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The general purpose of this study is to examine the 

effects of socialization background and cognitive style on 

individuals' patterns of behavior. The more specific 

purpose is to integrate the individual differences factor 

using the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator with Meadian Theory of 

Socialization in order to explore the ways in which a group 

of incarcerated individuals with prior felony and 

misdemeanor convictions and a group of college students are 

different regarding their different socialization background 

and cognitive styles. 

Data for this study were collected from a university 

and a county jail in Texas. During the process of data 

collection, two questionnaires consisting of 117 items were 

used to measure individual characteristics and elements of 

socialization background. 

This study is organized into four different chapters. 

Chapter I involves a detailed review of related literature, 

the purpose of the study, stated hypotheses, significance of 

the study, and limitations. Chapter II discusses 



methodological procedures and Chapter III presents the 

findings of the study. The last chapter includes a detailed 

conclusion and practical implications of the study. 

The findings in this study indicated that the group of 

incarcerated individuals and the group of college students 

are significantly different in terms of their different 

individual characteristics and socialization backgrounds. 

However, it was found that socialization background has the 

most significant effects on patterns of behavior among the 

two groups under study. 

It was concluded that while accepting the crucial 

importance of socialization factors, specific psychological 

characteristics of people also need to be integrated into 

sociological studies concerning human behavior for the 

better understanding of different groups and individuals in 

soc i ety. 
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CHAPTER 1 

RESEARCH PROBLEM 

This study is designed to examine the effects of 

specific sociopsychological factors on the individual's 

patterns of behavior in society. This research project is 

multifaceted. First, it begins by suggesting that George 

Herbert Mead, as the most influential figure in establishing 

symbolic interactionism, has failed to recognize the role of 

individual differences as an important factor in studying 

individual and group behaviors. Second, through a criticism 

and extension of Mead, a research project will be conducted 

which investigates the importance of both socialization and 

individual differences in cognitive style in studying human 

behavior. 

Therefore, in terms of the specific research problems 

that this study will investigate, the following questions 

are identified: (1) Are there any significant differences 

between an incarcerated sample of individuals with prior 

felony and misdemeanor convictions and a sample of a college 

student population in terms of differing cognitive styles 

(also referred to as psychological types)? (2) How do 

socialization background and living conditions affect 

patterns of behavior? (3) Is there any relationship between 

psychological type and socialization background? (4) How 

1 



2 

does Mead's theory of self integrate the processes of 

individual cognitive development? (5) How will sociological 

practitioners be able to use these results in working with 

deviant populations and other groups in order to bring about 

positive changes? 

Purpose of the Study 

Sociologists have dedicated much of their time and 

effort to investigating the effects of social-cultural 

variables on patterns of behavior in human society. 

However, they have not paid enough attention to the role of 

individual differences in explaining human behavior. 

Although sociologists generally accept the premise that 

individuals differ systematically along a variety of 

dimensions, such as intelligence and family environment, 

they fail to categorize these differences and consider them 

as important factors in studying individual and group 

behavior in society (Church 1987). Therefore, in order to 

develop any successful intervention program, it is necessary 

to distinguish the characteristic differences that exist 

between individuals in groups or even at the organizational 

level. 

As related to the research problems, the general 

purpose of this study is to integrate the individual 

differences factor using the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator 

(MBTI), which focuses upon differences in perception and 

information processing, into the Meadian theory of 



3 

socialization. However, "this study also has some basic and 

specific purposes. First, this study attempts to point out 

that Mead, in his works focusing on the development of self 

and socialization processes, ignored the importance of 

individual differences, over-emphasizing the social group 

and interactional variables. It is not the intention of 

this study to deny the effectiveness of Meadian theory in 

explaining human behavior. Rather, it is proposed to extend 

his theory by criticizing it in a new sense by pointing to 

the lack of attention to the role of other factors along 

with societal elements. Second, this study sets out to 

examine the effects of cognitive style on patterns of 

behavior. Finally, this project also tests the differential 

effects of specific elements of socialization background on 

patterns of behavior upon a convicted inmate group as 

contrasted with a college student group. 

Therefore, the general thrust of this study is to 

criticize Mead's theory of socialization as well as to 

extend it through the integration of other factors, such as 

individual differences in cognitive style and socialization 

background, in studying patterns of behavior among two 

different social groups. 

Review of Related Literature 

Since the nature of this study is largely exploratory, 

no studies were found which investigate the patterns of 

behavior among convicted inmate and college student 
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populations in terms of their cognitive styles using the 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. In addition, no specific 

studies were found which criticize Mead's theory of self in 

the way in which is attempted in this study. Also, this 

study, for the first time, attempts to integrate the 

individual differences factor and socialization background 

elements to see the effects of both on human behavior in two 

different groups. 

Therefore, in this section, the major focus is 

upon six areas of investigation: (1) the variety of factors 

influencing the patterns of behavior (model); (2) analysis 

and criticism of the Meadian approach toward socialization 

and the development of self; (3) analysis and criticism of 

psychological explanation of human behavior; (4) 

interrelationship between individual and social 

characteristics; (5) individual differences as a significant 

factor in studying human behavior; and (6) integrating the 

processes of individual differences and socialization. 

Factors Influencing the Patterns 

of Behav i or: A Mode 1 

A great number of sociological theorists have argued 

that socio-cultural factors, including socialization 

processes, largely control human behavior. Today, most 

sociologists, along with other social scientists, admit that 

interaction of a number of different factors, such as 

biological factors, socialization background (self). 
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situational constraints, and social class status, influence 

human behavior (see Model 1). 

The relative contribution of each of these five sets of 

factors has long been a source of debate within the 

scientific community. The self and processes of 

socialization are seen by Mead and many other analysts as 

being extremely important in controlling patterns of 

behav i or. 

The fact that biological factors have influence on 

social behavior has gained considerable attention from 

sociobiologists in recent years. Wilson (1975), argued that 

some variability in human social behavior has a genetic base 

and in the final analysis at least some behaviors are 

genetically constrained. Green, Morgan, and Barash (1979), 

distinguish between views within sociobiological theories 

that focus on proximate and ultimate causes of human 

behavior. On the one hand, there is the view that proximate 

biological factors lead people to behave as they do; for 

example, chemical changes in the body, hormonal changes, 

weight gain or loss, and the various components of 

maturation and aging may all influence human behavior 

(Quadagno 1979). Thus, according to sociobiologists, 

patterns of human behavior are probably the result of 

genetically inherited tendencies. Although sociologists, at 

least since the early years, have been very resistant to 

biological reductionism (Ritzer 1983), it is generally 

accepted that biological factors have at least some effect 



on patterns of human behavior. 

Social scientists, along with theologians and lawyers, 

have been interested in the effects of social situations on 

various forms of human behavior (Furnham and Argyle 1981). 

Sociologists from different theoretical points of view have 

consistently emphasized situational determinants of social 

behavior. Furnham and Argyle (1981), distinguish between 

objective and subjective situations. They define the 

objective situation as the immediate social and physical 

surroundings and the current physiological and psychological 

state of the individual. The subjective situation must be 

given meaning before the individual can act. While for any 

individual a situation has observable social, physical, 

political, economical, and physiological characteristics, it 

is fundamentally a mental construction. It is this 

construction of the person's world that is of particular 

concern to sociologists. 

