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I. Introduction 

In a recent report,Prepared for the Task Force" on Oorrectionof the 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administratic;n .of Justice, 

. \" Dr. Marguerite Warren (1966) ,sUIllll!B.rized systems of "Classification of 

offenders as an aid.toefficierit management and effective treatment. II AS 

Warren stated, "One of the few agreed-upon 'facts' in the field of correction 

is that offenders are not all alike" (1966, p.2). Another point of agree-

ment would. probably be that some procedures work better with some youngster,a 

than with others. What 1sneeded is a system to coordinate the differences 

among the youngsters and the differences mnong the treatment procedures in 

order to "match" th~st .effecti~~ly. 

To provide such coordination between type of youngster and type of 

:procedure or treatment is the major purpose of a di'fferential treatment model. 

In such a m.odel treatment may refeI' to type. of treatment 'Worker, type of 

. management, or type of therapy. The basic purpose of a difZerentiaL treat-, 
ment model is to provide inf'ormation for guiding any decis"ion which involves 

more than one available optic'll for hand.ling a youngster 'or assigning h~ to 

some form of treatment. Once the behaviqral objective has been stated., a 
'~r:/ 

I ,c:::.. ' 
Ci differential treatment model gives a system of "matching II prescriptions 

6, 

through a series of statements such as "If youngster is type 2, then treat

ment type X is recommended." In order to'apply a differenti~l treatment 

mode,l, therefore., one must have the opportunity to classify the youngster 

and one must specify the available resource in model..;relevant terms. 

The treatment "resources required by a group of youngsters can be estimated 

by classifying the population of youngsters in treatment-relevant terms, and 

mapping out the treatment prescript10nsthrough use of the model. The major 

purpose of the present study was to classify a group of youngsters (approxi

mately fifty boys know to probation) according to a differential tre~tment 
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model (Cotnmunity Treatment ProJect Model proposed by Warren and her colleagues) . 

in order to estimate the tre~tment,resource6required. One canaleo begin 

"Id th a fixed number of treatment resources· available j and, by stating them 
" 

in m.odel-relevant terms, use the treatment model to derive the type o.f 

youngster for 'Who~ the limited resources 'Will be ~ost effective; ho't-Tever, this 

form of analysis 'Was not undertaken. 

The present eXploratory s~uQy considered the feasibility of the 

COlllIll.t1nity Treatment (CTP) Model (warren, Palmer, Netp and Turner, 1966) as 

a basis for classifYing youngsters and guiding the decisions made about them. 

The potential utJ.ity of the Conceptual System~ Change Model (Hunt, 1966) was 

also investigated_" 

II. ,9ommuo.ity Treatment Project Model. 
('f " 

The CTP mo,p,el 'Was origit~ally deve16ped to provide the basis for "matching" 
:1 

different types of adjudicated. delinquents With the most effective types of 

treatment and treatment 'WOrkers (Grant, Wa~ren and Turner, 1963). However, 

the CToP model has also been applied to other problems: classification for 

management purposes in an institution (Jesness~ 1966a); select\on and 

placement of treatment 'WOrkers (paluler, 1961); training of treatment 'WOrkers 

(Warren 1967); and placement of parolees into specifically planned group 

homes (Pearson and Palmer, 1967) 0 

Based on a theory of interpersonal development (SUllivan" Grant, and .. 

Grant" 1951) which posited seven development~l levels of integration ·or 

interpersonal maturity, the CTP model hilS fOCUsed on the three integrative 

,levels whiCh characterize almost all. delinquent youngsters. Differences 

.,. bet'Ween these three integrative levels (or I ... levels, as th~y·are·called) are 

p~imar1ly in terms of underlying organization or perceptual differentiation. 

Within I-lev:l, a further classification is Wl,de in terms of pu2:!!:~ 'Which 

1~ _____ --..:1:f..cc_bb..nDJaClJ· olllidL.Llo'OO'J'\....c+rJ,.,h.o ... ~~u:..O ...... """ .. .d,.,LCt! ... II!...'" ...... _ ..... Iu._.....:'I..:a-Je\.. ..... _ ......... c...-__ ~ ___ -----------
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The following .excerpt from the Sum'ID.al:'Y report, "The Community Trea.tment 

Project after Five YearsI' describes the I-levels and the subtypes .'Within ea.ch 

I-level. ' 

"Haturi ty Level· 2.' (12) : The 1ndi Vidual whose interpersonal under-
stand:tI1B and. behavior are integrated at this level is )?rimarily . 
involved w:tth demands that the' 'World. take care of him. He sees 
others primarily as Ilgivers ll or "1dthholders ll and has no conceptio~ 
of interpersonal refinement beyond thiS. He has poor capacity to 
explain, understand, or predict the behavior or reactions of others. 
He is not interested in things outside himself except as a source 
of supply. He behaves impUlsively, unaware of' anything except the 
grossest effects of his behavior on others. 

o 

Subtypes:,\\ (1) Asocial, Aggressive (As) responds with active 
demands and open hostility when ~rustrated. (2) 

~ Asocial,Passiv~ (Ap) responds 'With whining, pom .. 
plaining and withdrawal when frustrated. 

Maturity Level 3 (13): The individual who is functioning. at this ' 
level, although somewhat more differentiated than the 12 , still has. 
social perceptual deficiencies 'which lead to.an underes-cimation li)f 
of the differences among others and·bet'Ween.htmself and others. 
More than the 12' he does understand that his bwn behavior has some
th:li'jg to do with whether or not he gets what he wants .He maltes an 
effort to manipulate his enVironment to bring about "giving" rather 
than "denying" response •. He does not operate from an intel'nalized 
value system but rather seeks external structure in terms of rules 
and formulas foroperatiort. His understanding of formulas is 
indiscriminate and oversimplified. He perceives the world and his 
part in it on a pO'-1er dimension. Although he can learn to "playa 
few stereotyped roles, he cannot understand many of the needs, 
feelings and motives of another person who is different from himself. 
He is unmotivated to achieve in a long-range sense, or to plan for 
the future. Many of t~ese features contribute to his inability to 
accurately predict the response of others to him. 

Subtypes: (3) Imma.ture Conformist (crm) responcfs with immediate 
compliance to whoever seems to have the power at the 
moment. (4) Cultural Conforndst.(Cfc) responds with 
conformity to specific reference group,delinquent 
peers. (5) Mr.m:tpulator (Mp) operates by attempting 
to undermine the pOiqer of authority figures and/or 
usurp the power role for himself. 

Maturity Level 4 (14): An indiVidual whose understanding and. behavior 
are integrated at this level has internalized a set of standards by 
"I-lhich he judges his and others t behavior.. He can perceive a level :;of 
interpersonal interaction in which individuals have e~ectations of 
each other and can influence each other. He shows some ability to 
understand reasons for behavior, some ability to relate to people 
emotionally and on long-term basis. He is ,,~oncerned about status and II 

respect I and is strongly :1nfluenced by people he admires. 
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SUbtypes: 

4 '''' 

( 6) Neurotic 1 Acting -out (Na) responds to tmderlJdng 
gui1t vr.Lth attemptstc;-rroutrun" conscious anxiety . 
E1nd cond(llJl!lation of self. (7) ~otic t Anxious (Nx) 
res.p,pnds 'With symptoms of emotional disturbance to 
conflict produced by feelings of inadequacy and 
guilt. (8) Situational Emotional Reaction (Se) res
'ponds to immediate. family or personal cl·j.sis by 
acting-out. (9) Cultural Id!:ntifier (Oi) responds 
to identification with a deviant value Byst~ by 
living out his delinquent belie:('s. II ' . 

