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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
resource 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




special interest to him.
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PREFACE

This is Volume 2 of the report to LEAA on yrant
74-NI-99-0011G. 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 prereguisite to the development of
typological descriptions of youthful offenders that may
ultimately influence their treatment and rehabilitation.

This project was initially assumed to be a multi-
chapter effort. As the work progressed, it becane
apparent that the volume of the reported data was far
too great to be aondensed 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-
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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 Title

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

2 Intelligence Factors

3 Race Factors

4 Alcohol, Drug, and Opiate Factors

5 Psychological, Psychiatric, Educational,
and Social Factors

6 Violence Factors

7 Offenders Against Persons

8 Offenders Against Property

9 Parole Issues

Volume 1 provides a narrative introduction +o the
project and presents comparative data for the entire
study population on most of the 195 variables used in
this stuay. 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.
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I, BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY /

THE CALIFORNIA YOUTH AUTHORITY

The California Youth Authority was created by the
state legislature in 1941 with a ¢orrectional philosophy
that substituted individualized treatment for 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 treatm&ént methods to rehabilitate young

lawbreakers. This philosophy has guided the Department

since itsfestablishment.

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 1its jurisdiction.
Some 6,300 were being held in Youth Authority institu-~
tions (schools, 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.
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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 lawvmakers was
clearly to provide a unified state-wide approach to the
control of delinquency. The Youth Authorit; 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 have "...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." The Board is assisted by seven Hearing
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Representatives.

The Director of the Youth Authority, who is admin-

istrative head of the Department as well as chairman of

the Youth Authority Board, is also appointed by the

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

career member of the Youth Authority, is the present

Director.

Section 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
ceurt may refer to the Authority any person
convicted of a public offense who comes

' within 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 under the judgment;

(c) Is not granted probation; or

(d) Was granted probation and probatign

was revoked and terminated.
Youths under 21 years of age but older than 18 mﬁy, for

certain offenses, be tried in a juvenile or an afult
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court, and either court may assign a convicted yoﬁfh to

the Youth Authority. According to the commentary of the

California Codes, the history/gf the Youth Corrections
Authdfity Aqt and later amendments to it indicate that
the legislature intended fhat all persons coming within
the provisions of the Code should ultimately be referred
to the Authority (People v. Walker, 1947, 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 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 RECEPTION GUIDANCE
CENTER, DEUEL VOCATIONAL INSTITUTION, TRACY, CALIFORNIA

In 1964 and 1965, when the basic data for the
pirresent study were collected, the California Youth
Autﬁority operated two reception guidance centers--one
at Perkins near Sacramento for the northern counties
and one at Norwalk near Los Angeles for the southern
counties.

Older wards committed to the CYA were

received and processed under an interagency agreement
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at the Reception Guidance Center, Deuel Vocational
Institution (RGC-DVI), one of three reception guidance

centers operated by the California Department of

Corrections.*

ot e - i

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

e PN A

single cells. Testing rooms, testing shops, and offices

for correctional counselors, psychologists, and medical

consultants provided the setting for diagnostic work

e it e

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

1 classes,Athe first week being devoted entirely to

intellectual, academic, vocational, 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 6l. Diagnostic services for CYA admis-

“ e
e ST emirgor e

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 created. With this material each

ward was seen by the Célifornia 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, ané issued

transfer orders. The diagnostic report assembled

during the Reception Guidance Center stay was one of
the major sounrces 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 GUIDAN
DEUEL VOCATIONAL INSTITUTION

CE CENTER,
1. The Testing Unit
Dufing 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, and research. The various tests,




TR

b

T T TR e

s 000

Do e
c s S
SIS pey SIS

Eie

adminiéteredvduring 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 thig 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-

sults became available. The testing program

was somewhat different for each group because

of the reading difficulties of the primary
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group.

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 California

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.

Testing for Vocational 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-
merit of Employment. The GATB provided
scores for vocational counseling by the
correctional counselor and diagnostic shop

instructors on General Intelligence, Verbal
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Aptitude, Numerical Aptitude, Spatial
Aptitude; Perceptional Aptitude, Clerical
Aptitude, Motor Coordination, Finger
Dexterity, and Manual Dexterity.

Intellectual Assessment

The primary groups were administered
the California Short, Form Test of Mental
Maturity (CTMM), the Revised Beta examina=-
tion, the Raven Progressive matrices
(1956) , which yields an index of intellec-
uwal 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 were
individually_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

speclial assessment report was prepared

by the psychologist.

10

4B,
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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 where 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 "z", Sentence Completion
Test, Thematic Apperception Test (TAT), the
Goldstein~-Scherrer Test for organicity,

the Tree Test, and others.

Testing Program for the

Intermediate and Advanced
Groups

a.

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.

Testing for Vocational Aptitude

The intermediate and advanced groups

also took the General Aptitude Test Battery,
11
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administered by the staff of the California
Department of Eﬁployment.

Intellectual Assessment

DL 113 ¢ a2 ek 4

The intermediate and advanced groups
also were administered the Raven Progress«
ive Matrices and the D-48, as relativelﬁ”
"culture-fair" tests, and the California
Short Form Test of Mental Maturity (CTMM).
The CTMM yields an IQ equivalent for a
language portion and a non-language portion
in addition to the combined IQ equivalenﬁ.
These two groups were also administered
the Army General Classification Test (AGCT)
which gives, in additioh to the total 19,

a percentile reading for Verbal Achievement,
Numerical Reasoning, and Spatial Achieva-
ment. Individual testing with the Wechsler
Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS) was ad-
ministered by psychologists as nceded for

diagnostic purposes.

Personality Assessment

The intermediate and advanced groups
were administered tho California Psycho~
logical Inventory (CPI) and the Minnesota

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI).

12
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The Shipléy~Hartford Scale was adminis-

tered to this group as a measurement of the

iﬁtellectual capacity for conceptual
thinking. Alsb, as in the\primary group,
‘individual testing by psychologists was
carried out according tg’diagﬁostic 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 POPULATTION

The study population included 4,146 male California

Youth Authority wards,

or almost all those received at

the Deuel Vocational Institution Reception Guidance

Center during 1964 and 1965.

eliminated from the sty

1.

Individual cases were

‘¥ population for any one of the

- following reasons:

Failure to meet minimum requirements for
completeness of data led to exclusion

from the study. Cases with any one of the
following information items missing were
excluded: reception date, crime code

for admission offense, date of release,

or parole follow-up information.

Cases not released-to a program of parole
supervision were excluded. Discharggs,

)

13
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popu%étion were given the Minnesota Multi-
phaéic Personality Inventory (MMPI). Slightly
over one thousand persons were not given this
teét 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 because of changes in the testing
battery; e.g., the D-48 was initiated after
the study was 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 are considered. Such
limitations will be further defined in the dis-
cussion of the various data elements.
Information Sources

~The 195 variables selected for presentation

in this report were collected from the following

sources:
a. Pre~RGC-DVI case file CF
b. RGC-DVI case file )
c. Testing program at RGC~3VI T

15
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d. Caseworker's Information Sheet IS

e. Cunulative Case Summary , Cs
£, Psychiatric and Psychological
Reports P
g. CYA Board decisions : B
h. CYA Research Division (parole  ff“~
follow-up) ; RD
i. Computer computations cc

List of Variables and Definitions Used

While fhe following list of va;iables
is completa, the text in subsequent reports
will only selectively present and comment
on these variables. The objective of the
reports is to highlight the most significant
characteristics 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 COncgptually defined categories:

. Individual Case History Factors

=

. Intelligence Factors
. Academic Factors
Vocational Factors

+ Personality Factors

Psychiatric and Psychological Factors

2
3
4.
5

6
.

o Admission Offense and Parole Behavior
Factors ’
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8. Initial Institutional Program Factors:

Individual Case History Factors

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 P
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

Intelligence Factors

Army General Classification Test

California Test of Mental Maturity
D-48 : :

Raven Matrices

Shipley Hartford \ -
Intelligence Classifidation by Clinical
Staff ‘
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AcademicVFactors‘

Calﬁfornia Achievement Test Battery
Grgde Claimed o

Grdde Achieved

Acéddemic Achievement Index I
Academic Achievement Index TI
Academic Training Potential T
Caseworker's Rating

Academic Training Potential IT
Caseworker's Recommendation
Staff Recommendation for Academic
Training ,

Age Left School

Grade Claimad

Vocational Factors

General Aptitude Teszt Battery
Vocational Training Potential:
Wood Shop Instructor's Rating
Vocational Training Potential:
Metal Shop Instructor's Rating
Vocational Training Potential:
Counselor's Rating v
Vogational Training Potential:
Caseworker's Recommendations
Staff Recommendation for Vocational
Training
Occupational Disabilities
Occupational History
Union Status
Length of Work Experience
Primary Area of Vocational Interest
For Vocational Training
Counselor's Recommendation for Training

Personality Factors

California Psychological Inventory

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory

Interpersonal Personality Inventory

Prediction Using Personality Test Data

CPI Equation

Applied CPI Prediction

MMPT Equation

Applied MMPI Prediction




pp——

Psychiatric Eactors

Reasons for Referral

History o”\Prlor Mental Health Care
DlagnOSlS ®f Acute Brain Digorders

Dlagn051° of Chronic Brain Syndrome
Diagnosis of Affective Reactions

Diagnosis ¢f Schizophrenic Reactions
Diagnosis of.Psychoneurotic Reactions
Diagnosis of Personality Pattern
Digturbance

Diagnosis of Personality Trait Disturbance

Diagnosis of Scciopathic Personality
Disturbance

Diaghosis of Transitional Situational
Personality Disturbance

Present Symptoms of Psychosis

Present Symptoms - General

Summary Psychiatric Diagnosis
Diagnosis of Treatment Motivation

Diagnosis of Viclence Potential
Specific Conditions Related to Violence
Potential

Recommendation for Psychotherapy
Recommendation for Group Counsellng
Recommendation for Academic Vocational
Training

Offense Related Factors Including Violence
Information and Parole Follow-up

Admission Offense

Adnmission Offense Summary

Violation Offense

Violation Offense Summary

History of Violence

History of Carrying Weapons

Admission Offense Partners

CYA Parolee Partners

Individual Violence in Admission Offense

Weapon Used by Individual

Group Violence in Admission Offense If
Partners =

Weapons Used by Group if Partners
Economic Loss by Victim

Psvchological Suffering by Victim
History of Violence - CYA Rating
Caseworker's Estimation of Violence
Potential

Type of Parole Removal

Status of Off-Suspense Parocle Removal

19
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Initial Institutional Programing

Counselor's Transfer Recommendation

CYA Board Order ‘for Transfer

CYA Board Order for Program (Months To
Next Hearing)

Custodial Evaluation for Instifutional
Adjustment

Staff Recommendation for Special Housing
Staff Recommendation for Work Assignment
Staff Recommendation for Group Counseling
Staff Recommendation for Psychotherapy

20
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IT. CLASSIFICATION AND G‘ROUNDED 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-
Yﬁlogical 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. Althoqgh this seems obvious
enough, there are serious difficulties associated with
the development of criminal éYpologies.

Before the issues of classificatidnvand the
various approaches to classifying offenderg can be
discuésed, several basic questions must be‘answered.

. A most essential‘problem surrounds the definition of -
"classification .
W;bster (1970) defines classification as the

0

'...systematic arrangenient in groups or categories

i

according to established criteria." Since the term

i i \ 21
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classification has been used almost interchangeabiy with
taxonomy or typology, it is useful to define these terms
in relation to "set" theory.

Assuming that a method of classification divides aﬁ
group of individﬁals according to specified criteria,
the general procedure of claSsificationvgust typically
satisfy several requirements. Basicall&, these are:
(l)rno subset is empﬁy; (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 equal the set). An example can best
clarify these prerequisites: the division of a group of
offenders into two groués, 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 subgroup; (2) the inter-
section of both 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 the total original
set, providing that the entire’group ié divisible by

the dichotomous definition. Although the above

provides a "pure" example of classification, it is
generally applimable to many studies in criminological

research. The literature on the logic of classification

is eggii%ive and authors such as Barton (1955), Hempel
\ " /

22
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(1965), Lazarsfeld and Barton {(1951), and McKinney (1366)
provide excellent reviews of the topic.

In classifying juvenile offenders, no information
heed be given as to why such individuals commit offenses,
nor is information necessarily provided about the

effects of their bshavior. Classification generally

does notwprovide 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 CRIMINOLOGY

Recent years have seen an increased interest in
classification syé%ems and in developing typologies
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 delinguent behavior or a
chartin@x in organized fashi®n, of the signs, symptoms,
6r»&ynamics of patterns cqvéring the universe of
offenders" (Warren, 197%). This "either-or" explana-
tion tends to simplifyra basic disagreement reggrding

i
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the relationship between classification and development

of theory. For example, it has been claimed that

classifications, thoughknoﬁ directly permitting

5 explanations, can lead to the construction of useful

| theories (Opp, 1973). Partially challenging this view
has been the contention that existing clgssifications
have not prcomoted 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 etiological 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
hypothetical research situation. For example, the
reorganization of correctional institutions for the

i i purpose of achieviﬁg behavioral change among inmates
must rest upon an understanding of the influence of the

facility upon incarcerated individuals.
=i , 24
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Such problemé 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 beyopd its intended function. Opp
(1973) states that it is not justified to pfesume that
classifiéation 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 thecoretical formulation 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 tqpl, 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 typolcgies 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
coﬁflict, social class conflict, delinguent subculture,
etc;) to provide compelling 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
"behaviorall& accurate" definitions of behavior.
Eysenck and Eysenck (1970) note tha%t "by paying atten-
tion to differences within 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 supdividing
"orime" 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 and their respective
relationships to criminological explanation. Ferdinand
(1966) defines two kinds of typology, the empirical and
the ideal. Empirical classification is defined és the

most obvious simple patterns of distincticnthat seek

26
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to chart actuéljgatterns displayed‘by Specific kinds of
individuals. .This'fofmfprovides the raw material from
which theories might be consﬁrucfed. 'Ideal,typolOgies
are defined in térms'of ﬁfilizingpa particular tyeory a
priori as a means of classification;"The ﬁain‘vélue of

this kind of typology lies in its ability to support

explanations of behavior. While the idéal;mpdel suggests
" that there are as many‘idealktypologies as there are

“theories of behavior, 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 otherbtwo. He definesiﬁhis form as "the 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

- Strategies have been viewed as worthwhile (McClintock

and Avison, 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
cf analyzing data and working outwards to develop ex-

Planations through-the systematic or "theoretical sampling"”

27
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theoretical formulation, it must be further tested with |

- controlled" (feW‘inhibitioné) and "overcontrolled"

%

|
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of the data. Although grounded theory may indicate a !
: . h
other data bases, since it ig not deduced from logical
assumptiolis. The basic weakness of grounded theory is
that, since the mind of the investigator is not a ?
tabula rasa, it is uncertain how strongly his precon-
ceptions might affect the theory derived (Rex, i961;
Bogttoms, 1973). |
An example of the applicéﬁion of grounded theory
to ﬁhe 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), MM?I profiies seemed to distinguish two broad

personality types. The‘reseérchéf titled these "under-

{overly inhibited) types. 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 "predictive 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 than to theory-building (Bottoms, 1973).
Another kind of typoiogy 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 typoldgy 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 claésifica-

tions, although theory can evolve from such typologies;

Sparks (1968) states that treatment typologies .
(1) should be valid, i.e., should.separate offenders
whose treatment needs are:different; (2) should be
appropriate for the majority of offenders for whom the é
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.

29 :

™




e T g e Lt o Tt s W R . . B R ] )
v iy AR = R R S L S H N - .‘\ ” ﬁ .
D T S SN N T I OO M AT i it v S0 SRUTTE i . '-%'W‘
‘ _ g \ 2 . i .

e s @ ]
e 2y H .

W)

MODELS AND COMPETITION AMONG CRIMINAL CLASSIFICATIONS

? : Essentially, classification techniques are directed
| toward one of three concerns in criminology:.causal-
explanation;ﬁtreatment, and prediction. Each of these
' concerns hasfavprimary goal. Respectively, these are
explanation-prevention, rehabilitation, and decision-
I making. Although these may appea® to be mutuélly ex-
. clusive, it is more realistic to assume that there will
be much overlap. For example, it is not uncommon 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 approach{3) the psYchological-psychiatric

JE ¥ AU -

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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~is one who has been convicted of robbery. Legal
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defined in terms of his inﬁent and act, e.g., a robber

classifications represent the earliest and most commonly
used categories in dealing with the criminal offehder.

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 atteﬁpts, e.g.,
physical trait deviation, physical trait inferiority,
endoc¢rine malfunction, somatotype and temperament, mal-
structure of nervous system, disharmonies of physical
growth, unregulated bodily functions, epilepsy.
Criminality is viewed as the result of indirect heredi-
tary predisposition or the impact of environment upon
defective or abnormal organicms.

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 stem from mental conflicts and guilt

reactions. The primary assumption is that criminals are
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emotionally deficient in some way.

The sociological approach centers on a classifi-
cation scheme that regards criminal behavior as a
product of social interaction and culture. Crime is
viewed as a social pheﬁémenon; therefore, criminals
must be classified in accordance with their social
orientation and the values and cultural‘definitions of
the social world in which they live. Socioiogists'
offender categories refeé to role behavior in specific
types of situations of more or less enduring response
and not to types of personality organizaﬁion. Histori-
cally, sociologists have been more interested in the
relationships of the social characteristics of age, sex,
race, nativity, social class, and ethnie subculture than
in the construction of typologies (Roebuck, 1967).

All four of the preceding approaches share a common
assumption. Regardless of typological appreach, the
criminal act per Se is the initial focus of attention.
The legal act has implications for the definition of
"cfiminal constitution" and thus helps to distinguish
habitual and occasional criminals from the populace at
large. The latter three approaches often approximate
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 owiminal typologies are highly competitive. For

exarple, behavioral scientists generally reject the
legalistic approach because it.inadequately“éonsiders
human motivation, individual differences, group behavior,
and social deviancy. The legalists counter that the
behavioral scientist offers little more thag a hodgepodge
@f conflicting theories. 1In manylcases the legal
approach seems to provide more clarity than behavioral
clagsifications, although it may thereby neglect the rela-
tionship between "criminal" and "deviant® behavior.
Further, the legalist may study only the adjudicated
offender, which often restricts the generalizability

of the classification.

The conflict, however, does not end with the bdsic
disagreements between the behaviorists and legalists.
Behaviorists disagree among themselves on many classi-
fication issues. Sociologists dismiss the biological
determination of behavior while sociologists and psycho-
logists both condemn the conuvopt of hereditary pre-
3isposition. Sociologists claim that the psychological
approach underestimates the importance of situational

and cultural factors, while psychologists criticize the

sociologist for hisgs inability to explaiqtand classify
if

’
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crime as learned behavior. Others, most notably Martin

and Fitzpatrick (1964), maintain that only an eclectic
of interdisciplinary approach can do justice to the
dynamics of criminal behavior, although the psychogenic-
sociogenic rift complicates the construction of a more

hplistiq typology.

A mmre critical controversy surrounding the devélop—
megﬁjémd application of crimina%~typologies’is the ques-
tion of whether classifications are justified at all.
The dangers of stigmatization ahd labeling present

problefms that generally must be considered in any attempt

to develop a criminal taxonomy. Szasz (1961) and

Menninger, et al. (1963) criticize the presumed need to

classify individuals in general. At issue here is the

contention Ehat science cannot presently generate enough
dat; to adequaﬁely classify individuals. This criticism
is partially anjustified; however, since classification
generally précludes explénétion, this disclaimer is not

so much a-comment on the method of deriving typologies

~as. on their pbtential misuse. Of prime importancé here

is the premature application of classification hefore

the approach in question has been validated in terms of

accuracy or theoretical relevance.
i .

v

sl
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In another attempt to define typological assign-
ments, Grant (1961) describes six general approaches to
classification: (1) Psychiaﬁrically oriented approaches
as exemplified by Jenkins aﬁa Hewitt, 1944;

Erikson, 1950; Aichorn, 1935; Bloch and Flynn, 1956;
Argyle, 1961; the Illinois State Training School‘for
Boys Treatment Committee, 1953; the Californ?a Youth
Authority Standard Nomenclature Committee, 1958; and
Cormier, et al., 1959; (2) Social theory appxoaches 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-
élassification 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 approaches defined by Roebuck (1967) and

Grant (1961) indicate the diversity of criminal typo-
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logies although it remains unclear hdw 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 sﬁbcuitural
memberships. On the other hand, psychologists are
in a position to assess such hypotheses on the indi-
vidual level and, thsrefore, to ppovide 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 “"micro" perspectives could improve the explanation

and qi&%$ification of offender types, 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 demonstrate the communality among
typologies was undertaken by Warren (1971),.who
developed a cross-classification of sixteen different
offender typologies. This researcher noted considerable

common ground and suggested a "synthetic" taxonomy of

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

social manipulative;k(4) neurotic; (5) subcultural
identifier; and (6) situational. Although Warren con-
cludes that this synthesis could culminate in a sim-
plified taxonomy with almost immediately applicable
significance, other authors have disagreed with this
view. As Sparks (1968) had remarked earlier, "It is
difficult 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

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

Palmer (1971) indicates that the treatment typology is

ha

o complicated by at least four very broad interacting
— ) e variables: type of program, type of treatment environ-
ment ér setting, type of client, and type of staff
R worker. Sparks (1968) and King, et al. (1971) further
‘ admit that treétment typologies are at a "very primitive

stage." Borjéﬁon (1968) proposes a complex processual

model that would make classification "more realistic."

CONCLUSION AND A CAUTIONARY REMARK

"Sociologists continue to accuse psycho-
logical typologists of taking insufficient
cognizance of environmental factors; psycho-
Lo logists continue to accuse sociological
1 typologists of having insufficient regard

for intra-psychic factors. Nevertheless,
it is now possible to find investigators who
are attempting to theoretically link the
sociological, psychological, and situational
‘ variables which are all relevant to a com-
5 pletely satisfactory taxonomy."

(Warren, 1971)

All classification schemes are not equally 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
ol types of decision-making. Classification systems are
needed for control, enunciation of probable etiology, and

L 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
"unigqueness 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 classificatien will certainly fail to capture 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.

IIT,  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

I
‘of ways in which the data can be organized for analysis.

39

A




Grounded theory, on the other hand, provides several
methodological techniques for the observation of descrip-

tive data and the formulation or confirmation of

hypotheses.

APPLIED ASPECTS OF CLASSIFICATION ‘
Individual offenders may be classified on the basis
of their criminal careers, criminal pattern categories
(including mod< operandi), and psychological and social
characteristics. The present authors contend that
classification can provide the means by which criminal
‘behavios patterns can be linked to sociaf and personal
background factors. In this study parole outcome is
the primary criterion of criminal beshavior. Criminal
behavior patterns must be studied in the individual case;
howewver, in order to form useful classificationé, it
must be demonstrated that a sizable group of offenders
who engage in the same type of crime share certain pex-

gsonality and social background factors...

\
\

The following dimensions are suggesﬁéd by Roebuck
(1967) as homogeneous units with respect to which
offenders can be classified: (a) offense pattexrn;

(b) modi operandi; (c) social attributes; (d) personality
type; (e) self-concept; (f) attitudes; and (g) situations.

Roebuck's dimensiéns are not generally similar to the
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typological dimensions appligd by the investigators in

A : N
the present study. This study has subdivided the data

~into the following‘categories:\\(a) offense; (b) intelli-

genqé; (c) race; (d) alcohol and ther drugs; {e) psycho-
logicaljand/psychiatric factors; aﬁd (f) violence factors.
it is aéparént thét these classifications cut across
only three of Roebuck's dimensiohs ~~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 includeﬁ (1) delinquent"and/or criminal career;
(2) family background; (3) developmental history in the
family; (4) developmental+history in the community;

(5) reference grdup orientation andbidentification;

(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 infofmation areas tha# are empha-
sized in this study. The existing aata base offers

little in relation to family background; family and

community developmental history, or offender attitudes.

