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The ability of several psychometric instruments to 

differentiate between criminal and non-criminal subjects was 

investigated. The subjects in the study consisted of fifty 

male individuals between the ages of 18 and 55, half of 

which had been convicted of one crime and half of which had 

no history of criminal activity. The tests administered 

consisted of the Psychopathic Deviation Scale from the 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), the 

Psychopathic Deviation Scale of the Clinical Analysis 

Questionnaire, and two tests designed by the author. The 

author's tests consisted of the Test of Criminal Cognitions 

which evaluated antisocial thought patterns and cognitive 

flexibility, and the Social Semantics Test which assessed 

individual role definitions. The Test of Criminal 

Cognitions was administered as a part of a structured 

interview, and all other scales were administered in a paper 

and pencil format. The results indicated that the 

Psychopathic Deviation Scale of the MMPI, and a portion of 

both the Test of Criminal Cognitions and the Social 

Semantics Scales differentiated between the groups at the 



.05 level or better. These findings indicated that 

criminals tend to be significantly less flexible in their 

thought and tend to view others in a much more narcissistic 

manner than non-criminals. The results also indicated that 

these tests can be utilized to discriminate between 

criminals and non-criminals. It was additionally noted that 

the Psychopathic Deviation Scale of the Clinical Analysis 

Questionnaire did not consistently differentiate between the 

groups and should not be considered a valid instrument for 

discriminating between these groups. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Throughout the history of psychiatry and psychology, 

considerable difficulty has been encountered in the 

diagnosis and treatment of those individuals who have 

demonstrated a disregard for the rules and laws of society. 

One reason for these difficulties is that this population 

tends to be fundamentally different from those typically 

seen by clinicians. These individuals usually do not 

voluntarily seek treatment for their difficulties but are 

instead referred as a portion of their rehabilitation by the 

legal system. As a result, they often tend to be 

uncooperative during evaluations, many times giving false 

information or faked responses to test items, and may be 

noncompliant with regard to the clinician's recommendations. 

Another contributing factor has been the heterogeneity 

of the population not only with regard to the type of crime 

committed but also the chronocity of the offenses. Within a 

forensic facility the population seen often may vary from 

first offenders arrested for shoplifting to life-long sex 

offenders and murderers. The differences between those 

groups and the large variety of individuals encountered make 

the evaluation and classification of these individuals much 



more difficult than that encountered in most clinical 

settings. 

Historically, the earliest studies of criminal 

individuals may be attributed to Philippe Pinel (1806). He 

attempted to describe their behavior in terms of a disorder 

known as "La Folie Raisonnante," that is, one in which the 

patients engaged in impulsive and self-damaging acts, 

despite the fact that their reasoning abilities were 

intact. Later, Benjamin Rush (1812) spoke of similar cases 

in which there was clarity of thought combined with socially 

destructive behaviors. He described the patients as 

possessing an "innate, preternatural moral depravity in 

which there is probably an original defective organization 

in those parts of the body which are preoccupied by the 

moral faculties of the mind" (p. 107). This focus on the 

moral aspects of the individual's behavior was continued by 

Prichard (1835) who was credited with labeling this as 

"moral insanity," a condition in which patients demonstrated 

a defect in their ability to guide themselves with regard to 

"natural feelings" or an innate sense of Tightness, 

goodness, and responsibility. Thus the concept of "moral 

insanity," simply put, was that certain persons suffered 

from a congenital deficiency of moral sense and were, in 

essence, morally retarded. 

Near the end of the nineteenth century the concepts of 

morality and lawlessness were replaced by more observable 



research-oriented conceptualizations. Koch (1891) proposed 

that the term "moral insanity" be replaced by the term 

"psychopathic inferiority." He conceptualized these 

disorders as being a form of congenital or physiological 

affliction as opposed to a moral affliction. Although the 

emphasis was essentially shifted from morality to one of 

physiology, his term "psychopathic inferiority" appeared 

overly inclusive and represented the full spectrum of 

disorders today characterized as psychopathology. It was 

not until Kraepelin (1903-1904) that the term "psychopathic 

personality" was first utilized. He described this disorder 

as a deficiency in either affect or volition and further 

differentiated this disorder into two types: those of 

"morbid disposition" and those exhibiting "personality 

peculiarities" (the latter was further differentiated into 

seven classes, one of which was the antisocial type, a 

forerunner of today's Diagnostic Statistical Manual III 

classification). Soon after the introduction of the term 

"psychopathic personality" by Kraepelin, Birnbaum (1914) 

introduced the term "sociopath" which he felt more aptly 

described the influence of societal forces in the 

development of the morally defective individual. 

This historical diversity of terminology and theoretical 

orientations has continued into the twentieth century with a 

resultant variability of definition and confusion over the 

inclusiveness of this class of individuals. Blackburn 



(1975) concluded that the term "psychopath" has come to be 

used "to identify a class of antisocial individuals by 

reference to psychological abnormality, but difficulties 

have arisen since the necessary and sufficient conditions of 

membership in the class have not been made explicit" (p. 

456). For example, Lion (1978) describes antisocial 

personalities as individuals who tend to be unsocialized and 

in conflict with society, are incapable of loyalty to 

individuals and groups, are selfish, irresponsible, and 

unable to feel guilt or benefit from punishment. McCord and 

McCord (1964) described the psychopath as an asocial, 

aggressive, highly impulsive person, who feels little or no 

guilt, and is unable to form lasting bonds of affection with 

other human beings. Craft (1965) listed the primary 

diagnostic features of psychopathy as consisting of a lack 

of affect, impulsivity extreme aggressiveness, a lack of 

guilt or remorse for antisocial actions, an inability to 

profit from experience and a lack of "appropriate" 

motivation. In addition, Chaplin (1968) defines the 

sociopath as an individual whose disturbance is in the area 

of social relations, particularly one with sexual anomalies 

or antisocial behaviors, or whose attitude could be 

described as asocial (p. 467). 

Schlesinger (1980) has proposed that the terms 

"psychopath," "sociopath," and "antisocial personality" have 

historically not been adequately defined, thus contributing 



to considerable confusion within the literature. He goes on 

to define the psychopath as the "con man" type who usually 

engages in swindling and manipulation. Psychopaths display 

characteristics such as high intelligence, loyalty to one's 

self, and a lack of emotional depth. The antisocial 

personality, on the other hand, is characterized by lower 

intelligence and a higher incidence of other psychological 

difficulties such as depression and suicidal thoughts. He 

characterizes these individuals as "inadequate psychopaths" 

and considers them more likely to be incarcerated than the 

more crafty psychopath. And finally, he sees the sociopath 

as one "who is ill in terms of society and social 

conformity" and does not include those individuals whose 

behavior is symptomatic of a more primary personality 

disturbance. Karpman (1946) has also proposed two 

subdivisions of sociopaths, the primary sociopath (who 

experiences little or no anxiety or guilt over antisocial 

actions), and the secondary sociopath (whose behavior, 

although antisocial, is accompanied by considerable anxiety) 

The current diagnostic and statistical manual of mental 

disorders (DSM III, 1980) describes the essential feature of 

the antisocial personality as being a history of continuous 

and chronic antisocial behaviors in which the rights of 

others are violated. The behaviors subsumed under this 

category include such childhood behaviors as truancy, 

delinquency, lying, vandalism, and substance abuse; and 



adult behaviors such as work instability, disregard for 

social norms, sexual promiscuity, irritability, financial 

instability, and impulsively. Millon (1981) feels that the 

DSM III description of antisocial personality places too 

great an emphasis on delinquent, criminal, and other 

undesirable behavioral consequences often found among these 

patients and tends to neglesct any dynamic and intrapsychic 

factors. Millon further states that this is a "major 

regressive step" in that the "DSM has returned to an 

accusatory judgment rather than a dispassionate clinical 

formulation." Millon advocates the use of the label 

"Active-Independent Personality" to describe these 

individuals and considers at least three out of the 

following five aspects as essential to inclusion in this 

category: hostile affect, assertive self-image, 

interpersonal indictiveness, hyperthymic fearlessness, and 

malevolent projection. 

A further conceptualization of this population that 

deviates from the DSM III emphasis on delinquency and 

asocial behaviors is that proposed by Yochelson and Samenow 

(1976). The authors have developed a phenomenological 

approach that focuses both on behavioral and cognitive 

aspects of the psychopath. They describe the "criminal 

thought process" as deviant thinking processes which all 

individuals engage in to some extent. The authors propose 

that criminality may be conceptualized as a continuum that 



ranges from the highly responsible individual who rarely 

engages in dishonest acts or criminal thoughts, to the 

irresponsible individual who may range from the 

non-arrestable to the extreme criminal depending on the 

frequency of criminal thoughts and behaviors. They also 

describe 46 thinking errors considered characteristic of the 

criminal. Of these 46, 16 are considered criminal thought 

patterns, and 16 are considered "automatic" errors of 

thought. These automatic errors include such concepts as 

the "closed channel," "the victim" stance, a lack of time 

perspective, lack of empathy, failure to assume responsible 

initiatives, and a lack of trust, to name a few. The 

distinguishing characteristic of this theory is its 

description of cognitive aspects of the psychopath and the 

application of a continuum of criminality to all individuals 

in society as opposed to only those convicted of crimes. 

In addition to the various definitions proposed to 

describe those who break the law, numerous theories have 

been advanced in an attempt to clarify both the etiology and 

the personality dynamics of these individuals. In general, 

these theories can be subdivided into three distinct areas 

of emphasis: sociologic, organic, and psychological/ 

psychodynamic theories. 

Sociologic Theories of Psychopathy 

In general, sociologic theories propose that violations 

of the law are closely linked to the individual's 
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environmental surroundings, and that the relationship 

between crime and environmental conditions vary inversely 

according to an individual's social status. Therefore, 

crime is typically viewed as occurring with the highest 

frequency within the lowest: socio-economic stratum of a 

society. However, these theories also propose numerous 

factors other than simple monetary insufficiency that 

contribute to the development of criminal tendencies. For 

example, Merton (1968) proposed that behavior is a function 

of the relationship between culturally defined goals and the 

culturally prescribed means to achieve those goals within a 

given social system. Individuals, therefore, experience 

anxiety when the relationship between goals and the means of 

achieving them are discrepant. The individual then adapts 

to his environment by becoming innovative and searching out 

alternative means of achieving his goals, that is, through 

crime (p. 151). 

Cortes and Gatti (1971) view criminal behavior as a 

direct result of defective psychological development 

fostered by the family. They suggest that such family 

features as instability, absence of a male figure, marital 

tensions, patterns of immediate need gratification, and 

ineffective childrearing methods contribute to the 

development of impulsive, immoral, and hedonistic 

individuals. Sutherland and Cressey (1978), however, 

emphasize the peer environment over the family. They 



propose that the individual learns a new set of motivations, 

attitudes, and techniques when there is an exposure to 

criminal norms in excess of exposure to corresponding 

anti-criminal norms during interactions with peer groups. 

Therefore, those individuals who receive the most frequent, 

intense, and enduring exposure will have the highest 

probability of criminal behavior. 

Another theoretical approach is that labeled the 

"economic theory" by Becker (1968). The basic concept of 

this approach is that humans weigh the potential costs and 

benefits of behaviors and act to maximize benefits and 

minimize costs. He proposes that crime occurs when the 

potential rewards of a criminal act are perceived to 

outweigh the costs. It is further proposed that the 

cost/benefit ratio is a relative thing and varies directly 

with class position. It is further argued that lower status 

individuals tend to misperceive these cost/benefit ratios 

due to various individual and cultural traits, therefore 

making it difficult or impossible to take potential 

penalties into account. 

Although numerous sociologic theories have been 

proposed, few have been supported by empirical research. 

However, the Role Theory of Psychopathy proposed by Gough 

(1960) has been fairly extensively researched, and a 54-item 

socialization scale has beem published. Gough maintains 

that socialized behavior in an individual is based on a 
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proper viewing of the self as a social object. Therefore, 

in order for socialized behavior to result, the individual 

must have the ability to view himself from the standpoint of 

the others when interacting in social settings, and, in 

essence, take on various roles in a variety of settings. 

Through these role taking experiences one develops a set of 

social standards which are applied in various settings. 

Thus, Gough states that "the degree to which the person will 

be able to govern internally his thought and behavior in 

accordance with the imperatives of his culture will be a 

consequence of the depth and validity of the role taking 

experiences that he has enacted." In psychopathy, it is 

this ability to utilize role taking behaviors and 

internalize a set of standards that has been disturbed. 

Based on these concepts, Gough developed a 54-item true 

and false questionnaire which was designed to "indicate the 

degree of social maturity, integrity, and rectitude which 

the individual has attained." These 54 items were later 

incorporated into the California Psychological Inventory as 

the socialization (SO) scale. On a sample of 1295 

delinquent and 9001 non-delinquent male subjects, the scale 

was found to clearly differentiate the samples, and 

distributed the male subjects along a socialization 

continuum consistent with their social history. These 

findings were also replicated by Reckless, Dintz, and Kay 

(1957a, 1957b) on a population of delinquent boys. 
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A number of criticisms of the sociological theories have 

been proposed and were summarized by Yochelson and Samenow 

(1976). The major critique of this approach is that it 

assumes that all individuals will react the same when placed 

in similar environments. If this was the case, then it 

follows that all children reared in an impoverished 

environment would become criminals. The reverse appears to 

be true, as only a minority of children who live in ghetto 

areas have police records. Matza (1964) further supports 

this view and states that within any environment the primary 

influence is typically in the direction of being a 

responsible person. He considers free will and the decision 

to be delinquent as more the determinants rather than a 

compulsion or inevitability. Yochelson and Samenow (.1976) 

further mention that the idea of crime being the result of 

environmental influences may actually originate with the 

criminals themselves, as they are often likely to blame 

society or the environment for their crimes rather than 

accept personal responsibility for their actions. In 

addition, Yochelson and Samenow (1976) were critical of 

sociologic theories on the grounds that the theories do not 

explain crimes committed by those who have had no prior 

contact with criminals or criminal attitudes. That is, 

sociologic theories imply that criminal ideas and influence 

must originate within the environment rather than within the 

individual. 
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The sociologic theories have also been criticized 

because they fail to explain crimes committed simply for 

sport or fun and crimes of passion. In the past according 

to Sykes (1971) it was assumed that criminals committed 

crimes in order to get what everyone else has, such as money 

and prestige. However, a new form of crime, crimes 

committed for sport or "kicks," appears to be on the 

increase and cannot be accounted for by the current 

sociologic theories. 