(From "The Community Treatment Project after Five years") 

Although 'bhe classification system was based originallY on a theor,y '~f 

development, the CTP model was focused and refined according to its relevance 

for providing treatment prescriptions for delinquent youngsters. For examplel 

: Table 1 8'"'"1"1,e8 the opl;:I.maJ. agent styles thought t~ match with dii':!'eren~ 
subtypes. 

Table 1 

Agent Styles Appropriate to Delinquent Subtypes 
• ,sttao: ".u_ ......... _ 

Delinquent Subtypes 

l2Aa, Ap, l3Cfm 

Agent· st;yI.es 

1. Tolerant, supportive, l'rotect:r,ve, in~tructive, 
dependable 

2. Firm" "con .. w:tse" II alert" power:f'ul, self-assured" 
honest and willing to punish 

• 
3. ,\;1.8e, accepting" understanding" warm, interpretive" 

questioning 

4. Open» ''man-to-man, II controlling, model"'setti.ng, 
fl'iendly 

(From Grant., l-larren and Turner, 1963) 

Table I gives an oversimplified version of the model whic~l conveys the 

basiC idea of "matchingft youngsters and agent. !the specific treatment 

preGcriptions for different I-levels is much more complex,and is s~.,·i';t;ed 
---- --_::.... 
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'\ in Appendix A. The model has be.en tested in a series of investigations, the 

earii~stof which :ompared. 'em experimental group of adjud:l:.catedde11nquents 

who were treated according to the CTP model w.Ltq. a comparable control group 

who were institutionalizea. Theofailure rate (which included all revocations 
~. ,'. 

of parole" recommitments from the courts j ~nd. unfavorable discharges) a:f'ter 
Q. 

15 months' of communit;yexposu:rewas,fifty-two per cent for the control group 

as compared to only twenty ... eight percent for the experimental group_ ,(warren" 

Palmer" Neto, ,land Turner" 1966). Positive changes on test scores were also 

observed to be greater in the experimental group. 

The demons'crt:\ted effectiveness and efficiency of the CTP model has led 

to its bei~ adop~ed by'other "treatment faciiities in the California. "Yout~ , 

Author:LtY"t:\nd all youngsters processed at the. diagnostiC centers are now 

classified according to I-level subtype. Also, the effects produced by the 

CT? model are being compare~with thoseprod~ced by ~ther non-institutional 

treatment approaches" eeg.,ikuided" group i~tera.ction (Turner" Neto" Palmer" 

and Warren" 1967) •. 

Tbe impressive effects produced by the use of the CTP model need to be 

p1acedoin perspective because the purpose of the present study vas to explore 

the f~~sibility of applying thi CTP model under conditions different from 

those in which it has been used earlier. The CTP model has been found 

effective under the following conditions: (1) with t:\djudicated delinquents; 

(2) who were available for assessment procedures on which claSSification was 

based;; and (3) who" once classified, could be given the treatment specified 
,ri\, 
. Cby a full-tim~ treatment irorlcer. Irr the present study" 'n number of questions 

regarding the minimal conditions under which the model could be used arise: 

'. Can it be applied to non-adjudicated delinquents? What are the minimum 

essentials for classification? Is it, useful to clasBif,y all youngsters even 
. 
t~oughtreatment prescriptions are available onlY for a few? We will return 

, 
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• Conceptual Systems Charge Model. 

The implic~tions of the Conceptual Systems Change Model" which ~s 

found to be1n1tially valuable-in guiding decisions about differential 

educational prescriptions (Hunt, 1966)" for the treatment of delinquents has 
~ . -... ... _"",) . 

been des.cribed b:y. Runt andll~dt (1965)" but there has 'been no empirical 

application of the model 'co the treatment of delinquents. Like the CT? model, 

the Conceptual Systems Model is a ~fferential treatment model:; however", it 
" 

provides the basis for "matching!' the type of student with the most effective 
" ~ 

learning environment rather than with the most appropriate treatment environ-

, mente . 

. In the Jonceptual Systems "Model, youngsters are classified into one of 

three developmental stages--SubI" stage 1" and Stage'II--in order to determine 

the most eff~ctive educational environment. Table 2 summarizes the basis for 

"matchinglt in order to produce developmental progression. 

Sub I 

stage I 

. .. ' 

stage II 

Table 2 

stage Characteristics and Optimal Environments 

Characteristics 

Impulsive" poorly socialized,,' 
egocentric" inattentive! 

• 
Compliant" dependent on 
authority" concerned with 
rules. (~\ 

Independent, questioning" 
self-assertive.' 

(From Hunt.. 1966) 

Optimal Environment 

Accepting b1~;t ~~rm; 
clearly orgj~i1lized 
1'1i th minimuiJt of 

• Jill al ternatl. ve~l • 

Jr' Encoura~in(:I!1 independ-
ence withir~1 normative 

'. 'I structure. I,' 

Allowing high autonomy 
w.tth numerous alterna
tives and low normative 
pressure. 
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Youngsters at the Sub ! Stage' are more likely to be delinquel.it than the 

, , I 
• other two groups (Hunt and Hardt, 1965). One ''would expect a reli3.t10nbet1~,en" , 

! 
a youngster's Conceptual Level (CL) and his !-levelj France (19(~8) h,s.s ,jUst 

completed a stuqy of this problem whiCh" indicates a very generdl relation, 
IIC) 

Ii cr', f.:? I, 

¥though there is not a perfect. point-to-point" i.e. Stage oX tco !3"" 

IV. 

'I 

'correspol;ldence as might be expecte<i theoretically (Warren, 1.966). 
\' l ') ';, (t. II 

Oil II UO 

Ji ", (I 

/1 ' Objectives of Present study 
F " ,:.1 6' 

".. , ' if, 
This exploratory stttdy is one" of three parts of the planning phase 'of 

Q' g) Ii' . , 

a project "PolicePilot Project for Youth: Development of. ,Improved strategies !, 
II 
I' 

for Early Identification and Handling. If The specific aifh of the present"ptudy 
• J ',Ii 

,was. to, gharact)~ize ~ s~le Of, bO~S from Onondaga county" WhO, were "known to 
l>robation" in treatment-relevant terms. This inf'ormat~:(m about the boys would. 

!i 
then be coordinated 'With results of the second. plennin'~ stuqy-.. IrReview of 

Pblice Pi-ocedures"--in order to de,terttiine m6l!~ effective procedures for 'Working 
~ , 

with the boys. These coordi.nate results will servenij the basis for the third 

part of the planning phase which is concerned 'With training. 

The specific objectives were as follows: 

1. To characterize a sample of boys know to probation in teI'lllB of 

I-level and Conceptual Level. 

2. To compare the characteristics of this sample 'With other populations" 

e.g~ institutionalized ~elinquents1n Preston Stuqy, (Jesness, 1966). 