William I. and Dorothy Swaine Thomas argue that if 

people "define situations as real, they are real in their 

consequences" (1982, p. 572). For them, it is the 

individual's perception of the situation which is important 

and this is what affects the individual's behavior in 

everyday life. Thomas and Thomas' concept of the definition 

of the situation has been fundamental to symbolic 

interact ionists. For them the most important determinant of 

action and social behavior is the situation and the 

individual's perception of it (Furnham and Argyle 1981). To 
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understand how people define situations is to understand the 

meaning that situations have for them and thereby to 

understand why they behave as they do. Symbolic 

interact!onism goes further and studies how situations and 

labels attached to social situations affect the patterns of 

behavior in those situations. 

Social class and power structure of the society also 

can play an influential role in determining human behavior. 

Conflict theorists within the discipline of Sociology, along 

with some of the sociological criminologists argue that 

individual and social behavior can be heavily influenced by 

people's social class, especially in complex societies with 

powerful and differentiated class systems. Living within 

the framework of lower class or upper class families, with 

all the related cultural values, can make a difference in 

individual lines of action, dealing with power structures, 

social organizations, and other members of the community. 

In any social situation people have different expectations 

from individuals in part based on the individual's class and 

socioeconomic status. For example, by moving to a North 

Dallas, South Dallas or even East Dallas neighborhood, we 

observe and also expect different behavior, life styles, and 

living conditions, which for the most part involve 

differences related to social class and level of income of 

people living in the particular neighborhoods. 

One of the beliefs among public officials, and some 

people in criminal justice systems who are concerned with 
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causes of criminal behavior and law breaking, is that 

certain economic conditions are generative of crime and 

deviance. Quinney (1977) argues that class conflict is the 

root explanation of much deviance. There is a body of 

research evidence on crimes of the poor and members of 

minority groups in America. James Levine (1975), found a 

high correlation between robbery rates and the number of 

out-of-school and unemployed males in the twenty-six largest 

cities in the United States. Although crime and deviant 

behavior are by no means confined to the poor and members of 

low income families, the major issue here is that social 

class, economic conditions, and social conflict in complex 

societies, can be influential factors on patterns of 

behavior and deviancy. 

As illustrated in Model 1, there is direct and indirect 

interaction between socialization processes, situational 

factors (objective and subjective), and other factors which 

all together, to varying degrees, affect the patterns of 

behavior. 

Although all of these different factors have 

significant effects on the direction and patterns of the 

individual's behavior, the main focus of this study is upon 

the socialization background (social), and psychological 

type (individual differences) factors. According to Keirsey 

and Bates (1984), individual temperament plays a significant 

role in determining the patterns of behavior in all 

different aspects of individual and group life. However, it 
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is intended to consider both factors as significant and 

study the integration of these two factors as they affect 

patterns of behavior among convicted inmate and col lege 

student populations. 

The Headian Approach To Socialization and 

the Development of Self: 

Analysis and Criticism 

The Development of self depends heavily upon social 

interaction and the process of socialization. For Mead, the 

emergence of self is a crucial part of the socialization 

process (Mac ion is 1987). However, Mead realized that 

socialization is a lifelong process which is continuous with 

changing social experiences in everyday life interaction. 

Mead's concept of the social self is widely regarded as 

having made the greatest contribution to explaining the 

process of socialization and the effect of this process on 

patterns of behavior in the individual's life. 

According to Mead's analysis, the self is the basis of 

human existence. He considered the self to be inseparable 

from society and that it emerges as a result of social 

experience (Mead 1962: Orig. 1934). For Mead, the self is 

not based in biology and it is not present at birth, but 

develops only as the individual engages in social experience 

with others. By making use of symbols in social interaction, 

we are able to see ourselves as others see us, a process that 

Mead described as "taking the role of the other." 
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The basic processes underlying social interaction are 

role taking, and the reaction of significant others, both of 

which have a great impact on self-conceptions. As seen in 

Model 2, the process of self development involves 

simultaneously taking the roles of a group of others. This 

process allows the individuals to view themselves from the 

collective perspective of the group or community (Albrecht, 

Chadwick, Jacobson 1987). In short, the self is a 

reflection of the group and surrounding community. 

In this model, the cognitive processes are represented 

by dashed lines with arrows. A person's action toward 

another person and the other individual's reactions are 

indicated by solid lines with arrows. As illustrated in 

Model 2, by tracing another person's role, people are able 

to imagine the other's reaction to the planned course of 

action (step 2). In step 3, the individual acts toward 

others if the anticipated response is a desired one. After 

this step, other people respond to the act. (step 4), and the 

individual analyzes the other's response (step 5) to 

determine if it is similar to what was anticipated 

(Albrecht, Chadwick, and Jacobson 1987). In short, in 

Mead's view, it is the attitude and evaluation of the 

significant others or social group which have a 

deterministic impact on self-conception and give to the 

individuals their unity of self through the process of 

socialization (Mead 1962: Orig. 1934). Mead also believed 

that role-taking is essential to human interaction and to 
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the development of self and continuity of socialization. 

For a better understanding of the Meadian approach, his 

general theory of the stages of socialization is important. 

Mead highlights three stages in-the development of self. 

The first stage of role-taking, in which self images can be 

derived, is termed play. In the play stage, the child 

learns to take the roles of specific significant others such 

as father, mother, or other people with whom they have an 

intimate relationship (Mead 1964J Orig. 1934). In this 

stage the child does not yet have a unified self-conception. 

The next stage is more complex and the child becomes capable 

of taking the role of several others engaged in organized 

activity (Turner 1986). Mead termed this stage the game 

stage. In this stage, a number of roles can be internalized 

simultaneously and this indicates the capacity to derive 

multiple self-images. Mead uses the illustration of players 

in a baseball game who need to anticipate the responses of 

all the other players simultaneously. In this stage, the 

child comes to think not of specific other individuals, but 

of a generalized pattern of others' responses (Mead 1964: 

Orig. 1934). The last stage in the development of the self 

occurs when an individual can take the role of the 

"generalized other" or the "community of attitudes." Mead 

believed that the attitude of the generalized other is the 

attitude of the whole community. The organization of the 

attitudes which are common to the group is what goes to make 

up the organized self (Mead 1956). Mead, in his most 
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important work, Mind. Self, and Society, clearly discussed 

the deterministic role of social process and attitudes of 

the community in the behavior of individuals: 

It is in the form of the generalized other that the 
social process influences the behavior of the 
individuals involved in it and carrying it on, i.e., 
that the community exercises control over the conduct 
of its individual members; for it is in this form that 
the social process or community enters as a 
determining factor into the individual's thinking. 

(Mead 1962: Orig. 1934, p. 155). 

Turning to the development of self and its relation to 

other selves, Mead clearly argued that individuals possess a 

self only in relation to the selves of the other members of 

their social group and community (Mead 1962 : Orig. 1 9 3 4 ) . 