Organic/Psychophysiological Theories of Psychopathy 

The search for a possible physiological basis of 

psychopatic personalities has currently become a major area 

of research. Mawson and Mawson (1977) in their review of 

the current literature acknowledge that considerable 

research has been focused in this area in recent years but 

that progress has been hampered by a lack of unanimity of 

diagnostic features of the disorders and by uncertainty as 

to which features of the disorders are to be considered 

primary and which are secondary. Even so, numerous theories 

have been proposed in an attempt to explain the 

physiological response differences often noted between 

psychopathic populations and control populations. 

One theory by Hebb (1955), which has been consistently 

applied to psychopathic populations, focuses on arousal. 

The theory proposes that arousal level and sensory intake 

are dynamically related whereby an optimal level of arousal 
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is maintained. When the level of arousal falls below a 

particular basal level, stimulation seeking behaviors are 

initiated, and conversely when arousal rises above the 

optimum, stimulation seeking behaviors are attenuated, and 

the level of arousal diminishes to the optimal level. Hare 

(1970) has proposed that, in the psychopath, a 

pathologically low level of autonomic and cortical arousal 

exists such that the individual appears hyperactive when 

compared to normal individuals, consequently, the individual 

is constantly engaging in stimulation seeking behaviors (p. 

62). Other researchers have supported Hare's findings of 

low levels of autonomic arousal (Laycock, 1968) and have 

also found diminished reactivity and low adaptation to 

sensory inputs of all types (Quay, 1965). Eysenck (1964) 

proposed that sociopathic individuals tend to be 

extraversive, neurotic, difficult to condition, and low in 

autonomic responsitivity. He proposed that sociopaths 

differ in terms of nervous system functioning such that they 

tend to display less autonomic responsitivity and thus do 

not learn from normal discipline during early years. 

Schachter (1971) suggests that sociopaths tend to be blunted 

in their autonomic reactivity. He proposed that they react 

in a generalized, highly aroused, and relatively 

indiscriminate manner making it almost the equivalent of no 

reaction at all. He further proposes that because of this 

diffusion of responses the sociopath has a difficult time 
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relating his physiological reactions to states of stress. 

As a result he tends to not learn to apply appropriate 

emotional labels to physical stress (pp. 231-236). 

A number of reports have also noted that compared to 

control subjects, psychopaths tend to show lower heart rate, 

respiratory and blood pressure responses to stimuli (Ruilman 

& Gulo, 1950) and smaller decellerative heart rate responses 

to tones of mild intensity (Hare 1968). In response to 

noxious stimuli, Lykken (1957) found that psychopaths gave 

significantly smaller GSR reactions to electric shocks than 

non-psychopaths. This was also later replicated by several 

other authors (Hare, 1968; Schmauck, 1970; Tong, 1959). 

Schalling (1978) has proposed that the characteristic 

electrodermal and cardiovascular changes found in the 

psychopaths represent an ability on their part to gate out 

or reject unpleasant stimuli. He has proposed that this 

ability to "gate out" unpleasant stimuli may represent 

neurological changes analogous to those found in animals 

whose amygdala has been surgically removed (p. 95). 

Psychopaths have also been found to have low levels of 

urinary chatecholamines in a stressful situation whereas 

non-psychopathic individuals excreted greatly increased 

catecholamines when exposed to the same stressor (Lidberg, 

Levanders, & Lidberg, 1978). 

Although numerous studies have supported the 

hyperactivity model, the evidence is equivocal as several 
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studies have reported conflicting results. For example, no 

differences were found between psychopaths and control 

subjects in a number of studies of skin conductance levels 

(Goldstein, 1965; Borkevec, 1970; Schmauk, 1970), 

respiratory activity (Hare, 1968), and heart rate (Hare, 

1968; Fenz, 1971). In addition, others have found 

psychopaths to have a higher heart rate than normals 

(Goldstein, 1965), and a greater magnitude and faster rate 

of change in arousal level (Hare, 1965, 1972; Fenz, Young, & 

Fenz, 1974). 

After reviewing the relevant literature related to 

arousal levels in psychopaths, Mawson and Mawson (1977) 

concluded that psychopaths do not evidence a uniformly low 

or fixed level of arousal, and are not uniformly hyperactive 

in all situations. The literature instead seems to suggest 

a greater degree of variability in arousal levels as a more 

likely conclusion. Mawson and Mawson propose a dual 

neuropharmacological model of arousal in psychopaths, 

essentially stating that psychopathy may be viewed not as an 

abnormality consisting of a fixed low or high level of 

arousal, but as a biochemical disturbance manifested in 

abnormal oscillations primarily in neutrotransmitter 

functions and secondarily in hormonal autonomic activity. 

These abnormal oscillations may become manifest through a 

faster rate of change and a greater magnitude of change in 

psychopaths. 
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Several researchers have addressed the issue of EEG 

differences between psychopaths and non-psychopaths. 

Several studies have reported the presence of a high 

percentage of diffuse slow wave (Theta 4-7 Hz) activity in 

the EEG's of psychopaths, suggesting lower than normal 

arousal rates in these individuals (Hill & Watterson, 1942; 

Sayed, Lewis & Brittain, 1969). Sayed et al. also reported 

that between 50% and 60% of individuals diagnosed as 

psychopathic have a non-specific abnormality of this type. 

Others have reported EEG abnormalities in 47% to 58% 

(Ellingson, 1954), 50% (Silverman, 1943) and 80% (Brown & 

Soloman, 1942) of psychopathic samples. Kiloh and Osselton 

(1966) have also noted the resemblance of the EEG pattern 

seen in psychopaths and the normal EEG pattern seen in young 

children (pp. 135-136). Others have noted similarities 

between the electroencephalogram abnormalities of 

psychopaths and that of impulsive children (Arthurs & 

Cahoon, 1964; Ehrlich & Keough, 1956). 

In addition Winkler and Kove (1962) proposed that 

aggressive behaviors in psychopaths may be the direct result 

of organic brain lesions. Several authors have also 

commented on the similarities between septal lesions in 

animals and periodic dyscontrol syndromes in psychopaths 

(Lykken, 1957; Gorenstein & Newman, 1980). And finally, 

several other authors have proposed that such physiological 

processes as endocrine abnormalities (Molitch, 1937), 
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hypoglycemia (Trotter, 1973), chromosomal abnormalities 

(Jarvik, 1973) and "cortical immaturity" (Hill & Watterson, 

1942) may be responsible for psychopathic personality 

disorders. 

Although numerous organic and psychophysiological 

theories have been proposed to explain criminal behaviors, 

none have been consistently supported by the literature, and 

these theories have therefore become somewhat controversial 

in recent years. The treatment implications of some of the 

theories also appear somewhat limited and at times may 

foster an attitude of complacency on the part of the 

treatment staff, since little can be done for individuals 

who are "brain damaged" or have abnormal physiological 

reactivity. Wattenberg (1973) considers it more likely that 

organic and psychophysiological factors may produce 

vulnerabilities or predispositions toward a particular mode 

of responding, rather than definite behavioral 

inevitabilities. In addition, several methodological and 

theoretical criticisms have been proposed regarding 

psychophysiological studies of psychopaths. Mawson and 

Mawson (1977), in their review of the literature on arousal, 

mention ambiguity of terminology, asynchrony of 

physiological measures, individuality of autonomic 

responses, and the lack of evidence on parasympathetic 

nervous system variables as contributing to a lack of 

consistency of results within the relevant literature. 
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Repucci and Clingempeel (1978) also mentioned the 

preoccupation with nomothetic assumptions (for example, 

ignoring individual differences) and problems of construct 

validity (such as, how "stress" or "anxiety" are defined) as 

important methodological difficulties in the study of 

criminal populations. 

Psychological/Psychodynamic Theories 

Although various innovative theories of psychopathy have 

been proposed in recent years, numerous clinicians have 

continued to conceptualize psychopathy in classical 

psychoanalytical terms. In general, psychoanalytic theories 

view the causative agent for criminal behavior as 

unconscious conflict that is acted out by the criminal. 

Causation can also be conceptualized as a state where the id 

dominates the ego and drives that are unacceptable to the 

ego break through and overwhelm the ego, resulting in a 

criminal act. (Alexander & Staub, 1931, p. 82). This 

approach also purports that crime results from a need to act 

out in an aggressive manner in order to compensate for a 

precarious sexual identity. (Freeman & Savastano, 1970). 

Others see the individual as performing illegal acts out of 

a need to be punished for unresolved oedipal guilt. Golver 

(1960) views guilt as an important etiological element in 

criminal actions, but sees the criminal as one who is 

compelled to project on the environment his need to be 
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punished. Thus the criminal becomes the punisher as opposed 

to the punished. 

After reviewing the relevant concepts, Yochelson and 

Samenow (1976) listed several difficulties of applying 

psychoanalytic concepts to criminals. They argue that the 

psychoanalytic system is reductionistic, resting on too few 

concepts, making predictions of future behavior difficult. 

Psychoanalytic concepts also ignore individual choices and 

personal responsibility, reducing treatment options and the 

chance of future behavior change. In addition, these 

authors discount the use of interpretations of unconscious 

conflict in the treatment of offenders, as they feel this 

only provides the offender with further justifications for 

illegal behaviors. And finally, they cite the lack of 

empirical evidence for psychoanalytic theories as being a 

major difficulty. 

More recently, psychological theories have been proposed 

that are based on the performance of psychopaths on a 

variety of psychological tasks. For example, Lykken (1957) 

found that psychopaths were deficit in avoiding any aversive 

consequences of their behavior. In these experiments, 

psychopaths exhibited no improvement in the ratio of shocked 

errors to unshocked errors on a maze learning task. Thus, 

it was posited that psychopaths were deficit in the ability 

to learn from past mistakes, a possible explanation for the 

chronicity of criminal behaviors in some psychopaths. In a 
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related study, Hare (1965) monitored skin conductance levels 

in psychopaths during an aversive conditioning experiment 

and found that psychopaths do not anticipate temporally 

remote noxious events. It was only the cues with close 

temporal association with pain that elicited reactions. The 

experimenter concluded that psychopaths appear to have a 

steep temporal gradient of fear arousal, thus inhibiting the 

process of learning from one's mistakes. In addition, other 

experimenters have found that psychopaths tend to accept 

smaller immediate rewards rather than delay their responses 

in order to gain a larger reward (Mischel, 1961; Unikel & 

Blanchard, 1973). It was concluded that both the 

disinclination to avoid shock and the inability to delay 

gratification constitute response styles that fail to take 

into account future consequences of present behavior. 

Miller (1964) labeled the psychopaths pathological rooting 

in the here and now as a "failure to bind time" whereby the 

psychopath is ruled by "feelings of the moment" without 

regard for future consequences of his actions. 

Another more recent psychological theory has developed 

from the work of Gorenstein (1982) who noted the 

similarities between psychopaths and individuals with 

frontal lobe damage. In his summary of the literature he 

mentioned four clusters of behavior problems associated with 

frontal lobe damage which are also often seen in 

psychopathic individuals. Those are: (a) apathy or loss of 
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initiative, (b) perseveration or failure to suppress ongoing 

activities when they are no longer appropriate, (c) 

deficient self-awareness, and (d) stimulus boundedness and 

an inability to plan or sustain goal directedness. He 

hypothesized that psychopathic individuals were similar to 

humans and animals with lesions in septum, hippocampus and 

prefrontal context areas of the brain, and would be 

characterized by a relative failure to modulate dominant 

cognitive sets. They are therefore subject to deficits in 

flexibility and perseverance. He predicted that psychopaths 

would demonstrate these deficits on psychological tests 

which assess deficits in frontal lobe functioning such as 

perseverative errors on the Wisconsin Card Sorting Test and 

errors on sequential matching memory tasks. 

In Gorenstein's study, 20 psychopathic subjects and 23 

control subjects were administered a battery of 

neuropsychological tests. Included in this battery of tests 

was the Wisconsin Card Sorting Test, the Stroop Color-Word 

Test, a sequential matching memory task, a Necker Cube 

reversal task, and a verbal fluency task involving 

anagrams. The results were in the predicted direction with 

psychopaths demonstrating a significantly greater number of 

perseverative errors, Necker Cube reversals, and sequential 

memory errors than controls. No significant difference was 

found on the Stroop Color-Word Interference Test or on the 

verbal fluency test. In general, Gorenstein summarized 
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these results as supporting the hypothesis that psychopaths 

have specific deficits in cognitive processes associated 

with frontal lobe functioning. The results of the Wisconsin 

Card Sorting Task were of particular interest as Gorenstein 

felt these results in particular "indicate that although 

psychopaths are able to acquire concepts, they are hampered 

by a peculiar tendency to persist with a previously 

reinforced but currently maladaptive response set. Thus, 

perseveration or impaired cognitive flexibility seems to 

characterize the thinking of psychopaths." He considered 

this important in light of two traditionally distinct 

features of psychopaths, a failure to avoid aversive 

consequences and a failure to delay gratification. 