3. To obtain a general indication of the treatment needs as indicated by 

the distribution of boys in treatment-relevant patterns. 

v. Method 

A. Development of 1.nterview. ... 
" 

,. , 

During the Spring and early Summer of 1961, project staff 

members worked to learn the most recent system of Inter-personal 

Maturity Level Clllssification (warren and CTP staff, 1966). :;'l!he 
G 

" . 

I) 

o 
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; ; )\ 

, -JiI .. level inteI1ei.E'M is sei'ni ~stl:'uctUl"ed.? and reqUires that the 

iJnterviewer understand the system of classification in order 

I:,' , . I; 
Ito elicit material most likely ,to 'resolve diagnostic questions.' 

I,Mlo" 'Stanley France of the Preoton T,y:pology study served as a 
I! 'tr 

I· , 
ii consul:!?ant durtng this phase. 
~ 
II 

Using the", two earl:LeI" interview schedules as the basis 
'~ " 

1 ~ t 

'i(Warren and CTP Staff" 1966,1>1'. 51-53; Jesness, Scullion" 
I 

:!France" and Wedge" 1966" pp. 103 .. 104)," a semi"structured inter-
I"~ 

'. 

' .. 

'view schedule 'Was., developed which covered the areas of: youngster IS 
, 11 ' 

:offense, attitude to peers" attitv"de to parents" attitude toward 
I ' . ( c,. I 

19chool, attitude to self, attitude toward police, and attitude" 
I 

'boward pe,ople in general (see Appendix B). 
~ ~ 

B. §lample 

Insofar as possible, we attempted to assess every boy over 

14 "Who went through the Hil1brook Detention.Home during the second 

balfof the year 1967. Many of the boys were awaiting adjudication 

although Bome had been adjudicated and were awaiting placement. 

Forty-two boys 'Were interviewed at Hillbrook. In addition, nine 

• boys at the Boy's Industrial School, Industry" New York and two 

boys who 'Were on probation were also assessed~ Thus, the total. . 

sample consisted of 53 boys from Onondaga County who were at 

. various points in the handling procedure after COmmitting an 

offense. As will be noted belOW, paper-and-pencil test measures 

were not available in all cases because some boys left before this 
(~7 

data could be collected. 

o. Procedure for Collecting Information 

The assessment procedure was presented to the boy as a research 

project which had as one of its purposes learning more about bow - ' 
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~ each boy felt so that the l?~Ocedures might be fuproved. l\ It was 

emphasized that the only way to make such improvemen'bs was to 
,:..~) 

9 

find out how he really felt. He was also told that the information 
I,' 

.-

collected would not be put in his recordl and that in the analysis, 

hiB name would not be used. ?arentheticallyl it may be noted that 

while these ~nstructions seemed effective. for boys at HUlbrook" 

they produced a reaction of disifi.terest in the institutionalized 

boys at Industry who seemed to 'Wish that the information would go 
.:1 

on their records" andl perhaps~ ~crease their chances for discharge. 

Each hoy was :Lriterviewed individually by a project staff 
~-

. member according to the "modified schedule in Appendix B.. and the 

interviewsl usually lasting from. 25 to 30 minutes" wel."e t~pe .. 

recorded. o 

) 

The following batter,y of paper-and-pencil tests 'Was adminis
>2. 

tered to groups lif fro~ three to five 'boys 1 in most' cases" one or 

t'WO days after the interview: 
() 

1.. Paragraph Coirrpletion Test for obtaining Conceptual Level 
, J 0 

(Huntl Kingsley" Massari, Shore and Sweet" 1967) which 

consists of six topiCS" e.g. "What I think of rules ••• " 
., 

on which the boy writes three sentences about his 

feelings (Appendix C). 

2. Jesnes's In\>'~ntory, (Jesnessl 1966b)" a 155-:Ltem true-false 

typel objective scale (Appendix D). 

Conceptual Level Questionnaire (Dopyera and Hunt" 1964)1 

a 45-item objective scale (Appendix E). 

4. Preston sentence COmpletion Test (Jesnesa ~. ~." 1966) 

conSisting of seven sentence stems" e.g. "If I could ... II' 

and three tOP~CS, e.g. "What has your life been like?" 
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Scorirt§ ~occd.ure 
o 

1. Interview~ •• ~ch ofrthe tapedintervi~s were classified 
Q 

by two· judges using the manual prepared by ""arren and the 
{.-;-. 

CTl? Staff (1966).. After the *,:trst fewintel-v:1.ews 'Were . 

scored, Dr~,1 'varr~n spent some time 'WOrking 'With 'bhe staff, 

both in interview procedure and in. judging X-level.· For 

the totaJ. 53 interviews J the~ i~\terrater agreement for 
'\\t.! 

' .. 
I-level 'Was 90 percent, and i'01" sub ... type 'WaS 79 per cent, 

which is in keeping with the interpreter .agreement repol-ted 

by the CT? staff (Warren ~ ~oJ 1966, ~. 37). In cases 
() 

of disagreement the classification was s~ttled by 

discussion between the two judges~ 

C)2 •. Q,once,;>tuaJ. Level (OL) _ was scored using the manual 

developed by Hunt, !!!. ~ (1967). CL 'WaS calcUlated by 

averaging the top three scores. Inter-rater reliability 

'Was about .85. Ct scores were available for 44 boys. 

3. Jesness Inventory ~as scored at';the Preston 9:YPology stutJy' 

Pl.'oject using a scoring program 'WhiCh, calculated the proo-

ability that the boy was likely to be in each one of the 

nine subtypes. !:Chat subtype ,.;:tth the highest probability 

'WaS then taken as the boy's subtype classification. 

lnventory I-level cla.ssifications were available for 47 boys" 

4. Conceptual. Level Questionnaire (CLQ) '!Yas scored according 

to the scoring procedure devised by Dopyera and Hunt, 

(1964) which yields three scores: Sub I scale; Stage I 

scale and stage II scale. ctQ scores 'Were available for 

42 boys. 
{:. 

5.. Preston Sent el1.Ce" Com.pletion Test data turned out to be 

unacorable because of the paucity of ~esponse. 
I 

! 

,t, 
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Re~: ~nte!Rer.onal Matur1tytevel 

l~ Characteristics of present"S;:OuP. 

VI. 
" 

:"~ 

Table 3 presentsth'~ 
II I' ,,(. 

-results of c1~ssiticat:ion .into nine subty:pes'onthe 'basis 

of the interview and on the b~siB ot the 1n~ntory.' 

Table 3 
• " \ ,/" < 

. ,1 ", . .~.. . . .' ~~, 

Interpersonal Maturity'. Class:t:f'ication by Inter:view and .Inventory 

Aa 

I Ap 

n 
Cfm 

v 

e etc 

Mp 
t 

0 N° ~a 

r 
NxJ 

':I 

5e 
,:;:c:,,-",. 

ei 

Not 
classified 

on inventory 

Total 

Ap Ofm 

0 1 

0 ,1 . 
2 

1 
'" 

2 3 
~' 

,. 

1 0 2 

1 3 
+ 

:,,' if I 

'.",..~'-:;.; 

: 

2 3 12 

0 0 1 
'';' 

2 3 13 

In t e r v ,.:1 e w 

Otc Mp , Nfl Nx 8e',·01 Total 
;.,- ~;-:: 

. 

1 

'2 1 4 
.' 

,. 