It is the generalized other, and specifically the group in 

individual experience, which provides the individual with a 

self (Gordon and Gregen 1 9 6 8 ) . Mead believes that 

individuals first develop an awareness of others and their 

awareness of themselves occurs later (Stephan and Stephan 

1 9 8 5 ) . In order to develop self-consciousness, individuals 

must have the attitude of the other in their experience as 

controlling the thing that they are going to do. Self-

consciousness is in the direct relation to other selves, and 

the individual's self only arises in this conduct. The 

process of self-awareness begins in infancy. In the 

beginning children do not even recognize their bodies as 

unitary things (Abrahamson 1 9 8 1 ) . In relation to others, 

and from their stimulation, a partial self-conception arises 

which is the "me." This self, which appears in the 
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immediate experience of the individual, is able to maintain 

itself in the community, that is, it is recognized in the 

community insofar as it recognizes the others (Mead 1962: 

Orig. 1934). Individuals are always dependent on the group 

and community for the development of the self. The unity of 

the self comes out of organization of all the other selves. 

We are all related, we all belong (Miller 1982). In short, 

Mead believes that the individual's self is the reflection 

of the attitudes of others toward him or her. Individuals 

fashion their own selves on the model of other selves 

(Miller 1982). According to Mead, these other selves are 

related just as the different social groups in society are 

related (Miller 1982). Mead clearly refers to different 

groups and differences between these groups of which the 

individual is a member. However, he fails to recognize the 

existing individual differences between each member of the 

group in terms of the person's perception, cognitive style 

and psychological background. 

Criticism of the Meadian Approach 

Lack of concern for individual differences, and an over 

emphasis on the role of social groups and community in 

relation to the study of human behavior, are the major 

criticisms in this study of the Meadian approach toward the 

socialization process. Numerous criticisms of both symbolic 

interactionism in general, and Mead's work in particular, 

are to be found in the sociological literature. However, it 
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is not the intent here to review all of these existing 

criticisms, only those that are related to this study with 

regard to micro-level analysis. Of all the previous 

criticisms, only two are even indirectly related to this 

study. The first criticism is that Mead almost totally 

ignores the importance of such factors as emotions and the 

unconscious in human behavior (Meltzer, Petras, and Reynolds 

1975). Second, Mead has been criticized for ignoring such 

psychological elements as human needs, motives, intentions, 

and aspirations, instead treating them as mere derivations 

and expressions of socially defined categories (Meltzer, 

Petras, and Reynolds 1975). 

What is proposed here is looking at some basic insights 

from Mead's work regarding the concept of universality and 

what i s common to all, and cr i t i c i z i ng him by referr i ng to 

individual differences which Mead failed to clearly 

consider. Mead's theory of socialization and self are 

sometimes accused of being socially too conservative and 

deterministic. His concept of the generalized other and its 

influence on the individual's behavior might be interpreted 

to mean that people must always satisfy society's 

expectations and demands (Popenoe 1986). Mead viewed the 

generalized other and what is common to members of the group 

as a part of the social processes which determinedly 

influence the individual (Perimbamaygam 1985). Therefore, 

to Mead, the self is a derivative of the social group and 

society and to be oneself, one must first be another or be 
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related to another (Pfuetze 1973). Mead, through his work, 

clearly explains the role of social groups and society on 

socialization processes; however, he does not discuss how 

the individual's self becomes different from others through 

these processes: 

The fact that the social group makes uniform demands 
upon the individual gives him self-consciousness. 
This is how individuals are controlled through mores. 
Where the group is closely organized, this power 
becomes over-whelming and there cannot even be 
difference of opinion {Miller 1982, p. 147). 

In his entire works Mead refers to the differences that 

may exist among selves in society on only two occasions. 

Even there, he does not specifically and clearly explain 

what those differences are and in what terms individuals are 

different. For example, Mead, in Mind. Se1f, and Society, 

refers to this issue: 

I have so far emphasized what I have called the 
structures upon which the self is constructed, the 
framework of the self, as it were. Of course we are 
not only what is common to alls each one of the selves 
is different from everyone else, but there has to be 
such a common structure as I have sketched i n order 
that we may be members of a community at all. We 
cannot be ourselves unless we are also members in whom 
there is a community of attitudes which control the 
attitudes of all. We cannot have rights unless we have 
common attitudes. (Mead 1962: Orig. 1934, pp. 163-
164) . 

From the above definition, it is realized that Mead 

himself has noticed that the individual's self cannot be 

just what is common to every member of the group. However, 

he did not go any further; instead, he repeatedly placed 

emphasis upon common attitudes as a deterministic factor. 
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Although Mead briefly refers to the differences between 

selves, he nevertheless contradicts his own statement by-

referring to a common structure among selves: 

Selves can only exist in definite relationships to 
other selves. No hard-and-fast line can be drawn 
between our own selves and the selves of others...(Mead 
1962: Orig. 1934, p. 164). 

Mead looked at the individual's self from a general and 

abstract point of view. Even when he distinguished between 

two dimensions of the self, the "I" and the "me," his focus 

is upon the organized sets of attitudes, common meanings, 

roles and values of others which in his terms is "me." Mead 

argued that the complete self included both "I" and "me," 

but he failed to discuss the role of "I" which is identified 

with impulse and creativity. The "I," through the processes 

of self development, creates the differences among the 

members of the community. The "I," as an important part of 

the self, can be referred to as the fact that every 

individual self has its own peculiar individuality. Mead 

clearly did not see this fact and its effects on human 

behavior. Mead identified social control as the dominance 

of the "me" over the "I" which means that the individual's 

behavior conforms to community expectations (Lauer and 

Handel 1977). "Mead insisted that there is no self apart 

from membership in a group such that a community of 

attitudes exists within each member and controls the 

attitudes of all members" (Lauer and Handel 1977, p. 68). 

Finally, Mead (1938), in his work The Philosophy of the 
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Act, referred to the different members of the group as they 

have different functions when playing different parts. 

Obviously, every person has a different role and function in 

the group and society, but this does not specify the 

distinctive cognitive and perceptual differences which exist 

between individuals. Mead also, in M i nd, Se1f, and Soc i ety, 

argued that a child in the play stage has no definite 

character and no definite personality. In the section 

focusing on individual differences, it will be discussed 

that children at a very early age have preferences in their 

perceptual world. For example, the child, in relation to 

objects, has developed a slight tendency toward being 

concrete or abstract in their perception. This means that 

the child, in this stage, starts to build up characteristics 

which can be differentiated from other children in the 

family or playgroup. 

Psychological Explanation of Patterns of 

Behavior: Analysis and Criticism 

The history of psychological theory includes a wide 

range of explanations which represent efforts to provide an 

understanding of the individual with a great concern for the 

systematic study of the mind and the patterns of behavior. 

Although the effectiveness of sociological explanations of 

deviance and crime have dominated the area of criminology, 

some psychological theories have always been concerned with 

the overall importance of deviance in human society, and 
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they have attempted to explain crime and deviance. 

Psychologists, in explaining deviance, start with 

individual psychology and "normal" psychological processes. 