Several other studies have also noted similarities 

between psychopaths and frontal lobe patients (Elliott, 

1978, pp. 146-189; Schalling 1978, pp. 85-106). However, 

Hare (1984), in a follow-up study attempting to verify 

Gorenstein's earlier results, concluded that there was 

little support for the position that psychopaths have 

specific cognitive deficits associated with frontal lobe 

function. He argued that Gorenstein's study was flawed by 

numerous methodological difficulties and that his 

conclusions were based on the performance of a population of 

psychiatric outpatients as opposed to psychopathic 

individuals. It appears that further study is warranted in 

this area in order to clarify this dispute. 
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Criminal Thinking Model 

The final theory of psychopathy to be considered is that 

proposed by Yochelson and Samenow in their book The Criminal 

Personality (1976). This book, the culmination of 14 years 

of study, described the patterns of thought and behavior 

characteristic of numerous offenders that the authors 

observed. This 14-year research, however, is considered a 

phenomenological study and not an empirical one, and was 

based primarily on the authors' interviews and observations 

of 247 subjects and their families. These subjects 

consisted primarily of adult male offenders who were 

incarcerated at St. Elizabeths Hospital in Washington, D.C. 

They had been hospitalized after being found "not guilty by 

reason of insanity," however, the authors evaluated their 

mental state prior to inclusion in the study. The authors 

also included a number of individuals under evaluation to 

determine their mental condition at the time of their crime, 

who were on probation or parole at the time of evaluation. 

A small number of children and adolescents were also 

evaluated. The subjects came from "a wide range of 

backgrounds, with respect to socioeconomic status, religious 

preference, and domestic stability" (p. 4). They were of 

average intelligence, the majority were black, and had 

committed a wide variety of crimes. Each subject's mental 

status was evaluated by a separate examiner in order to 

avoid the inclusion of obviously unstable individuals in the 
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study. An exhaustive history was then taken on each of the 

247 participants, which included a study of each 

individual's family, school history, work history, social 

patterns, marital, religious, and criminal offense history. 

Each subject was then given five sessions of therapy a week 

for 20 weeks as a reward for their participation. 

After extensive interviews and observation, the authors 

listed 32 thinking errors that were consistently observed in 

their criminal sample. Sixteen of these consisted of 

"criminal thinking patterns" and the other 16 consisted of 

"automatic errors of thinking." The 16 "criminal thinking 

patterns" included the following: energy, fear, zero state, 

anger, pride, power thrust, sentimentality, religion, 

concrete thinking, fragmentation, uniqueness, perfectionism, 

suggestibility, the loner, sexuality, and lying. The 16 

"automatic thinking errors" consisted of: "the closed 

channel," the "I can't" stance, the victim stance, a lack of 

time perspective, failure to put oneself in another's 

position, failure to consider injury to others, failure to 

assume obligations, failure to assume responsible 

initiatives, ownership, a fear of fear, a lack of trust, a 

refusal to be dependent, a lack of interest in responsible 

performance, pretentiousness, failure to make an effort or 

endure adversity, and poor decision-making for responsible 

living. 
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Although the authors described this as a criminal 

thinking model, the 32 patterns described actually reflect 

personality characteristics and behaviors more than they 

describe errors in thought. Diaz (1983), in a study 

involving the criminal thinking model, condensed these 32 

thinking errors down to ten errors of thought which she 

considered most representative. These ten errors consist 

of: (a) dichotomous thinking, (b) transparency - the belief 

that others recognize one's worthlessness, (c) permanence -

the idea that change is not possible, (d) possibility is 

fact - wishing for something guarantees its possession, (e) 

good behaviors prove one's worthwhileness, (f) deficits in 

recognizing behavior patterns, (g) deficits in object 

identification, (h) lack of object constancy, (i) belief 

that one can control others without being controlled, and 

(j) belief that he is not a criminal. 

Although empirical support for Yochelson and Samenow's 

concepts has not been obtained, the one study that attempted 

to confirm the theoretical constructs of this model yielded 

inconclusive results (Diaz, 1983). In this study, a group 

of 59 criminals was compared to 60 non-criminals on a number 

of cognitive and personality measures. In addition, two 

instruments were included which were designed to test the 

criminal thinking model: the Semantic Criminal Thinking 

Index and the Draw-A-Circle Test. The Semantic Criminal 

Thinking Test consisted of 20 words that each subject was 



26 

asked to define. These 20 words were chosen from a list of 

40 words which Yochelson and Samenow (1976) identified as 

having different definitions for criminals and 

non-criminals. In addition, the Draw-A-Circle Test 

consisted of eight cardboard circles varying in size from 

one to eight inches in diameter which were given to the 

subjects in an envelope with instructions for the subject to 

choose one circle which best represented his place in the 

world. It was hypothesized that the criminal subjects would 

choose larger circles than the control subjects. The 

results indicated that these two instruments did not 

significantly differentiate between criminal and 

non-criminal subjects. However, the author concluded that 

clear evidence disproving the criminal thinking model could 

not be inferred since numerous design flaws were noted with 

the experimental tests utilized. The study also concluded 

that nine of the tests utilized did significantly 

discriminate criminals from non-criminals and were 

supportive of the criminal thinking model. These tests 

were: the Pd, L, and F scales of the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory (MMPI); the Ammons Quick Test; 

Depression, Psychoticism, Extraversion, and Independence 

Scales of the Clinical Analysis Questionnaire (CAQ); and the 

total maladjustment score on the Rotter Incomplete Sentences 

Test. These results seem to indicate that further research 

will be necessary in order for definitive conclusions to be 
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reached regarding the validity of the criminal thinking 

model. In addition, these results indicate the difficulty 

encountered in obtaining valid psychological test results 

with a criminal population. 

Psychological Testing of Psychopaths 

Numerous psychological tests have been utilized in an 

attempt to consistently differentiate criminal from 

non-criminal groups and to differentiate between various 

subgroups within a criminal population. However, a 

significant limitation of objective personality tests is 

their vulnerability to distortion by test subjects (Audubon 

& Kirwin, 1982). Objective questionnaires can be affected 

by such factors as response set, social desirability, or the 

tendency to "fake good" or "bad." These issues become 

especially important when dealing with a forensic population 

who may have a critical stake in affecting the outcome of 

psychological tests. In fact, Laufer, Johnson, and Hogan 

(1981), in a review of the current literature on testing 

with criminals, stated that "persons representing major 

criminal offense categories can be only weakly distinguished 

from one another by using standard scales of the best 

conventional inventories." In general he questioned the 

utility of using any of these inventories with a criminal 

population. Perkins and Reeves (1975) reiterated this 

concept and stated that "the literature does not support 

definite conclusions about personality inventory score 
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differences between criminal types. Those studies that have 

found statistically significant results have accounted for 

relatively small amounts of the variance in offense type." 

One particular psychometric instrument that has been 

utilized more than any other with forensic populations is 

the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (Holcomb, 

Ponder, Adams & Anderson, 1984). In a recent review of the 

relevant forensic literature utilizing the MMPI, Gearing 

(1979) lists 73 studies between the years 1952 and 1978 that 

utilized this instrument. 

Early research on the MMPI indicated that a 

preponderance of Scale 4 (psychopathic deviation scale) 

elevations were observed in prison populations (Dahlstrom, 

Welsch, & Dahlstrom, 1972, p. 269). Scale 4 elevations were 

also noted in the records of delinquent boys (Hathaway & 

Monachesi, 1957) along with frequent Scale 9 (hypomania) 

elevations (Dahlstrom et al., 1972, p. 270). In addition, 

Scale 4 has been found to identify one-half or more of those 

clients diagnosed with psychopathic personality (Greene, 

1980, p. 86). In factor analytic studies, four subscales 

within Scale 4 have been identified: family discord, 

authority conflict, social imperturbability, and alienation 

(Green, 1980, p. 86). Scale 4 elevations have also been 

demonstrated as the prominent scale elevations in samples of 

alcoholics, delinquent subgroups, disciplinary and sexual 
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offenders within a prison system and various drug abuse 

groups (Dahlstrom et al., 1972, p. 270). 

The majority of MMPI studies with forensic populations 

involved attempts at quantifying individual differences 

between types or groups of offenders. The researchers who 

have probably done the most extensive work in this area are 

Megargee and Bohn (1979), who have published an involved 

classification system for offenders based on MMPI data. 

Their research is the result of six years of study in which 

the aim was to develop a comprehensive classification system 

for criminal behavior. As a result, they developed ten MMPI 

profile configurations in a population of young male federal 

offenders. Each profile type was developed with rules for 

inclusion in each of the ten classifications, model 

descriptions of significant characteristics drawn from 

several assessment sources and case history data, and 

hypotheses concerning relevant modes of management and 

treatment. Megargee reported that with this system (which 

was computer assisted), 96% of his original sample of 1,214 

offenders were successfully classified. 

In addition to the comprehensive classification system, 

Megargee (1966) also has proposed a system whereby criminals 

can be differentiated into two main classes: those 

considered assaultive (over-controlled aggressive), and 

non-assaultive (under-controlled aggressive) personalities. 

Megargee developed the 31 item O-H scale from the items on 
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the MMPI and reported that the best cutting score identified 

85.7% of the extremely assaultive type. Deiker (1974), in a 

follow-up study of the O-H scale, utilized this instrument 

along with 20 other experimental aggression scales on the 

MMPI data from four experimental groups: homicidals, 

physical battery, verbally threatening, and control groups. 

Significant differences in the predicted direction were 

found on only four scales: O-H scale, Ego Overcontrol 

scale, Direction of Hostility scale, and Denial scale. 

Another MMPI study that has attempted to discover a 

profile configuration associated with hostile-aggressive 

criminals was conducted by Davis and Sines (1971). They 

concluded that a 4-3 (profile peak on Pd and Hy scales) 

profile is consistently associated with hostile-aggressive 

outbursts in usually guiet men. They speculated that. 4-3 

profile types have a constitutional predisposition towards 

this behavior pattern as they appear to be controlled by a 

cyclical internal mechanism that periodically causes acute 

emotional and behavioral disturbances. Persons and Marks 

(1971) replicated these results noting a significantly 

higher incidence of violent crimes by 4-3 typed criminals 

when compared to three of the other most common MMPI code 

types in prison. 

Several studies have reported results conflicting with 

those reported previously. For example, Panton (1959) found 

that non-assaultive offenders scored higher on Pd and Hy 
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(4-3) and lower on Sc and Ma (8-9) than the total sample of 

offenders, while assaultive offenders scored higher on Pd 

and Sc (4-8). Gynther, Altman, and Warbin (1973) compared 

4-3/3-4 patients from state hospitals with samples of four 

other code types and did not find support for the 4-3 

assaultive code type. In addition, McCreary (1976) examined 

the records of 450 criminals and found that the only 

significant difference between assaultive and non-assaultive 

offenders was on the Ma (9) scale. Further, the 4-3/3-4 

codes had the smallest percentage of assaultive offenders 

while the 4-8/8-4 had the largest. Lothstein and Jones 

(1978) also failed to verify a violent 4-3 profile code in a 

sample of 61 male adolescent prisoners. 

Although conclusive evidence for the existence of a 

separate assaultive code type has not been established, the 

studies cited further demonstrate a consistent trend towards 

high 4 (Pd) profiles in assaultive and non-assaultive 

criminal groups. Several studies have supported a high 

Scale 4 (Pd) code in a variety of forensic populations. In 

a study by Panton (1958), a total of 1,313 offenders were 

examined using the MMPI. The sample consisted of 233 "white 

collar", 157 aggrevated assault, 219 robbery-burglary, 568 

property theft, 73 sexual, and 63 aggrevated sex offenders. 

The results indicated a high 4 (Pd) profile was most 

representative of all groups with no other consistent 

profiles emerging. Quinsey, Arnold and Pruesse (1980) also 
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examined a sample of 150 offenders divided equally into six 

groups, using the MMPI and found a fairly consistent 4-8-2 

(Pd, Sc, D) profile across groups. 

Another area in which the MMPI has been extensively 

utilized is in attempting to differentiate subgroups of sex 

offenders. Anderson, Kunce, and Rich (1979) utilized MMPI 

data from 92 individuals convicted of a variety of sex 

offenses (rape, child molestation, incest) in an attempt to 

differentiate personality subtypes. He was able to 

successfully classify 88 of the 92 individuals into one of 

three groups: the 4-9 (Pd, Ma) group, the 2-4 (D, Pd) 

group, and the F-8 (F, Sc) group. The author concluded that 

although he was able to classify 96% of the sex offenders 

into one of the three groups, that any attempts at finding 

specific profiles representative of certain crimes would be 

unlikely to succeed, since sex crimes were not the only 

crimes committed by each of the subjects. Armentrout and 

Hauer (1978) reviewed the MMPI protocols of 51 male sex 

offenders of which 13 were rapists of adults, 21 rapists of 

children, and 17 were other sex offenders. They found that 

the various groups of offenders could be clearly 

differentiated by MMPI profiles with the rapists of adults 

producing an elevated 8-4 (Sc, Pd) profile, the rapists of 

children a 4-8 (Pd, Sc) profile, and the other sex offenders 

a high 4 (Pd) profile. The authors concluded that there was 

marked heterogeneity among all three groups with regard to 
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their code types. Several other studies have found similar 

results. For example, Swenson and Grimes (1958) examined a 

heterogeneous group of 45 sex offenders and found the 

primary MMPI code to be a high 4 (Pd) code. Rader (1977) 

examined a total of 36 exposers, 47 rapists, and 46 

assaulters. He found that the primary MMPI codes for the 

various groups were a 4-8-7 (Pd, Sc, Pt) code for the 

exposers, a 4-8 (Pd, Sc) code for the rapists, and a high 4 

(Pd) code for the assaulters. In general, the author 

concluded that these findings were similar to the results 

reported by Panton (1958) in which the most common high 

point of all the profile codes was 4 (Pd). Moncrieff and 

Pearson (1979) found elevated Pd and Sc scores in a group of 

sexually assaultive offenders and Forgac and Michaels (1982) 

also found 4-8 (Pd, Sc) profiles to be most predominant in a 

sample of criminal exhibitionists. However, Langevin, 

Paitich, Freeman, Maun and Hardy (1978) found that a sample 

of exhibitionists did not deviate significantly from normal 

controls on any of the MMPI scales. 