2 4 
\\ 

5 1 " 1 I 14 

2 1 2 1 1 9 
.. 

1 2 0 4 -11 
.. 

\ 

1 2' 1 4 
., .' -

0 0 
'" 

I:' 
0 0 

10 6 '4 1 2 1 47 

1 2 2 0 6 

~;, 

11 8 4 9 2 1 53 , 

.. 

I 
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:T~bl~3suggestG~hat ':theco;rrele.t1on· betweenthet~. o ... ; ...•...... '_ ........ -..... ' ..... ; ..... /I 

':methods ~s not.very highsinc~ onlY t,en of the' 47 boys .. ' 

'were classifiecl by, both methods in the same subtype. 
~ . 

'lhereisatendencyi'orthe:l,liventory classification ,to 

~eidfewer boys in the crm cat~go:r:y and more in ,;the Na;' 
,.' .., . . '" . 

categorY. than the interview~. Since the inte:brl.ewis amore, . . \ 

, .' .,', ",," .... ' " , .,1', . "_'::,' "':' " ." l)' " 

:pre~ise ,method, subs eque~t ;results wi;IJ. r.eport,:.on1y,those 
, " .: .. ; . ': ' . ','-' '~l ' . . . - , 

classifications b~sed on interview.' 

"2. COmEar~son' 'of I -level wi th other groups • To obtainsom.e 

ind:i.cation·of theilature. ofthepresentdistr:l.bution Of 

:r-level subty;pes for Onondaga County. boys" it . will be 
;1 • 

useful to compare these resul ts.'Wi ththose obtained in 

other populations It In Table 4 .the CT?data are based 'on 

400 boys and 'girls from ages 9 to 18 committed to the State 

touthAUthOri{;y (Warren .. 1966, :po 27); the Preston data 

are based on5l6 .older adolescent boys committed. to a sta.te 

tr8:ining school (Jesness, 1966 .. p. 10); and the Onondaga' 
',0" . 

sample are based on the .interview classification. of the . . 53 .. f/.' r 
'boys:tn Table 3, (e.g. Aa =,,2/53 or .04). 

, , () , .' . . ' 

If the da'l:ia inT~ble 4 are considered by overall 

I-level proportions (I2/1
3
/14) .. then. the Onondagad.ie;tri- . 

butionof 10/60/30 is similar to the othertwo/10/42/)~8 

for CT? and 10/53/37 for Preston, but the present s~ple 

contains s11ghtlymorem1ddle-maturity, or I
3
,bOys,and. 

slightlyfewerhighmatu.rity, or' 14,boys than the other 
, . 

·.'f· .j 
II 
i/ 

l 

tw groups. It is alsonotaworthy that the Ollondaga s~le 
. . 
. - " . , ' . . , 0' , 

contains at least· ~ne c~e of each' of tho nine. subtypes I 

, .. ,. 

J 



tot~ gr6u;, was' ;;77" for the 44 . bbYS who took the Paragraph 
"" • " • '. , j 

"'(.l 

COll1pletion., Test. '., EK(l,ctlyhal!"22boy's,, <were in .the Sub .:t 
, , , 

, ~): .. : .. -.~ "'!"--- ' >.),.< <-"-. ,-.'.' .... ~ '. 
" ,group;, 14were1nstae;e, land 8'Werein~age II~ 

,', ',', f " 
5 :r,>resents the, mean CLQ scores' for the three stage groups. 

'", ~ 

" 
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. Table 5 " 

om Scores :f'or",Three OL Groups 

(;"t',1 

OL, GrouP OLQ Mean " Score 

[ Sub I ptage I 

Sub I 
If 

20 @ 5.75 

, 
1 

ptage II 

7.85 

,~ 

" stage I 14 ,1~~93 <Z~~9: 8.20 

stage ,II 

TOtal 

\~ 

.. 

~ " 

8 4.62 7.00 0::® -
42 4.95 6.52 8.38 ,;',;; 

As Ta.ble 5 indicates, theOLQ scores parallel OL, 

, classif:lc~tio,n by Paragraph COmpletion Test, in that,; if 

one reads down the columns, the highest, score in each of 

the three subscales occur~ in the, ,expected (circled) 

position. 

2. Comparison of, OLvr.tthother groups. ' The OL mean score of 
(!' 

.77 is very similar to the score of .79 reported. by Hunt 

and Dopyera (1966) for a group of ceI\ter"city jUnior high 

" schbol boys in Syracuse, New York. The large proportion 
" r) 

of ',Sub' ,I boys is ,in' accord wi ththe 'findings of Hunt and" 

Hardt (1965) on the greater inCidence of sUb I boys in a 

delinquent. population., ," 

,,C. 'Relation Between Inte;r;personalHMaturitYLevel' andliConceptualLevel 

~,ble 6 ,presents" the relation between Interpersona1 Maturity 
, , 

Level' ~d Conc~ttial Levele, 

~, 



,"'t, 

OL 

"Sub I 
\' 
'\' '. 
f?tageI 

stag~ ,~:tl: 
, 

~ 

" 

Total 

Ii 

~--"\,-,-" 

15 

'Table 6 ' 

," 

InterPersonal Maturity'Level'" 

,0..-

.As. ~p OflU, 'Ofc ,Mp I Na 
; 'Nx ", ,Sek~' Oi TOtal 

" 
" (}\ ,~ , 

2 3 7 '4' 4 0 0 
. 

1 1 ~2 
(I 

'---:--
I 

4 
,., 

" 14 0 1 ~' ,2 2 1 1 0 . ." 

0 () 1 I·' 0 0 2 4 0 0 8 
I 

, 

2 3 12 8 6 4 5 2, 1 ,,' 44 
() .:\ 

Ii, .As Table 6' indicates" I2 and Sub I, ar~ related as are 14 and 

stage" II" as would be expected (Warren" 1966" p. 20) ; however" the 

13 group splits between the expected Stage I classification and' 
. '. ,". 

Sub I. These findings are congrtten.t with ~~osereported by, 

France (1968). 

D. Estimate of' Required Treatment Resources 
, , 

Estimates :regard1ngthe t,reatmentr~sourcesreq\lire,d 

must be somewJlatqualifiedbecause'ofthe small number of 
. .. 0 

boys in the ,present sample. However" certain conclusions 
" ' 

can be tentatively drami. If one uses ,the proportions ill Tab1ei;i4 , ' 
! 

as the basis for est1matingtrea~Elnt ne~ds" the first conclusion 

is'that the proportion ot' d1f:f'erent,t~eatment needso- of the ,Onondaga 
I' • j. ~ 

sample is gene:r~l~ s::1:mi1ar to those youngsters of Sacramehtoand 
, ." .~ ....:... , .' Ii' , '. 

stockton, California (CTPsample) and those at Pl-eston School for 
Q~~ 

Doyo in Calitornia. 
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If one considers the resulisl1teraily, then the con~"J.uBion is 

that the treatment'resources should be, apportioned ,accordingly with 

ten per cent I 2 -relevant; sixty per. cent, relevant ,to I,> and thirty 
. . 3 " 

, 'i' 

]?,er c~ht I4.orelevant. Some flavor of'these speCific prescriptions 
Y', ' 

has been ,indicated in Table 1 and by the summaries in, Appehdix A. ' 