On the other hand, personal developmental information

(inteiligence test-scores, pérsonality profiles, infor-
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mation on the offender's delinquent career, physical
history, and reference group orientation) is relatively
well represented. Like most general order variables
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 ihformation
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. For 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
é?aluation by the caseworker, bifficulty arises, however,

in the attempt to classify each offender on the basis of

any defined aevelopmental cue. Because of the variation

in assessment procedures amdng caseworkers,- 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 deveiopmental information is
generally lacking in m@st studies based on legal records,

developing behavioral classifiCatiéﬁs 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 classifi-
cations are possible.

To understand why the presenﬁ classification dimen-
sions were selected, one must consider an essential goal
of this study. Rather than seeking to deveiop 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 important not
only to define the investigators' definition of "explora-
tion" but also to eiplain 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 genéralize’explanations through the systematic
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or theoretical sampling of the data." This process is

S

methodologicaily 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 the

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
"...purposefully discovering theory through social re-
search," which differs somewhat 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;ye and comparative

\y
tasks that engenders a wealth of exploratory possibilities

for the reader as well. ‘
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 groups of offenders classified
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according to intelligénce 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 hypotheses. 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

disnussion of it; and then the statement is qualified by

tentative statements and alternative explanations or in=-

L Y 2

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 reader may then verify such a finding for him-~
self. Many o? 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 implicétions for
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determininé the statistical/;ignificance of relationships
between any two variables. In this project the percen-
tage deviationvfrom the parole success rate of an overall
offender population is the primary variable of compari-
son. Although percentage difference can suggest rela-
tionships, thig method has its real limitations in
accurately determining such associations. 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,
"Statistical tests of signficance of an association
between variables are nog 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 significancel]
should be relaxed for all survey analysis" (Selwvin, 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 of 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.
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IV, A DISCUSSION OF CLASSIFICATION BY
INTELLIGENCE FACTORS

THE NATURE OF INTELLIGENCE

The term "intelligence," as used by psychologists,
is of fairly recent origin. Introduced as a technical
term in psychology near the furn of the century, it
has since filteraa 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
instead a practical deffnition: "Intelligence is that
which an intelligence test measures" (Goldenson, 1970).
This operational stance allows intelligence to be de-
fined in relation to its measurable properties as
identified by the tests designed for its measurement.
Some of the properties emphasized by intelligence tests
are: (a) versatility or flexibility, (b) utilization of
a variety of mental processes, (c) ability to learn,

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

lhose who develop the tests 1nd1cate that intelli-

cenwe 1s not a single entlty, but a complex, multlm

faceted set of abilities. Over sixty years ago Binet
(19057 defined intelliéence as £he ability to maintain
mental direotion, ability to adapt means to euds, and
the capacity for self- criticism or dlssat isfaction with
partial solutions. More ‘recently, Wechsler (1966)
defined intelligence as "...the aggregaﬁe capacity...to

act purposefully, to think raflonally, and to deal

effectively with[the]environment." These deflnltlons

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 digtinguishing
bright from dull show high intercorrelations...there—
fore they are measuring something in common. What they
measure in common is intelligeuce;" It becomes apparent
thet intelligence is no more définable than ﬁhe "items"
selected to measure various’abilities. Among them are
mathemetlcal/pfoblems requiring numerical reasouing,
vocabulary questions that test an understanding of words,
perception items reouiring accurate observetion, as

uell as'problems based on such mental processes as
drawing anelogies, abstract reasoning, and verbal com—

prehension. A .
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There are two general apppgaches to identifying the
mental activities most indidaﬁﬁv& of inteliigence:

the first emphasizes test item$; the second focuses on

the components or factors of intelligence. The first

approach, utilized by Binét,_assumes that the relation-
ship between an individual's mental age and his chroro-

logical age provides a basis for calculating intelli-

gence or I.Q. The second approach utilizes factor

analysis to identify the components of intelligencq,_
For example, Spearman (1904) and Thurstone‘(1938)
identified unitary factors of intelligence as the basis

for measuring meéntal 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 artigles

and large vqlumes have been‘written on the subjecﬁ‘
(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.0. testing instruments can be founé:in the Burroughs'
Mental Measurement Yearbook series as well as Anastasi
(1968) and Cronbach (1970).

Quite recently, considerable disagreement has

arisen ‘among

psychologists over the issﬁé of "herita- =
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bilityﬁ versus the environmental determination of in-
telligenue. 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" 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 delinguents

are compared with the test norms, an approach thét 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

culturally different. It has been shown, for example,
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that test norms have often been based on sémples with

higher socioeconomic ,status than the general populazion

(Richardson, et al., 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/;o the study of intelligence as a causative factor
in criﬁe and delinquency. 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) Delinguent intelligence and race;
(6) Delinguent 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 Cecmparisons of Delinquent

and Nondelinguent 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.

i

One of thé earliest comparisons of delinguent and
nondelinguent 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 girls, 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 to 16 years) with the standardized

N

frequency curve. Scores were obtained by using the
, y

Stanford-Binet [ntelligence Test and the National Group
Test of Inteiligence. Although the frequency distri-

. o \
bution was found to be similar to the normal distribution,

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

P
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the normative mean.

Charles (1936) compared intelligence quotients of

P
i

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

i | that intelligence comparisons of delinquents and non-
oo delinquents again received relatively widespread atten-
% : tion.

In a classic study, Prentice and Kelly (1963)

i reviewed the findings of twenty-one previous investiw-

e gations in which the Wechsler Intelligence Scales were

used to assess delinquent intelligence. The authors

|

E . noted that in all of these studies the perceptual motor
? / tasks (Performance scale) scores were in the normal

5 range, while scores on verbzl skills (Verbal scale)

were in the high dull normal range. This consistent
discrepancy led the authors to suggest that intelligence
L and delinquency be "reconsidered" to indicate that a low
o 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 previously had
assumed that a Perﬁormance”score higher than a Verbal
score was simply indicativé of delinguency.

There is a good deal of interest in the hypothesis

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

low verbal I.Q. The study by Prentice and Kelly con-

firms this hypothesis, although later studies 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 treatment

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 acting-
out and delinguent children {(referred for psychiatric
evaluation) with the WISC standardized population.

Girls did not differ significantly 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 L
" - %\\1‘ |
. of 24 delinquents were correlated with their estimation f
Sy o " of time intervals. Compared with a control group,
- ‘ . i g :: .
. o ' %‘91 delinquents also were less accurate in:judging time
j v intervals. The author states that lower intelligence in +
A . i
[ ' . ‘s 3
7 by the delinquent group may account for this finding.. ?
7 b : ’ Loan gl 1
4 S o . . v '
i [ Another indication of a revised comparison of :
E delinquent and nondelinquent intelligence is reported
iff by waie, Cowie, and Slater (1968). Finding the mean
o ‘
%‘é . intelligence of 318 delinquent girls to be below that
&ﬁf[ of the general population, these authors noted that
ygt ‘
: %.fﬁ their low -level of educational achievement might account
P P for much of their "low intelligence."
Vi = ‘ In a study similar to that by Siegman (1966),
_ ‘ é'j Barabasz (1969) found that delinquents between the ages
Lol : ’ T of 14 and 17 were more time-constricted when telling
;‘ ’ . stories. This finding was inverseiy'}elated to in-
%‘ - telligence for botﬁfdelinquent and control groups.
b : 1 ‘ Lo ; After reviewing previous research findings, Cavan
% ' (1969) reports that delinquents and nondelinquents
i ST ,
3 . | share the same distributions of intelligence. The most .
3 ) ’ ‘ ‘ b
g; noteworthy difference was found to be sociocultural and
% ,q‘;égu~ e ‘ ' BE not5characteristic of individual delinguents.
W ‘.\'ff‘-" : ) w A .
; L o o o Reporting a similar finding, Smith, Fenton, and
: il ﬂf" IR SRR o ’ N = ) * . Lok . B B
i g - ] . o T ) . . .
% ‘5 o e o » - : : : Hammacher (1969) found that the intelligence scores of
i : :‘:«:\j . ( - o | . .
e %




a groupwof ls—year old delinguents (on the Revised Beta
Examination) were comparable to the performance of the
standardization group. |

Gibsoh and West (1970) compared the intelligence
scores ef delinquent and nondelinquent boys derived
p%ior to the commitment of first offenses. A group of
boys convicted of crimes before the age of 16 were 4
coﬁpared with other boys on intelligence tests"glven to
all of these boys at the age of eight. Those who sub-
sequently becaﬁe delinquents were 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 bern
’ in 1945 who lived in Philadelphia at least between their
£enth’and:eighteenth birthdays. TheyAdiscovered that
delinquents had a lower verbal intelligence than non-
delinquents of the same race and socioeconomic status,
although the differences were only thfee to four points.

Although far from exhausting the topic of comparative
intelliéence, the studies summarized here provide a
brief overview of research in this area. The ineonclusive
nature of many findings indicates that the intelligence
of the delinquent individual is either far ffom a unitary
phenomenon or that it is a complex research issue often

clouded by inadequate’ study design.:
» W3
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2. Intelligence Comparisons of Delinguent

Boys and Girls

Lo Studies comparing the intellectual abilities of
I b delinguent boys and delinquent girls are somewhat less
NS common, although the mean intelligence is often pre-

o sented separately for\bach sex. Indeed, it is not

generaliy agreed whether sex should be a distinguishing
factor in the study of delinguent intelligénce. Many
studies simply combine male and female delinquent samples

when comparing their intelligence scores to the stan-

e

dardized norms or a control study sample, while others

o provide comparisons of delinguent intelligence by sex.
| ‘ ; ' The mest striking characteristic of these comparative
, . | studies has been the general lack of sound sampling
methods and the tendency to ignore important confounding
or extraneous variables when making comparisons.

One of the earliest comparisons of male and female
delinquent intelligende was undertaken by McClure (1933),

'who compared the Stanford-<Binet I.Q.'s of boys and girls.

o

For a population of 600 delinquents, the author noted

i e s A i

o 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 was slightly

less than three points higher than that of thé~§irlsn
Mann and Mann (1939) studied the intelligence oé

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

mean I.Q. for the total group was 84.45 and two—thifds
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of the group were boys.n The authors found no sex dif-

| |
ferences of statistical significance with respect to

mean age, variability of age, mean I.0Q., vafiability of

I.0., and percentages of varlou I Q leVels. The only

difference noted was a sllght 1ncrease %n I Q. w1th age
for the boys that dld not appear- w1th tﬁc 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 the total group differed significantly from the

standardization group. These authors also noted that

young delinqguents 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."

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,

P

the most significant finding was that the per-

formance of the total’group on basic subject areas was

significantlg‘lower than thét of the Stand
group.

ardization
Durlng a study previously mentioned, Camp (1966)

found that the proportloﬁ of boys with higher Performance
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than Verbal $cores on WISC was greater‘than that for
girls. Girls did not differ significantly from the
standaréization population, wh%le boys showed éignifi—
cantly greater Verbal“Performanée 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 delinguent boys fell into either the feeble-minded
or borderline groups. However, this author notes that

the distinction betweén individuals in regard to intelli-
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gence is not a major obstacle to improvement.

In a study of the!relationship between delinguent

intelligence and school adjustment, Mercer (1930) examined

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

school adjustment satisfactory. The remaining cases

were either truant or underachievers. The author notes

that only one-fourth of the group had I.Q.'s above 90.
White and Fenton (1931) compared 117 delinquent boys

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

lower than 95. These authors arrived at the following

conclusions: " (1) The brighter boys come from home en-
vironments at least és unfavorable as the homes of the

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

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

@ significant relationship with hlgh intelligence."
In a similar study, Ruggles (1932) compared the in-
telligence, mechanical ability, and early home training

of 103 boys between the ages of 16 and 22,
cluded:

It was con-

(1) that the boys studied were 51gn1f1cantly be~

low average in intelligence and mechanical ablllty

(2) that crimes requiring mechanical ability were commit-

ted by boys ranking highest on the mechanical ability test;

(3) thatuthg baser sex crimes were perpetrated by the

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

“seemed closely associated with criminal behavio¥.
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In a review‘of a number of previous studies, Lane
and Witty (1935) note that low mental status and 3&—
linquency tend to be associated; however, they als@w
point out that the average I.Q. of a population o@w700
delinquent boys was not lower than that of nondelfﬁquents
when the groups were mat§hed for racial and socioeconomic
factoés.‘ The authors found that recidivists and hon~
recidivists do not differ in intelligence and that
offenders 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 intelli-
gence test to 1,285 young male offenders, Hill (1936)

found that, while the group scored predominantly in the

dull normal range, there was no relationship between thesé

scores and age of commitment or severity of crime. White
offenders and freduent recidiv}sts were found to be more
intelligent and a substantial relationship wag noted be=
tween low intelligence and retardation in school.

In & later study, Caplan and Powell k1964) compared
100 delinquents of average I.Q. with 100 delinquents of

superior I.Q. on personal characteristics, school behaviox,

oy s S |
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delinquency@-aﬁd family background. Important between~

~Y

> R . . ) v i
group differences were obtained on a number of items, ;

.. " gome of which traditionally have been found to distinguish

‘%éﬁween delinguent and nondelingquent samples. The 3
\tS\ TR
authors suggest that the relationthip between intelligence v

N
&

0 & . .. N
and delinquent behavior cannot be expressed as a single

fixed value, but only as a multiple conéideration.
Shapiro k1968) emphasizes therpoint that there is
no qualitative différence between delinquents of high
~intelligence and those of low intelligence. This author
also.conteﬁds that there is no relatiQMShip between type

. of wffense and level of intelligences, but that type of

offense can be attributed to a number of highly inter-
related etiological factors, such as maturity level,
organic factoré, neurotic mechanisms, and social factors.

In a similarJundértaking;‘Gath, Gavin,and'Pidduck

(1971) cdmpared the criminal characteristics of 50 de-

e

linquent boys of superior intelligence with 50 delihquent

el ey S R i

boys of average intelligence. The two groups were found

to be similar in number of prior convictions and type and

S~

o e

distribution of offense, althéugh more boys of superior

Ve

intelligence committed offenses that seemed to be psycho-

\ logically determined. ’ ’
: ! These studies should not be viewed as representative
5 Lot 7 i : % ‘ G »
: { . of research undertaken to identify the: ?erelates of
L I : . ) N
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delinquent intelligence. They are meant only to provide

examples of the types of study that have been completed.

4. - Delinquency and Mental Rketardation

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;
Doleschal, 1970; Giagiari, 1971).

The purposenéf this section is to review selected
aspects of the retarded delinquent, hig 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. o |
) Applying the Wechsler-Bellevue Intelligence Tests to

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

63 &
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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 mental level

P of this delinguent group are consistent with-

+hé results

/

g
of other studies and indicate that their intelligence :

e e e el

; scores may be related to poor socioéconomic conditions.
- On the nonverbal scale of the instrument, which is least g
! affected by socioeconomic factors, the median I.Q. falls %
5 within the class interval for average intelligence. i
, ) fn an extensive review of more than thirty previous

ﬁg studies, Cooper (1960) concludes that the relationship

TR Y

between delinquency and "mental inferiority" is indeed

b ‘real. The author concludes: "Delinguency tends on the “

whole to be much more common among the feeble-minded

than among people in general.

°

.+.mental deficiency is

e e St

likely to be more prevalent among delinguents...and

the éduéational status of offenders is inferior to that

of the general population.".

. v o e i
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Bl g T g T

Blackhurst (1968) studied the relationship between

I.0. of retarded offenders and types of crimes committed

by the subnormal offender. Few differences were -noted

when the retarded group was compared to a normal offender
group.

Brown, Courtless, and Silber (1976) drew a sample
of 56 retarded (I.Q. less than 70) offenders from six
64
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prisons. Comﬁarison of the retarded inmate group.with
normal inmates found that, the formef group was older,
leds éducatequand serving longer seﬁ§§nces than the
non-retarded group. 'Administration of%the Thematic
Apperception Te#% to the retarded subjects indicated
that the retard%d person may not understand the results
of his aggressivg acﬁions* ’

Brown and Cburtless (1967) found that a higher
proportion of retarded persons éommit crimes against

the person, including a high percentage of homicide in

the I.Q. group belpw 55. On the Wolfgang-Sellin scale

of offense.severity, those in the retarded group tended
to cluster at the "serious" end of the scale. - The most
frequent offense fqr the mentally deficient was criminal
homicidé. .

Similar findings are noted by Calkins (1967), who

indicates that sexual offenses are also common among

retarded offenders. Gary (1968) found that certain sex

offenses--exhibitionism, homosexuality, and molesting
young’children-;are predominant among older retarded
male‘deliﬁquents.

‘Béslow'(1965)iﬁound that urban and rural areas both

supplied large proportions of retarded offenders and

the single largest group of retarded offenders consisted

of urban Negroes.
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In a survey of juvenile institutions Vaughn (1970)

AP — N found that the extent of mental retardation dmong inmatg

populations ranged from 10 per cent to 33 per cent.

Bhagat and Fraser (1971) sought to determine ﬁhe !

relationship between the’low intelligence of retarded i

L ff offenders and their social perception. The results of
- their studyr indicate that retarded offenders are less

able to experience a%fection.

5. Delinquent Intelligence and Race

5
\i

The relationship between race and inteliigence 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 Hammacherk(l9693 found that a
sample of Negro youths performed as well as the standard-
ization group on the Revised Beta‘Examinatioh. These
authors note that the small group of youths tested might :
have influenced the representativeness of the study sample.

Levi and Seborg (1971) sought to obtain the verbal 3
and nonverbal intelligence scores of 200 white, 68 black, | ) ;
and 67 Mexican women inmatesi All subjects were adminis-~ %
tered the Raven Test and the Cgiifornia Achievement Tests.

o I Black and Mexisan subjects performed much better on the

i ‘ . f ‘ ‘nonverbal tests than the verbal tests; however, both
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‘“‘37grougs‘received significantly lower scores than whites

PR

on both verbal and ngnéerbal tests. The authors dqnqiude
that both verbal and nonverbal tests still may be ¢ﬁ1f
turaily loaded, even thgpgh the nonverbal instrument |
emphasizes patterns and structures,

Rozynko and Wenk (1965) conducted three independent
studies to investigate intellectual test differences
among delinquent white, Négro and Mexican-Ameriecan
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 78 subjects in each of
three subgroups, while the second and third studies con-
Jtained 60 in each subgrotip. 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<.0l).
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 (CTMM) in

67
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vjall three studies, the white group scored highast,;

/

7
;% the Negro group, lowest. The Mexican-American group

e Attt o e i i

equalled the Negro group on the ldnguage portion of the
test and tended to occupy an intermediate position be-~

tween the Negro and white groups on the nonverbal

LS

portions of the test. All differences were significant

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

e B St
T M e i RS i R P e T T T

consistently high. f"he Mexican-Americans occupied an

' intermediate position on the nonverbal tests but were as

low as the Negroes on the verbal tests. Only four of the

27 analyses of variance were not significant, four were

=

significant at the .05 level, and the rest obtained

probabilities of less than .0l1.

Initial hypotheses regarding the Mexican-American

group were borne out. This group performed most poorly

Bl

e s i e i

when performance depended on either language ability

N

, i or knowledge of material taught in school, while they

performed best on non-academic subjects. The Negro group

tended to score lower than the white group on all tests

- * and lower than the Mexican-American group on nonverbal
A "

tests. Test differeénces between the white and Mexican-

ey e

o

American groups paralleled differences in educatignal
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level, However, differences in educational level

cannot explain the poorer performance of Negroes on the” :

v

nonverbal tests,&ﬁépecially when@compared with the

5
iy
i
&
i
34

& .

\ Mexican-American group, since the two groups do not 5

5 differ in school achievement. The authors conclude that
these unexpected results suggest inadequate motivation
\ to be extremely important in determining the Negro

‘;; : inmate's test performance.

S af In a later study of the effects of motivation on

test performance, Wenk, et al. (1971) could npt improve.

the test performance of Negro subjects by using monetary

incentives. In conclusion, the authors question the

~

é fairness of some of the testing procedures carried out in
institutional settings, pointing out that most tests are
conceived, developed,and standardized within liémited

cultural frameworks and, regardless of attempts to

‘ é ‘ eliminate bias, are inherently unfair to members of
/ ; . .
Q ‘ ’ )

2

minority cultural groups. It is suggested that re-

2 standardization for particular groups may proVe inadequate
" | ' e

' . . . N
e as a corrective measure and it may be necessary to &ew
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! \ _ N < velop tetally new tests that are appropriate to the
be = ] | "
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culture in which they are to bg used.

N

- Until culture-fair testing is achieved, the results

of cross-ethnic intelligence testing must be cautiousl§

i
N

“\; interpreted. - And untilithe importance of differéntial“
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cultural conditioning of racial groups is recognized,

an instrument that enables interracial comparisons of

7

intelligence will continue to evade our grasp.

6. Delinqﬁent Intelligence and Multiple
Measurement

Multiple measurement Of delinquent intelligence

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

R ﬂ-t-;t‘:&*f’;di“ Frn A et e

the intelligence quotients 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. 1In an attempt‘ﬁo
locate other measures of delinquent ability, Laslett and
Manning (1934) correlated intelliéence scores of tqé
Otis Self-Administering Test with the Murray invenéory
and the Laslett Test of Delinquent Tendeticies. Correla-
tions indicated that neither measures mental ability.

Moore (1937) gave the Otis Self-Adminjistering Test and

the Myers (nonverbal) mental measuré to groups of de-

~,

AN

linquent and dependent boys. Results indiéated that

both of these tests measure intelligence. Embree (1938)

administered the Illinois General Intelligence Scale :

e
e A

(group test). and the Stanford-Binet to 102 delinquent

o L e

bOyS .
\

I 5 W /i
attem§§ to measure changes ih“I.Q. over teﬁ/years time,

The two® tests were found to correlate .905. fn an

».

R g g

. Mann and Mahn (l939b)gave Form I, of the Stanford-Binet

. i i
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to 428 delinguents. §§Bllow-up testing later indicated

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

g

. W ‘ i? | Weider, Levi and Risch (1943) gave the Wechsler-

o i

s Y
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Bellezge Intelligence Scale and Form L of the Stanford-
Binet to 61 delinquents. While both instruments classi- b
fied the group mean score in the dull normal range, it ﬁ
was found that low scorers score higher on thé Bellevue
Scale while the reverse is true for high scorers. Needle-
man, Leakerman, and Kelner (1967) found high positive
correlation between scores on the Wechsler Adult Intelli-
gence Scale (WAIS) and the Revised Beta Examiration. Levy
(1968) found that while the Revised Beta was a valid

test of mental retardation in delinquents, the Otis Inter-

‘mediate Form B yields unrealistically high/fetardation
scores. To determine whether the Satz-Mogel WAIS short-
form is a valid measure of inmate intelligence, Masser

e and Arnette (1968) correlated it with the regﬁlar form of

ﬂ ' ' T the WAIS. The resulting high correlations;indicate that ‘ }

I
\
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the shorﬁened version can be used for diagnostic purposes.
Carney and Kartgin (1971) found high correlations between

the Slosson Intelligence Test and the WAIS, indicéting

e | o that the Slosson test could be used with criminal popu-
{' O ‘ Z ,. y | . K
'~ A “ lations.
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Considering the limitations of research design and

8]

statistics, the demonstration of causality continues to

be a major problem in the behavioral sciences. The

)’-
o)

study of intelligence as a cause of delinguency is no

exception, since the bulk of evidence in this area has

been forced to approximate "informed opinion:" The
followinglnarrativé is meant to provide a sample of ‘ : &
wvarious informed épinidns without seeking té determine . | ) i
the relative merits and weaknesses Qf‘each.

As early aé the 1930;5, Steinbach, (1934) studied the = ﬁ?
béckgrounds of 37 low-scoring delinquents on the Stanford- - :

Binet examination. Subjects' socioceconomic backgrounds

and "biological and ﬁgmperamental equipmeht" were examined.
The author concluaés that "the probiem of juvenile de-

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

v : \ ) of which intellectual deficiency receives disproportion-
Dﬂg ate attention."

s “After reviewing several studies, Williams (1940)

s : concluded that since jthere is insufficient information

o u /{r and hypotheses are inadequate, no causal relationship

betweeﬁ’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

fe Ny

‘~“ L o ' " low‘intelligehceysimply show a higher incidence of

L

o

. S o o ' , Et delinquency."
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Wheway (1958) reviewed a number of studies in an |
attempt to identify a "causal chaind that might ekplain
déﬁfﬁéﬁency. The studies reviewed suggested that iow
intelligence is rarely if ever a primary causative fac-
tor in delinquency. This author states that the poor
showing of delinqueqﬁs_on intelligence tests’can be ex-
plained*by the inappropriateness of the tests and by
the dellnquents' lower 3001a1 status, poor health, and
emotional 1nstaolllty.