In addition to comparisons between groups of sex 

offenders, other groups of criminals have been examined in 

an attempt to demonstrate consistent MMPI profile 

characteristics. For example, Kurlychek and Jordan (1980) 

attempted to differentiate between "responsible" and 

"non-responsible" criminal defendants. Their results 

indicated that no significant differences were found between 
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means on the individual MMPI scales. Langevin et al. (1978) 

attempted to differentiate between homicidal and 

non-homicidal offenders with a variety of instruments 

including the MMPI, however, consistent profile types that 

differentiated the two groups were not identified. 

Several studies have also attempted to identify MMPI 

profiles representative of drug addicts of various types. 

Gendreau and Gendreau (1970) attempted to differentiate a 

group of heroin addicts from non-addicts but were unable to 

find any significant differences using the MMPI. Panton and 

Behre (1973) also found no significant difference using the 

MMPI when comparing drug addicts and drug abusers without 

addictions. In another study, Cavior, Kurtzberg and Lipton 

(1967) generated a heroin (He) experimental scale from the 

MMPI and correctly classified 75% of an overall adult sample 

of heroin addicts and 67% of an adolescent sample. 

Numerous other studies have been conducted using the 

MMPI with a variety of criminal populations. However, other 

than consistently high Scale 4 (Pd) scores across all 

criminal groups, few reliable personality differences among 

offense categories have been demonstrated using this scale. 

One explanation for the inconsistency of these findings is 

that the standard scales of the major psychological 

inventories such as the MMPI were designed for specific 

measurement tasks and may not be suitable for detecting any 

differences between criminal groups (Laufer et al., 1981). 
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Another possibility is that the theory proposed by Yochelson 

and Samenow (1976), that all criminals can be equated by 

their use of criminal thought process, is actually correct 

and that any differences detected are actually artifactual. 

In addition, Gearing (1979) cited numerous methodological 

shortcomings of the current research with the MMPI including 

variability in the timing of administration, differences in 

the security grade of the penal institution, inconsistent 

subject selection procedures, uncontrolled sources of 

variance, partial matching of subjects, invalid test 

administration, and inappropriate profile interpretations. 

Another area of psychometric investigation with criminal 

populations involves the cognitive abilities of this group. 

In an early study comparing the cognitive abilities of 

murderers and burglars, Kahn (1959) found murderers to be 

deficient in abstract reasoning abilities as evidenced by 

lower scores on the block design and similarities subtests 

of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS). The 

authors concluded that these findings were supportive of the 

hypothesis that murderers demonstrate greater cognitive 

rigidity than other criminal groups. In another study 

investigating the relationship between cognitive variables 

and violent behavior, Kunce, Ryan and Eckelman (1976) found 

a significant relationship between violent behavior and low 

scores on the similarities subtest of the WAIS. They 

concluded that these findings could be interpreted as 
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evidence of violent individuals' predisposition for solving 

problems or reacting to stress in tangible or concrete 

ways. They also reasoned that these poor faculties in 

abstract capabilities may represent an inability on the part 

of the ideational processes to act as a buffer against 

impulsive action. 

More recent studies have investigated the possibility of 

a link between frontal lobe functioning and criminal 

activities. Gorenstein (1980) proposed a relationship 

between antisocial behaviors in criminals and deficiencies 

in frontal lobe functions such as cognitive flexibility, 

perseverance, and self-awareness in patients sustaining 

frontal lobe injuries. To test this hypothesis, the author 

administered a battery of neuropsychological instruments 

sensitive to frontal lobe functions such as the Wisconsin 

Card Sorting Test, the Stroop Color-Word Interference Test, 

a sequential matching memory task, selected anagrams, and 

the Necker Cube. These tests were administered to a sample 

of 43 male patients at two public hospitals who had been 

previously diagnosed as Antisocial Personality Disorder, and 

to a sample of 18 male college students who served as the 

control group. The results were strongly supportive of the 

hypothesis that psychopaths have specific deficits in 

cognitive processes associated with deficient frontal lobe 

functioning on all of the neuropsychological measures. 

However, these results were not replicated in a follow-up 
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study by Hare (1984). Hare cited numerous methodological 

shortcomings in the original Gorenstein study and concluded 

that the positive results found in the earlier study may 

have been related to heavy drug and alcohol abuse in the 

experimental subjects, which potentially influenced their 

performance on neuropsychological measures. In summary, 

further research into the question of frontal lobe deficits 

in criminals will be necessary in order to clarify this 

hypothesis. 

Pilot Research 

After reviewing the current literature concerning 

assessment and diagnosis of criminal individuals, it was 

recognized that few conclusive determinations have been made 

with regard to the assessment and the diagnosis of this 

population. It was also noted that a paucity of research 

exits regarding the validity of the criminal thinking model 

of Yochelson and Samenow (1976). A pilot study was 

initiated to investigate the criminal thinking model, and 

the question of cognitive inflexibility in criminal 

populations. The experimental subjects consisted of 25 

males who were previously diagnosed as Antisocial 

Personality Disorder and were on probation at the time of 

testing for a variety of offenses including burglary, 

assault, and sexual related crimes. In addition, 25 members 

of a fundamentalist Christian church were tested and served 

as the control group. The experimental group ranged in age 
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from 19 to 65 years (x » 34) and the control group from 21 

to 78 years (x = 38.3). Each subject voluntarily 

participated in the study and was assured of the anonymity 

of their results. The experimental subjects were also 

informed that the test results would have no bearing on 

their cases. 

The test instrument consisted of seven incomplete 

cartoon stories with four possible endings which the 

subjects were required to choose between. Each of the 

incomplete stories depicted situations based on the criminal 

thinking model of Yochelson and Samenow (1976) and the 

summary cognitive errors described by Diaz (1983). Stories 

one and seven dealt with situations based on the cognitive 

error described as dichotomous thinking. Stories two and 

three dealt with deficits in object identification. rStory 

four dealt with the thinking error of transparency, and five 

dealt with the belief that one can control others without 

being controlled. Finally, story six dealt with the 

cognitive error that good behaviors prove the criminal's 

worthiness. Each story was presented with four possible 

outcomes, two of which represented possible criminal 

outcomes and two were non-criminal outcomes. The seven 

incomplete stories were presented to all the subjects in the 

experimental and control groups by the author and two 

trained assistants through a set of standard instructions 

which were read to each subject (see Appendix D). 
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After the subject chose one of the possible endings, he 

was instructed to give his version of what happened in the 

story. After telling this version he was asked to tell an 

additional story utilizing the same ending but with a 

different theme. These same instructions were given until 

the subject reported that he had exhausted all possible 

variations. 

The data representing the choices of endings picked by 

the subjects were analyzed utilizing a 2x4 Chi Square Test 

of independence as described in Jaccard (1983). In 

addition, the number of stories delivered by the 

experimental and control groups were compared for each of 

the seven cards, and for the groups as a whole. Independent 

group t tests were utilized for these purposes. 

The results for the story ending choices are presented 

in Table 1. 

As indicated in Table 1, only the card choices on card 5 

were significant at the .05 level. Cramer's statistic 

(Jaccard, 1983) was utilized in order to determine the 

strength of this relationship which yielded a value of 

0.413. The nature of the relationship was such that the 

control subjects were more likely to choose a non-criminal 

ending to the incomplete story on card 5 than were the 

criminal subjects. 

The results of independent groups t tests for the number 
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responses delivered for each of the incomplete stories are 

presented in Table 2. 

Table 1 

Chi Square Analysis of Story Endings 

Criminal vs. Non-Criminals 

Card Number n DF Chi Square 

1 50 3 4.37 

2 50 3 0.00 

3 50 3 1.02 

4 50 3 0.00 

5 50 3 8.51* 

6 50 3 3.90 

7 50 3 5.96 

*£<.05 

The results indicate a significant difference between 

the criminals and non-criminals on all seven cards and a 

significant overall difference between groups at the 0.001 

level. Eta2 (Jaccard, 1983) statistics were calculated to 

assess the strength of the relationship between the 

dependent and independent variables. The results are 

presented in Table 3. 
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Table 2 

T Analysis of Number of Stories for Pilot Study 

Condition L3 Control x Experimental x t Score 

Card 1 1.36 3 .20 7.54* 

Card 2 1.52 3.76 7.04* 

Card 3 1.28 2 .96 6.13* 

Card 4 1.32 3 .32 7.16* 

Card 5 1.52 3 .24 6.93* 

Card 6 1.28 3 .44 6.36* 

Card 7 1.52 3 .40 6.17* 

Overall" 1.40 3 .33 17.27* 

aDegrees of Freedom, Cards 1-7 = 48. "Degrees of 

Freedom, Overall = 348 

*£<.001 

Table 3 

Eta2 Analysis of T Values for Pilot Study 

Card Number 

Analysis 1 2 2 4 5 6 7 Overall 

T Score 7.54 7.04 6.13 7.16 6.93 6.36 6.17 17.27 

Eta2 0.54 0.51 0.44 0.52 0.50 0.46 0.44 0.46 
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The results reported in Table 3 demonstrate a strong 

relationship between the criminality of the subjects and the 

number of stories reported. These results seem to indicate 

that as a group, the criminals tend to be more cognitively 

inflexible than non-criminals. These results appear 

consistent with the findings of Kahn (1959) and Kunce et al. 

(1976) who reported a relationship between criminal 

behaviors (violence) and poor abstract reasoning 

capabilities. These findings also appear consistent with 

the criminal thinking model of Yochelson and Samenow (1976) 

who characterized criminal individuals as "concrete 

thinkers." This lack of abstract reasoning abilities may, 

in part, explain the criminal's failure to profit from 

experience, as the criminal may have rather rigid concepts 

regarding the world around him and may discount any new 

ideas or variations in these concepts. 

The significant findings on story 5 supported the 

hypothesis that the cognitive errors proposed by Yochelson 

and Samenow (1976) are more likely to occur in criminal 

subjects than in non-criminal subjects. The illustration on 

card 5 depicts a story involving the concept of control of 

others, and in particular, it depicts a man requesting 

sexual intercourse from a woman when she reports no desire 

for sex. The four choices offered are (a) the man and woman 

watching T.V. (no sex), (b) the man becoming angry and 
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stating "shit, not again," (c) the man and woman in bed 

after completing sexual intercourse, and (d) the woman with 

a black eye. The results indicated that the criminals most 

frequently chose option (c), and that the non-criminals most 

frequently chose option (a). These results were viewed as 

evidence of the criminals' belief that one can control 

others without in turn being controlled. 

The negative findings on six of the seven stories in 

Part A of the test may have been the result of several 

factors, including possible misdiagnosis of some of the 

experimental subjects and education level bias between the 

two groups (x years education control gr. = 16.6, x for 

experimental = 11.5). Also, the level of intelligence of 

the subjects was not controlled for, and may have been 

partially responsible for the difference in abstract r 

reasoning skills between the two groups. 

In addition to the control and experimental groups, a 

sample of black experimental subjects was assessed to 

determine whether the instrument could be utilized with 

other racial groups. The test was administered to 25 black 

individuals also diagnosed as Antisocial Personality 

Disorder. The subjects also were randomly chosen from the 

identical forensic facility as the white subjects and all 

aspects of administration were identical to those utilized 

with the white subjects. The results obtained were then 

compared to those obtained with the experimental white 
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subjects by a Chi Square Test of Independence to determine 

whether a pooling of the experimental results was possible. 

The results of these comparisons are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Pooled Data Anlysis for Pilot Study-

Card Number 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Chi Square3 14.64** 7.54 3.68 5.08 4.16 10.42* 7.16* 

aDegrees of Freedom for all conditions = 3 

*2<.05. **£<.01 

These results indicate that on cards 1, 6, and 7 

significant differences exist between the responses of the 

black and white subjects. These differences seem to be more 

representative of divergencies in the use of criminal 

thinking (the blacks seem to choose criminal card choices 

more often than white), and cultural factors, rather than 

educational factors (white and black experimental subjects 

both had a level of education of 11.5 years). These results 

indicating a difference in responses according to race are 

consistent with findings indicating racial differences on 

the Pd scale of the MMPI as reported by numerous authors 



45 

(Gynther, 1972; Gynther, Altman & Warbin, 1973; Holland, 

1979). 

In summary, these results indicate that the control of 

factors such as race, educational level, intelligence, and 

diagnostic criteria for experimental subject selection would 

be helpful in order to properly determine the ability of 

this instrument to assess the criminal thinking model. In 

addition, the differences in responses noted between black 

and white subjects indicate that the two groups cannot be 

equated on this measure and would require separate control 

groups for comparison. 

Taking these recommendations into account, the present 

study tested the criminal thinking model of Yochelson and 

Samenow on forensic and non-forensic subjects. In addition, 

two further areas were investigated: the concurrent 

validity of the Test of Criminal Cognitions (TCC), and the 

flexibility of social concepts between forensic and 

non-forensic subjects, as tested with the instrument Social 

Semantics Test (SST). Reliability of the TCC and SST test 

instruments were assessed through the use of inter-item 

reliability since the subjects were unavailable for more 

than one test administration. To assess reliability, 

Coefficient Alpha (Cronback, 1951) were calculated for Parts 

A and B of the TCC and the SST. The criminal thinking model 

was to be supported if the following three hypotheses were 

substantiated. First, an experimental group of forensic 
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subjects will score significantly higher than a control 

group of non-forensic clients on the Pd scale of the 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), the Pp 

scale of the Clinical Analysis Questionnaire (CAQ), Parts 1 

and 2 of the TCC, and on each of the subscales of the SST. 