They categorize general patterns of behavior into two types, 

normal and abnormal characteristics. Some of the 

psychological theories concerning normal characteristics and 

their development have been concluded from studies of those 

who are considered abnormal or deviant (Douglas and Waksler 

1982). Based on this approach to crime and deviant 

behavior, criminality has been perceived as a product of 

mental abnormality (Schafer 1969). According to Sigmund 

Freud, the internal workings of the mind and personality 

configurations affect behavior, including criminality. He 

argues that deviant acts are caused by processes within the 

individual (Freud 1927). Many psychologists, with Freudian 

backgrounds, believe that Freud's discovery of the 

unconscious, and his explanation of the functioning of the 

mind and the process of personality development, are 

significant contributions to the understanding of deviant 

behavior(Schafer 1969). One of the basic assumptions of the 

psychoanalytic approach to deviant behavior is that for some 

reasons, abnormalities occur which cause the creation of 

conflicts within a person's developing personality. These 

conflicts and painful consequences are pushed into the realm 

of the unconscious. The individual attempts to manage the 

painful conflicts in the form of defense mechanisms which 

create patterns of abnormalities. Through these complex 
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processes, a variety of deviant behaviors, which are 

behavioral manifestations of abnormal personality, occur 

(Shoemaker 1984). 

Focusing on concepts such as mental abnormality and 

abnormal personality, as an explanation of individual 

criminal behavior, creates a broad need for mental testing 

using systematic devices to measure intelligence and mental 

ability. The IQ test, created by Alfred Binet, 

(intelligence test) was the first widely accepted device 

used to measure intelligence. Some of the earlier 

investigators, by using IQ test to study the intellectual 

capacity of deviants, concluded that a general lack of 

intelligence was an important contributing factor to crime 

and deviance (Shoemaker 1984). However, later studies 

indicated that intelligence affects deviants indirectly 

because of the priority of other factors involved in the 

occurrence of deviant behavior. A number of other 

psychological tests have been developed which more or less 

parallel intelligence tests. One of the most widely used 

tests is the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

(MMPI). The MMPI contains five hundred fifty items, and is 

usually administered in a psychiatric clinic (Void 1979). 

The examined individuals are asked to respond to the true or 

false statements about themselves and the results are scored 

through fourteen scales. Hathaway and Monachesi (1953) 

used the MMPI as the test scale to demonstrate differences 

in personality structure between delinquents and non-
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delinquents and the results of this study did not show wide 

differences between the two groups (Void 1979). 

r.rit.irism of the Psychological Approach 

Psychological theories can provide a great deal of 

insight concerning individual behavior. However, they are 

not able to offer a broad explanation in studying patterns 

of behavior which consider social factors and the origins of 

the behavior of many people called deviant. Psychologists 

are able to distinguish between normal and abnormal 

behavior, and moral and immoral acts, but they have largely 

neglected the role of society or social situations in 

creating concepts such as normality and abnormality in 

looking at individual behavior (Douglas and Waksler 1982). 

Psychological theories also have been criticized for 

ignoring or deemphasizing the present social situation in 

studying patterns of behavior, and for lack of concern for 

the study of deviance as a social definition (Liska 1981). 

The complexity of human behavior in everyday life requires 

more than just an explanation of "normal" or "abnormal" 

through the concept of personality traits, intelligence 

tests or other absolutism. 

Despite the shortcomings of psychological theories 

concerning deviance, they cannot be disregarded in the study 

of individual and group behavior. It is necessary to 

examine the ways in which sociologists are able to integrate 

some of the psychological insights into the study of deviant 
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behavior. 

Interrelationship between Individual and 

Social Characteristics 

Sociological and psychological interpretations 

concerning human behavior draw closest in the field of 

social psychology. Although sociology and psychology have 

different views on social psychology, from a sociological 

perspective, social psychology includes any study of social 

processes or social situations which systematically 

considers how psychological factors of the group, or the 

personality characteristics of the individual, acting in a 

social situation, influence the outcome of the social 

process (Inkeles 1964). From this point of view, 

sociological analyses concerning human behavior should 

include personality factors in their analyses which may play 

a substantial role in determining individual social 

behavior. What is suggested here is not the reduction of 

one discipline to another. The important issue is an 

integration or consideration of both elements in our 

analysis in order to bring a larger explanatory scheme to 

the discovery of related facts. 

Inkeles argues that the functioning of the social 

system is sometimes influenced by the kinds of personality 

characteristics of individuals who are found within the 

social organization (Gibbons 1979). Large scale 

organizations, in selecting their members or employers, are 
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usually concerned with particular personality 

characteristics which are best suited to the position. In 

societies like the United States, there is evidence that 

people, in every day life, aside from their knowledge and 

specialties, are differentially attracted to occupations, 

sometimes on the basis of their personality characteristics. 

Also, role performance in any position is influenced by 

different factors, one of which is the personality of the 

individual occupying the position, which can influence the 

quality of the performance. 

The author's views on personality or psychological 

factors in relation to sociological analysis are close to 

those of Alex Inkeles who argues: 

While accepting the crucial importance of the objective 
factors which determine social behavior,, we must 
recognize that recruitment into occupational and other 
status-positions, and the quality of performance in the 
roles people are thus assigned, may, to an important 
degree, be influenced by personal qualities in 
individuals. It may be assumed, further, that this 
happens on a sufficiently large scale to be a crucial 
factor in determining the functioning of a particular 
institution, of a small-or large-scale system. We need 
to know not only the system of status-positions but 
also the distribution of personality characteristics in 
the population at large and among those playing 
important roles in the system (Inkeles 1.964, p. 57). 

The more effective explanation, in sociological 

criminology or related fields which are concerned with 

different patterns of human behavior, is required to account 

for elements such as dependency, extroversion, introversion, 

or other individual characteristics (which are learned in 

social environment) that may operate as intervening 
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variables in understanding crime and deviance (Gibbons 

1979). In order to include all the underlying factors 

involved in a sociological study, more work needs to be done 

in the area of sociological practice focusing on deviant 

behavior. In the next section the role of cognitive style 

and characteristic differences in understanding the patterns 

of behavior will be investigated. 

Characteristic Differences as a Significant 

Factor in Studying Patterns 

of Behav i or 

Differences between individuals are fundamental 

phenomena in human society. It is difficult to find any 

aspect of human behavior and performance in which individual 

differences are so small as to be negligible. 

Classification systems dividing people into a limited number 

of types and temperaments, which indicate the awareness of 

differences between individuals, have existed from the early 

days of human history to the present time. 

For many years, social scientists have realized that 

individuals are different in intelligence, and have believed 

that the study of human differences is essentially the study 

of intelligence. Differences in intelligence and the more 

narrowly-defined intellectual processes such as memory, 

judgement, and problem solving, have been demonstrated in 

hundreds of surveys at all age levels (Tyler 1965). 

However, later studies showed that people differ from one 
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another not only in general Intelligence but in special 

abilities and personality as well. Measurable differences 

have been shown to exist in physiological functions, 

psychological characteristics, sensory and perceptual 

aptitudes, talents, and personality traits. In modern 

societies, one of the main purposes of educational systems 

is to ensure that individuals' special talents and abilities 

will be recognized and developed. This means that educators 

are aware of the differences which exist between students, 

and try to make these differences more functional in order 

to fulfill the needs of the society and the individual. In 

some times and places, educators have stressed 

individualized development and have encouraged specialized 

work in areas of the person's greatest strengths and 

talents. In work places and schools, individuals usually 

characterize themselves according to what they are good at, 

and this is one thing that makes them different from other 

people in the particular social setting. 