Following a survey of studies researching the rela-

tionship between low intelligence and delinquency, Wood

ward (1955) concludes that "low 1ntelllgence plays
K»

little or no.. part in delinquency."

Allen (1968) suggests that the higher incidence of

- mental retardation detected in érisons may be explained

by the fact that inﬁatés are usually from lowex socio-
economic classes, Mental retardation and crime’may be
more signifioantly related to environmental facﬁors

than to each other.

In an attempt to speclfy the causes of dellnquency,
Shapiro (1968) notés that disturbances found in the mal_
adapted delinquent do not depend on intelligence and
that etiological factors are hlghly intertwined. The /
author identifies these factors as immaturity, organi-

city, neurotic mechanlsms, and social factors.




Although a group of delinqﬁent girls was diagnosed
as having lower intelligence4ﬁiah the general poapulation,
Cowie, Cowie, and Slater (1968) point out that these same
girls were educationally deprived. Symptoms noted were
psychiatric abnormalities, recurrent depression, and
personality deviations. The authors conclude that dis-

»

turbance of the home life is a méjor cause of delinquent

behavior.

Rhodes and Reissg (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-
quents share the same distributions of intelligence,
personality types, and characteristics. The author
states: "If delinguency 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 review of theories of delinquency;
Rosenquist and Megargee (1969) iﬁdicate that environ-
mental variables seem to be the most plausible etiologi~
cal factors. The authors conclude from the analysis of
theﬂlitexature that, while defective intelligénce may be

E ) (\
. . ] 0 . . Ly %
important in individual cases, it cannot be regarded as
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a necessary or suff1c1ent explanatlon of dellnquency
Hirschi (1969) examlned the effects on behavior of
the school experience and the personal attachments of
youth to school. This author found a causal chain
linking academic ihcompetence to poor school perfor-
mance to - ‘dislike of school éo the rejection of scho6l

«

authority to the commission of delinguent acts. It is
eonciuded ehat a lack of intellectual skills is a
general forerunner of delinguency.

A review of the literature on delinguency and in-
telligence leads Giagiari (1971) to note, "the belief
that low intelligence is a cause of crime and delin-
queney is unsupported by research...Mental deficiency.is.
a complicating factor in, rathef than a direct cause

of delinquency,...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 failurw 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 predictive of school performance. Hence,
one would exPect low I.Q0. to be an important precursor

of juvenlle delinguency."”

In summary, it cahnot be determined whether intelli-




N ) ?
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&
c gence is part of Hirschi's (1969) “"causal chain," a
Q C
3 4 factor in Giagiari's (1L971) complication pattern, or
o the "precursor” of which West and Farrington (1973)
i speak. The relationship between intelligence and
S delinquency will continue to receive multiple inter-
Lt
: 4 pretations and the issue will continue to be debated
- . 1; s i
S at least for the foreseeable future.
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) V. 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, whiéh
presents data on the total study population, Volume 2
gives comparative data on seven intelligence groups
classified awcordingﬁto Wechsler‘(lQSS).' The comparative
tables give frequencies, percentages (%) for each fre-
quency in regard to the proportion of tite péxticular
subgroup the cell contains,.and the per cent success

(88) of the particular part of the study hopulation

N
represented in the cell, The use .Of percﬁhtage differ-

. ’//
ences as the primary method of displayi&é associations

was considered sufficient for the exploration of re-

lationships. This method of data presentation could

lead to the develqpment of hypotheses, thus fulfilling »
one of the expeétations of the project. The purpose of
this section is to describe the format for the presen-
tation of data and‘the,methodology by which ré;ation-

ships are noted and discussed throughout the reports of

7
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. i the project. L

t g ) Of great descriptive importance is the criterion j
) %%g of parole success, which is the primary variable for ?f
? comparisons between and among classification subgroups. o ;lé

i i
§ The following technigue was developed to present classi- ?i}
g fication data and their relationships to parole success %'é
B . ‘ | § or failure. ' 3”;
‘ The relationship between the category of any é?ﬁ
. ‘i variable item and parole success will be expressed by j ﬁ
E a symbol denoting deviat%on from the overall average ;\;
“E success rate. Included wifh most per cent success (%8) . f‘f

» : % . figures of any population subgroup will be a circiilar é’

’ é figure designed to express graphically both magnitude ;

‘ i i and direction of the deviation from the overall parole é {
gi v; success rate of 60.9 per cent for the 4,146 youthful g/é
? y : 5 offenders followed on perole over a l5-month period. & :
ﬁ: | 7/? This procedure is quite in accordance with the sugges- | 5?;

o s % tion of Glaser and Strauss. The symbols depicted in :UE
-~ i the figure below will be used throughout most reports of ; ;
; this project. ? é
]
P i SR I SRR SR S I T LR AT SR o
o @®0 0 ... ... 00000() )
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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;éercentage point deviation
from the overall success rate. y

Before turning to an exemplary table demonstrating
the process by which a relatiqnéhip between one or two
independent variables and the dependent variable (parole
outcome) can be detected, several other tabular guides
should be discussed.

The table below is an actual summary table ex-
tracted 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 containg,
in the Ffirst column, the data on the total study popu-~
1ati@p as a point of reference. To permit a clearer
view of the comparative data on the specific classifi-
cation categories discussed, thié first column does

not contain the circular symbols.

@
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Reference Point A has been selected to provide
explanation of data results for the cross-classification
of two variable items (in this case, the number of the
total study population who are Caucasianﬁ. From top to
bottom within A, the first figure refers to theétotal
number of cases falling within that category, While the
second figure indicates the percentage of that category
witiiin this column. Thé third figure reports the per-
centage of the subgroup that was successful on parole (%S)
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 success deviation.
When no symbol jis displayed in the comparative tables,

Y

t is usvall, Jur one of three reasons: (1) The devia-

tion symbol has been provided elsewhere, (for example,
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total study population data are presented in Volume 1:

Background of the Study and Statistical Description of

the Total 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 exempilified in Referénce 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
subgroup should be noted. Reference point C identifies
a case in which, upon initial scanning, there appears

to be a sizable negative deviation from the overall
success rate. HdW&ve:a the figurative display must be

interpreted cautiously since the category in question

~ contains only 21 cases. When deviations of substantial

magnitude occur and the N isjsmall, the importance of
the information should be weighed with the frequency in
miﬁg. |

| An actual table from this volume has been
selected to provide an example of how a relationship
between one or two variables and the criterion of parole
Success can be noted. The table bglow shows the rela-

tionships among the seven Wechsler intelligence classi-

82
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fications (horizontal axis), total amount of work ex-

perience (vertical axis), and parole success for the

N tudy populatlon.
i)
3
% “
COMPARATIVE ﬂAM U TIELLIGRALE CLASSIFICAT lud SubLNOLDS
AdlF HORR: EXPERFENCE N
4 :'_I'.\YD_ . . R 7
! S oA odfetrive BORDERLINE = NORWAL AVERAGE o SUPEAIOA whEbion
i " 5 1 168 78 7
v one " et S0z p @ T @ %, . wa O iy
58,818 100,043 16,728 52,838 52,778 68, 12§ 85,325
1166 0 ] 1
T B ° i @ Hy e :,3'319.72 < g e o O Wz
S 58,315 50,088 53,818 57,515 53718 5158 79,438 190,045
; B 725 7 190 ‘
a : T a1 aa O Ba O Ba 0 B, O ba @ fa
o ; ! o B5.205 100,088 74,138 66328 64,335 63,325 16,218 B35
K ' W 7
E B 17 - 18 ponsws ! 3117‘ 91 g.sx ;'.92 ‘ 195.1: ¢ 37’.7: O g.m:\ x}.u
L 59,015 PLARS 59,018 81,678 66,715 83502 Y0b.0s
g f 158 1 y ] o 1 O 3
£ 1B « 24 novrns 3,50 §.0¢ 3.2 272 3.9% 3.02 ) 4.0%
v -~ 3 p 63.818 100,028 ) 50,028 65.4x5 61518 76.9%5 “§5:.728 )
. i ] v y m O W W N o ? 1
i A mntis ao over 10,68 0.5 1212 12,61 10.8¢ 707 938 121800
”,\ L 66,338 j/",’ 75.0%8 80,015 62,858 85,218 70,625 445,735 19%ms
i ha ) //
> Recalling that solid circles denote parole out-
) ‘ : come below the overall success rate whijie empty circles
; , o ] symbolize deviations above the total success rate,
FA g
i . : - ) . . .
‘ , . i several one- and two-variable relationships can be noted.
’ ' Within the borderline and dull normal intelligence sub-
; ; N VS ‘ 5 groups there appears to be some relationship with work
SRS . - . o . experience. ‘Scanning these two subgroups vertically .
N - A . 1ndlcates that parole success improves with amount of
\
W \ work experlence. Thl assoc;atlon also seems to 1mpry
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““that theltransition from negative to positive deviation
from the overall success rate -takes place between the
zero-to-six-months category and the six-to-twelve-months

3 category. This relationship apparently diminishes for

2 ; %%‘ the average and bright normal groups, although some
| ﬁ degree of association is still found. '

Another interesting relationship is the inter-

; action among length of work experience, intelligence
classification, and parole putcome. For example, for
! offenders with work experience of six months or less

there seems to be a relationship between parole success

; : : i - and intelligence. It appears that as intelligence in-

| | creases for 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
history and intelligence have a relatively high recidivism
rate. ”

As Glaser and Strauss suggest, figurative

d%&p}gy allows the reader to verify findings for himself

TR

while noting proportions, N's, comparative direction of

relationships, and magnitude of deviations. However, few

explanations of relationships will be offered in the

. B Project reports, The extensiveness of the data derived
";nl ‘ g ‘ . | b from this prbjecﬁ prevents "in~depth" discussion of

either. the direction or the extraneous implications of

N7
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a ndted relétionship. It is simply unknown whether any

noted relationship is causal (e.g., work experience cau-
sing improved parole success, intelligence causing paxole

success) or whether other variables of importance are

involved. More precise verification of correlational pro-

ceduies and inferential techniques is required before
directiqnality can be determined from these data.

Thé&felevance of the findings to rehabilitation and
treatmengyis,also uncertain.$¢Uptil the etiological as-
pects of ﬁhe data can be sorted out, no conclusive state-
ment can b% made regarding either the explanation or the
treatment &f criminal behaviér. B

An abiﬁity to scrutinize the data is of primary im-
portance to the extraction of relationships among varia-
bles.* "The reader must have a perspective that will
help him see relevant data and abstract significant
Eateqories from his examination offthe,data" (Glaser anq
Strauss, 1968). Grounded theory provides the basis ford

systematic data analysis, but the reader should be

”aWare‘of,the possibilities of extraéting additional rela~

tionships. The table below suggests how a table can be
sctqtihized not only for the dominant implicétions of

parole ‘success deviation figures but- also for simple

* The daﬁaimap for Volume 2, containing Tables 1-55 ex-
clusively, presents the findings on intelligence in a more

“concentrated form. This data map can be obtained separately.
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« 7 ﬁ proportlonal relatlcnshlps betWEen tﬁo independent ‘-
' - ! o
o p ﬁ;; varlables“ This table presents® lnteLllgence classi~ -
» T ' fication groups along the horizontal axis and indi-
vidual vioclence in the admission offense along the
: vertical axis.
© . ' Ny i COPARATIVE DATA-OU INTECLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUDS 3
. v | LUDIVINUAL, VIDLEICE it ADMISSION QFFEsE
A W M e S o~ el wn bt
: i 5 o 85 -
v {l NONE stgrzl‘ﬂ §5.02 O 0,224 ® ?ilew L 172!2&.“”” . 3;;.91»::: ?l?.’/z O 62.73
L ! 58,583 66,735 59,818 56,228 58.7%5 60,385 - E6IsS 66,715
e ¢ !
‘ ’ ;‘ THREAT NO WEAPON ' ng.n é.nz g.?m: 36:: 2] . 7§,1mn e} f,gx: o b3
63,975 100,018 100,015 54,338 63,915 75,018 100,013
w30y H 16 162 © 3 y 1
T R A 0 28] . A o (I R4 Nild .
ek 88 At a0 a0 O g e
pe i * 1 ' '
. 2 RINOR INSUNIES k 399.81 ?JXH‘ e O IU.GZ(M O 2;.3:* HO 2,75
- / 68,235 £6.218 63,425 67,215 73.9%% 100.0;5
: ] 5
I NAJOR INJVRIEY i m;‘n z.qm; 22.6!1:«:0 sg.nwuo lg‘a;,uu L] %_3;
: 63,218 : 100,083 72,078 67.2%5 53,328 0.0%8
g ' s a ) teatn ! !3,9: - ; g-nz zinx O f.zx §.zz 1%.1:
H . = J 72,25 75.088 69,625 30,018 100,048 100,053
/w
{ .
] Ignoring for a moment the figures of parole success
i =
, ‘ deviation, it is interesting to note the distribution of
. J ' E
4 : i . violenceé in the admission offense for each intelligence
i ‘ i e
: L j o ‘
‘ = | subgroup. In the average lntelllgence group, for ex-
Eoey 5{ ample, 72 per. cent dld not threaten or actually commlt
’ N i
. oo :
L ﬁ a violent act, 3 per cent threatened their victim, 7 per l
| -
- _ / chnt threatened their victim with a weapon, etec. It can e
s ’u " i k K‘
. _ % » - also be seen that these proportions are generally 31m11ar ] bR
o ' across all intelligence groups. i
5 ; . ¢ | 3 ‘ B
i@ i L 2
: ‘ Another proportional analysis that can be applied

to this table is not as straightforward since no
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percentage figures are provided in the tables. This
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analysis consists of a comparison of the distribution of %

inteliigence groupslfér each violent category. These §

[ -

~ percentage figures have been ipserted for demonstration ‘ |

R e

ﬁhrpoéesvas numbers outside each category. For example,

the "none" distribution indicates that of those who did

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

P
=

of borderline intelligence, 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- _I<#
gence. Comparisons across all violent groups reveal ér§
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 percentage figures
should imply that: (1) the tabular 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

S e M

g

descriptive data may help to derive additional relation-

A

ships that wight otherwise remain hidden. , 3

In addition to the comparative pfoportional

e

relationships of the independent variables in the table

ﬁ , ) , . ‘ g i above, brief mention should be made of the dependent
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variable of parole success., Since success devmatman
frwm the overall success rate remaitis the prlmarfy
variable of comparisqnwfﬁhis table should also be
analyzed on the basis of this criterion., Within the ”
entire rénge of deviation figures, the most noteworthy /
finding seems to be a “clustering" of parolA\gucce&s
deviations. It appears that CYA wards of beloy averaqe
intelligence, who used no threat or threat wxﬁhout

actual violence, generally have a below aVer#ge sucuess

rate. On the other hand, wards with averagq or abave

average intelligence, who used a more snrlous uhreat

or actual violence in their admission oﬁ ense, d%sp1ay

Lo B o
Al

% parole success rates above that of the total grbup.
g This "clustering" effect could be due %o an; o¢ a number

of rnasons, the determination of which must aWalt Fuze

i

ther investigation. ,
’ | LR : In examining the dﬁga presented in &hese
: prqjecﬁ reports, it should béjremembered that#the
findings are partially limited by the prioritﬁes of .
data assessment selected Jy the project 1nvast&gators¢
Consxderlng the primary goals of this pro:ect, parole
E | | : ; , Success is the most important varlable of comparlmon
\\‘ :3;  ;T;‘and grounded theory provides the methodologlcal basm%
i “ vforﬂorderlng the data derived from the pro¢ass of rross« o
clas51flcatlon, This does‘not presume, however, that

i
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othex kinds of proportional analysis are not possible
with the'same data. The preqent investigators have :
prov1dad several @xampJes of how the data are assessed E
thrqughout therieﬁorts of this project as well as
éxamples of how §he'data can Bg'independently analyzed.
Undoubtedly, there are methods of tabular analygis tha;
go beyond the methodological techniques of grounded
theory and that might glean many other 1nterpretatlons
from the data presented in the tabl@s and figures of
the various progect reports.
A It 1s}therefore appropriate,to present thisg :
study”as‘bothuafré@ort and a challepge. Considering
the extensivenééé of the data base, the examination |
of alternate techniqﬂes of analysisiﬁill‘be mostLimpor*
tant,to.its optimal use.
. e a——a—
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VI. ' INTRODUCTION TO THE DATA PRESENTATION
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Before proceeding with the preséntaﬁion of data,
some issues particularly relevant to this volume should
be discussed. The first issue concerns cultural
factors that may influence test performance, while
the second concexns the testing procedurs 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 ccllected, the authors collaborated with several

other researchers in the investigation of intelligence

. |
factors. The studies (Rozynko and Wenk, 1965; and

f/‘ ¥
iin
I

Part One of this volume and reprinted in,Appéndﬂx,A

[ew

Wenk et al., 1971), which are briefly discussed

and B, were designed to clarify the differencesfamong

|

X £~

. . S
ethnic groups in performance on intelligence and

aptitude tests. Because the test results obtained
B -+ at the Reception Guidance Center were used in program

‘and pladement decisions, the "culture-fairness”

B A ) _ 2 - of thefﬁéstiﬁg program was of great concern. In

) o ""i additioh, the effectpof the test proctor on test

§ results was of interest to the researchers.
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“The study reported by Wenk et al. examined the
effecté of incentives upon the aptitude pérformances of
vhite and Negro wards of the California Youth Authority,
1 ‘ ; . The hypothesis that an gfféctive incentive (material
o . “ : ) reward) would operate to narrow the gap between white
and Negro performances was not upheld. The failure of
Negro wards to improve their relative position under the
conditions of material reward led the researchers to

’sﬁeculate that, while somé other type of incentive might
: be more effsctive 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 biaé. It was concluded that, if this is the

case, restandardization for particular groups may prove

an ihadequate corrective as totally new tests——appropriate

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

would be required (Wenk, et #i., 1971),

“The study reported by Rozynko and Wenk was based on

fou

RER » :5 data collected on three consecutive samples of whita,

NS v 7., Mexican-American, and black CYA wards. The first sample

consisted of 78 individuals in each ethnic¢ group. The

g e

second and third samples consisted of 50 individuals in -

each ethnic group. All of the Mexican-American admis-~

i gt

sions were included in the samples, while blacks and

-

7

whites were eliminated in a random fashion to egqualize

PRURISRINT ¢+ I

e ' | ; the number of subjects in each group. Tests for all
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three samples were administered by a traiﬁed inmate

The proctor was a Caucasian graduate student
from théﬁUniversity of California in Berﬁeley; he was
intellectually superior, matter-of-fact, well organized,
and authoritériaﬁ. Soon after testing for‘these three
samples was completed he was replaced by a black proctor,
a former Army officer who was intelligent, well organized,
warmhxsupportive,‘and generally concerned about anyone
with whom he came in contact. He communicated his

human qualities to his classes and seemed to receive much
cooperation from the CYA wards, despite the fact that

i

he was considerably older than they were., . ;
b |
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- Figure 1 gibes’the results on £he California Test
; . of Mental Maturity (CTMM) for the three small consecutive -
;wa; ' . ‘ A _& samples tested by‘the white test proctor and the large
T N 1 | 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 language portion and the non-language portion of the =

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

tion are minimally affected. Motivation does not

significantly affect test results if needed language
skills are not present. On the non-language portion,

hewever, some interesting changes occur. Test scores for [

all three ethnic groups improve with the black proctor, é
but they improve most dramatically for the blackCYA !
wards. This rather drastic gain for blacks on test par- @
T i

i

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

the other two groups, blacks are affected by an improved

R‘rﬁ. gocial climate that generally enhances test performance,

T Ry

particularly in tests that do not rely heavily on formal

-
B

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

tion§1 boost from the presence of the black proctor who -
i  ? 3 ‘A L - “ E provided them with a desirable model with which they

i e ‘ | N vcould idéntify.' Although not derived from the formal
' studies carried but at the Diagnostic Center, this obser-

vation is felt to be important to any discussion of the

. e : : 93 4 )
s “
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% test data presented in this volume. Both the effect of g
; ' . ;f ~the test proctor. and the culture-fairness of the tests v
, ’ o
. g {4 should be considered in examining the data of the iy
o o R
e e . present study. . ‘ Lo fﬁ
% N “Figure 2 presents examples of drawings on the Tree | by
test by mentally-defective wards. This teé&, along Qit f
5 < a short diagnostic vocabulary test, was given at the
i g ’ \ beginning of the week-long testing program. The drawings ’7 ? y@
; ¢ ¢v’ 5 1
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' givgfﬁmﬁadiate evidence of possible retardataion. The ‘%
) ﬁree%ﬁshown in A and B of Figure 2 are reduced in size i

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

w oﬁé—ﬁalf. The Tree test was used as a screening device; | .&é

foiiow~up interviews and individual testing were carried i 'éi

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

‘important because of the potential vulnerabiiity of re- T
. tarded individuals within a @elinquent population where - \

vigtimization of any handicabped person was a daily pos- \‘% f

sibility. 'This procedure assisted staff in protecting ;5 @%
certain individuals and in preventing possible victimization. . ?
The remainder of this volume presents the comparative ?\l;

tables that provide all the data in compact form. The 3 %ﬁ

tables are supplemented by figures that present some of ‘ "dm%
_ the findings in graphic form and by a brief discussion of é

' the statistics. The data map for Volume 2, containing \ %

Tables 1-55 exclusively, presents the findings on intel« j %

ligence in a more concentrated form.¥* g

V : v

VII. INDIVIDUAL CASE HISTORY INFORMATION ~ 1

. Table 1 presents a breakdown by commitment court ”ig
i " “for the seven intelligence classificatigns.'}While %

juvenile court commitments have a generally low success

rate, this is particularly true for wards who are of

This aata map can be obtained separately. a

© /’7 - . . . v b . ) = ((
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, L , = I : average or bright normal intelligence. In contrast,
: ‘Jjuvenile court commitments who are OF dull norme,
intellige ce show average performance on parcle. )
1 COMMITMENT COURT '
‘ ‘ TABLE 1
i COHPARATIVE DATA O WWTELLIGENCE CLASSIRICATION SUBGHOUPS
CORMITHEAT COURT
.‘. : ‘PDOYP’\UtI-.Its'l‘l}uc‘:;‘v BE‘;EE'::‘;’A!’VE BORDERLINE Ng:ﬁ:l. ) AVERAGE gsm SubgrioR SU‘;E%YOR
f 345 4 . 1] % 25 B 3
JOVENILE COuRT. 8,3% 4 wie - € g Bt e 7.9 0 1008
SLERS 75,015 57,105 50,52 R 62,9 75,015
kS S 04 a2 1988 o 63 g
SUPERIOR COURT 80,72 e O gLsy . ¢ 80,3% * 80\62 * gy O 78,81 O 100,01 O
, 62,215 . 68.418 £2.57 59,548 E2,475 EH 0418 77,815
. W usg 9 ) 120 @ 253 47 9
HUMIETPAL COURT 0.5z oan 12,08 oy - ® 10.6% .31
58,085 7,815 508 5B 175 BL71S 1, 1S
k N1 \ ) 15 :
JUSTICE COURT 0,42 .12 0.6% [ S
55,635 : 2,018 53,288 100,085
; N
‘ Among superior court commitments, a slightly older group,
the parole success rates for the bright normal and
superior groups are substantially higher.
2 ADMISSION STATUS
. . il 2
- CUMPARNTIVE UATA 03 ITEREIGENCE LLASSIE ICATLIGE SUGAIYS
o AUMISSION STAIV
'.%%Mw'x‘é"»f n:"r’i:’?:‘}%n. NURBERLEHE Ngrl{)'i;u. AVERAUE 3155.'45(,' WPLRILE w;l{ 4
“ . 2it TE 7 S0 Ko w0 ol 7 ‘e
FIRS? ADMISS 10N ! aiv.sz k w60 O e Q )58.21 ° e O e () ma ) U84
s W IR L5 £2,7%5 VL5t Fins M2z, Houdih
: - H 4 5 P ] ik w i ( ’ '
4 FIRSTRETURN . gq.(.z 273 2Lt % w3y © ng @ gm @ 1041
s , . 3095 60,025 50.075 54,185 BB 56,575 TR TA
. ‘ Ll W 73 § T 20 0y oL Y ’
g 2ND AND MORE RETURNS 17,93 .17 16.9% . 20,43 @ 1.8 . 1349 . Haz 2L
N a0t 50045 L ns SLO%S 56,275 82,425 TR RIINEN
gy 1 ) ) 1y 5 P
oo RE-ADH{SIION AETER \ %73 we @ 22 ® 14X i
| A Bistunct Fron tih 208 100 ok _ A 55,635 40,025 73
b- . - ;
i L . . o . Table 2 presents data on admission status. As
: expected, the parole success rate for first admissions
4 =
L ! F B . 96
.
Hf/ w» Hse .
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is markedly 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

three adm1551ons to the Cya,

3  RACE ' .

TABLE 3
COMPARATIVE DATA Of INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUSS
RACE