Second, Part 1 and Part 2 of the TCC will be highly 

positively correlated with the Pd scale of the MMPI and the 

Pp scale of the CAQ. And third, the subject's scores on the 

SSST will be highly correlated with Part 2 of the TCC. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects in the present study consisted of two 

groups of 25 subjects differentiated on the basis of group 

membership (criminal vs. non-criminal). All subjects were 

caucasian males between the ages of 18 and 55 years 

(inclusive) and of normal intelligence (95 I.Q. or >) as 

measured by the Ammons Quick Test. This I.Q. cutoff was 

utilized in order to determine that any differences in 

cognitive flexibility between the criminal and non-criminal 

groups may be attributable to the independent variable 

"criminality" and is not the result of a confounding 

variable such as low intelligence. 

Criteria for inclusion of subjects in the criminal 

category was that they have committed a minimum of one crime 

for which they have been convicted. Although subjects were 

included who have committed many more than one crime, it was 

not necessarily essential to the study that the number of 

crimes committed be controlled. This assumption is based on 

the work of Yochelson and Samenow (1976) in which they 

concluded that any individual who has been convicted of one 

offense has likely committed many other offenses for which 

they have not been arrested. Therefore, it is assumed that 
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individuals may be the basis of this variable, criminality. 

The types of offenses were not considered, as all 

individuals who have committed an arrestable offense are 

equatable on the basis of their thought content, namely the 

use of criminal thinking patterns. All the male criminals 

came from two sources: clients referred by Dallas County 

Adult Probation to a county forensic treatment facility, and 

individuals referred for evaluation by the medical unit of a 

county jail in a major metropolitan area. All criminal 

subjects were evaluated previously by an independent 

diagnostician and had a DSM III Axis II diagnosis of 

Antisocial Personality Disorder. Individuals who were 

assessed to be currently suffering from any other mental or 

emotional disorder, or who were currently receiving any 

psychoactive medication, were excluded from the study. 

Non-criminal subjects were chosen from fundamentalist 

church congregations in the Dallas area and attended no more 

than 16 years of school. In addition, any subjects who had 

been convicted of a criminal offense were excluded from the 

study. 

Instruments 

The test battery consisted of the following 

psychological instruments: Ammons Quick Test - Form I; a 

personal data sheet with demographic items (Appendix A); 

scales Pd, L, F, and K from the MMPI; Pp scale items from 

the CAQ; the TCC Parts 1 & 2 (Appendix D); and the SST (see 
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Appendix E). A total of five instruments were presented to 

each subject. 

The Amnions Quick Test (Ammons QT), published by-

Psychological Test Specialists, was developed to assess an 

individual's vocabulary knowledge, and thus provides a 

general measure of verbal intelligence. Overall verbal 

intelligence scores obtained with the Ammons have been found 

to be highly correlated with the intelligence scores 

obtained with the WAIS (Husband & De Cato, 1982). The scale 

was chosen to provide a brief assessment of each subject's 

intelligence in order to screen for individuals who might 

score below average on the WAIS. 

The three standard validity scales (L, F, K) and one 

clinical scale (Pd or 4) from the MMPI were administered to 

all subjects. The full MMPI consists of three validity 

scales and ten clinical scales which are frequently used for 

the assessment of psychopathology in many clinical 

settings. Scale 4 was included in the present study because 

it has been shown to discriminate between criminals and 

non-criminals within the current research literature. The 

validity scales were included in order to screen for 

excessive defensiveness or response bias in the subject pool. 

The Pp scale from the CAQ, published by the Institute 

for Personality and Ability Testing, was also included in 

the present study. This scale consists of 12 questions 

which were originally factored from the questions on the Pd 
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scale of the MMPI and were included in the study as a 

further method for discriminating between criminals and 

non-criminals. 

The TCC is a newly formulated test which is based on the 

criminal thinking model of Yochelson and Samenow. Part 1 of 

the test consists of four incomplete stories with four 

possible endings for each of the incomplete stories. The 

subject is asked to choose one ending from the four choices, 

with that choice representing how they would like the story 

to end. Part 2 consists of four pictures depicting a 

situation from which the subject is to create a story. 

After giving their version of what occurred in the story, 

they are asked to give other alternate versions of the 

story. The subtest consists of a total of three separate 

sets of four pictures depicting a story. The pilot research 

on this instrument indicates that the criminal subjects tend 

to choose more criminally related endings to the stories and 

gave significantly less alternate versions of the stories on 

Part 2 than the non-criminal subjects. 

Lastly, a newly formulated test called the Social 

Semantics Test was included in the battery. The test 

consists of seven dichotomous terms, such as 

valuable-worthless, cruel-kind, with each pair representing 

a continuum which the subject uses to define a total of 

eight terms. The terms chosen to be defined include mother, 

father, wife/girlfriend, myself, boss/supervisor, police 
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officer, judge, and criminals. The instructions require the 

subject to define each of these terms according to the 

subject's personal standards. It was anticipated that the 

criminal subjects would demonstrate a pattern of 

inflexibility in defining the terms when compared to the 

non-criminals. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURE 

Each of the subjects was first given an explanation of 

the purpose of the study (Appendix F) along with a brief 

description of the test procedure. The subject was then 

informed that if they requested it, feedback on test results 

could be supplied after the study is completed. Each 

subject was then informed that confidentiality would be 

assured through the use of code numbers. The subject was 

then asked to sign an informed consent form (Appendix G) and 

to fill out a personal data sheet (Appendix A). 

The experimenter or his assistant administered the 

following tests in this order: Ammons QT and the TCC. The 

Ammons QT was administered as outlined in the standard 

instructions of the test. The TCC was administered 

according to the standard instructions presented in Appendix 

H. 

The remainder of the test battery (four LFK scales, Pd 

scale of CAQ, and the SST) was self-administered to each 

subject. The experimenter and/or his assistant remained in 

the room with each subject in order to answer any questions 

the subject may have, keep the subject on task, and check 

that no items are inadvertently omitted. After completing 

the tests, each subject was informed of a phone number they 
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could call in approximately two weeks if they desired 

feedback on their test results. The feedback given to the 

subjects was based on the results of the Ammons QT and the 

SST. 

The data was analyzed by a variety of statistics 

dependent upon the portion of the test battery considered. 

The overall IQ and percentile data from the Ammons QT for 

each of the groups was analyzed using independent groups t 

tests. The Pd scale data from the MMPI and the CAQ was 

analyzed using independent groups t tests to assess the 

relationship between the experimental and control groups. 

In addition, Pearson Product-Moment Correlations were 

calculated between the Pd scores from the MMPI and the CAQ 

Pp scale. The scores were also compared to a score 

calculated from the subject's responses on the TCC (Part 1 

and Part 2). 

The data for control subjects and experimental subject 

on Part 1 of the TCC was analyzed using a Chi Square Test of 

Independence for each of the four separate stories. The 

ending choices given by each of the subjects were then 

assigned a numerical value from 1 to 4 depending upon the 

assessed criminality of the choice, with 1 representing the 

least criminal and 4 the most. These results were then 

compared to those found with the Pd scales from the MMPI and 

CAQ using a Pearson Product-Moment correlational procedure. 
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The number of stories given by each of the subjects on 

Part 2 of the TCC served as the dependent measure and an 

independent groups t tests was calculated for each of the 

three separate sets of stories as well as for the number of 

stories given by each subject. Pearson Product-Moment 

correlations were also calculated between the number of 

stories given and the overall scores obtained by the groups 

on each of the dichotomous items on the SST. 

And finally, the control subjects' scores and the 

experimental subjects' scores on each of the dichotomous 

items on the SST were compared using independent groups _t 

tests. Pearson Product-Moment correlations were calculated 

between the SST scores and the scores on Part 2 of the TCC 

as described in the preceding paragraph. In addition, a 

role and construct differentiation score was calculated on 

all possible combinations of the subjects' SST scores. The 

scores were obtained by first generating a grid with the 

various role definitions on one axis (for example, mother, 

boss and father) and the dichotomous construct pairs on the 

other. A score was then obtained by comparing each rating 

in a row of the grid with other ratings in the same row. In 

comparing ratings within a row, a score of +1 was given for 

every exact agreement of the ratings for any one 

relationship role. This procedure was carried out for all 

possible comparisons of the rows, and the raw scores were to 

yield a total differentiation score. The same procedure was 
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followed for the dichotomous constructs. The 

differentiation scores were then analyzed using independent 

group t tests. In addition, Pearson-Product Moment 

correlations were calculated between the resultant role and 

construct scores and Part 2 of the TCC. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Subjects 

The 50 subjects included in the study were compared 

according to demographic data including age, marital status, 

the size of their family of origin, and educational level. 

The mean values for these variables are summarized in Table 

5. 

Table 5 

Demographic Means 

Variable Age 

Demographic 

MSa Education" Family Size 

Criminal 35.2 2.0 

Non-Criminal 33.6 1.8 

5.9 

4.0 

5.3 

5.1 

aMarital Status Coded: 1 = Single, 2 = Married, 3 = 

Divorced, 4 = widowed. "Educational Level Coded: 1 = 1-6 

years, 2 = 7-9 years, 3 = 10-12 years, 4 = GED, 5 = 0-2 

years college, 6 =3-4 years college, 7 = graduate degree. 

Table 6 lists mean values for 12 items from the Personal 

Data Sheet related to criminal behaviors of all subjects. 

These variables were chosen due to their high relationship 
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with criminality as suggested in the model of criminality as 

proposed by Yochelson and Samenow (1976). The table shows 

that the majority of subjects report few school 

difficulties, repeated grades, social difficulties, 

teacher/principal difficulties, or juvenile detentions. 

However, considerable difference was noted on the other 

variables between the two groups. 

Table 7 lists the analysis of both general demographic 

and criminal demographic data using t test. This analysis 

revealed that one of the general demographic data variables 

was significant at the .01 level or better and that seven of 

the criminal demographic variables were significant at the 

.05 level or better. The variables identified as being 

significantly different between the two groups were 

educational level, number of school suspensions, number of 

arrests, misdemeanor convictions, felony convictions, number 

of times in prison, age of first intercourse, and whether 

the subject ran away from home as a child. These eight 

variables significantly discriminate between criminals and 

non-criminals. 

Reliability 

Inter-item reliability analysis was performed utilizing 

the coefficient of alpha. The reliability values for the 

TCC and SST can be found in Table 8. 

These results suggest rather low reliability between the 

split halves on the TCC Part 1. Fairly high reliability 
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between the split halves was noted on both the TCC Part 2 

and SST. However, on both Parts 1 and 2 of the TCC, the low 

number of test items reduced the accuracy of the reliability-

analysis of these scales. A Test-Retest form of reliability 

would have been preferable but could not be performed with 

this subject pool. 

Test Findings 

The Criminal Thinking Model would be confirmed by 

significant research results related to the following 

hypotheses: (a) the Pd Scale of the MMPI, Pp scale of the 

CAQ, Parts 1 and 2 of the Test of Criminal Cognitions, and 

the subscales of the Social Semantics Test will discriminate 

criminals from non-criminals; (b) Parts 1 and 2 of the Test 

of Criminal Cognitions will be highly positively correlated 

with the Pd scale of the MMPI and the Pp scale of the CAQ; 

and (c) the subjects' scores on the Social Semantics Test 

will be highly positively correlated with Part 2 of the Test 

of Criminal Cognitions. The .05 level was chosen to 

indicate significant findings. T tests, Chi Square Test of 

Independence, and Pearson Product-Moment Correlational 

Analysis were used to analyze the obtained test scores to 

determine significance. A table depicting the mean, 

standard deviation, standard error, degrees of freedom and t 

values for the MMPI scales, the CAQ Pp scale, the Amraons QT, 

and the TCC, Part 2, is found in Table 9 (Appendix E). A 
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Table 6 

Criminal Demographic Mean Variables 

Demographic Non-

Variable 

•Criminal Criminal 

Truancy 0.44 2 .84 

Repeated school grade 0.12 0.32 

Social difficulties3 0.32 0.24 

Teacher/principal 

difficulties" 0.76 1.92 

Suspensions 0.04 0.60 

Numer of arrests 0.32 4 .24 

Misdemeanor convictions 0.00 1.96 

Felony convictions 0.00 1.20 

Number times in prison 0.00 0.52 

Number juvenile 

detentions 0.00 0.12 

Age first intercourse 22.09 14.83 

Runaway0 
1.92 1.68 

aSocial difficulties defined as conflicts with peers 

during school years. "Teacher/principal difficulties 

defined as conflicts with teachers or principals during 

school years. cRunaway defined as running away from home 

as child and is coded: 1 = yes, 2 = no. 



60 

Table 7 

T Analysis of Demographic Values 

Item T Value3 

Age 0.56 

Marital status 0.95 

Education 7.82*** 

Size of family- 0.57 

Truancy 1.49 

Repeated grade -1.72 

Social difficulties 0.25 

Teacher/principal 

difficulties -1.53 

Suspensions -2.20* 

Number of arrests -6.39*** 

Misdemeanor convictions 4.69*** 

Felony convictions 5.04*** 

Number times in prison 2.49** 

Number juvenile 

detentions 1.81 

Age first intercourse 6.32*** 

Runaway 2.18* 

aDegrees of Freedom = 48 

*£<•05. **£<.01. ***£<.0001 
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Table 8 

Reliability Analysis for TCC and SST 

Alpha 

Test Part 1 Part 2 

TCC, Part 1 -0.079 0.161 

TCC, Part 2 0.761 1.00 

SST 0.514 0.706 

table depicting the mean, standard deviation, standard 

error, degrees of freedom, and t values for the significant 

scales from the social semantics test is found in Table 10 

(Appendix F). A table illustrating the results of the Chi 

Square Test of Independence for Part One of the TCC is found 

in Table 11. 