"To be more specific, let us consider the prescription for a 
G .' ,~ ,.. 

particula'l."subtype," that of the Cfn1 subtype,' which occurs most 

frequently (13/53 or 25 per cent) in the Onondaga sample. Warren 

(l965).has spelled out the specif'icpreacription for 'theCf'm subtype 

in detail as follows: 

"Project goals for this type of delinquent include: 
(1). redUCing the child 's basic pessimism about ,the adult 
world as a place in'tihich he ,will find nurturance and 
acceptance, so that he may participate in a dependency 

,relationship with an adult; (2) working ,through the " 
dependency relationship to a point wh~re the child begins 
to change his self-image as a worthless person and, to move 
in an autonomous direction; (3) increasing his predictive 
ability arid: ,role-playing capacities so that hemll be 
more able to percei vethe ingredients of social interaction 
situations and to cope 'tdth these; (4) redefining the self 
in, terms 9f increased adequacy to function, in terms of a."1 

increased ability to relate to others,and in terms of 
capacity for self eValuation. These goals are in the direction 
of' an internalization of standards and imply movement toward 
integration Levei4. 

These goals with the Cfm are achieved through a variety 
of, interventions in the, child's home" school and community 
environments, 'as well as through Project-sponsored activity 

, groups, treatment groups,indiyidual treatment and tutoring. 
Whether a child is placed ill his own home or in a foster 
h0me, the aim is a re,-def'inition of the youngster's pessimism 
about the adult 'World and a reinforcement of his feelings of 

. self-worth. With active Project support, the child is 
encouraged to achieve in "school or job and to make use of 
social agency programs in the community. The major treatment 
eff.ort initially, however, takes place in the Project's 
Treatment Center. The child is involved in an activity group 
and a discussion group with other Cfm'r$"in theProject~ 'We . 
tend to favor homogeneous treatment groups for all delinquent 
subtypes ; the value of this can, easily be seen in a group of' 
crin's where, for the fi:t'sttime, the 'low man on the totem 
pole' finds hiniself ina grouIFof other 'low men on the totem 
pole. • In this setting of 'lpw threat I I the child can' get 

u 
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support fl'om the grqup and" begin to involve himsel:f'iri ~ 
satisfYing activities~ At the same time, the, child learns , 
to\lrel~te to an ad\.l.1t (hiS treatment Agent)-whowillnot "," '" 
use his power to overwhelm ,and, ,destroy the child.' The treat-
ll1etlt Asent and, hiscaseload of' Cf'm,' stake onsomeof',the . 

" chtiracteristicsof' ,a fa,milygroup, w:l.ththe, Agent, repreEjellting 
as1tron'g andlo'Ving parent' (a combination previously unknown ' 
to the' 9hi1d) and a group of siblings who are not more adequate 
hoI' oetterloyed than he. In interaction. with other subtypes 
of delinquents +nthe Tr.eatment cente::, 'ilb'e", Cfm' sstick " 
closely together ase: group - protectJ.ng, :iea:chqther, daring 
tqgether'What ,they :Would ,not dare indi:viq)lally" :f'unctioning 
with more a.dequate Youngsters With 1:;he str,ength of their 
group behind them. Learhing in the 'group takes manY forms-,,' 
for example, 'plannil:lgah,d f'olloFing thrcm8,h,ongroup activities" 
alld role-playing threatening social situat;tons,o 

" 

As suggestedinthedescriptioli ofgo~lsJwc>rkiIlg through 
the relationship, with the particular ac;lultassignedto th~ 
child is a major aspect of the, treatment~' a:heearly parlof 
this relationship may revolve around the issues of contro]._, , 
The Agent presents a clear-cll1¥s1;rtlcture which at first may , ' 
take the form of rules ,prohl$i tions, re'V7ards and punishments • ' 
As quickly as possible in,terms ofcthe YOtu1gster's anxiety 
level, the structure may become );omewhatmore,abstractina 
way that includes the child's 'knowing '\o7here he stands' and 
learning behavioral'principles regarding how to be noticed, 
how to be liked, how to beapproved"o:f',etc. Inc1ividual,work 
with the child by the treatment Agent becomes increasingly 
'important as the Agent becomes a person 1-Tho can be trusted, 
learned from, iIIlitated, al1deventually identified with. As 
the treatment Agent actively helps the child struggle throllgh 
the crises presented by :placement problems, school or job' '. 
problems.1the relationship becomes one in which the child can 
observe the way another person feels, 'What he is like as a 
person, hOlv and 'Why he acts and feels the way he do.es. ,In 
this setting,. a child ma:y be able to learn the 'Ways, and means 
of entering the adult world as a socialized person." 
(Warren, 1965" ,pp. 7-9) . ' 

It·~. • i 

Elaboration of this Cfm'treatment prescription illustrates,' 

among other things,that the form of treatnient prescribed is not 

" simply a' placeznentrecommendation, but rather a treatment philosoph.¥.. 

. with a sequence of subgoals, recommendations about treatment 'WOrker 

attitudes, prescribed peer experiences, etc. all geared specifically 

to this type of youngster. The complexity of the treatment 

pr.escription illustrates the diff:1culty in using the model to "match" 

\~,2i4jJL; .. ti .£(.14 ) "~,o.s .Ai J. ",.4(,<; b .. _ P " t f, 

I ' 
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youngsters who need treatmentw.I,th ,'currently 'available treatmemt ' 

resources. We can stat,e that about one .. fourth' of ,the boys need' 
, ,'.j 

, treatment l?re/3cribed for a Cfm"E)ubtype; hovl,e.ver" it is another1 

much more 'difficult matter, to determfue among current resources) 

'Which one might fill this 1:lill~ Most of'the CTP applications have 

begun 'With the ,development of new treatment resources ,rel.evantfor 

each subtype 8S Speci~iedbythe CTP model" 'and 'there is no 
, . 

que6tio~about its-demonstrated effectiveness under these relatively 

,ideal conditions. 

However, it is less clear,howone can best use a Ear!;: of t~e 

, model with already existing resourcese One can) for example, attempt 

to classify currently eVB,ilable resources into their potential 

relevance for different subtypes, but because the treatment 

" . ' philosopnyis likely to vary within a particUlar agency from ''lorker 
,I " 

to worker, it will be very difficult to make such a classificat,ion. 

Although, aile cannot simply review present agencies according to'" 

theirbtochures and make such a classification, there should be 
tJ 

some possibility for using the preCision, in treatment planning' 

prc)'Vided by the CT]? model" even though one cannot initiate the model 

in its entirety, and we will consider these implications in the 

next section. 

vh. Discussion 

'.' 

A. Implicat,ions for Pilot Treatment center 

. ' 
'The present study has demonstrated the capability for assessing 

'youngsters according to InteJ::personal Maturity Lev~l.. The next . 

question i~: G1veninformation about a group of youngsters of whoml 

. 0 
say, ten per cent are I2 'Sj sixty per cent I 3'S; and thirty per 

cent'I4 ,is I how can this' information about the youngsters be used 
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" ·to 1Int>lcment some. portion of a differential. treatment program? i~ 

Although 'We have'inalc~ted the difficulty in surveying current 

resources "according to, treatmentphiloaophy ,s.uch a survey should 

probably be :undertal~en as the first· step in th(;l next phase. 