TOTAL STUDY " MENTA AL BRIGHT

TAL g & VEay
POPULATLON DEPECTIVE BORDERLINE HORMAL AVERAGE NORHAL SURES, SUPERIOR

WHETE
HEXSCAN-AMER IEAN

BLACK

i 2212
53.4%
60.9%8

7
18.62
61,125

4
I7.4%
75,015

6
26,18
50,018

pray
5,2

O

2
22,8%
5hLas
2

17.3%
68,228

75
59,)2

o

0

58
25,88
60,538

389
38.9%

1354
55,64
60,618

458
18.5%
51,618

576
3,07

3y Ju
mx O ms

65,035 68,948

2 2
wn O s

66,735 100,038

N
O om

77,838

. Y
% \ 4
85,345 B0.41s 50,245 PRI

1

13z

£0.318 75,018 0.018
W80 ! 1 B 4§ g 3

oTHER 191 432 0,82 1,92 L@ 2,01 387 .
63,828 100,025 100,035 75008 58,755 55,618 L, BeTIS

. Table 3 shows the breakdown of the data into ethnic

groups. Wafﬁs of averége intelligence do not show any
differences among the ethnic groups. Only a small dif-
ference is fouha within the dull normal groupswin which
whlte wards sh@w a somewhat lower parole suboess ‘rate

4

than the othe@/ ythnic groups. Interestlng differences

are found. wﬂ%hln the borderllne and bright normal groups

in which Mex@can~Americans do somewhat betmer than

average in béﬁh‘groups while whites and blacks show a

R T O AL

different pattern. Whites of bright normax'intelligence;

do relatively well on parole while blacks of bright-
normal intelligence dﬁ“refgtively poorly. This pattern

is reversed for individuals of borderline and dull normal

x : 97 N '7‘
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) il v o

i




R i e wi b v RS TR NS G L e e o S . . , . - %
B |
SR ‘ Py : \ ;
N S | 4 AGE, TIME IN INSTITUYION, WEIGHT, AND HEIGHT
A : A ‘ 1l ' b IS Lt 4 S |
‘ K r COMPARATIVE DATA 8 INFELLIGENCE CLASSIE(CATION SUKSROUPS :
i . i A Aot TINE TN INSTITOTION. WEIGUT. AND LEIGHL N i
E R - !
- ; ':JPAJ‘LASTTIJJ:. 3 s?t:'x"‘u"ve “HonpenLine HERaRL AVERAGE bt SupEIuR R 3
i 0o 3 1 w3y wy 45 P y :
: ¥ AGE AT AnMisston M 19,0 19,52 19,41 19.45 .41 1951 19,67 1
i k ¥ s 0B . 0,80 0.9 u.97 091 103 092, u
! i NS 22 125 a1 249 130 80 4
B ace &1 REgase B 2020 n 20,07 20.25 0.2 2.3 240 2.4
: s 0,99 . 1.07 1,01 ) Lo o4/ 1.07 03 4,45
T . ' '
';} _— N #7138 23 ) 127 499 N 2'|£;3 ‘Ng o 8{1‘ - ;Ji[:/ .
e ! Wit & % o e a i A e A
= j HouBt z 12 98 n wy B S ow '
WEIGHT M 149,67 14426 167,91 148,16 149,59 18540, 5+ 156,10 159,33 :
$p 20,64 17,69 19.92 20,78 ‘20.57 0.0 2.9 1550 ;
H o413 2 It 908 w30 s 8l 4 §
MEIGHE B 6833 68,26 68,13 67,90 68,33 6316 69,57 (LN :
288 215 3.08 289 2.7 2.86 3,15 20
! intelligence: whites do poorly and the performance of
P 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
well as data on weight and height. As can be seen, the
Lo ‘
differences between the groups on these factors are
“ T
: ' rather small. It should be noted that age is expressed
‘ in years, while time in institution-is expressed in
S IS ‘ o - months. :
Ly ‘ u ; The marital status of the wards is depicted in ‘
& ' . E : ., - AN .
S | | » . i
! 4 Table 5. Over 80 per cent of the wards are single ;
o ] and their recidivism rate closely resembles the rates i
. ] .
: P i) 3 & |
B 4 . . . . 2 . . |
? i J 5 ‘ ] for the intelligence classification groups regardless !
E /,u ) . .
> ' of marital status. Married individuals show a slightly I
¢ b B ' _
{ 3 i 3 higher success rate. A 1 :
R ! . e i : i : : I
: 'n
N i
il
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I
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5 MARITAL STATUS

SINGLE
. L
MARRIED
f
OIVORCED

N
DIVARCED, REMARRIED
SEFARATED
COMMOH"LAW.

HIOOWED

TOTAL STUDY
PIPULATLON

i)
81,9
61,018

387
9.7%.
63,338

55
{1k
56,488

i
0,52
33,318

112
2,83
66. 12§

i
328
57,818

2
Ouds
Wk 04y

HERTAL
DEFECTIVE

{;‘\ j

TAULE 5
COMPARATIVE TIATA 08 INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SULGROUPS
HARTTAL STATUS

ULL.

BORDERLINE NORMAL: AVERAGE
15 107 ) 1919
B O wm o % ma . * aLm
56,748 63,625 58,615 01,02
2 9 9 227
0,02 7.3 s O g @
50,048 33,318 1,945 6.0
5 37
0.5% 1.6% ¢
BO.02% 54,518
3 il
3% 0,62
33388 38,528
3 ] @
5,04 4% 2.3 2
100,035 66,728 73,985 0338
2 3 P4 @
1002 748 v @ iy ®
100,038 66,728 55055 Bk 325
1 {
G4 Ui
100,035 .02 -

From Table 6

it is evident that,

)
HRIGHT . N VERY
MORMAL L SUPERIOR SUPERIOR

153 5§ 9
anr O 71,38 100,0%
B TS 72,488 72,818
42 10

ww @ B O

66,745 70,015

" 1

2,61 L3

30,488 100,085

i !

0.2 %3

0,025 0,078

17 5

2,88 O 8,71

75,018 40,025

|

20 @

54,52

for wards classified

as dull normal, responsibility for children is related

to somewhat better parole performance; for wards of

TOTAL $TUDY

POPULATION

N

R
NOHE
oNe

R
bL

L]
THREE.

FOUR AND MORE

b0
.0
61,225

516
12,91
60,518

127
3.2%
64,618

" menta
BEFECT IVE
)Y
85,0 O
70,658
2

10,02
50,085

1
5,01
100,058,

CHILDREN ACKNOWLEDGED

) TABLE 6
COMPARATIVE DATA O INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGRuURS
CHILOREN ACKAONLEUGED

BORGERLINE

103
83,1%
60,218

15
v O
86,718

4
328
75,088

1 :
0.8
WS
. 1‘ i
0,88
100,03
7o

DULL BRIGHT N YIRY
HORMAL AYERAGE HORMAL SUPERIQOR SUPLAJOR
w5 1953 n ) I y
pLey ¢ #2.81 B © 48,02 100.0%
48,735 61218 088 s 71815
i) 306 w 3
wet  © 1o ¢ JUR T 10,72
63,018 58,818 3,858 (2,538
31 8 9 1
3 © m O 112 L3
64,518 84,615 55,618 100,025 )
16 Is 1 v
1w O ha O o
70,018 53,518 100,058
1 4 2 -
0,11 0.2% 0.5
100,578 50,01 50,085
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average intelligence, responsibility for one child is

related tq sZightly lower success.

LIVING ARRANGEMéﬂ—?§

8o ‘
bl TABLE 7
COMPARATIYE DATA 04 ITELLIGEACE CLASSIETCATION SULGROLPS
LIVIAG ARRAAGLAEATS
TOTAL STUDY HENTAL TuLL ’ BRILAE VERY
POPULATION BEFECTIVE HORDERLINE NORMAL AVERAGE huntAt SUPER1OA SuPTHIGH
N 38 3 7 7 W i ’ g 1
Wise/othL rRigns | Bu7k 15,00 5,72 g QO iz @ w1 11z
60,58 100,625 W6 6538 571 Bl 66,748 200,08
4 185 10 4 zas N 103 1
WATURAL PARENTS  29ES 50,02 . e O mu O ‘pm P wr O
7 BLbls 50,055 B.515 B £0.38 N34 6,325
N 1 1 6 S v .2
RELATIVES 621 5,08 8.9% O e QO Gz " ag Y 2.0
€2,0%5 100,015 I 0 59,38 BT 100085
R 1 T 3 5@ ,
FOSTER PARENTS 1.9% 0.8% 1.9% . 185 3.02 i
50,025 0,08 £1.15s W21 53,865
[ (] q 2 R 7l ( 27 8 2
FRiENOS, EIRED Rl 13 23 e O hm v W74 i
67,93 75.0i8 LERTY 70,435 03,05 Touliés 1004
ol 5 2 Com o om0y 2
ALOHE, FIXED 3.61 R L3 sz \J B.5% u L1
R #0045 w3 als % 1T
4w 1 3 50 13 3 4
AOHE HOT LD 5.4 5,0 248 IR ' s © O 5.1
57,08 8048 €675 50,08 S LT YUK,
Y 3 u 3
GROUP HOME 0.42 %+ B ¢ 7%
4711 I VKT v

Table 7 presents information on living arrangements
maintained by wards prior to institutionalization. Wards
of borderline and dull normal intelligence who had lived
with parents or other relatives performed better than
average on‘parole. Persons of dull normal intelligence
who lived alone, 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

100
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. . parents and whether or not the parents were deceased
v : when the admission offense was committed. The most ;
" ; d « & ]
W 4 striking result is found for the dull normal groups |
i (Table 8). Dull normal wards whose parents were PR
; married at the time the admission offense was committed
are more successful on parole than are wards whose S
parents were separated at that time. .
4 § 0,
8  MARITAL STATUS OF PARENTS .
itk 8 : e
COCARRTIVE OAMA G Latbet Lk uict CEALSERL R LuLthtp, k)
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Table 9 shows that the dull normal group also seems ‘ §
, ; to be more affectéd by the death of one or both parents : ’ \23
i) : ‘ : ) 4 v
than are the other groups. The data show a slight de~ s
o v Crease in parole success for dull normal wards who lost
| X , one or both parents through death. - : - s
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DEATH OF PARENTS

TOTAL SPubY
POPULATIOR

W49
PATHER DEAD 12,08
61,085

19
BOTHEN BEAD 4.7
62,715

R 6
$9TH DEAD 1,51
56,535

W3l
pomi ivive | BLBR
; " 60.8X:

/) TALE 1
P CoMPARATIVE DMTA O IWTECLGERCE LUASSIFRRATION \AsSuey
DEATH OF PARKTS
RENTAL CHLE
DEFECTIVE BORGERLINE HIRPAL AveRak
2 g 108 1%
a0 11 e @ ne
100,015 §5.60 562535 Eoery
] 5 13
(X s @ wer v
et g (2,83
5 Pl %
1.9 2 @ i @
80,038 225 53,885
2l o MG B3 1932
g W owm c o 8L.71
6,75 B2 5181 £0.685
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bt
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10
2.4%
60,053

1.3
50,03

plog
82,32
63,88

4

O

p
&
venr
SUPLRICR SUFERIOR
‘N 1
98 1L4t
.58 100,61
3 1
258 I
100,025 106,085
1
2.5%
WS
A
oy N 7
82 - 17,4%
43,825 7E0%Y

Military history appears to have a generally posi-

tive impact on parole performance that is not negated by

disciplinary actions incurred while in the servige or by

dishenorable discharge (Tables 10 and 11).

MILITARY DISCIPLINARY ACTION
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; Tables 12 through 17 present data related o various
- ‘! o P ’ ] : ¥ V
L S E ' clinical problems. Tables 12, 13 and 14 provide infors
% . ¢
: mation on alcohol, drug misuse, and the use of opiates.
. 3 There are two kinds of information presented in these
25 tables: (1) a rating of the severity of the particular
r 5 ‘ . ,
i clinical problem; and (2) information on the relation-
/7 "
I ;
Y ship of the problem to the present adm1551on offense or
! o past offenses,
‘ joo - .
/ ' The first three columns of Table 12 show the severity
: of the alcohol problem. Moderate alcohol misuse implies
":g..
o o ; an alcochol problem that perlodlcally aEfects the ward'
i ” . PR © . social functlonlng These lnd1v1duals have one or more
o ( | . arrests 1nvolv1nq drlnklng, or they were dlsmlssed from o /
i i <
B . work for reasons involving alcohml uceﬂ,o; ‘they have
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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 thiél
category were found to have drinking problems that

7 "

seriously affected their social functioning and were

G

.identifiedAby caseworkers as alcoholic or in immediate

&
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HiISTORY OF ALCOHOL MISUSE
TABLE )2 o 3
COMPARATIVE DATA O INTELLIGENCE CAASSIFISATION SUBGROUPS 1
HISTORY OF ALEOMOL WISUSE -
ToYAL $TUbY HENTAL DULL. BRIGHT - VERT l :
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experienced occasional frictions in their immediate
& » p () ] i ) . .
social environment because of drinking. Thirty per cent
* ¥ (] .
of the study population were identified by caseworkers
L] N K] .
as having a moderate alcohol problem. This rate does -
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danger of becoming alcoholic. Wards of borderline and
dull normal intelligence with severe drinking problems
were particularly 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 theﬁédmission offense. In
this classification parole success rates are slightly
higher except for the dull normal group which shows a
consistent tendency to perform more poorly. Parole

succegs rates of wards who showed evidence of alcohol

HISTORY OF DRUG MISUSE

TABLE 13
CONPARATIVE DATA O JHIELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATIN SULGHOUPS
RISTORY OF DRYG MISUSE
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. U ' problems in preV1ous crlmes are also con51derably lower

except for persons of brlght\normal or superior intel-
: - : &
Ve : : I A
o . . . 1 + ligence. '

AR , e \ , L While alcohol seems to have some impact on parole

e outccma, the effects of drug misuse appear‘more pro=

nounced~ This is particularly notlceable in the E;j‘ﬂ
category of moderate drug misuse. Included in these ié5'

.1 groups are persons with a history of using stimulant

Adrugs (e.g., cocainefwamphetamines) and/or depressant

NE&  drugs (e.g., barbiturates,) Users of opiates, marijuana,

alcohol, and glue were excluded from this rating and

o coded separately.

The percentage of pefsons using drugs, and

particularly the percentage of persons in whose case i

drug misuse is part of the admission offense, increases

noticeably as intelligence increases. Parole success

rates drop considerably for all persons illegally

involved 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

ot e +

group, who function relat1Vely well on parole despite : o %5

A |

tdrug misuse. Wards for whom drug misuse was part of RN

the offense hiétory also are poorer parole rigks, but

the tendengy is less pronounced. ’ “yw‘?kf
Q
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; Table 14 presents data indicating that opiate use,
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3 iz :
{ f ; i this stud lati ;
! a relatively rare occurrence among this study population,
IEL
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i quite dramatically increases the risk of failure on parole.
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Table 15 presents information on the history of
marijuana Qée 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 this
group is quite large, but alsg because a reversed/ﬁattern
is evident for bright ncrmal énd superior wards with a
history Qﬁ 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 dxop 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
particularly 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 shares the poor parole
performanée reéord of wards classified as average and
dull normal invintelligence. Bright normal individﬁals
usually are exceptions to the varigble pattern in that
ﬁhey maihtain a rather consistently favorable parole
4 (e
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The data on persons with a history of forcible

rape also are noheworthy.

in this category do relatively well on parole.

The few dull normal individuals

In con~

2

trast, the parole performance of average and bright
normal wards with a history of forcible rape is rather

poor. It is possible that the former are more passive,
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" per cent had a history of personality trait disturbance.,

s
i
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it

folldwer—type individuals who commit such a'brime as
partvof a group while the latter represent a mé&e
agg:essng individual whdhaétsralone or is the initiator
or leader af"éagroup ﬁrime. For the ward with a history
of homosexuai cdnduct&the findings are quite pfénounced,
But the total number in this category is rather small.
Table 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 requestea énd recéived by reception gg%dance
“benter staff from correctiqns and mental héalth agencies

with which the ward had contact. For all practical

purposes, psychiatric problems seem to be confined to

“the dull normal and average groups. Genérally the

frequenéies in the psychiatric categories are smail:

Less than 1 per cent of the total study poéulation

had a history of frequent suicide gesturés, seriaué
suicidé aftempts, Egain damage, o¥>épilepsy. Slight%y
mdre %ﬁan 1 péf ¢ent had a.history of infrequent |
suicide geé£ures, neurosis, and psychqsis. Approximateiy

3 per cent had a hist&ry'of sociopathié personality dis-

turbance and personalit§ pattern.distufbance and 6.7 |
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poorer on parole. There does not seem to be a great
deal of variation among the various intellectual sub-

groups with respect to the perceniide who received

diagnoses of psychiatric disturbance. Mentally defec-
tive wards contribute a relatively high percentage to

most clinical categories but their total numBers are

rather small.

VI, INTELLIGENCE FACTORS

As mentioned in the introduction to Part Two of this
volume, a great deal of attention was directed to the
problems of the cultural bias of the test instruments
and the possible impact of the test proctor on test
results. The results of intelligence testing are pre~
sented with the reminder that cultukal bias of the test
instruments may in part invalidate the intellectual
assessment of culturally mixed groups. The important
issues of culture-fairness still are not satisfactorily *

resplved and these results must be interpreted cautiously.

INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION

TABLE 18
CONPARATIVE DATA O3 (NTELLIGEREE CLASSIFLLATIOM SUBGHOUVS
INTELLIGEICE CLASSIF HATIRN

- . ;
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i g I Table 18 presents the distribution for the intel- " i
{,? f; ligence categories. Rach ward was classified into one E

3 34 of the Wechsler intelligence categories by the c¢linical §

R é \ psychologist who was supervising tha testing program. o
- ok ;

1 Wards who scored on the group tests in the mental de~ . e :i

k e , S i

i . . - . . »"\'\\ v . ; i
o t fective range were given the Wechsler Aduft Intelligénce el
v gt Lo \j“\ 3!
ot k Scale and were classified as mental defectives only if Cile
Gk L : ‘ V
L 14 they scored in the mental defective range on this :

g @ 1] , o
e I individually administered test. The results of this |
. \ - N . “ g
G K A : ' ‘ \ . Lo 4
. ' § classification procedure are depicted in Figure 3. ‘ //'
Dk 1\\ ‘é 1
: ; j
LS o % s
foliy U |

s 8] /,;;~ N ] §
\‘;v " h

N L
MENTAL BORDERLINE QuLL NORMAL BRIGHT SUPERINR VERY .
DEFECTIVE NORMAL. NORMAL SUPERTUR P

N2 127 1060 2440 446 a1 9 i

T 0.6 3.1 24,2 59,1 10,8 2,0 ) i

o o e / .y

% 696 63,0 5%:2 60,7 63,7 67.9 7738 | 1
i : ) e A ‘ N
s - FJ'GURE 3 ' ‘ i ‘)

s B COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLASSIRICATION SUBGROUPS EE

, ; e | INVELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION ‘.
LB " a3
L Generally, the distribution follows the normid curve L
\ ) 1.

= o ' . ’ s . . - =
E A with slight overrepresentation in the below~average i
% , category of dull normal. This distribution refutes the i
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idea that deiinquentdgopulations are composed mainly of

retarded or borderline defectivevindividuals.

$his | .

- rigorous classification procedure prqﬂuced]results

'ﬁﬁsuggestlng that the distribution on the 1ntelllgence

factor approximates distributions found for nondelin-

quents drawn from similar social groups.

The Army General Classification Test (AGCT) and

the California Test of Mental Maturity (CTMM) were the-

principal intelligence tests used.

The General Aptltude

Test Battery (GATB), the results of which are reported

in the following section, also provided a measure of

intelligence in the G-score that presumably represents

a measure of general intelligence.
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Mosﬁébf the wards Qere_given the CTMM; however,

Jtotal I.Q. was not’

of illiteracy, did

of the test. Only

sixth grade on the

R AP R,

e Lo

ARMY SENERAL
CLASSIFICATION TEST

SHIPLEY
HARTFORD

battery were given
lower N in Pigures

.on these two tests

DULL
NORMAL

N 25
) N osu2l

"
AN

cotiputed foir indiyiéﬁaiS'who;:because

not complete the 1angu§§e\portimp

those wards who scored ahove the

California Achievement Test (CAT)

the AGCT.

A

This is reflected in the

are presented,

AVERAGE

1898
97,37
3,04

1168
54,28
B9

BRIGHT
NORMAL
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112,63
4,29

395
102,08
12,54

FIGURE 5
COMPARATIVE DATA OM INTELLIGENC

4 and 5 and Table 19 Where the data

VERY
SUPERIOR SUPERTOR

81 4
121,16 130,67
4,61 4.y

79 9
iou,87 105,11
11,9 13,53

E CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS

RESULTS ON THE ARM{ GENERAL CLASSIFICATION TEST ¢AGCT)

AND THE SHIPLIEY-HARTFORD CONCEPTUAL QUOTIENT

Two tests administered over 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 D-48 or Domino Test and the
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Raven Progressive matrices, only raw scores are avail-

abld. These scores are presented in Flgure 6 and Table 19,
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AL 6
COMTRRATIVE DATA 0% INK&UGEIRE CUSIFICATION Luferoups
FRSULTS ON THE RAVEN MATRICES A D-us DoMfa0 TESY
AN St

The Shmpley Hortford Conceptual Quotient is a
score that: 1nd1¢atts the relationship between verbal
skills and aptitude for abstract thinking: the lower

the conceptual ‘guotient the greater the impairment in

"abstract thmnklng as compared to verbal ability, This

measure was computed only when the level of verbal
ablllty made such comparison valid. If this level in
verbal skills was not reached by an individual hisg (ole]
was not computed. This procedure explains the dis-
crepancy in N found ih Figure 5 and Table 19 where the

Shipley Hartford data are presented.
W,

A
I
A
is*brovided in Table '19. It should be kept in mina that

A summary of the results of the intelligence testlng

claskiflcaflan into intelligence categories was baSed
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. 19  HESULTS OF INTELLIGENCE TESTING
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COPARATIVE DATA O IVTECLIGEARE CLASSIFRCATION SUBSROGFS
RESULTS OF INELLIGEACE TESTIHG ¢
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-on .elinical judgments derived from a composite of
information on each individual;” This is reflected, for
QNinstancé, in the meanwscores of thé“gﬁll normal group

| on thevCTMM. While the scores for this group on Total

IQ-and on the'lénguagekportion of the test are in the-

" borderline defective range, their mean score on the non~ -

#

language portion is in the dull normal range. These
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individuals apparently have the capacity to perform at
a significantly higher level on tasks not dependent on

academic skil}s, indicating that a higher‘claséification
is more valid than would be éﬁqgested by results oﬁ

tests that are highlytﬁependent on acquired academic
:Skillﬁ e

© o IX,  ACADEMIC FACTORS
Sdﬁool-related factors increasingly are coming
under study as it becomes evident that the school ex-~

4

perience is of critical importance in the development
of alienation and social deviance (Wenk, 1974), 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

Il

large proportion of youth who do not seem to be served
by the existing educational systém.