Research findings partially supported the hypothesis 

that the MMPI Pd scale, the CAQ PP scale, the Test of 

Criminal Cognitions and Social Semantics Test will 

discriminate criminals from non-criminals. Significant 

differences were noted between criminals and non-criminals 

on the Pd scale of the MMPI, on Part 2 of the TCC, and on 10 

of the scales of the SST. However, no difference was found 

between groups on the Pp scale of the CAQ, on Part One of 

the TCC, or on 46 of the 56 subscales of the SST. In 
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the TCC, or on 46 of the 56 subscales of the SST. In groups 

(MMPI Scale 4, Part 2 of the TCC, and the ten significant 

Table 11 

Chi Square Analysis of Part 1 of TCC 

Variable Chi Square' 

TCC Card 1 6.54 (NS) 

TCC Card 2 2.10 (NS) 

TCC Card 3 3.99 (NS) 

TCC Card 4 6.10 (NS) 

aDegrees of Freedom = 3 

addition, the subjects' scores on the MMPI L, F, and K 

scales were not significantly different. Tables 9 and 10 

(Appendix E and F) present these findings; however, only 

those scales from the Social Semantics scale which 

discriminated between groups were presented in Table 10 

(Appendix F). Pearson Product-Moment correlations were then 

performed in order to examine the relationships between the 

factors: age, education level, intellectual level, and the 

variables which were found to discriminate between the 
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scales of the SST). Table 12 presents correlational 

analysis for Age and Education data for these scales. 

Table 12 

Correlation of Age and Education with MMPI Pd, TCC Part 2, 

and SST Scales 

Scale 

Factors 

Age Education 

MMPI Pd -0 .01 -0 .37** 

TCC Card 1 -0 .02 0 .33** 

TCC Card 2 0 .06 0 t 57**** 

TCC Card 3 -0 .06 0, t44*** 

Mother proud/humble -0, .12 0, .21 

Boss wise/foolish 0. .01 0, . 13 

Father proud/humble -0, .07 0, .41** 

Criminal kind/cruel 0, .03 0. .05 

Criminal proud/humble -0. .23* -0. .30** 

Myself proud/humble -0. .32** 0. ,21 

Police strong/weak -0. .15 -0. ,24* 

Police kind/cruel -0. ,27* -0. ,22 

Police honest/dishonest -0. ,26* -0. ,21 

Wife proud/humble -0. .35** 0. 40** 

* = £<.05. ** = £<.01. * * * = £ < . 001. * * * * -= £<.0001. 
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As noted in Table 12, the scales which correlated highly 

with the variable age were the SST scales: "Criminal Proud 

versus Humble," "Myself Proud versus Humble," "Police Kind 

versus Cruel," "Police Honest versus Dishonest," and "Wife 

Proud versus Humble." Several factors also correlated 

highly with the variable education level. These include: 

Scale 4 of the MMPI, all three cards of Part 2 of the TCC, 

and the Social Semantics scale factors "Father Proud versus 

Humble," "Criminal Proud versus Humble," "Police Strong 

versus Weak," and "Wife Proud versus Humble." Pearson 

Product-Moment correlations comparing scores on the Ammons 

QT and the scales which discriminated between groups are 

found in Table 13. 

Significant correlations were found between the Ammons 

QT score and card 2 on Part 2 of the TCC, and between the 

Ammons QT and the SST factors "boss wise versus foolish" and 

"criminal proud versus humble." 

Correlations were performed to examine the relationship 

between the factors found to discriminate between criminals 

and non-criminals and those demographic factors related to 

criminality. Table 14 demonstrates the correlation between 

the Pd scale of the MMPI and those demographic factors. 

Significant correlations were noted in all but two of 

these factors when correlated with the Pd scale of the 

MMPI. Those factors which were not significantly related 
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were the number of times the subject has been in prison and 

whether the subject repeated a grade in school. 

Table 13 

Scales 

Scale Correlation 

MMPI Pd -0, .07 

TCC Card 1 0, .16 

TCC Card 2 0, .28* 

TCC Card 3 0, .11 

Mother proud/humble -0, .07 

Boss wise/foolish 0, .23* 

Father proud/humble -0, .10 

Criminal kind/cruel -0. .01 

Criminal proud/humble -0, .24* 

Myself proud/humble -0. .01 

Police strong/weak -0, .03 

Police kind/cruel -0. .05 

Police honest/dishonest -0. .12 

Wife proud/humble -0. .01 

= £<.05. 
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Pearson Product Moment correlations between cards 1, 2, 

and 3 of Part 2 of the TCC and those demographic 

factorsrelated to criminality were also performed. These 

correlations are listed in Table 16. 

Table 14 

Correlation of MMPI Pd with Demographics 

Demographic Correlation 

Truancy 0.28* 

Repeated school grade 0.07 

Suspensions 0.24* 

Number of arrests 0.45**** 

Misdemeanor convictions 0.31** 

Felony convictions 0.32** 

Number of times in prison 0.20 

Age first intercourse -0.45*** 

Runaway -0.43*** 

* - £<.05. ** = £<.01. *** = £<.001. **** = £<.0001. 

Significant correlations were noted between cards 1, 2, 

and 3 of Part 2 of the TCC and the number of arrests, 

misdemeanor convictions, felony convictions, and whether the 

subject ran away from home as a child. Significant 
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correlations were also observed between cards 2 and 3 of the 

TCC Part 2 and whether the subject was suspended from school 

as a child, and between card 3 of the TCC Part 2 and the age 

of first intercourse. 

Table 15 

Correlation of TCC Part 2 with Demographics 

Demographic 

Variables 

Card 1 Card 2 Card 3 

Truancy 0 .02 -0 . 12 -0 .10 

Repeated school grade 0 .03 -0 .20 -0 .14 

Suspensions -0 .14 -0 .28* -0 .23* 

Number of arrests -0 .30** -0 .48**** -0 . 4 7 * * * * 

Misdeameanor convictions -0 

*
 

CO
 

<N -0 .42*** -0 .34** 

Felony convictions -0 .29* -0 .35** -0 .33** 

Number of times in prison -0 .20 -0 .29 -0 .20 

Age first intercourse 0 . 19 0 .22 0 .30* 

Runaway 0 .27* 0 .24* 0 .28* 

* _ = £< .05. * * £<.01. *** = £<.001. **** - £<.0001 

Pearson Product Moment correlations were also performed 

between those scales of the SST that were found to 

differentiate criminals from non-criminals, and the criminal 
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demographic factors. Those findings are listed in Table 16 

(Appendix G). 

As demonstrated in Table 16, none of the demographic 

factors consistently correlated with all eight of the SST 

factors; however, the demographic factor of a history of a 

misdemeanor conviction showed a significant correlation with 

all but one of the SST scales. Several other demographics 

were correlated with a number of SST scales, most notably 

the subject's age of first intercourse, number of prior 

arrests, a history of felony convictions, and whether the 

subject repeated a grade in school. 

The second hypothesis of a correlation between the TCC 

and the MMPI Pd scale and the CAQ Pp scale was partially 

supported. Table 17 demonstrates the findings of this 

analysis. 

Significant correlations were noted between the Pd scale 

of the MMPI and cards 1, 2, and 3 of Part 2 of the TCC. A 

significant relationship was also observed between the Pp 

scale of the CAQ and cards 1 and 3 on Part 2 of the TCC. 

The relationship between Part 1 of the TCC and the MMPI and 

CAQ scales was found to be nonsignificant as was the 

correlation between Card 2 on Part 2 of the TCC and the CAQ 

Pp scale. 

Research findings partially supported the third 

hypothesis of a correlation between the SST and Part 2 of 

the TCC. These results are presented in Table 18 (Appendix 
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Table 17 

Correlation of TCC Parts 1 and 2 with MMPI Pd and CAQ Pp 

TCC Item 

Scales 

MMPI Pd CAQ Pp 

Part 1 Card 1 -0.22 -0.02 

Part 1 Card 2 -0.14 0.19 

Part 1 Card 3 -0.03 -0.06 

Part 1 Card 4 -0.12 0.03 

Part 2 Card 1 -0.40** 0.38** 

Part 2 Card 2 -0.51**** 0.03 

Part 2 Card 3 0.62**** 0.23* 

* = £<.05. ** = £<.01. *** = £<.001. **** = £<.0001. 

H). Significant correlations were found in 30 out of the 

168 possible correlations. Those dichotomous pairs which 

were correlated with all three cards of the TCC Part 2 were 

"Fathers" (proud versus humble) and "Wives" (proud versus 

humble). In addition, several dichotomous pairs were 

related to two out of three cards. These were "Criminals" 

(proud versus humble), Myself (valuable versus worthless), 

"Wives" (wise versus foolish). 
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Additional analysis were performed with the scores of 

the SST to further investigate the differences in cognitive 

flexibility between the criminal and non-criminal groups and 

to evaluate the overall correlation between the SST and Part 

2 of the TCC. A differentiation score for role and 

construct values was obtained using the method developed by 

Bieri, Atkins, Briar, Leaman, Miller and Tripodi (1966). 

The results of independent group t tests comparing criminals 

and non-criminals on these factors are summarized in Table 

19. 

Table 19 

T Analysis of Role and Construct Scores for Criminals and 

Non-Criminals 

Statistic 

Condition X S.D. S.E. T Score3 

Role Score 

Non-Criminals 31.6 3.90 0.78 -1.72(NS) 

Criminals 33.9 5.50 1.10 

Construct Score 

Non-Criminals 29.1 3.37 0.67 -0.58(NS) 

Criminals 29.7 4.77 0.95 

'Degrees of Freedom » 48 
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These results indicate that no significant difference 

was found between criminals and non-criminals in the 

flexibility of role and construct variables. 

Pearson-Product Moment correlation results between the 

role and construct scores and Part 2 of the TCC are 

summarized in Table 20. 

Table 20 

Correlation of TCC Part 2 with Role and Construct Scores 

Scores 

TCC Part 2 Role Construct 

Card 1 -0.028 -0.075 

Card 2 -0.195 -0.024 

Card 3 -0.134 -0.003 

These results indicate that no 

significant correlations were observed between the role and 

construct scores and Part 2 of the TCC. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Several of the results for the first hypothesis 

supported the criminal thinking model. The significant 

difference between the criminals and non-criminals on the 

psychopathic deviation scale of the MMPI, Part 2 of the TCC, 

and ten scales of the SST all were supportive of a 

difference between the two groups. Those findings not 

supportive of the criminal thinking model were Part 1 of the 

TCC, the Psychopathic Deviation scale of the CAQ, and 46 of 

the 56 subscales of the SST. 

The significant difference between the groups on the Pd 

scale of the MMPI appears to be attributable to the 

differences in criminal behaviors between the two groups. 

Correlations between the MMPI Pd scale and the demographic 

factors related to a history of criminality were found to be 

quite high. Those factors which were significantly related 

were the number of times the subject had been arrested, the 

number of misdemeanor and felony convictions, the number of 

juvenile detentions, the age of first intercourse,and a 

history of school suspensions and truancy. These results 

were not surprising since numerous previous studies have 

found similar results (Dahlstrom et al., 1972; Hathaway & 

Manaches, 1957; Megargee & Bohn, 1979). A significant 
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correlation was noted between the Pd scale of the MMPI and 

the educational level of the subjects; however, this was to 

be expected since the educational levels of the two groups 

was found not to be equivalent. However, it appears 

unlikely that the higher Pd scores noted in the criminal 

group could be attributed to this factor in light of the 

numerous correlations to factors related to criminality. 

Part 2 of the TCC also significantly differentiated 

between the two groups and suggested a difference between 

criminals and non-criminals in terms of cognitive 

flexibility. On all three of the TCC cards the criminal 

group gave significantly fewer variations on the basic story 

presented on the test. Correlational analyses indicated 

significant correlations between Part 2 of the TCC and the 

MMPI Pd scale and the majority of the significant SST 

scales. Significant correlations were also observed between 

the three TCC cards and the criminal demographic variables 

"Number of Times Arrested," "Number of Misdemeanor 

Convictions," "Felony Convictions," and "History of Running 

Away From Home as A Child." Cards 2 and 3 were 

significantly correlated to suspensions from school and card 

3 correlated highly with the age of first intercourse. 

These results suggest a strong relationship between a 

history of criminal behaviors and a lack of cognitive 

flexibility. This supports the criminal thinking model in 

that the model suggests that criminals tend to think in a 
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highly concrete manner, having difficulty utilizing abstract 

or divergent thinking. Yochelson and Samenow (1976) suggest 

that this characteristic may explain the criminal subjects' 

difficulty in learning from past experience and developing a 

different, more adaptive way of behaving. These findings 

also support Gorenstein's (1982) contention that a 

relationship exists between antisocial behaviors and 

deficiencies in frontal lobe functions such as cognitive 

flexibility, perseverance, and self-awareness. In addition, 

these findings appear consistent with those of Kahn (1959) 

and Kunce et al. (1976) who suggested a relationship between 

criminal behaviors and decreased abstract reasoning 

capabilities. However, a significant correlation was noted 

between the subjects' educational level and the number of 

stories given on Part 2 of the TCC. It is possible that the 

difference between the groups could be attributable to the 

development of divergent thinking through academic training, 

since a part of what an individual learns in school is the 

ability to utilize analytical and abstract reasoning. 

However, these findings could not be attributable to either 

age or intellectual variables as significant correlations 

were not observed between these variables, with the 

exception of TCC card 2, which was found to be slightly 

correlated with the Ammons QT scores. It appears likely 

that the difference in cognitive flexibility between the two 

groups may be attributable to a basic difference between 
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criminals and non-criminals in their abilities to be 

flexible in their thoughts and utilize abstract thinking and 

that this difference may have been exacerbated by a lack of 

academic training on the criminals' part. 

Significant differences on the SST were observed on 10 

of the dichotomous pairs as demonstrated in Appendix F. The 

most consistent differences were noted when the scale was 

evaluating the factor "pride versus humble" for the defined 

concepts. The criminals tend to rate mothers, fathers, 

wives, and other criminals as having more pride than 

non-criminals rate them. This suggests that basic 

differences may exist between criminals and non-criminals in 

their underlying assumptions and schemas related to 

significant others in their lives. This is particularly 

true for the concepts "father" and "wives," which were also 

correlated with many of the criminal demographic factors. 