Although people, during their everyday life interaction 

and working with others, experience the differences that 

exist between everybody, to some of them, it is an 

unexpected and even unpleasant reality. They prefer to see 

a common world instead of facing differentiations and 

changes in every different situation and interactional 

process. According to Schutz, the founder of sociological 

phenomenology, people learn, through the socialization 

process, a sense of a shared world. This presumption of a 
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common world gives individuals in a situation a sense that 

the world is the same for all and it reveals identical 

properties for all (Turner 1986). However, in everyday 

life, it is evident to people that their children do not 

react the same way to the same training routines and to the 

maintenance of discipline. Friends, or members of the 

family, differ in terms of their degree of dependabi1ity, 

sociability, and predominant moods. Also, we all, as the 

members of social groups, realize that in every social 

network, from military classification to marriage and 

occupational counseling, that is in all types of situations 

where people live and work together, individuals are 

constantly under scrutiny and are evaluated in terms of 

their broad differences. 

Therefore, in order to achieve practical results and 

clear understanding in any organizational and interactional 

process, investigating the characteristic differences which 

exist between individuals is a primary task. The Myers-

Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), which places emphasis upon 

differences in perception and information processing can, 

according to Church (1986, 1987a, 1987b), be relied upon as 

accurate and is the most widely used instrument for such 

purposes (Myers 1980). 

It is necessary to mention that the major difference 

between the MBTI and some of the personality or 

psychological tests (such as the MMPI or IQ tests) is that 

the theoretical base of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator does 
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not classify people and their behavior into normal and 

abnormal, low or high, and right or wrong. Knowing 

individual characteristics based on the MBTI does not 

predict or indicate the degree of deviant behavior and 

finally abnormality. The MBTI may indicate individual 

differences but it is not an indicator of personality 

abnormality. This type indicator, in a systematic way, 

indicates individual characteristics in relation to other 

people, regardless of any prejudgmental views. According to 

Myers and McCaulley (1985), the MBTI is useful in group and 

organizational settings with the intent of improving 

understanding of individual and group dynamics. The 

instructions to respondents to the MBTI, which appear in the 

beginning of the questionnaire, support this 1ine of 

reasoni ng: 

There are no "right" or "wrong" answers to these 
questions. Your answers will help show how you like to 
look ar things and how you like to go about deciding 
things. Knowing your own preferences and learning 
about other people's can help you understand where your 
special strengths are, what kinds of work you might 
enjoy and be successful doing, and how people with 
different preferences can relate to each other and be 
valuable to society (Appendix A). 

Therefore, the MBTI is sociological in the sense that 

it concerns people's understanding of themselves in relation 

to the surrounding social environment, and it also helps 

them to discover their individual characteristics in a 

systematic and measurable manner. 

Carl G. Jung (1857-1961) rejected the Freudian focus on 

sexual factors and instead emphasized the notion of 
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collective unconscious. By using this concept Jung turned 

to a sociological experience expressed in psychological 

terms. Through this term he explained certain cultural 

aspects of society (Schafer, 1969). Based on the notion of 

collective unconscious, Jung, in his later work, 

distinguished between introverted and extroverted 

characteristics and their importance in the processes of 

adjustment to the environment (Schafer 1969). 

In 1921, Carl Jung, in his book called Psychological 

Types, argued that people are different in fundamental ways 

(Jung 1923). He believed that what is important is our 

preferences for how we will function in life and that we may 

be typed by these preferences. The theory of psychological 

types indicates that variations in behavior are due to the 

fundamental differences in the way people prefer to use 

their perception and judgment (Myers and McCaulley 1985). 

Perceiving, with reference to psychological type, means the 

processes of becoming aware of people, ideas, and the 

surrounding environment. Judging is the process whereby 

individuals get to the conclusions and decide what needs to 

be done about what has been perceived (Myers 1980). 

In the 1950's, Isabel Myers and Katheryn Briggs used 

Jung's theory of psychological types to devise the Myers-

Briggs Type Indicator. They extended the theory of 

psychological types and made it understandable, practical, 

and useful in many aspects of people's public and private 

1i ves. 
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The MBTI contains eight different indices, each as a 

set of two polar opposites which reflect one of four basic 

dimensions of preferences in perception and information 

processing. These different sets of preferences indicate 

the ways of perceiving any given situation, processing that 

perceptual information, and drawing a conclusion about what 

has been perceived. It is necessary to realize that a 

person does not possess either one or the other of these 

sets of preferences. All of these attitudes are in all 

individuals to varying degrees (Ellenberger 1970). However, 

there is a tendency to favor one over the other which 

emerges early in our cognitive development. These 

characteristic preferences continue to develop and direct 

our patterns of behavior throughout the life cycle. 

Therefore, what is important in understanding and using 

the MBTI is the description of how individuals differ in 

their preferred behavior. Following is a description of the 

four different sets of preferences: 

1 
Outward-Focused vs. Inward-Focused 
(Extroversion (E) vs. Introversion (I)) 

Differences in the relationship between preferred type 

of interaction and process of cognition are referred to by 

the outward-focused and inward-focused polar types. The 

outward-focused individual prefers active interaction with 

1 These terms have been developed by Church. The terms 
in parentheses are the terms used by Myers and Briggs. 
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other humans in order to cognitively process information 

from the environment. A key factor in the ability to 

process and make sense of environmental information, for the 

outward-focused individual, is sociability. 

The inward-focused person, on the other hand, prefers 

processing environmental information in solitude or 

internally. While the key factor in the ability of the 

outward-focused individual to cognitively process 

information is sociability, the key factor in this process 

for the inward-focused person is territoriality. Private 

space is required for meditation, and contemplation of 

environmental information. 

1 
Concrete vs. Abstract 
(Sensation (S) vs. Intuition (I)) 

The concrete vs. abstract polar types refer to 

differences in preferences for the level at which perception 

of the environment takes place. The individual preferring 

the concrete tends to be practical, to rely on facts, to 

base information on experience, and to have a preference for 

sensation. The actual details of the environment and actual 

experiences are of utmost importance to the individual with 

a preference for the concrete (Keirsey and Bates 1984). 

The individual preferring abstract cognitive 

processing, on the other hand, tends to look upon the 

environment in its totality, focusing on such things as 

meaning and significance of environmental phenomena. 
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Details in the environment are likely to be overlooked by 

the individual preferring abstract cognition, and more 

attention paid to possibilities than the actuality of 

situations. This individual is more innovative than 

practical. While individuals preferring abstract cognitive 

processing are more likely to make errors regarding factual 

information in the environment than individuals preferring 

concrete cognition, they are likely to be better at solving 

problems and planning for the future. 

1 
Logical vs. Intuitive 
(Thinking (T) vs. Feeling {F)) 

The preference for a particular type of conscious 

decision making is referred to by the logical versus 

intuitive polar types. The basis for decision making is 

impersonal and objective in the individual who prefers 

logical cognitive processing. These individuals are 

sometimes called cold and remote because of their lack of 

personal involvement when choices are made. The individual 

who prefers intuitive cognitive processing bases decision 

making more on personal feeling than objectivity, and is 

somewhat uncomfortable with rule—governed choice. 