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 table. Figures

71 through 13 present in graphic form the results on the

level|

1

CAT for each group.- The i%rcles indicate the level of
i%hieved by the total study population, This
N -

achievement by grade level. The lines represent the '
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an assessment of the relative academic standing

of each group. The summary table presents data on the
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} A summary of the tegt results on tne Callfornla B

Achlevement Test battery is glven in Table 20 Generally,mf
11tt1e varlatlen among academLc subjects is found; two

4

exoeptlons are noted for mental defectlve and borderline
deFectlve 1nd1V1duals who show a slight 1ncre;se in the
arithmetic score.‘ With these two. exceptlons, measured
;cademlc achlevement o} mentally defectlve wards was at
the 2nd grade level, measured academic achievement levels
for the remalnlng groups were as fo]lows. borderllne
defectlve, 3rd grade; dull normal, 4th grade, average,
7th grade; brlght normal 10th grade, euperlor, 1lth
ggade; Vef? superior, 12th grade.

Figures 14 though 20 present information on fre-
quency distribution, grade completed in school, grade

achleved durlng testing on the CAT, ang age left school.

GRADE L T T o T T T L o T o T T
GRADE CmPLETEﬂ f Ty 2 5 3 TR 2
b4 17.6 .8 4. 176 11.8 1,8

| * PoCe
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FIGURE 14
COMPARATIVE DAYA OR SNTECLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS

CYA WARDS OF BENTAL DEFECTIVE INTELLIGENCE
GRADE' COMPLETED,  GRADE ACHIEVED, AND AGE LEFT SCHOOL
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Figure 14 shows no specific pattern for mentally

defective wards. Thereiare so few individuals in this

- . ‘ ; o o o \\\ .
category that any conclusions drawn from the fihdings
must be qualified. All of these wards complete@ at
least the 7th grade, while two finished high school.
R i
Because of their limitations, their achievement is modest.
None left school before the age of 15. Lt
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FIGURE 15 :
CONPARATIVE DATA Off INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICA JOot SURGROUPS
€A WARDS OF BORDERLINE DEFECTIVE INTRKLINENCE
GRADE COMPLETED, GRADE ACHIEVED, AND AGE VEFT SCHOOL !
. i C
j‘j k ' A
» 0 Data on the borderline defective group are presented . ﬁﬁg b
;. in Figure 15. Some of these wards icompleted only the :
Te ek E S e fifth grade, but more than half of the group completed 3
L EE R ’ . A |
s R C ) N 2 ] \ { : ‘
Rt T at least the 9th grade. The achievement of this group \ IR
S = « A CAT
. Vi also was low because of their limitationsw Nearly half 5 | C
: kS . - . , Of them dropped out of school by age 1l6.
Q. o . . . . % ) . . ' :
L ‘ S The dull normal group is depicted in Figure 16, A
few individuals completed only elementary school. This
! A7 : |
! o . e
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may represent a small group of children.of migrant

FIGURE 16
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS

CYA HARDS OF DULL HORMAL INTELLIGENCE
GRADE COMPLETED, GRADE ACHIEVED, AND AGE LEFT SCHOOY

dgricultural laborers who mové 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

left school at age 13.

Four individuals left school at age 12 and six

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 recidivism.

This pattérn does not seem to include actual achieve-

ment level.

As shown in Figure 17, this same pattern is even s\
clearer for wards of average intellectual potential.
Again, grade completed and age left school are indicative
of recidivism but the findings for academic achigvem?nt 0,
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The data for the three highest intelligence clagsi=

fication subgroups are depicted in Figures 18, lQZaﬁa 20.
For all pfécﬁical purposes, the few instances of a parole

Success rate below the average of the total study popu~
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These data are represented in the comparative tables
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lation can be ignored for these groups.

AVERAGE
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These groups
. generally perform above average on parole regardless‘

- of academic achievement, grade completed, or age left
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Figﬁre 2) provides information on two indices that
were developed gﬁr the prcjecﬁ to aid in the aséessment
of adademic retardatiqh. The first index provides an
academic disability score indicating the average differ-
ence. between gradé&éompleted in school and functioning

level as measured by the CAT. The second index pro-

vides an estimate of academic retardation bv computing

the difference betWeen alyéther conservative, arbitrarily

set expectation and the achleved grade on the CAT: N
Intelligence Expected Grade

Classification Placement on the “
~CAT

Mental Defective 0o "
Borderline Defective 4th Grade
Dull Normal 8th Grade
Average and above 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 were

o set for mentally defective individuals should not suggest

the assumptlon that these individuals could not achieve
academlcally. The decisiofi” was made, perhabs erronepusly,
that expectations for mentally defective and bbrderling

defective wards should be kept.low in order to minimize

academic retardation. It might have been prefezablé to
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set the expectation somewhat higher: i.e., at the 4th

grade level for mental defectives and at the 6th grade

level for borderline defectives.

i

It is evident from Figure 21 that the largest dis-

crepancies between grade leéel attending and grade level

functioning are found in the lower intelligengse ate-“

gories. This seems particularly critigal for‘thé ddil

.

normal and average groups in which néarly 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 below ‘the grade they completed.

The
that the

tojthese

estimated academic retardation index reveals

average group is most handicapped with respect

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 from these

data that the académic disabilities of these wards are

quite pronounced.

This fact cannoﬁ be dismissed with

arguments that delinguent populations are handicapped

by lack of mental ability. . Mental ability and intellec-

tual potential generally are preseﬁt but are not being

productively ut'lizéé. This finding takes on addedw

significance when it is considered that very few indi-

R
t
!

viduals in the study'population showed psycholegical or
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psychiétric disturbances.

In spite of the good intentions that ﬁaywunderlﬁe
the programs and curricula designs in the public schools,
it se&ms likely that quite early in the school exﬁerience
of th@se'academically handicapped youths sqmething‘went
Wrong; Eghe school environmenﬁfshduld be subjected to

scientific scrutiny to determine why the needs of these

young people are not being met by the present system,

p
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ACADEMIC DISARILITY

TABLE, 24
COMPARAYIVE DATA ON [HTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICAT [0 SUBGROUPS

s HEADENIE BISABILITY
N Tl%’l;“l}lkstyll{aw bgFEENc?llVE BURDEALINE Ngg'L‘k» - ' AVERACE Egllﬂﬁlu{ SUPERIOR suxm«m
4039 13 m 975 e y 438 7 ]
ey Mo 6,26 8,74 -b,28 208 ~0.50 0,17 50
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, N 4053 it 986 o ) 6 g
i RADENIE” N3 Doty 2,54 25 L7 4R 05
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Table 24 presents the data on academic disability
o & \

in the form of a comparaﬁive table.

a N " i
RATING ON MOTIVATION FOR ACADEMIC TRAINING \
TLE 25 \
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Table 25 provides information onsgatinés ky case-
“workers on_wards"motiVation for academic tfaining
while incarcerated. The most striking fifiding is the
relatively poor parole performance of ihéﬁviduals of?

1
~average, bright normal, or superior 1nteTlAgence who

ware judged to be unmotivated for acadenic tralnlng. ' B
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 figureyis 10 per

cent; for the superior, 11.2 per cent.

X, VOCATIONAL FACTORS

X

The results of the”keeting on the General Aptitude
Test Battery are presented in Figures 22 through 28.
The scores obtalneq by each. 1ntelllgence group are re-~ .
lated to the average scores obtained by the total study
populatlon. Approxlmate results for the 1ntelllqence

@
groqps are depmcted by'the circles while the average for 4

the total study populathn is indicated by the hori-

7

zonﬁal lines.

4

P

T
B
@
&7
i
* ;0 u I

T e

<] g =

134




S R

@
: 150 -
140 -
b 156 -
. & 10 -
y : 10 -
1067
- . i 90 -
2 43 7 -
. -
e ga -
N §t
kit
[
i
gl
il
b
% 150 =
5 »e -
-
i 120 «
B 00«
' > = 100 »
i1
i %0 -
B
i 8 -
, E
& 70 -
e
E 60 ~
5 -
MEAR
5
i
. i
j 1 -
14 80~
¥4 130~
+ 120 -
e -
10 -
- N
. % -
! 8 -
W6
B0~
a3
r Y m"
th HEAN
H A0
i
- i"v
Xy

a

GENERAL
(NTELLIGERCE.

O

59,43
37

GEHERAL
INTELLIGENCE

O

68,07
11,68

GENERAL
INPALLLGENCE

O

75,15
11,95

VERRAL
APTITUDR

0,30
101

VERBAL
ARTITUDE

70,46
8,02

VERBAL
AFTITUOE

o

.35
7.31

4
HMEHTEAL SPATIAL  PRRCEPTION eLERfen, S psron
APTITUDE it 14 G . £ T
v “
e
i
Il .
4 I
il ST
! b pnidosatt Attt s st

56,33 1546 (1] 3 7548
1344 15,5 13.84 10,15 2285

FYGURE 22
CORPARATIVE DATA O INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROLPS

£Y0 MARDS OF MENTAL, DEFECEIVE INTELLIGENCE
RESULTS O THE GENERAL é\?ﬂz TIHIIE TEST BATIERY (6ATE)
“

KUMERICAL BPATIAL PERCEPTLONAL CLERTEAL »Boroy
APTSTUDE APHITUDE APTITUDE APTITUDE COCADIHATION
v
B oy
bt
ey S———"t
[y S ——

59,43 8 7621 7540 78,82
1353 1637 20,50 9,62 19,53

FIGURE 28 '
CONPARATIVE DATA O INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATIoN SUBGROLPS

CYA KARDS OF BORDERLINE INTELLIGENCE
RESULTS 0K THE EENERALHAPT}'{\%DE TEST BATTERY (GATR)

L SR it L S
J—
S
e Myl
N ®) o O
7183 83,08 87,88 8.5 ,W' 15
18,00 1655 16,04 10,5 14.53

FIQURE 24
COMPARATIVE OATA O INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SULGROUPS

. CYA NARDS OF DULL MORYAL INTELLIGENCE
. RESULTS on JNE GWML”AFI‘!}EI’J)BE TEST BATIERY (GATR}
-

wfiftiey ¥ pSy
« 150,
~ 40
- 13
e q0
DR+
o « 100
R .
- 80
O -
- 50
- 50
762 48 HEAN
1083 26,85 s
R
iy iy
* 150
« 140
- 1%
‘ - 120
T—
o
S—— R
'e) -0
- 1
-8
- 8
mie 9 Hean
19.66 20,81 s
P T 2
- 15
- U
« 130
-l
T -1
O - 10
——— i
O w4
- h
- W
.
81,01 165,30 HENY
59 243 50

i A;Yv’?:f“‘;
DR
i




o i #
(\{- i
) - i " NG EMER TR PR TRERERY SN ool oSS o8N .
. L . ’ - 188
- - o T
4 ¥ . R ;/ . S ‘ k i
JETAN ; ‘ ; ™. , o1
' | : 1 - | "
: L e SR
- k e : . ; 120~ . o awmin “,,\D,\ - G ‘,‘3 « 160
‘ ‘ ' "“"‘@‘:'ﬂM Y M SN A re P
' ’ 5 - »_e‘__w .MQ.‘.. A3 LR
” 80~ . b0
. 70 « - n
i 8 3 66 « » 6 . $
.// 5 - . '
=l LU TR §6.83 83,93 105,30 10093 500 99,21 a0 ny.s HeAk
$h HH A .85 1572 §,58 1641 18,01 at W 20,88 oy
FIGURE 25
’ . £ . COUPARATIVE DATA Ol INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATICN SUBGRINPS
: CYA NARDS OF AVERAGE INTELLIGENCE
RESULTS O THE BENERAL APTITUNE TEST DAVIERY (cAT) .
W w2305
b o
]
: \ e AT Yoce B WA TRER OREE ool of0ENY  olMhy
; ) 150 - « 150
1
, - ' - 100
g i
e 130 « o 150
- o ‘ O o o w
; 100 « - ) - f} » §00, .
: . 9  e—— s e .
o . %0~ -8
’ 10 - 0
8- - a
50+ . 50
; A LIS 10555 116,09 120,65 115,49 103,96 103,% LI "1 A
‘ . 0 088 12.58 12,56 16,64 16,62 Y 1686 12,08 1.3
o FICHRE 26
. COMPARATIVE DATA 96 INTELLICERCE CLASSTEICATIOY SURGROUPS
H YA NARDS OF ERIGHT BORWAL INTELLIGENCE
: § RESULTS 04 THE GEAERAL APTITCIE TEST CATIERY ccAth)
P ¥ = 42§
/M
¥ ' Wi T UERY B PRREO DI e d \?&v BOrTER e
150 i 10
o - . 10
\ m- QO e} @) -
' 10+ O O (@ JEN O
no-, ST
300+ ‘ T o Q - 100
" Y ‘/z"' 5 - -w.v‘-;t—»m idmemeavipne ) Ce . 90
[ ‘ : k . 8
20 - e - n
0. ‘ -
\ 64 - : -9
. KN BB 120,73 120,08 1,52 13,82 1860 105,56 0,2 2574 EaT) G
, n wa 1824 2. 5.9 Y 2 ey 167 .58 n
FIGURE 27 < o
CUMPARATIVE DATA O (WTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUZORaLys R
TYA WSRLS OF SUERICR IMENLIGEMCE C . ] i
. RESULTS O THE BERSAAL yn;;mz TEST DATHERY GATD - g ot
A= SRR B,
@ - L
. o . L
S et s i . \\» [ = ]




S : ’ M » : e

b R : ; “ [ B ;
i i ¥ o s
o ’ » “ : . 80

o *
e s
& idikioes AR UENER [ s TR BN ol oSN, S
B~ - 15
e O ‘ o) O - 10
- -~ 150 - O . o O O -1
) 120+ O - 10 .
134 9] AT
, 10 « . e - 1
w- i R -
80~ - &
70 - -
[ ] “ 60
50« . . - &,
\ HEAN 142,63 130,78 133,50 137,56 126,50 129,13 122.50 109,13 40,75 HEAN
| &b 201 1504 1362 2&2’& 19,40 B 1,2 1800 18,55 S0
COMPARATIVE DATA ON IN\'ELLIGENCE EM&SKFICATION SUBGROUPS ’
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A summary of these results is presented in Table 28.
o This table ehows that, particularly for those 1nd1vxduals
class1f1e& as average or below average, the lowest
scores are found for numerlcal aptltude followed by the
scores for verbal aptl Lde@ This again suggests the
pooxr academic skills of these individuals as compared
to thelr falrly good aptltudes for vocatlonal pursults
#hd- their relat¢ve ranklng on intellectual potentlal.
5 ‘@
t Figures 29 through 34 present information on

occupational history, primary area of interest for
vocatlonal training, and recommendatlon by the

caseworker for vocational training during institution~

allzaflon.
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RESULTS ON GENERAL APTITUDE TEST BATTERY

TABLE 26
COMPARATIVE DATA 0t IWIELLIGEACE CLASSIETCATION SUQGROUPS
RESULTS ON THE GENERAL APTITUDE TEST BALTERY
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Figure 29 presents datg on skilled ﬁrades in
the construction fiéld. In order to maintain diarity,
the frequencies are omitted from these ?igures. The
percentages are basqg on the following frequencies

for the wvarious subgroups: Mental Defective, N=20;

Borde;liné Défective, N=124; Dull Norma}, N=962;
Average, N=2,360; Bright Normal, N=431; Superior, / ' ”

N=75; Very Superior, N=9..
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OCEURATIONAL HISTORY COUNSELOR'S RECOMMEHDATION PRINARY AREA DF INTEAEST E]\ -
F0R VOCATIONAL TRAINING FOR VOCATIORAL TRAATNING -
BIGURE 29
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGERCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROLPS
CARPENTRY, CONSTRUCTION, ELECTRICAL, HASONRY, MILL AND
L CABINET, HOUSEPAINTING, PLASTERING, PLUMBING, REFRIGERATION
T AND ALRCONDITIONING, SHEET METAL, AND OTHER SKTLLEN TRADES
5

Very few wards have had practicdl experience in
these trades. It is difficult to estimate how much
of this_deficiency is directly attributable to the
lack-of school-related skills that prevents these -
&ouths from’obtaining vocational trainihg or emplbye
ﬁent, but lack of basic academic skiils certainly
aggravates the problem. Another contributihg factor
is prébably the scarcity of training and employment
opportunities iﬁ certain neighborhoods and communities.
fThis is reflected in the data presenyed in Volume 35

fi

where ethnic factors are discussed. From these data
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. it appears that offenders from minority groups are

even more deficient than Catcasian offenders in

A

13

practical yocationai experience of 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

i the blacks and Mexican-Americans had experience in a
Sk skilled construction trade. ' 2ob
1% : o )

- “ i With the exception of those in the mentally

defective group, many individuals were interested in

T receiving training in construction. As can be seen,

the caseworkers recommended training for approximately

the same proportion as, showed interest: from 8 to 25

kper cent of the various groups. While the data do

not indicate whefher the individual who voiced interest
received:the app§9?riate recommendation, it can be
assumed that waréé generally were guided toward

training for which they were motivated@)

X

Figure 30 presents this information with respect - . 3

to mechaniC'trades, as well as for body and fender

s”Wofk, heavy equipment-.operation, T.V. repair, and

welding. The data are similar to those describing

1

the situatior in the construction trades. Again,

in the mechanical vocations, ethnic minorities have 8
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FIGURE 30
COMPARATIVE DATA Off INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS
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o

substantially less work experience than Caucasian

This information will be dealt with in

more detail in Volume 3 where racial factors are

From Figure 31 it is gtrikingly apparent that
the great majority of these youth, regardless of
their intellectual and vocational aptitudes, fall

A

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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it clear that the majority of the youth in this

study had serious vocational handicaps that put

considérgblg economic and psychological strains on

them and probably sontributed heavily to their
criminal activities. This #£inding points up the

need for remedial vocational training programs.

Pérhaps the community college system could provide
° . ¥

_such training for probationers and parolees as well

as other young peoé}e who need it.
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 “The Reception Guidance Center program focused
much attention oh the assessment of vocational néeds
and carried out two related programs that tested smali
groups of wards during a bne-week period. One program
centered around wood-wdrking activities and another , o
around metal-working activities. The ratings on moti-
vation for training madeuby the two instructors of
these programs are shown in Table 27, togetherﬁwith
the results of a similar rating by the case%orker. The

iy

“latter rating was based solely on an interview while

the shop instr?ctors based their ratings on an inter-.

view after seQéral days 6f‘job observation in the metél

and wocd shops. Aléo éfésented in this table is the | '(
information on whether or not the individual was
recommended by the caseworker for vocational training.

From this table it is apparent that the motivation

of the individual as perceived by staff is particularly -

critical for the average and dull normal groups where ;r\‘-yo g
individuals perceived by staff éé unmoﬁivated show ’ //
considerably less succéss oh parolef%han individuals

who were perceived as being motivated for vocational

training. This tendency also is evident in regard to ‘ ;

the bright normal groups and, in part, the superior

2 ~;-/;f

1

N
£

‘and borderline defective groups. It\isvinﬁerestiqg, Lo

fa

to note that the pattern is reversed for the mental S
- ) oy

b
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97  RATINGS OF MOTIVATION FOR VOCATIONAL TRAINING ' °

h TABLE o
~_COSPARATINE DATA O [NIELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROVPS
S0 RAYINGS OF MOTIVATION FOR VOCATIONAL TRAINING

i

mwiwrunv

1 ’ y; N
Ny B PDPULN\ION DE%;‘?VAIIVE ! BORDERLINE Ng%‘.HI\LL AVERAGE ﬁgéaﬁ SUPERICR. SUX?I‘{UN
P K773 ‘ iy 150 198 : 0 B .
. E B ] WouDSHOP INSTRUSTOR 74, ER ’ 5000 ©70ay ° 7598 . * wn O s O
: RATING = ROTDIATED 80,818 47, 63,615 50388 50,815 67,88 69,218 100,628
N 26 =y uoo 6 158 2 7
- ot KotvATED 25,0 Bot ©  mm © wp @ by ©°  ma i
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structon” 69,92 0.2 gn OJ7 o * . ) . 01 O 109,02
. g Bg s #n O ha 0 Fa o ke O e O pe
N 300 1 no bl 173, 2% 5
- hot wotivaten 30,13 2.0 2.3 O g @ gu e 3w O nwn
.31 100,08 aLats 50,085 57,288 £5.115 40,065
i i 65 Bl ua 301 4 5
counsenor’s aating 7142 42,6% 5048 O 6,4 24582 ° 72,2% O 69,08 O 62,53
= HOTIVATED 62,418 60,01 61,725 60,138 2,318 * gputs 65,338 80,048
' f 1013 u 59 m 581 g n 3
« Not HOTIVAYED . 28,67 G243 O 47.6% ‘ 33461 L 25.2% ® 218 ° 3.0 ° 3158
57,138 81,878 £9,315 57,438 §6,115 52,815 63,638 §6,728
W72 3 50 57 1629 ) 5 5
COUNSELOR's RATING 71,82 15,0% 40.3% O 60.1% .62 794% 0 72,0 O 55,68
P~ MOTIVATED 7918 66,735 0008 61,818 61388 64,985 70.4%8 80,028
# 6L 7 19 1w 3% & 17 ?
- wor WoTivaTED 1,32 35,08 s 0 o @ vg ® s @ 2. O 22
s7.758 71,425 57,978 55,815 51,738 53,215 76,518 100,08
L 10 5 15 580 1879 ) 58 i
A L 26,6 25,08 wx O e .71 . 9 nm O wwm
TRAINING - YES  sg7ys w0t 6438 61,638 6,118 64,218 69,015 75,088
N 2s B 7 3 ® « no, 1 5
“poe 7308 75,00 £3,71 a7 03t 183 271 55,68
61,82 80,01 §0.8% 56,815 PIS £2.018 248 80,015
A4
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 0%5 . o
parole than were those who had been recommended for
vocational training. Although the numbers are small
r ’ ) |
.. this finding could suggest that while mentally de~’
fective wards may need vocational training, the pro-.
grams offered in the correctional setting may not

be/appropriate for this kind of person and therefore
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- persons not recommended by the caseworker-for

_vocational training are more successful on parole

may have an adverse effect on them. Designing <
training programs to accommodate the intellectually
handicapéed may help to solve this problem. There

may also be a lack of suitable training programs

for superior and very superior wards. These two

groupsﬂfollow the pattern of the mental defectives:

than are persons recommended for training.\ain
contrast,. for intelligence categories in the

middle range, the pattern is reversed.
Vi .
Information on work experience is provided

in’Table 28. Generally, work experience of less
than six months is negatively related to parole
success, a finding that is more pronoﬁnced for the
lower intelligence categories. Inconsistency is
evident in the data on individuals with work exper—‘
ience between 12 - 18 months where for some reason

the success rate decreases. Cleaily, within the

borderline and dull normal intelligeﬁce subgroups

there appears to be some relationship with work

Iz}
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\l 278 WORK EXPERIENCE, UNIGN JMEMBERSHIP, AND VOCATIONAL DISABILITY
TALE 28 )
.: COMPARATIVE DATA O INTELLIGENCE CLASSIICATAGH SUBGROUPS
‘?" . RORK EXPERIENCE, UNTON NEMBERSHIP, AMD: VOCATIONAL DISABILITY '
W - . .
LIV ’é‘o‘p‘d‘ﬂ:“o"u’ na’é‘:“c'ﬁl"«: BORUERLINE o nggrﬁh. AVERAGE Rgﬁﬁ“»l SUFER{OR suxmon
i N 45 15 Y o W §
o
, ke 1t 5,01 .t in @ ‘um we O o
o 58,838 100,038 46,725 . t“.jl}; 29,788 68, 1%S 83318
TN
1466 10 39 i N 890 17 l i
S} 0 = 6 nontre 36.7% 50,01 ‘ g @ pg @ 375 ;é.az ® 35.3: 44,5
59,318 50.0%8 53,818 57 f;lS 59.72% 57,508 79,4%8 100,038
15 2 o7 w T 8 S
6~ 12 sonms 1.1 10,00 e O Ba O %u e O Pu @ dan
65,215 100,038 4,138 66,385 64318 69.3%3 45,228 33,388
34 7 76 191 3 i
12 « 18 nonhs 798 5,68 10 T 811 37.7x O g.m L
. 59.0%5 75,418 59,218 LSS 66,735 83,318 100,018
138 1 ] Fi o) n »13 3
. < 18 - 24 mostHs 3,58 5.0% 328 2,18 3,9% 3,01 4,0%
63,815 100,025 50,058 65,448 61,528 76.9%8 66,738
R Ho33 i 19 121 o 284 30 ! 1
24 HostHs anp over  10.8% 20,02 1238 ° 12,61 10,62 7:0% O 9,32 JIL
66,318 75,088 80,088 62,818 65,735 70,088 85748 100,028
L N agy 2 13 114 P " 3
g SpoRAD)C 10,22 10,01 10,5% 11,91 371 9,00 ° 4,0%
4 58,725 100,028 61.5%5 55,328 60028 61443 66,738
e 0y 5 52 200 u g )
A UHION RENBER bai 4,01 5.8 8,51 9,5¢ O 12,0% i1
iy . 65,735 100,02 BL53S 66,015 70,735 . 42S LT
; ; it 3661 0 O it 905 R A3 388 66 8
k& NOT A UNIGH MewigR  9L5T 100,08 5.2 94,11 N o © 3808 8.0t
12 60,818 70,048 61,028 52,638 E0.438 63,428 75.6%5 75,028
% 23 2 9 © o M ey ‘ 3 1
YoeATIONAL 6.0% 10,08 7,31 B.5¢ 5% sap P 8,03 1hix
IsABILITY 62,835 9,015 77858 62,93 60,415 53,818 71,018 10,025
3 N 322 17 113 o 842 203 L) 5] §
ik 0 VocATIONAL 9.1 8.0 9118 92,88 o33 we © o 83,92
i g LA 6L.138 82,18 61955 59,428 £0.9% 03,645 71015 75,415
i
i : 4
1
i1
i q
! experience. Scanning these two subgroups vertically
g
i indicates that parole success rate improves with amount
; . ,
N . . ] » i
h ' i of work experience;  also, this asscciation seems to
' : o imply that the transition from nagative to positive
B deviation from the success rate of the entire study
~ iy 3
group takes place between the zero-to-six-months
. S category and the six~-to-twelve-months category.:
. < A4 - w L N
i “,“ . B % () 0 u. (3 L) » !
i *x _ : g This relationship seems to diminish for the average
it 5
.
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and bright normal gro£§§» although some degree of
association is still apparent.