This may in part explain the high degree of conflict between 

criminal individuals and their wives and fathers. However, 

the basic difference on the concept "father" may be related 

to the high number of criminals that come from homes where 

their fathers were not living at home or were only minimally 

involved with the family, which would influence their 

understanding of what fathers represent. However, this 

explanation cannot be clarified by the demographic data 

since the nature of the criminals relationship to his father 

was not assessed. The difference on the concept 
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"wife-girlfriend" suggests that the criminal individuals may 

view wives as having more pride and, therefore, as looking 

down upon the criminal. Therefore, the criminal may feel it 

necessary to attempt to equalize the relationship through 

put downs or physical abuse. It is interesting, however, 

that the criminal group tended to rate "criminals" as less 

proud than non-criminals did and at the same time rated 

"myself" as being more proud than non-criminals. This 

suggests that criminal individuals may have a tendency to 

avoid labeling themselves as "criminals" and see that group 

as much different than themselves in terms of self-esteem. 

The criminal group tended to rate "criminals" as less cruel 

than the control group which also suggests a lack of 

awareness of their own aggressive and hostile tendencies. 

Criminals tended to rate policemen as weaker, more 

cruel, and less honest than did the non-criminal control 

subjects. This suggests a higher degree of cynicism as well 

as hostility within this group which may be partially 

attributable to the use of projection, but may also be 

related to the reality of the circumstances involving arrest 

and conviction. It is quite likely that police officers may 

behave in a more hostile and at times less honest manner 

when dealing with criminals out of their own professional 

frustration with the criminal justice system. These 

findings also support several assertions of the criminal 

thinking model. According to this model, the criminal tends 
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to devalue others, particularly those in authority, and 

views himself as superior. 

Criminal subjects rated "bosses" as more wise than 

non-criminals did. This finding seems to contradict results 

noted earlier and does not support the criminal thinking 

model since the model suggests that criminals tend to view 

themselves as superior to other authority figures. However, 

the factor "Bosses - wise versus foolish," when correlated 

with the Pd scale of the MMPI, criminal demographics, and 

with the TCC cards, showed extremely low correlations and 

was only significantly correlated with two demographic 

factors (misdemeanor and felony convictions). This suggests 

that some other factors may be related to this difference 

such as intelligence level or past work experience. In 

fact, correlational analysis of Ammons QT scores with this 

factor did show a significant correlation which suggests 

that criminals who score lower on the Ammons QT tend to view 

bosses and supervisors as wiser or more intelligent than 

themselves because of true differences in intellectual 

abilities. However, the subjects' work histories were not 

assessed on the personal data sheet and there may be 

vocational history factors that contributed to this 

difference. 

The first hypothesis was not supported on several of the 

scales, including Part 1 of the TCC, on the psychopathic 

deviation sale of the CAQ, and on 46 of the 56 scales on the 
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SST. The results for Part 1 of the TCC indicated that none 

of the four stories significantly differentiated between the 

criminal and non-criminal groups. This finding was not 

supportive of the criminal thinking model since these test 

items were attempting to assess factors related to four of 

the criminal thinking errors common to criminal groups 

according to Yochelson and Samenow (1976). It is possible 

that these test items were not assessing criminal thinking 

but were actually evaluating some other area of personality 

functions. The test items were modeled on the test items 

which comprise the picture arrangement subtest of the WAIS, 

and, therefore, may assess similar factors as that subtest 

(such as the understanding of simple social interactions). 

If this is the case, then it is possible that the reason the 

two groups scored equivalent on the subtest is that 

criminals understand social norms as well as non-criminals, 

but do not always choose to follow social norms in their 

overt behaviors. It has been suggested by Yochelson and 

Samenow that criminal individuals tend to behave in a manner 

that meets their immediate needs, and, if behaving in a 

socially appropriate manner will accomplish that aim for 

them, then they will tend to do so. 

Another problem with Part 1 of the TCC may have been the 

transparency of the items. That is, the criminal and 

non-criminal subjects may have been able to see what the 

correct or expected answer was supposed to be and bias their 



79 

answers in that direction. This seems possible since 

several of the answers were clearly anti-social answers 

where two others seemed more socially appropriate. The test 

items might have better differentiated between the groups if 

the differences between the antisocial and socially 

appropriate answers had been more subtle. 

The equivalency between the groups on the Psychopatic 

Deviation Scale of the CAQ seems to indicate that this scale 

is not assessing the same factors as the Psychopathic 

Deviation Scale from the MMPI. The authors state the 12 

items on this scale were factored from the items on the 

Psychopathic Deviation Scale of the MMPI and, therefore, 

should correlate highly with these items. However, Pearson 

Product Moment correlations between the two scales show only 

moderate correlations which were in the negative direction 

(-.26) which seemed to indicate that a relationship did 

exist between the two scales but that it was in the opposite 

direction of what was expected. 

The lack of significant differences on 46 of the 56 

scales of the social semantics scale seemed to indicate that 

the main difference between the groups was related to 

defining pride versus humility. This factor in reference to 

both "fathers" and "wives" was strongly correlated with both 

the MMPI Pd scale and the TCC Part 2. It is possible that 

other SST scales were not found to differentiate between the 

groups because these concepts are defined in an essentially 
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equivalent manner between criminals and non-criminals. 

However, it is also possible that the criminal subjects were 

responding in the socially acceptable manner and were 

unwilling to admit to any difference in perceptions of 

various individuals' roles. 

The second hypothesis of a relationship between the TCC 

and the MMPI Pd scale and CAQ Pp scale was partially 

supported. The significant correlation between Cards 1, 2, 

and 3 of Part 2 of the TCC and the MMPI Pd scale seemed to 

indicate that those individuals who scored high on the Pd 

scale of the MMPI were also those who demonstrated limited 

cognitive flexibility. It also was noted that Cards 1 and 3 

of the TCC were correlated with the CAQ Pp scale but in the 

opposite direction. That is, that individuals who scored 

high on this scale of the CAQ also scored high on the TCC 

Part 2. This suggests that non-criminals score higher on 

the Pp scale of the CAQ and that they tended to give more 

responses to Part 2 of the TCC. This also indicates that 

the Pp scale of the CAQ is not an effective test for 

discriminating between criminal and non-criminal populations. 

Correlations between Part 1 of the TCC and the Pd scale 

of the MMPI and Pp scale of the CAQ were nonsignificant. 

The low correlation between Part 1 of the TCC and the Pd 

scale of the MMPI indicates that Part 1 of the TCC did not 

effectively evaluate criminal thinking since the MMPI Pd 

scale did differentiate well between the groups and was 
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highly correlated with other scales of criminality and 

criminal demographics. This suggests that this scale may 

have been overly transparent or was assessing the 

individuals' ability to choose socially appropriate 

responses. 

Partial support for the third hypothesis was noted in 30 

out of 168 correlations between the dichotomous pairs of the 

SST and Part 2 of the TCC. The dichotomous pairs that most 

often correlated with Part 2 of the TCC related to pairs 

evaluating "pride versus humility." In most cases, 

significant positive relationships were noted suggesting 

that as the number of stories on Part 2 of the TCC increased 

that more humility was endorsed on the SST items. This 

indicates that criminal individuals tend to view both 

themselves and others as more proud, supporting the views of 

Yochelson and Samenow, as well as other clinicians that view 

narcissism as a basic trait of criminal individuals. Two of 

the dichotomous pairs demonstrated significant positive 

correlations between all three of the cards on the TCC Part 

2. The factor was the dichotomy "pride versus humble" for 

the concepts "fathers" and "wife-girlfriend." This suggests 

that as the number of stories increased on Part 2 of the TCC 

that the individual tended to view these two individuals in 

their lives as having greater humility. Conversely, 

criminals tended to view these individuals as having more 

pride. This finding seems to indicate that a greater degree 
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of conflict may be anticipated between criminals and their 

fathers and wives since the criminals may see them as 

challenges to their own narcissism. This same relationship 

was not observed with the concept "mother" which may support 

the observation made by Yochelson and Samenow that criminal 

individuals tend to have special relationships with their 

mothers and are often intensely sentimental and overly 

ingratiating towards them. However, it is possible that the 

non-criminal groups tended to see significant others as more 

humble since the non-criminals were members of a fairly 

conservative Christian church which teaches its members that 

humility is a virtue. Therefore, members of this church may 

endorse the view that significant others are more humble 

since this is the accepted norm within the church. That is, 

they would tend to have a vested interest in viewing their 

parents and wives as more humble. 

The additional analysis of the role and construct scores 

between the groups indicated that no significant differences 

exist in how flexibly the criminals and non-criminals define 

social roles and constructs. The scores obtained were also 

correlated with the number of stories given on Part 2 of the 

TCC. No significant correlations were found between these 

scores and the number of stories given. These findings 

appear contradictory since the significant differences noted 

between the groups on Part 2 of the TCC indicate that the 

groups should differ on other measures of cognitive 
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flexibility. The fact that they do not suggests that the 

degree of cognitive flexibility utilized in defining the 

role and constructs assessed on the SST scale were 

equivalent between the groups. However, it is possible that 

differences may be obtained when other roles are considered 

that were not assessed on this scale. It is also possible 

that other factors are being assessed on the SST than 

cognitive flexibility or that Part 2 of the TCC is assessing 

a factor different than cognitive flexibility, such as 

creativity. Another possibility is that when criminal 

individuals evaluate singular concepts such as "mother," and 

"father," they utilize a more traditional or accepted means 

of evaluation which would involve the same degree of 

flexibility as non-criminals. However, when these singular 

concepts are then combined into a theme or story, it appears 

that the criminal groups are unable to develop numerous 

stories, possibly because they continue to attempt to 

utilize only socially acceptable stories and are unwilling 

or unable to utilize others. 
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APPENDIX A 

Personal Data Sheet 

1) Age 

3) Race 

2) Sex 

4) Occupation 

5) Yearly Earnings 6) Religion 

7) Marital status: S M D W 

9) Education: 

a) 1-6 years 

b) 7-9 years 
c) 10-12 years 
d) GED 
e) 0-2 years college 
f) 3-4 years college 
g) graduate degree 

8) Number of Children 

10) Number of times you had discliplinary troubles in school 

a) truancy 
b) repeating a grade 
c) social difficulties 
d) teacher/principal difficulties 
e) suspensions 

11) Number of times arrested but not necessarily convicted: 

12) Misdemeanor confictions: 

13) Felony convictions: 

14) Number of times in prison: 

15) Number of juvenile detentions: 

16) Age of first intercourse: 

17) Size of family growing up: 
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18) As a child did you ever run away from home: 

Yes: No: 
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APPENDIX A 

Test Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to examine your responses 

to a variety of psychological measures in order to determine 

how you define your world. You will be taking a total of 

five tests plus completing a personal data sheet. You will 

be assigned a code number that will be written on the top of 

your tests. This number is how your responses will be 

identified and in that way will assure that your answers are 

kept confidential. If you are interested in receiving 

individual feedback on your performance, write down y our 

code number and this phone number (214-696-7355) which you 

can call in two weeks to reach the examiner. If you have 

any questions about this procedure, feel free to ask now. 



APPENDIX E 



87 

APPENDIX A 

Consent Form 

I, do hereby consent 
to participate in an investigation of individual thought 
patterns conducted by Richard Krusen or his representative. 
I understand that I will be asked to fill out a personal 
data sheet and to take five psychological tests. 

I understand that my name will not be used on any of the 
findings or reports from this study and that the test 
materials will remain confidential. I also understand that 
there is no risk involved during my participation in this 
investigation. 

I understand that the procedure to be performed is research 
in nature and that I have the option of withdrawing my 
consent at any time. I understand that my participation in 
the study is voluntary and that my participation or 
withdrawal will not affect the services offered me. 

I have heard a clear explanation and understand the nature 
and purpose of this study. With my understanding of this 
information, I voluntarily consent to the procedure as 
stated. 