Poss:i.bly, the pilot treatment center .should then bedevelol?ed 

with an eye to'WardsE!l'ving the largest pJ;'oportio):'l. of youngsters,. 

e.g. Cf'In" with otliers I being referred elsewhere.. Or it ~ be most 

feasible.to provide t~eatment in the pilot project for the'Cfc~Mp 
. \1 ' 

subtypes since,as Dr. Warren has observed, the treatment resources 

required by these types of youngsters are usually the least likely 

to. be already available among existing agencies. That 'the 'treat-. 
ment for the dfm subtype is different from that for the Cfc"'Mp 

subtypes was indicated. in' Table 1 .. 
" 

Once the treatment resources are survWed, it rIlBY be that the 
n 

CTP model 'WOuld not be the most relevant differential treatment 

model to apply. For E!Xam.P1e., if the classification of a youngster 

isf'ollO'Wed only by a single option, e.g .. to place him in an 

. . occupationru. training program. or not, then some other i'0X'lll of 

'classification (Warren, 1966) might be more appropriate. Put 

another .way" the model of' differential treatment must be geared to 
" . 

the particular objectives and specii'ic treatment procedures 

available. 
. ! " 

If the pilot treatme'nt "~roject is based ent:l,rely or in part 
(::.\ "'~.~J'I~}., -

"j 

upon the CTP model, it 'Would seem very 'Worthwhile to utilize the 

newly available facilities of the Center for Training in Differentia~ 

Treatment (Warrenl 1966) at Sacramento l California. Workshops are 

are available in treatment for spec1f"ic subtypes, e.g. Cfc-Mp;f' and 

would be indispensable for treatment staff" "it the CT? model 1s 

adopted. 

o 
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One qther COl1UIlent~io in order regarding classification~ 

'Althou@ we have been successful in, developing the" capa.bilityfor' \ 
, I 

I-level assessment, this classification proced\U'e, like any other 

one requiring cooperative participation on the part of the youngster, 

'may prove increasinglY difficult with non-adjudicated youngsters as 

." they become aware of new legal interpretations which underline their 
, I 

right not,' to participate ,in such procedures. 

B. ;Q!lplicationsforTraining Polic~\ Officers 
" , , ,,', ,,' J1 

The implication of a differential treatment model for the work 

of a police officer depends upon ,the options and decisions which he 
1 

can or does make. Therefore, just as described in the previous 

section, the first step is to survey, as has been done in the 

"Review of Police Procedures" Project, those points at which an 

option about differential bandling occurs. Once these options have 
o , ~ 

been identified, then the utility of Cla,#W}~fl~~t~'1J.~?:~¥~t~ can be 
\f.""''1Yr-'- J ,,~ rf:f~::~~5·;;·;~,\~c~:~: .. ~~~!: !_'y 

evaluat'ed according to its relevance to these decisions. "Inmost 

cases, the system of classification will be considerably more ' 

simple than the nine CTP subtypes. 

As someone has observed,a system of differential trea.tment,is 

frequently simply an attemptOto organize what an effective teacher, 

treatment worker, or I>olice off-leer uses: the knowledge of what 

works best tor different types of youngsters.. Viewed in this light I 

the second step in implementing training might be to find out what 

implicit system of classification the officer now uses in m8.king 

decisions • Perhaps he uses a system of "I~hether or not the youngster 

has been in trouble or not, 'or perhaps ~hether he is' aggressive or . 
,"\) \i 

not. EVeryone uses a system of classification in interacting with 
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others whether, or hot he isaW8.l'e ,of it" and' if the, goal is to 

"teach the person a new, system, of claSSification" his understanding 

must begin with ,the way he hm., views the youngsters • 

. Therefore" thetrain1ngprogram should be designed, t,o he 

relevant to the decisions made by the police officer# and the 

classification system should be presented, in relation to the 

officer t s present' ;frame o:e, reference for cla'ssifying ydimgsteJ;'s. 

There Wuld be little' value, and considerable confusion produced, 

in trying to teach the police officer all of the varibus CTe 

subty'pe~.Another point to consider in the training, is that what

ever classification· system 1s presented it will have to be one which 

permits the officer himself to make the classification; therefore" 

the system will probabJ.yhave to be based on the youngsterl'~ behavior. 

Although the einphas1sthroughout this report has, been on ' 

classif.yillg youngsters into the system of ~ifferential treatment, 

Dr. Warren haa pointed out that an even more illlportant objective for 

" 
prevention and early work with youngsters is to keep /them ~~ of the 

system, he. not needing treatment. 

Summary and Conclusion.!: 

1. Members of the project 'staff have developed the capability ~or 

I-level ctassification W~ich can be use~ in subsequent work as needed. 

2. The preseb.t sample of boys from Onondaga County showed a distribution 
II , . 

of I-level which was generally similar to that Observed in the 
If 

Community II Treatment Project (C'J!P) in Sacramento" California) and 

the Prestqn School for'Boys, California. 
: . 

3~ The present sample of. boys was very ,similar in Concepirual Level to 
Ii ' I 

similar si~ples, and since half of the boys 'Were in oAe category 
" II • II 

(Sub-I), .~nd since the Conceptual Q.pstems Change ModeJl is mre 
! ....,. /1 

1/ 
Ii 

c, 
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relevant to ed.ucat:l~nCll l?latk~ng, this classification system 'YTas 
~ 

regarded a:s les,s useful. than the C'& model for the l?resentproblem. 

4. Specif'icatic)nof treatment l'esources needed was g~nerally descl'ibed 

in tenns of the CTJ? l'llCdel, and it 'WoUld seem important.,.to sUrvey 

current treatment resources specifically in terms of their 

appropriateness for various subtypes on the CTP model" e~~n tho\lgb. 

such ctassification is difficult. . 

2_ If the pilot project 'Will involve only a very simple option, ·e.g. 

in or out of one specific program, then a simple form of cla~sifi-
,~\ 

cation relevant to the option shoUld be used rather than e. fairly 

,complex system such as the I-level classification. 

6. lJ;1he resUlts of' the "Review of Police Procedures" Project should be 

considered in terms of the points at 'Which the police officer makes 

a deciSion about a youngster, and ~ training in clasoifioation for 

police officers made relevant-to tbese decisions. 