Another relationship of interest involves the
interaction of amount of work experience, intelli-

gence classification, and parole outcome. For

exanple, offenders with work éxperience of six months

or less seem to display a relationship between

parole success and intelligence. It appears that

as intelligence increases for these experience groups
so does their percentage of parole success. It
certainly is quite apparent £rom this table that
kindividuals who are handicapped in both employment
history and intelligence show a relatively high
recidivism rate.

Table 28 gives information on union status and
vocational disability. With the exception of the
superior group, union membership increased the
success rate on parole,‘haking 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

community.
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* XI.  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), the Minneéota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory (MMPI), and the Interpersonal
Personality Inventery (IPI), as they relate to the in~
telligence classification subgroups. As in previous
seotions, extensive use is made of graphic presentations
and comparative téables. The overall profiles on the CPI
and the MMPI, which serve as a guide for the comparison,
are presented in Flgure §5; as are the mean and standard
deviations for all éﬁbscales.‘

It is for%unate that the data on both the CPI and

the MMPI are available on all wards who met the regquire-

_ment of a sixth-grade reading skill, which seems neces-

sary to comprehend the items on these tests. These data
also are available ¢n wards who functioned testwise
below this level but could comprehend the items when

they were presented to them by tape recording. The two

tests permit a valuable assessment of personality factors.

Measures of the nature and extent of possible psycho-

logicél disturbance are provided by the MMPI and measures

g
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‘wf the psychological and social strength andspatterns
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
defective céﬁegories. No profiles are provideékfor

, . H

these two groups because of their quE§tionable ability

téiéomprehend some of the test items.
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Figur@ 36 shbws the results on the CPI for the dull
normal group, indicating the areas of diffiéulty that this
group may encounter. The six lowest scores are found on
Wb (sense of weii being), Re (respohsibiiity), So
(SOGia;ization), To (tolerance), Ac (achievement via
conformance), and Ie (intellectual efficiency), as in the
profile of the‘fotal study population, but more pro-
.nounced. This would charaéterize 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 éé others. The group a;so:has a
generally/&ow capacity to achieve in settingé where con-
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formance is required and there are indications that .
intellectual and perscnal resources are poorly utiiized.

e
On the more positive side the CPI profile shows

relatively fair scores on the six subscales Sp (social
presence), Sa (self—acceptanée), Gi (good impression),
Cm (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 intelligence increwses, scores on most CPI

/

i scales improve dramaticallyf/~A striking and psychologi=-
cally significant exception is seen in the persistently
low scores on the socialization scale,A(Sc), which
clearly point up the deficient socialization process¢that

characterizes these young men regardless of intelligence.
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FISURE 40
CONPARATIVE DATA DN INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICAYION SUBGROUPS

CPT PROFILE OF CYA NARDS CLASSIFIED AS OF
VERY SUPERIOR INTELLIGENCE
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In examining the CPI and MMPI profiles one must keep

in mind that for the CPI Ehe more desirable\scores appear

in the upper range of the scores, while for ﬁhewMMPI the
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less pathological scores appear in the lower range\6§§the
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scores. High peaks on the CPI therefore denote desirable

Y
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social attributes while high peaks on the MMPI denote

-

. pqssible psychological “disturbance or pathology.
N '

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. Thege is a vast body of research using this

clinical test and some of the concepts utilized still
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& have con31derable me anlng for cllnlcal workers. For

_these reasons the profxles will be useﬁul to both

clinlclans and researchers.

The profiles of the total study population, as
_deplcted by the dotted gray area,kdescrlbe the group as
}\relatlvely unhappy, wmth poor morale and generally lack*
. 1ng 1n hope about ‘the future. %The high scores on the
szychgpathlc Deviate scale (Pd) indicate ﬁotable diffie-
culties in social édjustmeﬂt and reflect their histories
 0£ delinquency and antisccial behavior in general. The
results on the Pa (paranoia), Pt (psychasthenia), Sc

(SChiZQphremia);'aﬁd Ma -(hypomania) 'scales suggest that

the group is generally suspicious, has a high degree of

anxiety, and shows thought patterns often found in
psychxatrlcally dlsturbed persons.. They also seem

easily distractable and prone to impulsive and irrational

acting-out behavior. These characteristics are more

pronounced for the dull normal group, but there is
“°i§vidénce that some of the responses of this group may

be invalid because of caréléésness, miguhderstanding,'or

other reasons. It is interesting to note that the

b

s¢ores on Depre531on (D), Psychopathlc Deviance (Pd), o i";

) and the Hypomania Scale (Ma), are falrly constant for

the &ull normal, average, and bright\normal groups,

showxng a relationship that 1s often. EO%nd among delin- ; / ‘f Qk

Do o, N fin e \{
‘quent populations. This ccnstancy is maintained for the ~i;;ﬁ

&

C \" N r.
_wy. N 2N




T T

i

T § . S Bt o2 A

s,
o

i - ;5. 4!2 i

» a o .
R R e a )

PR

e

superiot and very superior groups on the Ma while the
scores on ﬁ and Pd are decreasing siightly. Generally,
we see a similar overall pattern as with the CPI. As
intelligence increases MMPI scores improve, with the
exception of Pd and Ma, the two main indicators of
deiinquency problems. | )

mi@ 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 whovtook the test by tape
récording. Table 31 gives the data on the Inter-
personal Personality Inventory (IPI) suggesting that
social maturity as measured by this inVentofy increases

as intellectual potential increases.
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29 " RESULTS ON THE CALIFORNIA PSYCHOLOGICAL INVENTORY

Q2
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CAPACITY FOR
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S0CTABILITY
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i
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J
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n{é’rohsmmv
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i
$ELF CONTROL
TOLERANCE

600D [MPRESSION
COHMUNALLTY
ACHIEVENENT V1A
CONFORMANCE
ACHIEVEMENT VIA
INDEFENDENCE

INTELLECTUAL
EFFICIENCY

PIYCHOLOGICAL
HINDEDNESS
FLEXIBILITY

FENININLTY

CPJ EQUATION

N
¥

YOTAL S$TUDY
POPULATION

LLE !

38,37
12,10

38,36
1184

. MENTAL
DEFECTIVE
Reg

39.89
998

32,00
9,41

41,33
9,82

43,01
9,25

49,67
1.84

30,33
14,82

28,89
103

30,56
M

41,00
10.62

33,1
16,29

42,33
€86

2,11
15,277

3178
15,06

35.22
113

23.67
6.40

46,22
11,64

! TABLE 29 :
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SURSROUPS

RESULTS ON THE CALIFORMIA PSYCHOLOGICAL, THVENTORY

BORDER],INE
Nwhs

B
9,70

35,13
10,68

7.4
10,01

47,62
12,80

44,89
10.24

29,95
12,70

25,55
8,57

30,35
8,07

4101
1042

2.6
3.2

43,65
8,87

38.16
15,09

33,56
1,23

3420
10,05

.31
8.04
43,55

15w

45,05
9,45

48,95
9.82

50,63
4,26

50,12
a3

s047
q'GQ

AVERAGE
w1922

18,13
1.9

39.49
11,54

44,40
11,53

47,61
10.84

51,07
.19

B3
13,54

3112
.2

32:70
9.9

1,91
111

3815
11,66

43,51
1090

49,62
n.34

3.3
rivl]

39.49
9,89

M
1.3

43,39
.9

43,68
9.39

sriont
HORMAL
N 5Y

2,21
1357

3,26
B YY)

6,18
12,42

50,21
11,61

4,21
12

40,73
12,77

;1813
wa

47,63
10,36

8,78
5.22

SUPERION
=68

50,31
13,81

50,35
1,98

51,9
.72

55,15
9,93

60,32
9,09

45,54
15.64

41,81
13,25

3
11,28

43,32
13,50

uga7
12,93

42,06
B

5043
10,87

45,60
14,09

u8,9%
10,32

30.15
13,86

51,51
13,34
52,68

9,62

a7\62
10,29

49,33
5,61

ey
WPERLOR

=8

48,50
15.98

53.63
13,86
53,00
Bz

56,50
3.2

62,88
10.34

45,00
13,84

40.38
16,80

36,13
9,88

45,75

BE

53,13
13,80

49,25

ilha2

47,63
15,22

42,92
5,76
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‘ TABLE %0 ‘ '
COMPARATIVE DATA O INTELLIGENCE CYASSIFICATION SUDGROUPS
RESULTS OH-THE. MRHESOTA HULHI’#ASI% PERSONALITY {RVENTORY

%

S it oy

ST e e i

OTAL $TUDY HENTAL ) UGS, Biteut
POPULATION DEFECTIVE BORBEATINE
W 3103 Y= 10 s ey Ry N3
LI B Sk 54,80 55,55 5477 54,39 58,74
S0 6.6 a2 7.3 X 651 %]
YALIDITY K 61,60 68,50 68,20 63,91 61.09 59,83
stoa 9,49 10,06 9,93 a5 8,93
" coneerion B OSLEs 49,80 50,43 50,26 51,68 00
FACTSH 09 240 861 9,08 9.2 e
HrtockonoRiAsts M 53,52 C s 57,98 55,87 3240 S22
10,97 15,48 10,82 230 10.582 9,9)
DCPRESSION # 60,98 58,4t 65,11 62,99 60,66 . 59,78
s 10 12,04 11,78 nR 8 2.3
HYSTERIA 65597 53,00 5% 56,07 55,59 67,43
0 905 12,03 9,4 .73 892 8,32
pevenoratie. N 731 7280 72,80 .43 ms 1553
oeviATe 6 1.2 6,46 9,06 11,30 11,08 1188
wgcuLi- R SH8L 57,50 84,46 s34l L st 57,63
FENIRTHITY 9 9,70 9,13 8,05 9. 965 10,07
PARANGIA R 62,50 B5.48 61,68 5329 58,90
w123 wn 16,18 12,80 12,34 10.35
raycnasTiEnlA M 6LB) 61,10 66,48 65,08 . 6L3 59,16
SR 16,34 15,18 15,05 13,13+ 1316
senizorimeNia M E6J1 .50 156 70,55 66,08 b2.71
S0 M . 17,9 15,03 14,55 16,45 13,85
HYPORANLA Ko 8445 N 66,35 85,20 ... 631 63,50
5 1.9) 105D 12,09 ny 7 12,00 11,55
L0CIAL #5559 55,50 55,45 5549 53,20 51,52
INTHOVERSIOW 5D 10,06 5,40 2.2 9,06 18,11 1,27
we) taation B 50,91 49,83 49,50 50,69 51,03 50.95
sy 308 232 2.3 87 13 2.3

¥

31 RESULTS ON THE INTERPERSONAL PERSONALITY INVENTORY

.

THRLE 3) ' '
. COMPARATIVE DATA O INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS
- ) RESULTS ON THE INTERPERSONAL PERSOHALITY (NVEKTORY
AT DeFeCTIve BORBERLINE L Nemaae o
R » 318) K2 K=y N =58 N w25 LES ]
+f
i N 4b.88 37,50 31,93 LR hy,82 8142
s B.98 412 5.97 7.8 842 8,47
' e
1’3
16l

RESULTS ON THE MINNESOTA MULTIPHASIC PERSONALITY INVENTORY

!&Fsﬂ;&ﬁ

54,85
611

52,60
%12

$6e24
9,97

53,57
10,59

56.73
10,83

58,63
825

1.2
1t

6L.13
1215

59,30
11,54

57,80
pHiri)

62,83
1323

§3.29
12,49

8,61
1.2

.

50,84
2,86

sreaton
LENL] '

56,08
&7

sa‘r'gkinu

53,63
447

57,50
9.64

53,50

LB}

51,43
Pt

51,68
521

5348

7,28

66,75
6,61

62,13
9.5¢

5.5
10oau

54,00
8.4

0,25
1152
44.88

730

50,82
1.82

sy
SUPRIOR
e

58,17
13,8
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| & 2, Parole Prediction Results based
k ?;&\QV”  on Personality Tests. !
| ' é, > This section ineé the resiits on prediction efforﬁs
é \ based on persqnality test dataﬁ The extensive use of
‘i\ graphs and tables for thisjcompafative analys}s seems
;§  € justified. Presenting such data in detail throughoq;
?é. J;he various volumes méy reveal some of the internal
' ‘g Qorkings of these equations that’will help to improve
? the prediction strategies.
f All informationiéresented on prediction is based on
SR | ? work carried out in 1964 and published.in 1965 (Gough,
| A Wenk, and Rozynko, 1965). The equaéions developed on
the CPI (success = 45.078 ~ ,353 Sp ~ .182 Sa + .532 So +
;% .224 Sc¢) and the MMPI (Success = 66.363 - .081lF + .065K
'§ - .055 P4 - .168 Mf - ,456 Ma) were apélied to the total
'¥ study population and all subgroups. BaseyExpectancy (BE)
% scores were not available for this work as the BE
~§ formula was changed during the studxwperiod. '
% These equations for parocle predi%g}an were developed
'ég in an effort to increase the clinical\%sility of pre~
NE .. diction instruments and to retain flexibility in indi-
' % vidual assessments over time., BE techniques lack flexi-
‘ ‘lg bility becau;e they are based primarily on background ;
“'j ‘factors‘that, once they are part of an individual's .
é; | history, cannot be altered. Prediction instruments ]
| ?; based on personality tests allow the changing of pre- '
% | ' |
, /'/ ) 162
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diction scores and allow the re-assessment of

probability values when the test is reapplied and change

between test administrations is noted, Prediction based

~

on personality assessment therefore is desirable for

its flexibility, in addition to its possibly greater
utility because of the clinically meaningful potential

of the CPI and MMPI equations.
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FIGURE 46 ) , [
COMPARATIVE DATA O INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS L

CYA HARDS OF DULL NORMAL INTELLIGEWCE
RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTION BY CPI EQUATION
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FIGURE 47>
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS

CYA WARDS OF AVERAGE INTELLIGENCE
o RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTION BY CP1 EQUATION
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FIGURE 49

COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS

CYA WARDS OF SUPERIOR INTELLIGENCE
RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTION BY CPI EQUATION
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* CONPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS

CYA WARDS OF VERY SUPERIOR INTELLTSENCE
RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTION BY CPI-EQUATION

2




®

f The results of prédictions with the CPI equatisn
are depicted in Figqures 46 throuéh 50. The prcportioh~
of successful predictions” (hlts) for the 15-month

parole follow—up perlod 1ncreases slightly from the

3 lower to the hlgherslntelligence classification sub-
f% groups. However, thls’increase is very small, partlcularly
% kwfor the dull normal, aVerage, and bright normal groups
;g (56.3%, 56 6%, and 57. 7%,re5peut1vely) which contain
;%3‘;, most of the cases. «
i; E The tendency of the equatlons to pxedlct nmore
}E accurately for the higher lntelllqence classification k
subgroups is more pronounced in the results of the MMPI
Va
|
1 / ' ST PREDICTED SUCCES% {MMP1) PREDICTED FAILURE (MMP1)

i
4
%
i
%

ACTUAL SUCCESS : 287 100

£ POSITIVES | 19¢5% FALSE NEGATIVES
s TRy Rys T L S

ACTUAL FAILURE 183 75

28, : ; UE NEGATIVES
28,47 F&l_]s;’.s E1=so)sn‘m‘=.s 11.6% TFéHllEng

CH] SQUARE = 0.66 2 oF

FIGURE 5
CDMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICALION SUBGROUPS/ , '
CYA WARDS OF DULL NORMAL INTELLIGENCE ,/ "

RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTION BY MMPI EQUATION  ° '
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FIGURE 54
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENSE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS

’ CYA WARDS OF g(!JPERIOR INTELLIGENCE
RESULTS OF PAROLE PREDICTION BY MMPI EQUATION
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‘equations. This is pdrticularly true f;rLBright normal

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 tq per ;ent parole success (%S)
are shown in Figures 56 through 58. These figures
indicate*%he.relativevsuccess of this prediction method
for the thneé’intelligence classifidatiﬁncsubgroups

that contain most of the wards. They depict clearly

there thé equations performed adequatély and where there

were deficiencies that lowered predictive accuracy.
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COMPA/_R}ATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENGE CLASSIFI®ATION SUBGROURS

' CYA VARDS OF AVERAGE INTELLIGENCE
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ITH THE CPI AND MRS
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‘_A comparative summary of overall predictive accuracy,

o Uy

i.e., a combination of both true negatives and true pos-
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itives for both the CPI and MMPI, is provided in Table 32;

The pxedictive‘efficiency of each inst;umént in ‘terms df :

-l both true positives and negatives and false positives and
S . . B "
negatives is reported in Tables 33 and 34.
L i B . i “
) RESULTS OF CPI AND MNPI PREDICTIONS ;
% 8 o
, TABLE 33
. p . CORPARATIVE DATA ON INVELLIGECE CLASSIFICATION SUEGROUPS
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These results seem to indicate that prediction

1
!

B ¥ | | » E

| M i i !

Jg “ techniques utilizing personality test data may be,quite
-

feééible, particularly if predictive accuracy could be
imprOVed. These prediction results and the results re=

‘ S

ported in the following volumes could be a #¥aluable

L

diction that all parolees will succeed, a "chance" pre-

t '/ source of information that would aid in refining such p
,§ “ procedures. , " . ’ '
; : | 1§ It may seem that these prediction efforts showed
| g | only modest success and that the accuracy fi;ures are not
:i overly impressive. The results of these efforts seem
%; to suggest little utility, particularly when they are
i compared with the accuracy of an undifferentiated pre~

i, e BT L

diction that will be correct for 60.9 per cent of the

cases. Such a comparison, however, seems inappropriate.
i An undifferentiated "prediction" has no practical utility,
e
h ﬁ§ while true prediction statements are potentially useful
7 ’: ) )
3 : in casework management, even though their accuracy may
‘ ﬁé be less than optimal. TFurther efforts to improve the
y . 1} prediction equations may provide a method of prediction :
o é% 5 ~ of sufficient accuracy, flexibility, and clinical meaning P
- 1 " to be valuable to the caseworker.
1 .
XII.  PSYCHIATRIC FACTORS | |
i 3
g
@ This section deals exclusively with a subpopulation '
ﬁ that was identified to be in need of psychiatric evalua~ v j{f
u}}, ‘ ; o
:k ti6n. Because psychiatric services were limited, only Lo
: I 5(
g ” 172
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thase indiv;duals specifically referred for evaluation
were psychiatrically examined. This,subpopulatién con-

sists of 511 individuals (12.3 per cent of the Eotal

study population) who were referred by caseworkers, cus-

todial staff, administrative staff, California Youth

Awthority Board members[fétc., for various reasons. 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 oﬂly a summary of the

variables; thus, the total frequencies reported dgﬁnot
p

&

account for all 511 individuals psychiatrically examined.
For instance, Table 35 presents aaté only on the three
ﬁajor reasons for referral and does not give any infor-
mation on other reasons (e.q., assess@ént of treatwment
needs, narcotics problem, suicide poténtial. etcggithat
concern only a few cases. For a detaile&‘Breakdeh one
should consult Volume 1 which gives this information

for the total study population.

:‘\‘
REASONS FOR REFERRAL :
5
. TARLE 35 (
COMPARATIVE DATA ON INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS
REASONS FOR REFERRAL FOR PSYCUIATRIC EVALUATION
JR petreTvE BORDERLINE NoRkAL AVERAGE o . SupERter su‘r’fg}'oq
L i 1 13 3 [ 3
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Table 35 shows that three categories account for most

U

- of'the réfermals and relat1Vely few individuals fall 1nto

J
categories xhat have a notlceably lower parole success

i ‘!

rate. Ityshould‘be=noted thak there may be several

reasons ; for referral mentlone& for a particular 1nd1V1dual,
e.g., a person may have been reaferred for reasons of

priox mental illness and assessment of v1olenﬁe potential.
The data presepted below, including diagnostic labels

and symptoms, are descriptive only of this selected

group and it isihbt implied that the other 87.7 per cent
not psychiatrically examined are free of psychiatric
disorders. It can reasonably be assumed, however, that
most individuals with psychiatric liabilities were
screened out for exemination through the referral

i

procedure.