Individuals with the intuitive preference are seen as more 

emotionally sensitive than individuals with a preference for 

the logical; however, this is not necessarily the case. The 

individual who prefers intuitive cognitive processing may 

appear to be more emotional, because of the ease with which 
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they visibly display their emotions, than the individual 

preferring logical cognitive processing, who may feel 

uncomfortable with the visible display of emotions, even 

though these emotions may be felt as intensely. 

1 
Closure/Structure vs. Openness/Spontaneity 
(Judging (J) vs. Perceiving (P)) 

Differences in preference for the structure of the 

cognitive process are referred to here as preferences for 

closure or openness. Individuals with a preference for 

closure tend to cognitively process information in the form 

of closed categories, as opposed to perception being open-

ended. Individuals preferring closure tend to set deadlines 

and to adhere to them, expecting others to do likewise, and 

to place work before anything else. 

The individual preferring openness, on the other hand, 

tends to perceive environmental information as being fluid 

and not fitting into fixed categories. Decision making and 

deadlines are cause for uneasiness for this individual who 

prefers to defer decisions until more information is 

available, and tends to feel restricted by deadlines. 

Whereas the individual who prefers closure tends to have a 

strong work ethic, the individual preferring openness tends 

to have a strong play ethic. Work must be enjoyable and 

does not have to be completed before rest and play are begun 

for the individual whose preferred structure of cognitive 

processing is open-ended. Individuals preferring closure in 
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their cognitive perception are said to be outcome-oriented 

and individuals preferring openness are said to be process-

or i ented. 

For the purpose of clarity, these four sets of 

preferences are summarized in Figure 1 (p. 35-36). 
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Figure 1: A summary of the Four Preferences (Keirsey and 
Bates 1984, p. 25-26). 

Outward-F ocused 
(75% of population) 

vs. Inward-Focused 
(25% of popu1 at i on) 

Soc i ab ? 1 i ty Terr i tor i a 1 i ty 
I nteract i on Concentrat i on 
Externa 1 I nterna 1 
Breadth Depth 
Extens i ve I ntens i ve 
Multiplicity of relationships Limited relationships 
Expenditure of energies Conservation of energies 
Interest in external events Interest in internal 

reactions 

Concrete 
(75% of population) 

vs. Abstract 
(2 5% of popu1 at i on) 

Exper i ence Hunches 
Past Future 
Rea 1 i st i c Specu 1 at i ve 
Persp i rat i on I nsp i rat i on 
Act ua 1 Pos s i b 1 e 
Down-to-earth Head- i n-c 1 ouds 
Uti 1 ity Fantasy 
Fact Fiction 
Pract i ca 1 i ty I ngenu i ty 
Sens i bl e I mag i nat i ve 

Log i ca1 
(50% of population) 

vs. Intuitive 
(507. of population) 

Ob j ect i ve Sub j ect i ve 
Pr i nc i p 1 e Va 1 ues 
Policy Social values 
Law Extenuat i on 

Ci rcumstances 
Cr i ter i on I nt i macy 
F i rmness Persuas i on 
Impersonal .Personal 
Just ice Humane 
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Categor i es Harmony 
Standards Good or bad 
Cr i t i que Apprec i ate 
Ana lysis Sympathy 
A1 1 ocat i on Devot i on 

Closure/Structure vs. Openness/Spontaneity 
(50% of population) (507. of population) 

Sett 1 ed Pend i ng 
Dec i ded Gather more data 
F i xed Flexible 
Plan ahead Adapt as you go 
Run one's life Let life happen 
Closure Open options 
Deci si on-making .Treasure hunting 
Planned Open ended 
Comp 1 eted Emergent 
Dec i s i ve Tentat i ve 
Wrap it up Something will turn up 
Urgency There's plenty of time 
Deadline! What's deadline? 
Get show on the road Let's wait and see... 

Actually these four differences, which are based on 

Jung?an theory, indicate the more traditional approach among 

users of the MBTI. This approach first dissects type into 

various supposed parts, analyzes each part, and then sums up 

the parts which indicate the whole type. Keirsey and Bates 

(1984), in their book Please Understand Me, discuss a 

different approach which combines the scales and studies the 

combination. This new approach to the MBTI brings a 

holistic systems theory approach to the study of individual 

types (Golay 1982). Keirsey and Bates (1984) have described 

different types in terms of total behavior-patterns which 

they call temperament styles. In their view, temperament is 
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the whole individual from the standpoint of behavior, and 

transcends the activities of its parts (Golay 1982). 

Keirsey identifies four basic temperament styles and 

within each of these there are four types, resulting in the 

total of sixteen different types. Following are the four 

basic combinations of types along with a brief description 

of each. The letters in parentheses are used by MBTI users 

as a kind of short hand which indicate the individual's 

bas i c temperament. 

Concrete-Openness/Spontaneity (SP's) 

More than anything else, an individual with this type 

must be free and exempt from controls. The ideal life for 

this type is being free of restrictions, obligations, and 

bounds. This type is more action-oriented which makes them 

good with tools and sports activities. Variety is what this 

type is interested in and new experiences are welcomed in 

any situation. Individuals with the concrete-openness type 

live in the here and now and basically focus on the present 

with minimal interest in goals and plans. Other people 

around this type describe them as exciting, fun-loving, 

unpredictable, and charming. 

Concrete-C1osure/Structure (SJ's) 

Individuals of this type are compelled to be bound and 

obligated. They must belong and this belonging has to be 

earned. They dedicate their time and energy to establishing 
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and maintaining social organization. Structure, order, 

planning, rules, and regulations have a great value to this 

type. The concrete-closure person values consistency, 

stability, and certainty in life. This type can be 

described as stable, responsible, dependable and as planning 

things conservatively. For this type, work and duty come 

before pleasure. 

Abstract-Logical (NT's) 

To be competent is the main goal of the abstract-

logical individual. Improvement is very important to this 

type, and by performance, they try to store up their 

abilities. Intellectual achievement is highly valued by 

this type and they prefer to spend most of their time 

acquiring knowledge and intelligence. They always want to 

know more and, therefore, enjoy reading and thinking. They 

have good problem-solving skills and enjoy developing 

models, creating theories, exploring ideas, and building 

systems. Abstract-logical persons focus on the future and 

things that may happen in the future. The most important 

characteristic of this type is that they are capable of 

learning independently. 

Abstract-Intuitive (NF's) 

The major goal of this type is self actualization and 

self discovery. The process of seeking to satisfy their 

desire for unity, unique identity and self discovery 
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continues throughout life. The abstract-intuitive 

individual wants to be recognized as a person making a 

difference in the world. Their hunger also is centered on 

having meaning as well as the approval and appreciation of 

other people. More than anything else this type is people-

oriented, focusing on individuals and their relationships. 

Through personal relationships, they try to make unique 

contributions to the world and to express their unique 

i dent i ty. Th i s type has a great tendency toward art, mus i c, 

and literature. Many journalists, poets, novelists, 

artists, and playwrights are among this type. 

In sum, as the description of each combination of types 

indicates, there are significant differences which exist 

between people in real life. We all interact with a number 

of different types every day and sometimes wonder what makes 

everybody different in a unique way. The MBTI helps us to 

investigate these differences in a systematic and practical 

manner, which brings us to realize the importance of 

individual differences in society. 

Integrating the Processes of Individual 

Differences and Socialization 

The individual personality develops through a complex 

process and it is a comprehensive entity which is comprised 

of different significant elements and stages of development. 