7. If the CTP modei is used in either the pilot treatment or training 

aspects of the n~ phase, tbe possibility of using the new Center 

for Training in Differential Treatment in Sacramento should be 

considered .. 
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() A,~larGepartofthe, treatment in all three stages tai~es place ing1lided 
group(,l~teractionsessions "rithother middle-maturity youths. This group 

c,edure empl1asizescurrent iriterpersonal interactionsandutiliiespeer " " 
sures tCi.qontrol behavior. and change a.ttitudes. It al;:;oprovideithe youth " 

",' ~.labora~~ for lea~,~~pgOhowto size uP others and to respqndapvropriatetyo 

Middle,~matUritydelin,quentsiri the pr.ojec't a.re placed in their O',m hames, 
if, tb,.,e parents are able~ w:lth encour,agementandreeducaticm,to impos~clear 
external controls." As a minimum, ,the parents are, required to report all viol
ationsof-tihe rUles to the ,community agent. If theparerits C8.nnot meet even' 
this requirement, the, youth i'splaced for temporary care in a foster home 0 Mean
while, the agent may continue to w,ork with 11is parent\?,teaehing them. to set 

,behavioral limits. l!'ormal family grouptherapy,sometimes used in the project, 
has not succeeded in 'changing patterns of communication and interaction in ' 

'families of niiddle-maturity deliriquents. ,However, the treatment has sometime,s 
helpe9. the youth to perceive more realistically his parents 'ihabilityto be 
concerned.ab,out him. ' 

~.tment for I!fLevel 

'The treatment goals '~Thich have been formulated for these high-maturity cases 
':include:identif'ying the conflict which led to the deiinquency and helping the 
youth toward a solution;, helpipg .the youth with his identity problem and, '. ' 
strengthening his internalized'value sysi;,em;and creating a situation for maximum 
use of potentialities. " 

The, t,reatment approach ,used differs from approaches used with the deliri.quents 
of lower maturity, primarily in beingintemally oriented. The agent 's role is to 
establish quickly a close personal relationship between himself and the youth. 
Althoug~ external controls are sometimes necessary,they are defj~ed as a means of 
establishing a genuinetrea.tment contract with the youngster. The agent's demands 
fornop.delinquency may range from being firm and forceful to being rela.tively 
nondirective,. but they are never arbitrary. 

Group'ther~py (rather than guided. group interaction) is used. as a means of 
he,;t.pingthe high ma.turity delinquents to develop irisight into their problems and 
to improve relationships with others. In some cases the treatment group is a, 
pe.er group; in others the youth and his family. Family group thera.py has been 
most successful incases in which the deliriquency has been a method· ofdrainng 
attention away from a conflict wi thiri thefamilyconsteJjlation. vlith other cases 
the central. problem J'DlI:y' "oe family-related but cannot be resqlved through family 
therapy either because a crucial family member is absent or-will not participate.", , ,'~i 

if 

'. 
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.. "Explain that iritC,Me11:tS forre'searcbl?urposesonly;.thntlt,~illhave ,no 
,.' ihfluence.·,o~tbcboY's·'caseorhistreatment •. ,.~sure the.t·eveThih~ ,sa.id,:in 
' .. thein.terVic~will bdl.ep:ticompletely confidcnt1.al.' " ', .. '.. .... , , 

, " 0 O~t r; • ',~ o· , ' , ' 0 (/ ' 

, Reason fOr resco.l'ch:. oHe"want to'. iearn,aooutthe kidswliogetintotrouble-... " 
their' side of 'the sto'rY--what they ·thil1d,t about things, since nobody evera~lc's' ." 

. abO,u~o ·that. ,; .. '; /"; 

'!") 

. .' ;Precipitatingeventsand cir'curiipta.tices. . LOOk for the 'boy;S perception of" ." 
causa.lity and reasons for delinquency •. Ask how he feels about~this particular 

.' eventand{lwby. ,Ask about previous difficultywiththela.w •.. ' Look for eVidence 
" . of internal structure and degree of selt'~respon:sibility:f'Or the offense. 
,0 • 'I ,'1, -, 0 , - "." '.' • • •• 

',' Peers 

. . D6~s the boy have friends? .How many? "Does' he, belong to a . group?' ". Whatkind.? 

. Activities? )?robe for characteristics of the II group, its 'stabil:ity, ",th:i:s boy' S 

:position ,in that group. Ask whether the groul?(s) hasl.eaders; how are they 
chosen? . <:~ . 

\ <, 

'. Ask the boy about characteristics of 'some of his friends; 'What:'tt.rethey 
like? Does he\\have many acquaint~ges, one or two close friends,etc.? 

Parents ,.' 

Ask; the boy to describe each parent, how he gets alongi·71th them, 'I'1hat 
happens when he.disagreestv'ith eachone~d how they treat him. '. Probe fora:ny 

. '" long. term difficulties with parents and hOW' the boy views this trouble. Ask . 

. how he would change each parent if he could. Find out how parents reacted' to 
h1s,'current offense. Ask abOut other children in the famD.y,. etc. 

SchOOl 

Ask the boy how he liltes /:lchool and reasons why. Find out how he perceives 
principal-teachers. Possibly ask him to describe one teacher he .. like$! and one 
he dislikes, and reasons why • Get his perceptions alfoutrules at school. . Doea 

.i he ever get into trouble at ,school? What. kind? Why? 

(; l 
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'. 
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, ~ 

'. 
Ask>the boyhOir a. friend might describe him; how a teacher woUld. HOir 

, does he feel a.botl"\jthesedescriptioIis. Ask him, to describe himself (if he can). 
H",a,ve theObo~,te,',l.l you abO,u,t a re,c,e,ntP,rOblem he's h8.d, ',an, d"h,OW he,',hand,ied, ,it. 
Ask about da.'ydreruns, plans for, the future and)Thathe' would do if pushed around. 
Ask him ,if he ha.s changed in the last 2-3 ~ea.rs ';;'how; if he expects to cha.nSe 
in the future -hOW? '".r' , , 

PoHce --.", 
Does he have much contact. with the police" wha.t are they like? How do 

they act t~ds him? :! towards others? Howdoea he keep fram being arrested. 
if stopped? 

, People 

What kind of people does he like - wba.tkindb'ilghim? WhY? 

, ' 

:,,' 

, , 

----.--',-,'.~. --~--------

,"I', t 
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Appendix C 
ii' 

Paragra.ph Completion (Conceptual" ~vel) Tesit,,:""" 

/ 
1.. ' Ihl.les .... / 

2. When I em" criticized ••• 

3. par.ents. " • 

4. lr1hen someone tells me wha.t to do ••• 

5. 'When lam not sure ..... 

"' . 
(( 



" 

, " 

,( 
" ,~ . 
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, (~J' 

; ,,'I"~ 

0" 

Je~ne8S Inventor,y 

This test can be ordered from: 

Consulting Psychologists Press 
577, College Avenue 

Palo Alto, California 

31 
,,-::. ' 
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Appendix E 

. conceptUal! Level Questionnaire' 

o 

(J 

/ 
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':NAME 
----------------~ 

. '. " 
AGE: 

. '\ 

GRADE ---_ .... H.R. ---
.i 

OLQ 

These questions are to help usknaw you better. There are no right-or.-'W:r."orlg 
J answers. other tests tell us what you can do best, but this one is tOi'ind 

out how you tee:( about "'SOme· things • 

. , 

DIRECTIONS: (1) Reed each of the fullowing sta.tements car~. 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Decide which of the choices fits youbest~ 

Mark your choice in the booklet. 

Please be honest. 1-1ork as fast as you can and. st.:uJ...do 
a good. job! There is no time ~t. . It 
If you are not sure you understand these direetions,~~~",,: 
the person 'Who gave __ this to you before you start. 

" . 
o 

------------ -------- --- -
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35 
,., 

Section I: Questions. 1-24 

Ii' a statCtlent fits y~~ Circle TRUE next to the ,question:. If it does not 

fit youJ Circle.FALSE. Anlmer each one. .Give the anmTer ,,,,hich describes your 

reaction. 

True False 

l 
True False 

1. I never get angry if :r ha.ve to stop in the middle of san.ething 
I',m doing to eat dinner" or go to school. 
. 

2. o "1-lhen I malee a mistake" I al'~Tays aclmit I am wrong. 