SYMPTOMS FOUND DURING PSYCHIATRIC EVALUATION

1ABLE 36
CORPARMTIVE, DATA QU INTELLIGRALE CULASSIFICATION UBGROUPS
SYHPROS FQUND OUAING PSYCHEATRIC EVALUAIRH
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i
1. ‘Table 36 gives information on the three major
i Eor :

symptoms found during the psychiatric examination. As
can be seen, ‘the depressive group taken as a whole has

a parocle suctess rate that is similar t¢ the total study

o ‘% population rate. However, the breakdown into intelli-
- i X *
}z/xx gence classification subgroups reveals that the group
N y > ] ] ' ) s [} ] o [} 3
Lk/z@a f classified s average in intelligence ig particularly
vulnerable on parole while the dull normal and bright
7 B
normal individuals are more successful. In both groups,
F | L individuals who showed signs of anxiety or dependency
showed a decrease in parole success that was particularly
pronounced for the bright normal groups.
Vi
e
37  PSYCHIATRIC DIAGNOSIS
' itk 3
COMPARMIVE UMA (0 BaTEILYELIRE CLASSIFLEA b b,
PYGHAIRIL ofAGIESES
YF%‘!’A\}‘LE’\}IUD[:: » DE’;&E’:‘.'!AI‘VE ' SURDERLINE N&‘{;'A.L AVERALE PO%F“%‘A‘{ SHELRITR ',HIY: l';l'nh
4" 1 1 2 !
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100,085 108,038 10,025 0. *‘
8w 1 1 1 t . _ ‘
e e @ g Ol s .
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Table 37 summarizes the results of the psychiatric
- | - | ;} diagnosis by major diagnostic categories. The most
@ii outstanding Qﬁiture is the consistently poor performance
” o ;: ) on parole of iﬁﬁividuals diagnosed as having some per-
fg sonality trait disturbance. Most of these persons
//QJ ;; received a psychiatric label of either "emotional
j; unstable personality" or "passive-aggressive personality."”
g Individuals of average intelligence who received a
i diagnosis of "personality pattern disturbance" showed a
f% surprisingly good parole outcome record. This category
;i © was primarily composed of persons who received psychia-
( ﬁi”‘ tric labels of inadequate personality and schizoid
_321 1 ”7personality. M
;f;;‘ i !5 From these data it is apparent that the incidence
f;$ ' R of psychiatfic illness among the youthful offenders
_?igy - ﬁ~ studied is rather infrequent. Psychosis was found in
%?i‘ h 1 %  only .6 per cent of the total study group. The inci-
L%é jf Y dences for the other psychiatric categories are as
;%L} ‘f follows: neurotic disorders, .9 per cent; personality
f ; ? . pattern disturbances, 2.6 per cent; personality trait
L ; disturbances, 4.9 per cent; sociopathic personality
Lo ; disturbances, 1 per cent; and transitional situational
f = ’ | . g: personality disturbances, 1.l per cent. Considering
A u 'ﬂ; | " the rigorous screening procedgfes employed to chanpel 1
 i; B ,; . all suspect individuals towardta psychiatric evaluation,
E _%‘ﬁ | 5% . it must be concluded that serious psychiatric disturbdnces
ra o e o M w&‘:k - - e ; s e
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are largely absent from such delinguent populations |
and é&rious psychiatric symptoms such as delusions,
Jyhallucinations, thought &istortibné, and réality disQ
tortions are rare indeed. On the other hand, dependency,
anxiety, and depregsion appear to be quite comﬁon inf
this delinquent population, with the first two showing
a falrly strong relationship to parxole outcome. . o &

i

N

XII1. -OFFENSE RELATED FACTORS INCLUDING VIOLENCE

INFORMATION AND PAROLE FOLLOW-UR f\\

M
This section will focus on offense-specific data, }

with particular attention given to violence committed and

weapons used during commission of the offense. Tie types

of offenses that led to institutionalization are sum-
.

marized in Table 38. As is commonly found in studies of

A

adult criminal offenders, individuals who offend against

persons are much better risks on parole (in regard to

recidivism per ge) than are persons who engage in
property offenses. Examples of the former inc;gde wards

committed for robbery and assault, while examples of the

[
1
4

3

\ % .
, \x\ b latter include wards committed for vehicle theft>and o
f]; o - \»,, . forgery, a pattern that is clearly visible from this table.
, o A noteworthy exception is the low success rate for

Q

|
N
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i < 4 ) ) ’ !
+ ! il . -
. small group shows a yreat deal of variation in parole \
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: : - sndeess rate when subdivided according tc ethnic back- ;
= ! : o ' : ,’
= i *

e, .

e

e

178

/




N
oY

e
)
W
"

g and 5 Blacks,‘60%s). A further discussion‘of this
E flndlng wild be presented in Volume 7, Offenses
K é Against Persons. When inspecting the data on persons
%?! commlawed for narcotics offenses, one should bear in mind
@ that this group includes not only the user but the
} “ seiler .of narcotics as well. Since this group consists
i of a complex mix of persons, offenses, and motives it
N j' uoannot be regarded as an offense-s specific group.
l{;l - Information on parole violation offenses is pro-
fi | .vided in Table 39. Tables 40 and 41 present this
i éj%%’ information on offenses against persons and offenses
\\ ‘§ against property for both admlSSLGD and revocation

offenses. Included in the person oﬁﬁenses are: homi-

e
) saiisd A B

cide, negllgent manslaughter, robbery, assault, and sex

e S i B vsia

o offenses, among the property offenses are such crimes
b as burglary, theft, vehicle theft, forgery, and nar-
f% cotics and_alcohol offenses. Again, it is apparent . ‘%
p% from Table 40 thar person offenders_éenerally are | | "f 7*%
]% “petter parole risks, in terms of recidivism, than are {
\gs property offenders. . , 1 |
ﬁ% .Table 42 prov1des ‘data on the caseworker's rating b
i ,
;% of the severity ofv¢violence known in the background(gf é
?% each ward and Table 43 gives the caseworker's estiﬁa e .

A

k]
A “ k13
B 2
j o

of each ward's violence potentlal These ratings were car- } i

ried out agency—wide‘to assess criminal violence.
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L COPARATIVE, DATA ON INVELLIGECE CLASSIFICATION SUBRQUPS
% ) HISTORY OF VIOLENCE
i 1’ . “ i ' ‘:ﬂ"‘)&{,fﬁuﬂol’ DE‘FF‘E'%TYA:"JE BORDERLIKE Ngg‘ﬁkl. AVERAGE ggéﬁ}\.l’. SUFERIDR !ﬂx:::\m
T »
i N 236 14 I E] 13% 28 &0 §
3 ‘ sone 57,58 oy O wm O Tan ® g 6t a .
T 59,688 £H,315 £5.815 55,915 0,315 60,128 £0,015 X
{ I e R K75 4 23 173 U3y 83 R 3
[ MRESSIVE CRINES . 18,2% 741 1821 . 10,2% . ° 18.6% JUR:1S 3358
/ i BTN VROLESSE 65,113 £0.025 52255 60515 63318 1138 9718 100,035
oo o ¥ 1006 5 3 263 615 7 9 1
;o wiowie .38 20,73 wae QO B Y. mm i
L 66 §0.0%5 61,515 60,515 53,98 £2.718 8893 100,085

The classifications in Table 44 were undertaken
exclusively for the present study and represent an
attempt to obtain data on the history of actual violence
for eéch ward by expanding the definition of violence

Oto includyf violence that is not necessarily criminal.
The category of aggressive crimes without violence
includes cases in which aggression was sh6Wn by threat
with or without a weapon or where violence may have been
committed by crime partners but where the ward classified
in this cate?ory refrained from actual physical4assault.
In contrast, ﬁhe category of "violence" includes persons

who physically acted out. The outcome of the assault

was regarded as immaterial and violence was defined as

P
i

‘physical assault that could consist, for example, of
the diécharge 6f a firearm aimed at the victim or aimed
into the sky, or any other assault perpetrated agaihst

a person. Rape cases were included in this category if

e
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force was used, regardless of the legal label given the
offense. Noncriminal assault (such as fighting, etc%g
* ‘ :7;4\

was also a reason for inclusion in this ‘category.

HISTORY OF CARRYING WEAPONS

IADLE 85
COAPARATIVE DAMA DX INTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGROUPS
HESTURY OF CARRYENG WEADONS

01AL Sruhy i,
YMPU\.A!IOJ D&EML‘YAILYE NORDERLINE Ngg:t‘ﬂ‘l. AVENAGE me JupgRIOR '}U‘I{E:ﬂmt
# 295 15 8 5 e . 0 5 &
NoHE 1.0 . QO gu O Py e .68 i O e O wae
61,015 £B.515 63,975 58,488 BLits .00 s 1501
Hm ? “ 55 631 120 n 5
e 1,08 n.ux 84,68 0.5 LN 26,98 2.2 O Sobt
£6:583 L0 61,5 EL0tS 52,955 £0.025 RS ML

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 ﬁeant to bekused for offensive or defensive
purposes, Weapons used for hunting or sports were
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 gart of the
admission offense in more than half of the crimes
committed. In qne~sixtﬁmof these cases, 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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PARTNERS IN ADMISSION OFFENSE
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The frequency and kind of individual violence

committed during the admissioh offense is presented in

Table 48

While only 6 per cent of .the wards wére admltt&d
with a legal label ﬁhat?lmp;led.violence, such as con-~
victions for assaulﬁ,_battery, and manslaughter,§an |
anaiYsis of behavior displayed during the admission
offense revealed that in actuality 24.1 per cent of the
total study population committed violent or aggre531ve
acts ranglng from threat w1thout a weapon to inflicting
majoxr 1n3ur1es that led te death in thirty-six cases.

In ordar to learn about violence committed by
partners, data were collected unider the same definitions
as above but relative to partner-committed Violence
and use of weapons. The infofmation‘on violence com~
mitted by partners is presented inﬁfable 49,

o

GRGUP VIOLENCE IN ADM z3SION OFFENSE

TARLE 47
COUPARATIVE IATA QN [WTELLIGEHCE CLASSIF JCAT IO SulGROUPY
GROUP VIOLLHCE BT ANSSTu aFFEUSE

bR %
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H 3289 19 102 s 1935 3 o H
Howe e g O ax ' ‘e ® Tmm o uw gn O am
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o E .
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In more than half of these admission offenses in
N : ‘ ; ‘ which violence or aggression was displayed by the ward,

some kind of weapon was used.

In most cases, this
E ZZ 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.

50 WEAPON USED BY INDIVIDUAL

TABLE 5
CORPARATIVE DATA QN TRTELLIGECE CLASSIFICATION SURGROUPS
WEAPOW USED BY INDIVEOUAL

.
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|' 51 WEAPONS USED BY GROUF

= y TARLE
: COMPARATIVE UATA OF IilIELL?Glé;!CEElCLASSIFlMHDN SUEGROUPS .
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It is clear from these data that, regardless of
their intellectual potential, wards who commit ‘aggras- ;
~sion and violence against persons have a relatively
good parole success rate. This is also true for indi-~
viduals who commit criminal acts in. groups of two or ' ‘
~more. These findings, which are consistently reported
t . .
in the literature, suggest that offenders who strike
out against others and offenders who have companions
; © in crime are relatively better functioning psycholo- g
- . X - . ° H
Ly ) . . . . ;
gically and socially than are persons who commit "
o .. . . Sy
property offenses and who pursue thelr criminal- acti=~
X, . ‘ S !

vities "in solo.".
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The loss incurred by victims is depicted in
Table 52. I should ‘be noted that the relat1Vely high

frequency in the category $1,000-$5,000 loss is a

reflection of the fact that all veHicle thefts werd
recorded in this category.
in this group is consistent with the general‘finding

“

that auto thieves are poor risks on parole.

: . 5
d
4
ECONOMIC LOSS BY VICTIM
TABLE 52 @
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The low parole success rate
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XIV. INITIAL INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMING
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This last section of Part Two presents 1nformatlon
on some of the recommendations and decms;ons made by
staff of the Reception Guidance Center and th CYA
Parole Board at the conclusion of the dlagnostlc study
of each ward and beforefﬁransfer of the ward 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 INSTITUTIONAL, ADJUSTMENT ' ¢

RN

A

£ 53
CORFARMIVE TATA O MIHLIGIN(E CLASSIF [EATIOR SURGROUPS
CUSTODEIAL EVALUATHER FOR INSTRTURIONAL AblusTHINT

’S)‘;&LASIY&[;: t‘!’&’ﬁ%l BU“DEHLINE“ ’ ll‘g\ii}lk‘. AVERACE ﬁgﬁﬁm SuFERIUn 'e\li!{gl'ﬂﬂ
W39 1 100 73 1958 A h ’ L
009D PROGNOSIS 0251 7500 @a QO ng Ay @ gt O mar O 067X
£2.015 IR €4.053 £0.035 K200 63,01 71205 83,475
K 68y 5 T 193 A ) 1 3
boun PRCGHOSS TR .01 e @ A * wa ® ju O s R
57,018 £0.055 54,285 58,583 50318 F2.318 .53 172

Table 54 summarizes the counselor's transfer =
recommendations. It should be noted that the resident
population at Preston School of Industry is sigﬂifi—
cantly younger than that of the other institutions of
transfer and the higher recidivism rate is relateé to

I
\

the relatively young age of these wards',
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COUNSELORS TRANSFER RECOR{IENDATION

\ TALE Su
SOPASATIVE OATA 0% INTELLIGEHLE CLASSIF EATOH SUBGROVRS
(GUNSELORS TRAIISFER RECONMERDATION o

R bereerive BORDERLINE WERRRL AVERAGE KR SUPERIGR subtalon
8w gy 7 ' 8 2 8 2
spearon sowooL 6F St 18,2 pe @ Sax @ Gu @ la 2%
INGUSTRY 52,00 100,075 52,985 43,915 51,0945 25,013 160.088
H 13 2 3 18 41 71 2% §
YOUTH TRAINING 33,9% 9,14 2.4% 1558 00,2 5198 ] MR O 95,63
SEHOOL 62,075 2y 100,025 100,085 £0.125 BL2S B4.73 £9,2% 80,015
i 88 6 W %7 ' £0 70 ; 2
e 24,28 2138 ne O ‘mm o ge O wue O wn . 2.1
£4.215 66735 £6.735 £2.915 B5.315 18,315 45,078 50,088
K g5t 5 n 195 30 55 ]
SEUSL VOCATIONAL 16,42 2,14 s Q 20,48 * 14,92 . 129 o 7 O
INSTITUTfoi 59,838 €005 £2.015 59,515 58,005 63618 81648
K780 4 2) 218 431 3] g 1
connscf‘om Ak 19,42 7 18,22 3.8 O 22,88 . 18.40% L 14,88 L YR .12
THG FACILITY 58,318 50,028 £9.01 54,395 5,058 57,115 86,215 100,018

The CYA Board orders for transfer are presented
in Table 55. Ben Lomond, Mt. Bullio&L Pine Grove, and
Washington Ridge are forestry camps. fAssignment of
wards to individual camps was made on the basis of
place availability. Differences among camps in parole
outcome rates therefore seem to be a result of differ-
ences in camps' social climate and program rather than

i,

ﬁﬁe result of ward selection. As mentioned above,. the

Preston School of Industry 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 received a selectﬁd group of

.residents who, because of the emphasis &n vocational

i
.-~and academic training, were well motivaﬁed for such

training. Deuel Vocational Institution and the

Correctional Training Facility were under the Depart-
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the California Youth Authority. -

ment of Corrections and their institutional populatmons‘

were composed of about 50 per cent persons committed to

This practlce of trans-

“the Department of Corrections and 50 per oent comnmitted to

fering older CYA wards to Adult Correctional Institutions

was in recent years discontinued.

CYA BOARD ORDER FOR TRANSEER

"

TAE
CRIPARATIVE CATA CIL INTELLICERCE CLASSIFICATION SULGROUES
LY EOARD ORZER FOR TRANSFER
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OF INGUSTAY RS (o - BLES S7% 40033 4 2s woos
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s 2 y m m 1 4
Youn: TAIMNG 26,90 8.7t 1Ly B © am O amm O nm O wi
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PiNE GavE Bt 43 198 T br O Gg mar
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et 5813 008 s 6258 §E435 53015 £0085
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e voen 18,5t sz 167 Q 0.6t . © 2858
(LRI 4N £0.085 W08 R S0t by e ®
N 5 Iy a an @ 8
omgeriom, s 2121 2 st zt @ u ¢ kn O g st
W FAGILITY 5hams 50,085 7 £5its .45 Nt 7505 10t

One feature of the standard compuéer print-out .
giving the statistical»deécrip%ion~of any definable sub=-
population is the ranking by parole success rate of all
subgroups that contain at least 100 individuals.,. Figure
59 gives thls information for the two extreme ends:
the low~rlsk groups and the high-risk groups. The cut-
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off points for inclusion in this summary were arbi-

trarily set at 70 ﬁer cent and‘above for‘tﬁe‘15w-risk

grdups;‘ané‘at'SO per-cent and beloy for the high-risk

groups. The Iow-risk groups are primarily offenders

against péersons and persons who had crime partners.

f,‘ ghe two high-risk groups of relatively large proportion

LW RISK. 6ROUPS

are offeriders with a history o

escape from a minimum security facility.

f recidivism and/or

o FIGURE 59 : '
COPPARATIVE DATA ON (NTELLIGENCE CLASSIFICATION SUBGAOUPS
SUREARY OF LGW RISK AHD H1i6H BISK GROUPS TN REGARD 10
PAROLE PERFORUNCE

SUBGROUP VARIABLE SUBCATELORY NX5s I anys 308 MRS BOS GOS0 BORS
MERME ADHISSION OFFENeE RoBBLAY 238 |6.0 {72.3
AVERAGE IDIY{DUAL VIOUEKCE 1N THREAT WITH HEAPON. 162{4,0-172,2)
’ - ADMI$S10H OFFEHSE i . 3

MERAGE, ADHISSION OFFENSE ASSAULT. 150 | 4:0 [70,3] - B
DULL HORMAL, | GYA PAROLEE PARTHER ONE 104 §3,0 71.%
y BRIGHT. HORKAL. PARTHER' 1N ADHISSION OFFENSE[ ONE 122 {3.0 170.§
BRISHT KORMAL €Y\ ORDER FOR TRANSFER | Yours: TRAttNG. SeHooL. 176 | 4,8 1709
MYERAGE GROUP VIOLENCE IN ADHISSIOR | HINOR LRIURIES 158340 170,3

OFFE|ISE
LARIGHT. NORMAL ADH!‘\SION STATUS FIRST ADMISSEON .
[ sk croues] |
s i o
avERAGE CYA GADER FOR TRANSFER PRESTON SCHOOL OF 1] 3.0]89.9
£ INOUSTRIES
AVERAGE COMMITMENT COURT JUVENILE COURT 205 (5.0 {43.4
zrase HSTORY OF PERSONALITY YES 172 4,0 ] 48,3
TRALT DISTURBANGE
1 aveancE HISTORY OF ESCAPE ERON NINIMM SECURSTY 5381 8,0 7.0
28
AvehadE ADKESSION $TATUS THIRD ADHISSION TO CVA 429 10,0 { 46,4
e Sl
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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

form of comparative tables which provide a basis for
comparing intelligenae éubgrogps with‘other'vériable‘ o
items and with parole success. “Although these«tabléé
provide a basis for visual comparison, theisimplidity

of the descriptive data aisallows a more t&oroﬁgh'analysis
of relationships between variablés. Although ghe;format

of many tables suggespé possibke(}inear felati@gghips

and clustering effects between va;iables, the confirma-
tion of su¢h'associatioﬁVgenefélly!must await more.
powerful tests of si§nificance, ete. This‘should not
imply thét the deécriptive statistics are not useﬁul'%inCe
such analysis can suggest relationships and assist in the |
formulation of hypotﬁeses\which could not be.ﬁerivedkfrom
less extensive analysis of the same daﬁa. |

1

Current interest in intelligence and its etioclogy

. provides a highly interesting backdrop for this volume.

Considering that the relationship between criminglity

or delinquency and intelligence has long been of major
concern té behéviorists, the preCeding text provides an
extensive basis for the comparison of“WeChsler's seven
‘intelligence classificatibns with numeroﬁs other variables.
Also, the size of the stu@y pgy#iétion (N = 4,1469 in-

o’
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"partlculﬂ ly in the subgroups of averaqe, dull normal,

and brlght normal lntelllgence.

Summarlly, thlS volume has 1nd1cated a number of

possible relatlonshlps whlch deserve further scrutiny.

Intelligence may indeed be related to parole outcome,

-

with a number of varlables (e g., oplate use, drug use,

;k‘adm1331on status, etc. } actlng as important second -

7

varlables. It will be 1nterest;ng to determine the

relationships of thege same variables to other classifi-
{ =

cation subgroups. This issue (i.e., whether the vaxiable
‘items found related to intelligence and parole outcome

via trend analysis also “relate to classification by race

or violence cvlassifications, etce.) will become increas~- .
ingly important with each volume. - It is this broader . N
N LTI . :" o P / ‘<

Ve
i . “ 7
- form of inter-volume comparison which can also provide ';>

e . | helpful clues to the ability of variable items to relate
a ’ % : to the crlterlon, classxflcatlon grouplng, ‘and whether
stich _variables contlnue to indicate potentlal llnear or

SEo

cluster relationships. ‘ : -

& Rl XN
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INTELLECTUAL PERFORMANCE OF THREE DELINQUENT GROUPS OF
DIFFERENT ETHNIC ORIGIN !

VITALYI ROZYNKO Avp ERNEST WENK
Receplion-Guidance Center, Dewel Vocational Institution

- This study investigated intellectual test dif-
ferences among delinquent white, Megro, and
Mexican-American California Youth Authority

 (BYA) inmates, Three groups of CYA inmates
- of white, Negro, and Mexican-American origin

were {ested on both the California Test of Mental
Maturity (CTMM) and the Ceneral Aptitude
Test Battery (GATE). It wos expected that the
white group would score higher than the other
two groups on Vacabulary and other school-re-
lated subjects and thete would be no significant
differences between the three groups on tests
reflecting nonschool skills. .

Three independent studies were done, All sub-
jects were randomly selected, with the fiest study
confaining 78 subjects in each of three sub-
groups, the second and third S0™in each sub-
group. All subgroups were equated on age, The
three samples contained a total of 534 subjects,
with the mean age being 19,24 years, Educational
level varied amung the groups, the white group
scoring higher thun either the Negro or Mexican~
American group on grade-rated achievement tests
(white == 845; Negro=6.69; Mexican-Ameri-
can = 6.87; F=11 65, p <.01). Standard in-
structions were used in test administration.
Analyses of variance and ¢ tests were used to
evaluate differences,

On the CTMM in all three studies, the white

P group scored highest, the Negro group lowest.
 The Mexican-American group was equal to the

Negro group in the language poztion of the test
and tended to. occupy an intermediate position
between the Negro and white groups on the non-

1 An extended report of this study may be ob-
tained - for n fec from the American Documenta-
tion Instituté, Order Document No. 8386 from ADI
Publications Project, Photoduplication Service, Li-
brary of Congress; Washington, D, €, 20540, Re-
iitting In advance $1.25 for microfilm or $1.25 for
photocognes Make checks payable to: Chief, Photo-
duplication Service, Library of Congress.

e

‘Reprint from J’armral o{ Conmumg vac}zology
1965, Volw:89, No.
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s
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language portions of the test,, All differences wera
significant at the 01 level,

On the GATB, the Negro group tended to
score consistently low on hoth verbal and nop-
verbal tests, the whites consistently high, The
Mexzcm«Amencans tended to occupy an inter-
mediate position ot the nonverbal tests but were
as low as the Nugroes on the verbal tests, Only
four of the 27 analyses of variance made were
not significant, with four significant at the .05
level and the rest obizining probabilities of less
than 01,

‘Thus, the initial expectations were borne out

with the Mexican-American greup. This “group
performed most poorly when good performance
depended on vither language ability or knowledge
of material tought in school. It performed 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 on nonverbal tests, Test differ-
ences between the white and Mexican-American
groups paralleled the differences in educational
levels, However, differences in educational level
cannat-explain the poorer performance of Negroes
on the nonverbal“tests, especially when compared
with the Mexican-American group, since the fwo
groups do not differ in school achievement, When
the third simple was examined, the Mexican and
Negro groups failed to differ on socipeconomic
status. The white group was significantly higher
on this variable.