Individual temperament, as a part of this system, can be 

considered as a building block of the individual type. 
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However, it is not everything. Although individual 

temperament influences individual differences, the 

socialization process and biographical experiences are the 

important factors that bring the different interpretations 

of objects to the situation. Individuals may be abstract or 

concrete when perceiving objects in the environment, but how 

they interpret objects and bring the meaning to them is 

learned through the development of self and mind in 

commun i ty. 

Sensitivity to individual differences refers to the 

ability to identify the ways in which individuals differ 

from one another and from the average member of their group. 

Sensitivity to the generalized other, and the role of 

society and biographical experiences, refer to an ability to 

accurately recognize the importance of the responses of a 

large group of people of which' the target is a member. It 

also refers to the characteristics that members of the group 

or community have in common. An accurate evaluation of the 

individual's behavior in society, of course, requires both 

sensitivity to the generalized other, and sensitivity to 

individual differences which are influenced by differences 

in psychological type. 

In order to investigate more closely the study of 

interaction between socialization background and individual 

differences (psychological type), the cognitive style model 

found in Church (1987a) is used. 
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Perceptua1 
Lens 

Short-Term 
Memory 

Dec i s ion 
Mak i ng/ 
Ana 1ys i s 

Long-Term v
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Memory N 

(Collected 
B i ograph i ca1 
Experiences) / 

'me' 

Model 3: General Cognitive Model 
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In the first stage of the model, the child makes its 

first contacts with the environment and tests everything 

using the senses. This stage occurs during the first six 

months of life. Through the perceptual lens, early 

perception of the world starts to develop. Using the 

senses, the organism becomes aware of objects in the 

environment by examining those objects. 

In relation to early socialization, the "I," as a part 

of the self in Meadian theory, also begins to develop in 

this stage. According to Mead, the "I" is the part of the 

self rooted in the biological equipment of the organism 

(Pfuetze 1973). In his account, the "I" is that part of 

ourself which we do identify as ourselves (Mead 1962: Orig. 

1934). The "I" is the response of the organism to the 

attitude of others. In this sense, the "I" is identical to 

the perceptual world of the individual which develops in 

ear 1y 1i fe. 

In addition, in this stage, through the process of 

contacts with significant others in the environment, the 

child becomes slightly noticeable as an introverted or 

extroverted person. In everyday life, we hear that parents, 

or others with a close relationship with the child, refer to 

him or her as a shy or an outgoing person. This means that 

being outward-focused or inward-focused is partially 

determined during this period of cognitive development. 

In the next stage, short-term memory, or the perceptual 

register, starts to develop. During this period of 
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cognitive development, the perception of sensation which 

characterizes a concrete type person, partially develops. 

This stage for the individual is a decision making process 

where it is determined whether they prefer to perceive 

objects in the environment in an abstract or a concrete 

manner. As cognition develops, the individual also becomes 

capable of analyzing phenomena based on their perception of 

objects in the environment. In this period, individuals 

also develop a preference for a logical or intuitive basis 

for analysis of environmental information. 

In the final developmental period of the cognitive 

processing of information, the "me" is becoming an active 

part of the self, and interaction between the "I" and the 

"me" occurs in any decision making process. Although the 

"me," as part of the self, starts to develop earlier, the 

interaction between the two parts of the self ("I" and 

"me"), and cognitive style becomes significant in 

determining the patterns of behavior. At this time, 

preferences for closure/structure or openness/spontaneity 

are developed. The individual can either have a preference 

for strictly categorical ways of processing environmental 

information or a more open and fluid approach. Church 

(1987b) refers to this part of cognitive structure as long-

term memory in which biographical experiences are collected. 

Throughout life, the individual psychological type, 

which is established in the early part of life, acts as a 

perceptual filter. All biographical experiences, attitudes, 
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roles, meanings, and values of society go through this 

perceptual filter (see Model 4, p.45). The interaction 

between the psychological type and socialization background 

indicates that all the information which the individual 

learns from the community needs to go through the perceptual 

filter and information processing modality in order to 

determine the individuals' personality and their patterns of 

behavior. As mentioned, in the first part of the cognitive 

model, the "I," as part of the self, develops as the 

perceptual filter and information processing modality 

emerge. Mead failed to explain this part of the self 

clearly. Although Mead regarded the "I" as part of the self 

which is rooted in the biological make up of the individual 

and identifies it with impulse and freedom, his main focus 

was on the "me" and the influence of society on the 

individual's personality. 
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Model 4: Illustration of Psychological Type 
Functioning as a Perceptual Filter, 
from Church, (unpublished work) 

adapted 
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As shown in model 4, the norms and values of society 

and biographical experiences go through the existing 

psychological type which functions as a filter to process 

this information. Each individual, based on his or her 

psychological type, has a different perception of other 

people's responses. Individuals receive all the evaluation, 

responses, and attitudes of others but, based on their 

perceptual style, process these things differently. At this 

point, members of the same social group, with common norms 

and values, behave as different individuals. For example, 

the concrete type person has a different perception of 

objects and other persons' responses than the abstract 

individual. People, based on their type, perceive things 

differently and, through this perception of objects, 

interpret situations in everyday life differently. 

In summary, the individual's patterns of behavior are 

determined through the processes of interaction between the 

two components of self, the elements of socialization, and 

psychological type or cognitive style. However, the 

individual's cognitive style functions as a perceptual 

filter through which all the social and cultural information 

and experiences go, and this makes up the whole personality 

which ultimately results in different patterns of behavior 

among the members of the groups. 
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Hypotheses 

In genera 1, it is hypothesized that there shou1d be 

significant differences between the two populations (student 

and inmate) as the individual members of these groups are 

different in their psychological characteristics and 

soc i a1i zat i on backgrounds. 

In this study, the more specific hypotheses will be 

presented in two steps. First, the two groups of subjects 

will be contrasted considering their different cognitive 

styles (psychological characteristics). Second, the two 

groups of subjects - inmate and student - will be contrasted 

using selected questions from the socialization background 

questionnaire (SBQ). 

First Group of Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses are stated regarding 

characteristic differences between the two groups. 

Hypothes i s One 

A greater proportion of individuals with concrete 

openness (SP's) psychological characteristics are among the 

inmate population than among the group of undergraduate 

students. 

This hypothesis is based on the assumption that 

concrete—openness people are spontaneous and prefer to be 

free of restrictions and obligations. Life for this group 

of people is more fun when they behave impulsively, and act 
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spontaneously based on those impulses (Keirsey and Bates 

1984). Because of these circumstances, they are believed to 

have the potential for deviancy. 

Hypothes i s Two 

A greater proportion of persons with abstract-intuitive 

(NF) personality are among the inmate population than among 

the college student population. 

This group of people is always seeking to satisfy their 

hunger for unity, uniqueness, and self-actualization. They 

never seem happy about what they are now. Their endless 

search and being unhappy with the status-quo often causes 

them to get into trouble in society. 

Hypothes i s Three 

A greater proportion of individuals with abstract 

logical characteristics (NT's) are among the undergraduate 

student population than among the inmates. 

Keirsey and Bates (1984) argued that abstract-logical 

individuals are serious about knowledge and learning. They 

always want to know more and enjoy reading and thinking. 

