement attributable to prac-
tice. ' 

The GA TB was developed by the 
U. S. Employment Service for the use 
of counselors in the various state 
employment offices. The tests are 
also employed for decisions about 
vocational training placement for in­
mates of the California Youth Au­
thority .. In typical practice, an indi­
vidual's test factor standard scores 
are plotted in a profile, and that pro ... 
file is then °matched" with occupa­
tional ability patterns derived on 
groups of employed persons in many 
fields of work· Occupational ability 
patterns are described in terms of 
minimum scores in two to tour field~ 
relevant aptitudes, and the individual 
is considered matched with those 
patterns whose cut~off scores he ex­
ceeds. 

Screening decisions based on such 
testing are suspect if aptitudes are> 
masked by test-taking familiarity or 
attitudes. Yet it is extremely difficult 
to take into account variation due to 
cultural experience and the condi­
tions under which testing is per­
formed. If test scores are regarded 
by persons engaged in selection and 

THE EFFECT Of INCENTIVES 

classification decisions as straight­
forward measures of the particular 
characteristic in question l biased de­
cisions are the likely result. The 
problem of reducing such bias with­
out merely substituting other forms 
of bias in its piace remains largel'f 
unsolved. 

In regard to the failure of the cen­
tral hypothesis of the current study~ 
that Negro inmates had greater mo­
tivational decrements than Whites 
and would improve their relative po­
sition under condition of an effective 
incentive-two explanations are ten­
able. 
" The first would question whether 
the experiments had, in facti suc­
ceeded by the means they used in 
providing an incentive which was 
effective and whether some ather 
type of incentive would have been 
more effective. The relatively slight 
increment of gain over practice ef­
fect yielded by the material incentive 
makes this criticism tenable and 
leaves open the possibility of other, 
more effective incentives. 

The se<;;ond question is whether 
the motivational hypothesis offers a 
tenable explanation of Negro per· 
formance decrement; it might be, as 
some insist, that tests are conceived, 
developed, and standardized within 

. essentially limited and anchored cul­
tural frameworks and are, therefore, 
inherently unfair to members of 
other cL\ltural groups, regardless of 
the steps taken to reduce this bias. 
If this is the case, restandardization 
for particular groups may prove an 
inadequate corrective as totally new 
tests-appropriate to members of 
the specific culture in which they are 
to be used-would be required. 
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