These results supporé the idea that madequate
motivation is an extréinely important factor in
Negro inmstes’ intellect \uaI test performance, It
may be that the Negrd inmate shows his re-
sistance to the institution by nonparticipation, or
it may be that high test performance is not as
socially desixable in the Negro as in the white
or Mexican cultures. At least, the resulls point
to the presence of an additional factor in Negro
intellectual test performance, v
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The Effect of Incentives Upon Aptitude Scores
of White and Negro Inmates* / -

; ERNST A, WENK ~
Associate Director, Research Center, National Council on
' Crime and Delinquency

M..Crim., 1969, Schoal of Criminology, University of California, Berkeley
VITALI V. ROZYNKO
Research Specialist, Mendocino State Hospital
Ph.D., (ngchology), 1960, University of Washingtor
" 7 THEODORE R. SARBIN

Professor of Criminology, University of California, Berkeley
Professor of Psychology, University of California, Santa Crlz |
Ph.D., (Psychology), 1941, Ohio State University

JAMES O, ROBISON

School of Criminology, University of California
D. Ctim., 1971, University 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 test 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 applied or differing cultural
2 experiences generate score bjases regardless of motivational state,

: In a previous study' intellectual minants of certain unanticipated
% testdifferences among White, Negro, findings from that earlier study,
~ and Mexican-American inmates of A brief sketch ofthe earlier study .
the California Youth Authority were is in order. It was assumed that, ow-
‘examined. The present investigation ing to differences in cultural and
is an attempt to isolate the deter- socioeconomic factors, and as a cond.”’
sequence of academic deprivation,
% *This study was sufiported In part by the v B
- General Research Support Grant 1 SOL RR- V. V. Rozynka and E A. Wenk, “Intels’
, 05693-01 from ‘the Natignal Institute of lectual Performance of Three Delinquent
. Health"to the NCCDReséarch Center, We  Groups of Different Ethnic Orlgin/! Journal
are grateful to Professor Harrison G. Gough  of Consulting Psychology, 24(3):282 (June,
for hjs critical reading of the manuscript. 1965}, o
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members ¢f the minority ethnic

i

| groups are iit a distinct:disadvantage
on verbal“pr language portions of

the tests; biit such differences would
be less prgnounced or nonexistent
on relatively nonverbal measures,
The study compared performances
of White, Negro, and Mexican-Amer-
ican samples on two instruments, the

California Test of Mental Maturity -
(CTMM) and the General Aptitude -

Test Battery (GATB). The CTMM s
ari intelligence test which includes a
language and a nonlanguage sec-
tion, and the GATB is a muitiple
factor test with eight special scales
and one general scale? The special
scales variously measute verbal and
nonverbal skills, with verbal apti-
tude, numerical aptitude, and cleri-
cal perception representing the for-
mer; and spatial aptitude, form per
ception, motor coordination, finger
dexterity, and manual dexterity rep-
resenting the latter.

On the CTMM, significant differ-
ences among ethnic groups (p < .01)
were found on both verbal and non-
verbal factors on all three test occas-
ions, On verbal factors the Negro
and Mexican-American subgroups
clustered together each time with
means between 79 and 82, with the
Whites ahead at means between 90
and 95. On nonverbal factors, the
Whites ranged from 92 to 94; and
on two of the three occasions the
Mexican-Americans closed the gap
with means of 85 and 88, as had
been predicted, The Negro samples,
however, showed no superiotity an

2Elizabuth T.-Sullivan, W. W. Clatk, and
£. W, Tiegs, California Test of Medtal Ma-
turity: Manuals for Pre-Primary, Primary,
Elementary, Intermediate, and Advanced
Batteries, (Los Angeles, California: California
Test Bureau, 195T; and Anne Anastasi, Psy-
chological Testing, (New York: McMillan,
1954), pp. 380-381.
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THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES

nonverbal tasks, the means falling

between 78 and 81. These findings

were parallel to those on the GATB,

where 23 of the 27 analyses of vari

ance showed significant differences
~ among ethnic groups, involving both
the verbal and the nonverbal tests.
As with the CTMM, the Whites were
consistertly higher+ on the GATB
scales, with Mexican-Americans oc-
cupying an intermediate position on
nonverbal tests but as low as Negroes
on verbal tests,

These results were unexpected. It
had been assumed that differences
oni- nonvetbal tests would be less
than differences on verbal tests and
that minority ‘groups would “eatch
up.” Although the Mexican-Ameri-
~can sample tended to follow the pre-
diction of the experimenters, the
Negro sample did not.

PROBLEM

- Since the performance of Negroes
on nonverbal {presumably more cul-
ture-fair tests) was contrary to ex-
pectations, a plausible hypothesis
was advanced: that motivational fac-
tors were an important factor in this
performance,, that Negroes Wwere
earning lower scores betause of a
subcultural de-emphasis on intellec-
tual competition or a specific resist-
ance to the correctional setting ex-
pressed through noninvolvement.

Test scores are considered by staff
when -making decisions regarding
referral. of inmates for vocational
training programs. The skills derived
from, such training are a first step
toward future employment. Low
scoring inmates may be denied train-
ing apportunity because test scores
are interpreted solely as reflecting
aptitudes, it seems important, there-

fore, that means be found to deter-

mine whether these aptitudes are
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THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES

masked by attifacts arsing in the
evaluation, The present study posits
such a masking effect and assumes
that. incentives may setve to “yn-
mask” performance, bringing it into
closer alignriient with actual® po-
tential., :

METHOD
Samples of White and Negro in-

. mates were retested on four non-

verbal factors of the General Apti-
tude Test Battery under one control
and two experimental conditions. It
was assumed that the Negroes' per-
formance would be suppressed by a
motivational or attitudinal variable
while the Whites would be scoring
nearer to potential, The experiment-
ers predicted greater gains for Ne-
groes as opposed to Whites under
the condition of an effective incen-
tive. Because of the recognized dif-
ferences in learning parameters for
the subeulture of poverty {(Allen,
1970}, we predicted that material re-
ward would be the most effective in-
centive (particularly for Negroes);
and that the effects of spoken en-

- couragement by an institutional rep-

resentative would be relatively slight
(particularly for Negroes)®

For the material incentive, inmate
“ducats” redeemable for canteen
goods were used, with subjects un-
der this testing condition clearly in-
formed that each would receive. a
share based on his gain between
original and retest scotes, The social

ot symbolic incentive consisted of

an experimenter’s verbal encourage-
ment of the inmates {o improve per-
formance in order to better thair
prospects in institutional program-

ming. The “no incentive” sample-
was simply instructed to take the -

ty, L, Allen (ed), Psychological Factors-in
Poverty, {Chicago: Markham, 1970}

=
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tast again and given no reasan for
the retest. '

Tests in each of the three con-
ditions were administered by the
samie proctor, and all retesting took
place one week after the touting’
Guidance Center testing. The GATB
nonverbal tests employed were (F)
form perception, (5) spatial ability,
(K} motor coordination, and (M)
manual dexterity, Two (spatial ability
and form perception) represent pre-
dominantly cognitive tasks, and two
(manual dexterity and motor coor-
dination) represent predominantly
motor tasks, Motivation or test-tak-
ing attitude was felt to be especially
critical in nonverbal tests, It was for
this reason these tests were selected,
It ts quite obvious that regardless
of test-taking attitude, academically
disadvantaged persons will be handi-
capped on verbal tests which require
particufar kinds of prior knowledge

K

or familiarity.
RESULTS

Two hundred and twenty subjects
distributed into six subsamples were
involved., The size of the individual
subsample ranged from 28 (Negro—
material incentive) to 42 (White—no
incentive condition), Initial test per-
formances differed sigriificantly both
between races and experimental
samples. No matching of subjects
was performed, Tables 1 through IV
present the means and standard de-
viations of the experimental samples
by race for both the first and second
testing,

The elevation of initial test scores
is higher for Whites than, Negroes for
all experimental conditions and test
scales except M under verbal incen-’
rive and K under material incentive,

.The sarie “reldtionships held upon
fetest, except that the Negro sample

v
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overcame a slight initial disadvant-
age on K under verbal incentive and
ended with a final score higher than
Whites. N

The hypothesis that an effective
incentive (material reward) would

THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES

operate to parrow the gap between
White and Negro performances wag
not upheld, Whites widened their
initial advantage over Negroes under
the material incentive condition for
all scales excert K, on which Negroes

i

2 Table | )

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS BY RACE
SPATIAL FACTOR

White Negro Negro and White

Canditlon T T2 _ T4 T2 T T2
N ‘ Canctete b4 10933 12415 9504 10743 10337 117.16
incentive (35} 1844 22,83 1795 19.34 1930 2268
N 40 40 28 28 68 68
Verhal X 107,23 115,64 8724 9411 9674 10549
incentive . SD 1240 16.84 1805  16.93 2040 20,20
N 39 39 33 33 72 72
' W No Incentive X 10754 119,82 8721 9474 9811 10699
D 1806 17.99 17,19 2048 2044 2274
: , ‘ N 42 42 .38 38 10 80 |
f ] N
/ All Conditions X 10014 119.19 88.46 9791 99,29 409,61 . o,
/ SO 1748 1973 1765 19.85 2008 2241 ;
| “ 7 N 121 121 99 99 220 220 :
Table 11

PECEPTUAL FACTOR

’ White Negro Negro and White ‘ y
Condition T1 12 TT T2 M M i
L A S | Concrete X 10564 11733 9525 10318 10746 11079
| Y = ‘ fncentive D 1882 1948 1709 18.78 1860 2080
, N 40 40 28 28 68 66
Verbal b 10087  108.87 90.70 " 97.16 95.54  103.68
. incentive 5P 1674 1681 1700 1687 1777 1774
= " N 39 39 -1 33 72 72
‘ 4 . No Incentive % . 10231 11503 8261 9276 9310  103.98
; ©sD 1702 221 2039 17.58 2130 2240
. : N 42 42 38 38 80 80
All Conditions X 10293 113,08 8839 97.30 96,39 10599
5D 1760 19.92 1896 1808 1958 . 20.63
N 121 121 99 99 20 220
T, : ;’ S ;.. .
212

i

U e gk

§
%
]

|

S, it



2

v

| (»‘
R
J/"'\
7
o
7 N
i
;
.
b
: [
P
ol
e i
p)
>l
o
B
N,
.
R
b
N [ e
o
A 7
i 2
[
n
&> =
y
© A
Y
N
. I \\.
Lo ) i3
o~ .
) ©
3
&
o

' ‘,’ . v‘p‘ ; . PN . @ /’(. & A\ .‘l‘ '“ 3 R o \5\'\\
2 . ([ )/{\\L;‘» glt 0
a - ‘ d
| . v :
by o > @ ) { ) ' ‘ o
. THE EFFECT OF INCENT'"SS . 57
3 DS \‘ .
1\\ Table il ; ' |
Vo COORDINATION FACTOR |
E o \
i \
White Negro Negro and (White a8
N Condition T T2 T T2 T T8 i
T ¥ i ] .
¢ Conrrete X 92,05  101.08 10232 192,82 9621 105,88 l
iincentive SD 61.05 18,90 19.06 1333 1787 1756 |
- “N 40 40 28 28 68 68
c Verbal X' 99100 10700 932, 10832 9768 10640 |
Incentive SD 171 1385 1 18,60 1733 1466 |
if ' N 5 39 33 72 72 .
l,‘/‘ ~ ”7 ‘ ; N “.i
g No Incentive X 104,18 116.18 97.55  108.18 10099 11284
o ‘ SD. 2007 1859 15 16.31 18.08 1874 o ~ ]
- N 42 42 3 38 80 80/ ' |
All Conditions ¥ 9846 108,51 9808 109.03 9843 10895
sD 1832 1877 1710 15.49 1775 17.34 :
N 121 121 99 99 220, 220 '
Table 1V ; .
MANUAL DEXTERITY. FACTOR B
N L ! ‘;1
“ White Negto Negro and White . Ca
Condition R ™ 12 T T2
i - R . = i , i
Concrete X 10341 12687 10432 12436 10421 176,31 o
B Incentiye SD 2099 24,03 1600  17.48 1941 2156 g
g N 40 40 28 28 68° 68 P
; - G
Verbal * X 10554 11574 10600 11886 10433 11571 ’
Incentive 5D 16.50 13,50 1572 1868, 1512 13.89 '
Y ‘ ot N 39 39 33 33 2 n
o S . No Incentive X 11680 13207 0179 12197 11026 12800
SD  .2588°  29.42 2338 2819 2511 2929
: .- N 542 42 38 38 80w lag
Ry . ) : . J
= Al Condition k4 109,37 12549 10288 120.55 10645  123.49 -
D 2215 24.48 17.83 2159 2053 2333 . : '
N 120 D 99 99 20 - 220 o
‘ had an initial lead and extended that  score gain for both White and Negro
lead upon retest. Negro score gain Subjects would be greatest under the. i
. exceeded that for Whites on one material incentive condition and ‘ ‘ o
/ 4 scale (M) under the no incentive least under no incentive was alsp notr g
/1\ condition, and on two scales (K and  confirmed. The magnitude of gain = | .
/" M) under verbal incentivey on the spatial factor was greatest Co o
/,/ o “" The investigators' hypothesis that under concreté incentive for both a
v o ' . e .
fys : e _ ! e
r‘] ’ : :
’/ 3 \\“‘\‘ 213 o H
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. Table v
“ TEST-RETEST CORRELATIONS BY RACE AND INCENTIVE CONDITION

THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES

Race  Incentive N

[

S P . K M

Material . B & 72 65

Negro  Verbal  © 33 76 82 80 63
' !N&‘ incentive 38 85 . 7 62 A1
. /Material 40 86 79 86 .80
~ White  Verbal - 39 84 85 . .86 77
“ ‘ 61 85 82 65

No Incentive 42

Whites and Megroes, 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 for scafes
5 and M do not.violate the assumed

superiority of {iie material incentive-

condition. Verbal incentive appears
inferior to none at all. However,
even these generalizations faii on
the form perception and the motor
coordination scales, ,
. All samples showed some mean
scare gain between initial testing
-and retesting, Much of this gain ap-
pears to be attributable to practice
effects. It becomes 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 correl-
ations were- calculated for each of

the test factors by race and incentive

conditions. ™
If incentives were differentially ef-

fective. among some members of a

" ‘thony Rollins, Computer Center, University
of California at Davis, cartied out the cofn-

AWilliam T. "Meredith, Department of Psy-
chology, University of California at Berke-
ley, provided statistical “consultation for the
data analysis; and Jeffery Houghten and An-

RN

sample, then we should expect these
scares to be markedly displaced, ef-
fecting a drop in the test-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 interested,. and that mere
retest produces different degrees of
boredemn 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-
sition in the sample order. The test-
reiest reliabilities of Negroes ard
Whites are generally comparable on

- the cognitive factors (spatial ability

and form ‘perception) while on the
motor factors (motor coordination
and manual de};erity) they show
arin: [ /

214

puter wark, These- contributions aré thank=
fully acknowledged.
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THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES

. somgwhat lower values for. Negroes, .

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 .gain::

more than high initial scorers, It is
possible that this is partly attribut-

correlations are, however, generally

| 59
an effective incentive condition

would vyield higher inverse correl~ -

ations between.initial test and score
gain than mere retest would provide,
This hypothesis was not supported.
Table VI shows that material inced
tives yield larger inverse correlations
than no incentive on only three of

-.eight comparisons-
able to a ceiling effect. These inversé

Differences between White and
Negro samples on particular scales

Table VI

FIRST TEST-SCORE GAIN CORRELATIONS BY
RACE AND INCENTIVE CONDITION

s P K M

Race  Incentive N
Material 28 -2 -13 ~72 -33
: LWV

Negro  Verhal 33 ~43 =31 -.21} N ~26

5 . () ‘
- No Incentive © 38 01 -52 -37 ~38
. Matetial 7 40 10 -8 03 12
White  Verbal L 39 Lew31 0 =27 —-62 -.58
No Incentive a2 A4 07 -42 -29

low and insufficient. to disrupt the

order among subjects that Table V
showed to be relatively stable.
Since we have assumed a masking
effect of apathy upon test scores
that can be removed through in-
centive, it is reasonable to speculate
that apathetic subjects would be
morte heavily represented among low
scorets on initial -testing. Therefore,

5The authors are aware of objections
raised by some Investigators in_regard to
this' procedure. The reader is referred to
the foliowing two publications: G, H. Thom-..

.son, “A Formula to Correct for the Effect
of Errors of Measutement on the Correlation

of Initial Values with Gains,” Journal of Ex-
perimental Psychology, "7:321-324, (1924);

L. Zieve, “Note on the Correlation of initial™

&

i

under particular conditions is ewi-
dent iri Table VI, Whites and Ne-

" groes seem to respond differentially

with respect to both the test factor
and the incentive condition depend-
ing upon their original testing score.
For example, on the motor coordin-
ation factor (K) under the material
incentive condition, Negroes with
lower scores consistently gain more

) R 7 } .
Scarescwith Gains/ Journal /gf Educational
Psychology, 31:391-394, (1940). Although the
authors"believe .that ‘the brigf discussion of
the correlations hetween .i;;.ttial scores: and
difference betweer second’and first scorgs
kas meaning within tHéS contéxt of this
papzér, these objections shauld be @gept in
mind. - :

o
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than l‘fféé( compatriots with higher
first scores. Whites under the same
condition fail to show this tendency,

| Whites and Negroes are reflected in
- spatial ability and form perception
 factors under the no incentive con-
tdition and on the motor coordina-
‘tion angl manua
.under the verbal condition.

. These " preliminaty data , suggest
that Whites and Negroes respond
differently to the incentive condi-
tions depending both on thetest
administered and on the height of
their original test score although
there is not sufficient pattern or reg-
ularity in these differences to permit
meaningful intarpretation,

The next step in the analysis of
performance differences by subjects
at different initial test score levels
was to divide each sample into three
groups differing in the height of the
original test score. ‘ :

The lower group consisted of sub-
jects whose scores were less than .50
SD below the mean, the higher
group cofsisted of subjects whose
scores were greater than .50 $D
above the mean- The remaining
group had scores ranging from +.50
to- ~,50 5D of the mean. A three-
way analysis of vatiance for unequal
N was then performed. The main
variables were race, incentive con-
difioh, and original performance
level, Computer program BMD 05V
of the Biomedical Computer Pro-
grams statistical package was used, .

Table VII presents the analysis of
variance for the four test. factors,
_and Table VIIl presents the respec-
“tive means and standard deviations
for each group by test-{evel and in-
centive conditipn. -

| dexterity factors

;;‘ i : 216 | .

THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES

The incentive condition was sta-
tistically significant for the spatial
ability and manual dexterity factors.
The original level of performance
variable particularly was significant;
no significarit effects of race were
demonstrated, either alone ar in in-
teraction with the other variables.

Table VIl also shows that an ini-
tial low performance on all save the
S factor increases the probability
of a greater than average score in-
crease upon retesting< similar hon-
significant trend is seen in the §
factor scores. ’

Again, retest séore gain appeared

to be mediated by initial test per-
formance. Subjects who performied
least well initially accomplished
greatest improvement through prac-
tice. Material reward seemed to pro-
duce somawhat 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
test-taking 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-faif) 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 vyielded by
mere retesting. We predicted that in

an effective inceritive.condition the

Negro sample would improve and
mnarrow the performance gap be-

]
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- ANALYSES OF VARIANCE ' )
% . INCENTIVE X RACE X ORIGINAL LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE :

IS

®

7

)

2

",’\\)

Factor S sS df MS F P
Race 105.86 1 105.86 75 n.s,
Initial Test Level 422,39 2 211,19 149 ns.
Incentive 941.78 2 475,88 3.32 05
Race x Level 89,06 2 44,53 31 n.s.
Race x fncentive 55,97 2 27,98 20 ns,
Level % Incentive 1094,12 4 273.53 1.93 s,
Race X Level % incentive 77214 4. 193.04 1.36 ns,
Error 202 wied
2 \\2,
Factor P 55 df MS F P
Race 8246 1 8246 65 ns. ;
Initial Test Leyel 815.59 2 407.79 3.22 .05 ‘
ihcentive ‘ 188.80 2 94,40 75 ms. |
Rage x Leve! 419,78 2 209.89 166 ns. |
Race x Incentive 11266 2 56.33 45 ns.
Level x Incentive 165.43 4 41,36 33 ms.
Race x Level x Incentive 708,52 4 © 17713 138 ns.
Error 202 128.36
Factor K 55 df MS F P
Race 233 Tq 233 02 ns.
Initial Test Level 3791.36 2 1895.68 16.60 001
Incentive . 407.24 2 203,62 1.78 n.s.
Race x lLevel 6.03 2 30t 03 ns.
Race x Incentive 442,15 2 221.08 1,94 n,s.
Level x Incentive 208,32 4 52,08 A6 ns,
Race x Level % Incentive 657,26 - 4 164,32 144 ns.
Errar 202 11411
Factor M ss df Ms F P
Race 21.72 1 . 2172 07 n.s, g "
Inttial Test Level 6531.65 R 4 3265.83 10.19 001 : .
fricentive 4117.70 2 2058.85 642 .005
Racé x Level 370,60 2 185,30 58 ns.
Race x Incentive 345,97 2 172.99 L 54 ns.
Level x incentive 1422.57 4 355,64 I Iy ¥ n.s.
Race x Level x Incentive 1614.43 4 403,61 J.k2e s, .
Etror 202 320.33 -
J///
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Table VIII
: .
- MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF CHANGE SCORES ON FOUR GATB FACTORS

T

T

Q

Factor S

Factor P

Factor K

Factor M

Concrete Verbal ince

No

No

No

ntive Concrete Verbal Incentive Concrete Verbal Incentive Concrete Verbal incentive

8T¢

10,85  17.00 1255 950 1035 1000 1822 2170 2260 1736
1076 1118 1835 754 1039 1075 591 1361 1114 6.64
13 12 11 16 17 17 9 10 15 11
X 1007 1076 1125 643 1346 976 653 1483 2653 9.67
sD 8535 1854 1290 1094 1683 7.65 583 1680  16.26 941
N 14 17 16 15 13 17 45 12 15 21
X 3.83 238 8.85 700  11.08 4.67 3.07 7.45 2030 - 57
sD 752 1972 933 9.40 9.77 9.67 778 754 1583 1119
N 12 13 13 8 12z 6 15 20 10 7
X 10.00 833 975 1213 950  17.83 1369 1775 2667 2088
$D 873 1191 - 680 5.96 784 1007 1151 1964 1700 17.29
. N 16 12 4 8 16 6 13 1z 9 8
12.60 5.52 8.09 7.73 621 1225 1240 706 1700 1359
515 949  14.65 904 1255 1060 5.89 9,69 981 1075
10 7 01 15 14 12 10 16 -3 17
229 967 723 610 240 400 540 780 1682  2.88
1119 13.83 7.25 829 955 1561 629 702 1353 1363
7 g 13 10 10 10 10 10 1 8

o

29,

Y

=

SIALLNIONI 40 103433 3H
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THE EFFECT OF INCENTIVES
tween . itself and its White counter-
part.

All comparison groups showed
substantial score gain in retest, but

- a large part of such gain appeared

attributable to the practice effect.

. The incentive conditions yielded sig-

nificant increments o two: of the
four subtests, with material reward
most effective and verbal encour-
agement, especially for White sub-
jects, seemingly less -effective than
mere petest, \_\;

The incentive coiiditions were not
successful in improving the perform-
ance. of Negro subjects relative to
Whites, as posited in the motivat~
jonal ““masking” hypothesis. The
money incentive appeared to be
equally effective for both Whites
and Negroes. Verbal encouragement
operated contrary. to the effect in-
tended, creating either disruptive

‘worry ot 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 nondelinquént groups.

Correlations in magnitude of gain
by individual subjects across the var-
ious subtests wate generally posi-
tive in the Negro samples (binominal
test, p < .001, one-tailed), support-
ing-the idea of a general motivation-
al effect. This phenomenon was not
reiated to incentive, however, and
failed to appear in the White
samples. o

‘“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-

219
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ment in ‘test performance seemed
less dependent on initial perform-
ance Jevel. The tendency for low-

scoring subjects to achieve greater

gains acted -to teduce test-retest re-
liabilities, but these reliabilities re- .
mained moderately high.

Negro test-retest reliabilities were
comparable to White reliabilities on
the spatial and perceptual factors,
but were lower on the motor 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

[t appears important that research
on the relationship between test
scores and criterion variables for
minotity 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
“fair' 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 performance criterion.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The present investigators have
been concerned with the problem
of motivational suppressors which
might affect aptitude-test perform-
ance without producing correspond-
ing effects on training potential or

_job performance or which, if pro-
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ducing such effects, might yield to
counseling or other modes of inter-
vention. Our findings support the
hypothesis that immediate material
incentive can improve some types of
aptitude test performance but do not
support the notion that such incen-
tive can reduce the relative score
disadvanitage = of minority group
members, On predominantly motor
factors of the GATB, Negro samples
under tetest in every case exceeded
the initial test performance of White
samples; but all samples manifested
improvement attributable to prac-

tice,

The GATB 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
tields of work- QOccupational 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, biased de-
cisions are the likely result. The
problem of reducing such bias with-
out merely substituting other forms
of bias in its place remains largely
unsolved.

In regard to the failure of the cep-
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 fact, suc-
ceeded by the means they used in
providing an incentive which was
effective and whether some other
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 second 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 cultural 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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