True Mse 3. I have .never felt like saying unkind things to a :person. 

TrUe . False 4. I. never let someone else get blamed. for ",hat I did'l'Trong. 
c 

True . False . 5. I never shout when I feel angry • 
. " 

'True False 6. Sometimes I wish that my parentsdidn 'tocheck up .on me so 
closely. 

'Irue False 1. I never say B.nything that would malte a person feel bad. 

True . False 8. I am al"Tays polite" even to people "'Tho are not very nice. 

True False 9. I sometimes "Tant to emn thingS. just becaUse my friends ha.ve 
them. 

'Irue False 10. I always listen to my parents. 

TrUe False .li. .Sometimes I wish I could just umess around." instead of having 
to go to sc~ool. 

True . False 12., Sometimes I clislike helping my parellts even though I ImolT they 
need my help 'around the house. . . 

Tl"Ue False 13. I have never been tempted to breSk a rule or a law. 

Tl."Ue \) False 14. I sometimes feel angry When I don It get mY' 'I'1ay~ 

True . Fe lee 15. I al"Tays help an injured animal. 

True Fal.Sel6.SCmetimes I. want to do· tl1i.ngs mY :pa.reJ:lts think.I am too young 
to cloG 

True • Foloo 17. I em a1uays glad to cooperate With others. 

Tl"Uo Palco 18. I c l'WUYs do the r1cht things. 

'l'rua .'l''nlno 19. Sa-..ct1r:ou I don't like to obey my ~rentG • 

n If 

0' 
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False 20. 

~--~~ ----~ 

---~~~-§b --- ----~ 

Sometimes I don't .like it vhen another ];Ie.tsen asks me to do 
things for him. 

TrUe False 21. I think it is easier to pay attention to a game or a noise 

True 

Tru:'J 

than to the jjeacher'in class. 
\!: 

False 22. I feel thatO teachers ,punish me too much and over the ,-/TOIl« 
th~. 

,~, 

False 23. If someone tries to boss me around~ I argue i tout ~Ti tho them 
rather than keep out 01' their 'my. 

24. 
, 

False Most teachers are too strict. I 

Section n: Questions 25 .. 34 

. 
Choose the..statem.ent -whicll.;Zit&-:yoIl.1)e,et •. a.ncl,.Jmdei'J tne-111;---

. ., 

. ·:25 .. ·· .. Would you :rather go to a 
\ school or go on a long car trip 

J 

/ 26. If ':people vTant you to do 
something .~ don't want to 
do 1 do you. get angry 

• Ih your work do you oi"ten 
1'ol'get 

28. Are your parents al~ays 
ready to hear you talk 

"'29~ Do you think you are always 
polite 

. oil ....... .. 
30. on dayS' 1ffien'there .. j,a''lla"t1lin8 

special to do I do you just 
do vmat comes 

31. Do you. obey the rules all 
',the t1me 

32.' t-TOUld you rather read, • :f'ullny. . bOOks 

(X 

33· llhen you visit a nevT bu:i]diDG' 
do you like to have sane<me 
show you around . . 

• l1hen you are in a burry I 
do you still llUt your 
clothes avay 

" 

or just go along 

or do you teel sure you can 
.remember things 

.,~ 

or are they scmetimea too busy 

I) 

,;or are you' perhaps a little too 
noisy. 

or plan vThat you 'W;lU do :for the 
day,,: 

or only when saneons is J.ooking 

• ' .J 01:.. "do.ar:Lthmet1c 
.' 

or do you like to find y~ own way 

or just leave them 
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Section Ill:. QuestiOl'lS 35-l~5 

SUppose yOu are the person in. the picture'\lho is being spolten to. What 
'~,1 

'Ta.tld yoU thin1,\., if someone you. ImoiT said this to you. 

" 0 

---'--::::~;:::::=:===:::::~------------" -. '''~'i\ 

,,--y~ miaht l:!.ke ,ponte I .. 

\ . help lTi th this. 
I 
I , 

l , . 

o • r~ .. 
, • . ¥fJIr 

35· What would you thinlt if this hsp:pel1ed to you? (checl~ one.l.. 

He should say "That he thinl~s. --- Ol1 

. ( lIe should mind his aim business. 
--- if~., 

.What ¥d you think? (checltone) 

'" __ "_I don I,t need any help. 
. or 

I can use some help_ ---
,?7. What "'auld you think? (check one) 

I hope/he leaves. -.......; 
or 

I hope he stays. ---
1138. t'lbat vould you th1nl~1 (checlt one) 

• j 

I don 't lll~e it. --- 'or 
__ I 11l.c 1 t • 

\~ 
), 

/I 

. , 

~"\?"'.,;ff*iM5!\K".,,,jliR.,.,fJj4!!.,i.*'·l!l!j.,..,J.,!$3t,&iM!' •• }.;:,,¢.J$(Z9R';:;MlJilill*t."!41!(,';'$!MW"Q".t::q\dil\a",A\lp"!s!~i9!:..".9)D" /.,.,h.A ... W"'.?'zt.%M,i,ii,?!ljt1'i,-"=,, ,,,,}.; .. 
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Suppose you tl;re the person in the pictu:rfe who is bei~ spoken to. What 

would -you'think ii' someone you. 101mr said thi,s, to you. 

o· 

Iii . . ~ , 
'------~--~--~----~----Irri.-'------------------------

V ;.'\ {] cr t.? 
You £Ire doing :poor~V,. D' 

,; t> 
I 0 

39. lfuat ."rould you think? (check one) 

. - I hope he leaves • 
or 

__ I. h01Je he stays. 

40. What w01lld you think? (check one) " 

__ . __ He should say 'What he thinlts 0 

or 
He should mind his o~vn business. --

41. What 'Would you. think? (checlt one) 
I' ' 

a 

-. I don't need nny help. 
or 

I.can use pane helpo - ." , 

() 

" 
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I 

SUppose you are the person in the pictUI'e uho is being spoken t'o. 'In'lat 
I: ' , . 

"auld you think if someone you. knmT said this to you. 
, ""'" 

You are not my friend 
anymore"; 

o () 

42. What would you th~nl(~ (check one) 

He should' say ~.,hat he thinks. -- \ or 
___ He should mind his own bu.ainess. 

43. What would. you thinlt? "(checlt one) 

I don 1t need him. -- or 
I wonder why he said that. --

44. What wculd youthinlt:? c, (check one) 

____ He's trying "to make me mad 0 

or 
____ He wants me to know how he feels. 

45. What woUld you thinlt? (check one) 

__ I am not doing well enough. 
or 

__ I am doing well enough. 

-----~--

, """:;:I-I-!f'..-'\ I~·'" ~ .. ,~ ." ~~. '."';''''' '''~ :~ ~-< . ~ '. <. ',' ,..,~~, r.'.-,'" \( t 
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Appendix F 

preston,senten~e com,Pletion Test 

I like ••• 

I feel satisfied when ••• 

, When I am on my own ••• 

I hate ••• 

If I could ••• 

I feel bad when ••• 

dops ... 

When () I take something ••• , 

" . 

I 
! 
l 

Paragraph Co~~letion (Jeeness) 

What has your life been like? 

Wbat sort of person are you? 

Why did you get in trouble? 

40 
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