Date Signed 

Witness Witness 
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APPENDIX B 

"Order of MMPI Items of Scales L, F, K, and 
4 Used in 4LKF Test 

rder Item No.* Scale Answer 

1 291 F T 
2 164 F F 
3 118 4 T 
4 276 F F 
5 210 F T 
6 244 4 T 
7 50 F T 
8 31 F T 
9 216 4 T 

10 245 F T 
11 227 F T 
12 183 4 F 
13 120 L F 
14 200 F T 
15 20 4 F 
16 38 4 T 
17 115 F F 
18 42 4 T 
19 269 F T 
20 177 F F 
21 137 4 F 
22 134 4 F 
23 217 K F 
24 215 F T 
25 211 F T 
26 180 4 F 
27 234 K F 
28 171 4 F 
29 286 F T 
30 173 4 F 
31 141 4 F 
32 134 K F 
33 53 F T 
34 183 K F 
35 96 4 F 
36 168 F T 
37 30 K F 
38 35 F T 
39 368 K F 
40 257 F F 
41 256 F T 
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A p p e n d i x B ( c o n t i n u e d ) 

42 32 4 T 
43 209 F T 
44 255 L F 
45 34 F T 
46 83 F F 
47 54 F F 
48 218 F T 
49 202 F T 
50 148 K F 
51 14 F T 
52 84 4 T 
53 146 F T 
54 56 F T 
55 170 K F 
56 107 4 F 
57 40 F T 
58 67 4 T 
59 42 F T 
60 171 K F 
61 112 F F 
62 48 F T 
63 49 F T 
64 322 K F 
65 275 F T 
66 206 F T 
67 2 0 1 4 F 
68 110 4 T 
69 289 4 F 
70 248 4 F 
71 121 F T 
72 123 F T 
73 199 F F 
74 258 F F 
75 184 F T 
76 94 4 T 
77 235 4 F 
78 156 F T 
79 294 4 F 
80 225 L F 
81 285 L F 
82 287 4 F 
83 169 F F 
84 127 4 T 
85 104 4 T 
86 205 F T 
87 82 4 F 
88 15 L F 
89 296 4 F 
90 75 L F 
91 60 L F 
92 224 4 T 
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A p p e n d i x B ( c o n t i n u e d ) 

93 272 F F 
94 373 K F 
95 2 9 1 F T 
96 165 L F 
97 150 L F 
98 220 F F 
99 45 L F 

100 30 L F 
101 61 4 T 
102 272 K F 
103 65 F F 
104 20 F F 
105 17 F F 
106 27 F T 
107 375 K F 
108 160 K F 
109 85 F T 
110 2 3 1 4 F 
111 91 4 F 
112 71 K F 
113 39 K F 
114 252 F T 
115 247 F T 
116 195 L F 
117 267 4 F 
118 151 F T 
119 237 4 F 
120 196 F F 
121 8 4 F 
122 370 K F 
123 124 K F 
124 96 K T 
125 180 K F 
126 296 K F 
127 106 4 T 
128 386 K F 
129 170 4 F 
130 215 4 T 
131 135 L F 
132 245 4 T 
133 33 4 T 
134 267 K F 
135 113 F F 
136 37 4 F 
137 185 F F 
138 293 F T 
139 139 F T 
140 35 4 T 
141 316 K F 
142 24 4 T 
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Appendix B (continued) 

143 197 F T 
144 16 4 T 
145 129 K F 
146 284 4 T 
147 138 K F 
148 89 K F 
149 66 F T 
150 21 4 T 
151 372 K F 
152 142 K F 
153 288 F T 
154 239 4 T 
155 155 4 F 
156 90 L F 
157 394 K F 
158 105 L F 

Taken from From R of the MMPI 
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Social Semantics Test 

The purpose of this task is to measure the meaning of 
certain concepts by having you judge the concepts against a 
series of descriptive scales. In making these decisions, 
please make your judgments on the basis of what these words 
mean to you. On each page you will find two different 
concepts to be judged, and beneath it a set of scales. You 
are to rate the concept on all of the scales. Here is an 
example: 

Spiders 

Safe : : : : : : : Dangerous 

If you feel the concept at the top of the page is very 
closely related to one end of the scale, you should place a 
checkmark as follows: 

Safe : : : : : : X : Dangerous 

or 

Safe X : : : : : : : Dangerous 

If you feel the concept is quite closely related to one or 
the other end of the scale (but not highly related) then 
check as follows: 

Safe : X : : : : : : Dangerous 

or 

Safe : : : : : X : : Dangerous 

The directions you choose, of course, depend on which of the 
two ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the thing 
you are judging. 

If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale, or 
completely unrelated to the concept, then you should place 
your mark in the middle space: 

Safe : : : X : : : : Dangerous 
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Be sure to place your mark in the middle of the spaces, not 
on the boundaries. Check every scale for each concept and 
only one make one mark per scale. There is no time lint so 
work at your own speed. However, do not worry over 
individual items; your first impression about the item is 
usually the best choice to make. 

MOTHER 

Valuable 

Foolish 

Strong 

Wreckless 

Kind 

Dishonest 

Proud 

Humble 

Worthless 

Wise 

Weak 

Cautious 

Cruel 

Honest 

Honest 

Humble 

Worthless 

Wise 

Weak 

BOSS/SUPERVISOR 

FATHER 

Worthless 

Wise 

Weak 

Cautious 

Cruel 

Honest 

Humb1e 

Proud 

Valuable 

Foolish 

Strong 

Wreckless 

Kind 

Dishonest 

Dishonest 

Proud 

Valuable 

Foolish 

Strong 
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Cautious 

Cruel 

Cruel 

Dishonest 

Proud 

Valuable 

Foolish 

Strong 

Wreckless 

Wreckless 

Kind 

Honest 

Proud 

Worthless 

Wise 

Weak 

Strong 

Cautious 

Cruel 

Dishonest 

Humble 

Valuable 

Foolish 

CRIMINALS 

MYSELF 

POLICEMEN 

Wreckless 

Kind 

Kind 

Honest 

Humble 

Worthless 

Wise 

Weak 

Cautious 

Cautious 

Cruel 

Dishonest 

Humble 

Valuable 

Foolish 

Strong 

Weak 

Wreckless 

Kind 

Honest 

Proud 

Worthless 

Wise 
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WIFE/GIRLFRIEND 

Wise 

Weak 

Wreckless 

Kind 

Honest 

Proud 

Worthless 

Valuable 

Foolish 

Strong 

Cautious 

Cruel 

Dishonest 

Humble 

JUDGES 

Foolish 

Strong 

Cautious 

Cruel 

Dishonest 

Humble 

Valuable 

Worthless 

Wise 

Weak 

Wreckless 

Kind 

Honest 

Proud 
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Test Instructions for TCC 

Part A: I'm going to show you some pictures that tell a story 

which is incomplete. I want you to choose the final picture 

from the four below that will complete the story the way you 

would like to see it end. This is an exercise in imagination. 

There are no right or wrong answers. I will show you four 

incomplete stories in all and remember to choose only one 

ending to each of the stories out of the four possible endings 

I'll show you. 

Part B: This is a set of pictures which tells a complete 

story. Look at the pictures and tell me your version of what 

happened in the story. 

After the subject tells the first story: 

Now, tell me a different story using these same pictures. Most 

people can tell more than one story. 
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APPENDIX D 

Sample Items from Test of Criminal 
Cognitions, Part 1 

Story 

STATE MENTAL HOSPITAL. 1 

v 
£ 4 

Choices 
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APPENDIX D 

TCC Answer Sheet 

Part I 

Story 1: A B C D; Story 2: A B C D; Story 3: A B C D; Story 
4: A B C D 

Part II: 

Story 1: 1st Version 

2nd Version 

3rd Version 

4th Version 

5th Version 

Story 2: 1st Version 

2nd Version 

3rd Version 

4th Version 

5th Version 
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Story 3: 1st Version 

2nd Version 

3rd Version 

4th Version 

5th Version 
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Table 9 

T Analysis for MMPI FLK 4 & CAQ Pp, TCC Part 2, TCC Overall 

Statistic 

Variable X S.D. S.E. T Value 

aMMPI-F 

Non-Criminal 4.72 2.57 0.52 -1.33 

Criminal 5.96 3.87 0.77 

aMMPI-L 

Non-Criminal 4.00 2.47 0.49 0.00 

Criminal 4.00 1.96 0.39 

aMMPI-K 

Non-Criminal 16.04 5.69 1.13 0.65 

Criminal 15.08 4.70 0.94 

a MMP1-4 

Non-Criminal 15.56 4.39 0.88 -5.31**** 

Criminal 22.12 4.35 0.87 

aCAQ Pp 

Non-Criminal 14.68 2.78 0.56 1.35 

Criminal 13.32 4.18 0.84 

aDegrees of Freedom = 48 

**** £<.001. 
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Table 9 

T Analysis for Amnions QT, TCC Part 2, TCC Overall 

Statistic 

Variable X S.D. S.E. T Value 

aAmmons QT 

Non-Criminal 106.60 8.88 1.78 1.47 

Criminal 103.12 7.79 1.56 

aTCC Card 1 

Non-Criminal 3.20 1.41 0.28 4.13**** 

Criminal 1.72 1.06 0.21 

aTCC Card 2 

Non-Criminal 2.96 1.06 0.21 5.63**** 

Criminal 1.52 0.71 0.14 

aTCC Card 3 

N o n - C r i m i n a l 2.96 0.89 0 . 1 8 5 . 7 4 * * * * 

Criminal 1.72 0.61 0.12 

3TCC Overall 

Non-Criminal 3.04 9.74 0.80 8.62*** 

Criminal 1.65 6.99 0.57 

aDegrees of Freedom = 48. "Degrees of Freedom = 148. 

*** £<.001. **** £<.0001. 
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Table 10 

Significant T Values for SST 

Variable 

Statistic 

S.D. S.E. T Value a 

Mother proud/humble 

Non-Criminal 4.88 2.19 0.44 3.49 

Criminal 2.76 2.11 0.42 

Boss wise/foolish 

Non-Criminal 2.68 1.49 0.30 2.02* 

Criminal 1.92 1.15 0.23 

Father proud/humble 

Non-Criminal 5.12 2.11 0.42 -5.08**** 

Criminal 2.16 2.01 0.40 

Criminal kind/cruel 

Non-Criminal 6.44 0.71 0.14 2.09* 

Criminal 5.84 1.25 0.25 

Criminal proud/humble 

Non-Criminal 1.96 1.27 0.26 -3.56*** 

Criminal 3.56 1.85 0.37 

aDegrees of Freedom = 48. 

* £<.05. *** £<.001. **** £<.0001. 
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Table 10 

Significant T Values for SST 

Statistic 

Variable X S.D. S.E. T Value 
a 

Myself proud/humble 

Non-Criminal 4.44 1.83 0.37 2.74** 

Criminal 2.92 2.08 0.42 

Police strong/weak 

Non-Criminal 1.52 0.59 0.12 -1.94* 

Criminal 2.24 1.76 0.35 

Police kind/cruel 

Non-Criminal 2.84 1.28 0.26 -2.27* 

Criminal 3.84 1.79 0.36 

Police honest/dishonest 

Non-Criminal 2.48 1.12 0.22 -2.33* 

Criminal 3.48 1.83 0.37 

Wife proud/humble 

Non-Criminal 5.04 2.03 0.41 4.19**** 

Criminal 2.76 1.81 0.36 

aDegrees of Freedom =48. 

* £< .05. ** £<.01. **** £<.0001. 
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Table 16 

Correlation of Significant SST Scales with Criminal 

Demographics 

Factor 
# of 
Arrests 

Misdem. 
Convic. 

Felony 
Convic. 

# Of 
Times in 
Prison 

# of 
Juv. 
Deten 

Father proud/humble -0. 43*** -0.37** -0.291 -0.19 -0.07 

Criminal kind/cruel 0. 03 0.002 0.19 0.21 0.13 

Criminal proud/humble 0. 41** 0.23* 0.34** 0.03 -0.11 

Myself proud/humble -0. 34** -0.34** -0.28* -0.16 0.04 

Police strong/weak 0. 06 0.52** ** 0.11 0.21 0.28* 

Police kind/cruel 0. 19 0.39** -0.05 -0.06 0.21 

Police honest/dis. 0. 17 0.40** 0.12 0.15 0.27* 

Wife proud/humble -0. 53 * * * * -0.36** -0.29* -0.27* -0.18 

Mother proud/humble -0. 30* -0.34** -0.34** : -0.22 -0.02 

Boss wise/foolish -0. 20 -0.24* -0.27* -0.21 -0.06 

* £<.05. ** £< .01. * * * : £<.001. **** £< .0001. 
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Table 16 

Correlation of Significant SST Scales with Criminal 

Demographics 
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Factor 

Age of Run 
First Away as School 
Intrcrs. Child Suspen, Truancy 

Repeat 
School 
Grade 

Father proud/humble 0, , 50**** 0. ,23* -0, .21 -0. .15 -0. ,37** 

Crim. kind/cruel 0, .18 0. .16 0. .14 -0, .02 0. , 16 

Crim. proud/humble --0, .30* 0. . 13 0. .28* -0, ,03 -0. ,01 

Myself proud/humble 0. .33** 0. .05 -0. .27* -0, ,05 -0. ,22 

Police strong/weak --0, .10 -0. .08 -0, .001 0, . 17 0. , 12 

Police kind/cruel -0, .28* -0. .21 0, .22 0. .31** 0. , 34** 

Police honest/dis. --0, .25* -0, ,10 0, .06 0, .32** 0, ,28* 

Wife proud/humble 0, .48**** 0. ,20 -0, .09 -0, .16 -0. .26* 

Mother proud/humble 0. .37** -0. ,04 -0, .24* -0, .05 -0, ,21 

Boss wise/foolish 0, .22 -0. ,04 -0, .09 0, .17 -0, .08 

£<•05. ** £<.01. *** £<.001. **** £< .0001. 



APPENDIX H 

Table 18 

Correlation TCC Part 2 with SST 

SST Scale 1 2 3 

Boss Kind/Cruel -0. 24* " " " # 018 -0. 04 

Boss Cautious/Wreckless -0. ,02 0. 23* 0 . 03 

Boss Honest/Dishonest -0. ,18 -0. ,27* -0. ,04 

Boss Valuable/Worthless 0. .07 0. ,04 0. ,24* 

Father Proud/Humble 0. .24* 0. ,38** 0. .23 

Father Valuable/Worthless -0, .19 -0. .26* -0. .16 

Criminal Kind/Cruel 0, .29* -0, .17* -0, .09 

Criminal Cautious/Wreckless 0 .26* 0, .11 0 .08 

Criminal Proud/Humble -0 .08 -0. .30** -0 .36** 

Myself Proud/Humble 0 .26* 0 . 33** 0 .17 

Myself Valuable/Worthless -0 .23* -0 .11 -0 .31** 

£<.05. ** £<.01. *** £<.001. 
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Table 18 

Correlation TCC Part 2 with SST 

SST Scale 1 2 3 

Myself Wise/Foolish -0.20 -0 . 16 -0 .30** 

Mother Kind/Cruel -0.10 -0 .26* -0 .18 

Mother Proud/Humble 0.26* 0 .35** 0 .20 

Wife Proud/Humble 0.26* 0 . 52*** 0 .46*** 

Wife Wise/Foolish -0.13 -0 .25* -0 .26* 

Wife Kind/Cruel 0.05 -0 .26* -0 .24* 

Police Strong/Weak -0.16 -0 .30** -0 .05 

Police Kind/Cruel -0.16 -0 .27* -0 .06 

Police Honest/Dishonest -0.20 -0 .36** -0 .21 

Police Cautious/Wreckless 0.06 0 .04 0 .24* 

* £<.05. ** £<.01. *** £< .001. 
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