The rationale for including this hypothesis is that some of 

the college students are believed to be attracted to higher 

education because they share abstract-logical 

character i st i cs. 
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Hypot h e s i s Fou r 

More individuals with concrete-closure (SJ) 

characteristics are among the student population than among 

the i nmate popu1 at i on. 

It is assumed that the group of students is more 

compelled to be bound and obligated than inmates. 

Individuals with the concrete-closure type give a great 

value to order, planning, rules, and regulations. Therefore 

the assumption is that people with SJ characteristics are 

less likely to violate rules and regulations or to become 

deviants. 

Second Group of Hypotheses 

In this part, a second set of hypotheses is stated to 

investigate whether the individuals with different 

socialization backgrounds have different patterns of 

behavior as members of inmate and student populations. 

As mentioned earlier, the focus of Mead's theory of 

socialization is on the processes of socialization and 

development of the individual's self through these processes 

which are considered by Mead as the most significant factors 

influencing the patterns of behavior. Therefore, the 

theoretical ground of these stated hypotheses regarding 

individuals' socialization background is the Meadian 

socialization theory, which is measured by using 

socialization background variables in the questionnaire used 

in this study (see Appendix A). 
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Hvpothes i s One 

There will be more people who lived with both parents 

in their family setting among the student population than 

the inmate population. 

This hypothesis is based on the assumption that members 

of the student population have lived within families with a 

stronger sense of unity and structure. This different 

experience may contribute to the final differences between 

these two populations. 

Hypothesis Two 

More individuals with the participatory background at 

home are among the col lege students than the inmates. 

In stating this hypothesis, it is assumed that the type 

of discipline that individuals received at home may have 

different effects on patterns of behavior of the two groups 

under study. 

Hypothesis Three 

More i nd i v i dua1s who 1i ved w i th i n fam i1i es with high 

expectations and unhappy responses from family will be among 

the inmate population than the student population. 

Hypothesis Four 

A greater proportion of people whose family members had 

very different expectations of them will be among the inmate 

population than the student population. 
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The above hypotheses are based on the assumption that 

various degrees of expectation in family environments can be 

affective on the individual's life in adulthood. 

Individuals who grew up within family situations with high 

expectations and a lack of positive signs from parents for 

behavior exhibited, are going to have adjustment problems in 

life. The same thing can happen to the person with a 

confusing family environment in which they felt that with 

pleasing one person in the family some one else would be 

unhappy and angry with them. 

Hypothes is Fi ve 

People who lived in family environments with little or 

no emphasis on reading and discussion are found more 

frequently among inmates than college students. 

Reading books, magazines, and participating in family 

discussions around everyday events are significant factors 

in the educational and socialization processes which 

contribute to effective interaction and communication with 

other people. Individuals living in families with a lack of 

consideration for these activities may face great 

difficulties in their decision making processes in 

conflicting situations. 

Hypothes is Six 

A greater proportion of the student population has a 

relatively positive view of themselves, with the help of 
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their family, than the inmate population. 

According to Mead (1934), individuals, through 

different stages of socialization, became able to view 

themselves in different ways, as other people might view 

them in the community. Having positive or negative views of 

ourselves may influence our behavior in interaction with 

other people. It also may affect our role performance, 

life-style, and degree of self-confidence. It is assumed 

then, that students may have better views of themselves as 

compared to the jail population which is made up of 

individuals who have been convicted of different crimes. 

Hvpothes i s Seven 

More people who were physically abused are among the 

inmate population than among the student group. 

Hypothes is E i qht 

A greater proportion of individuals who were sexually 

abused are among the inmate population than among the 

college student population. 

People who have lived in abusive family environments 

can face various problems in adjusting to individual and 

social life in society. It is assumed that being physically 

or sexually abused may create patterns of deviant behavior. 
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Hypothesis Nine 

A greater proportion of individuals whose father had a 

serious alcohol problem is among the inmate population than 

the Student population. 

Hypothesis Ten 

More people with both of their parents having a serious 

alcohol problem are among the inmate group than the student 

group. 

In families in which the father or male guardian are 

alcoholics, family disruption and physical or emotional 

abuses can be a side effect of that problem. When both 

parents have alcohol problems, other members of the family 

can become 1 eft a 1 one w i thout any emot i ona1 or financ i a 1 

support which creates a difficult situation for them in 

1 i f e. 

Hypothesis Eleven 

A greater proportion of individuals whose father or 

mother had a serious drug problem is among the inmate 

population rather than the student population. 

This hypothesis is stated based on the assumption that 

drugs can play a disruptive role in the family. Individuals 

who have been raised in such families can become the 

v i ct i ms. 
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Hypothesis Twelve 

People who experienced disruption due to the absence of 

one or both parents will be found more often among the 

inmate population than the student population. 

It is assumed here that experiencing any kind of 

disruption in family environment increases the possibility 

of disturbed behavior throughout life. 

Significance of the Study 

This study has numerous significant features. As a 

general contribution, this study is aimed at determining the 

usefulness of both the Meadian theory of socialization and 

the theory of psychological type (individual differences) 

for predicting or understanding patterns of behavior. 

Although this study criticizes Mead in a new sense, the main 

intention here is to extend his theory of socialization by 

explaining the "I" as an important part of the self, and to 

consider the effectiveness of individual differences 

elements in the study of human behavior. 

This study attempts to make selected contributions by 

introducing and explaining the MBTI as a useful instrument 

which can help sociological practitioners to study 

individuals and groups while considering their social and 

psychological predispositions. In the spirit of 

sociological practice, this investigation will offer direct 

intervention implications by suggesting different programs 

and clinical treatment for deviant and other populations 
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based on their different psychological predispositions and 

soc i a 1i zat i on exper i ences. 

This study fulfills the main purpose of sociological 

practice which involves realistic investigation linked with 

efforts to diagnose individuals' social and psychological 

problems and to suggest strategies for better adjustment to 

the environment with its existing difficulties. This study 

suggests that since sociological practice is a holistic and 

multidisciplinary approach (Glass 1979), we need to 

integrate some basic insights from sociology, psychology, 

and social psychology for a better understanding of human 

behavior and in creating effective intervention programs. 

In a most basic sense, this study attempts to develop a 

scale measuring individual differences in cognition and 

socialization background and to use this scale to evaluate 

convicted inmate and college student populations for the 

first time. Since this study is exploratory, it can be a 

starting point for a further investigation in this area in 

the future. Findings from this study can be helpful to 

create a program for counseling centers, schools, 

rehabilitation programs, and mental health facilities. 

L imi tat i ons 

In examining the effectiveness of cognitive style and 

socialization background, this study tests a population of 

college students and a group of jail inmates. Therefore, 

the data and findings of the study may be genera 1izable to 
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similar populations, but the results may not necessarily 

apply to other populations with different ages, educational 

backgrounds, or income levels. 

Since this study is exploratory, it will provide only 

the most general information about particular patterns of 

behavior. Another limitation of the study is that the 

measurement of socialization background is limited to a 

relatively small number of questions from a questionnaire. 

Although there may be a causal relationship between 

cognitive style and socialization background, and deviant 

behavior, this study is limited to results of significant 

differences between two populations. Later studies in this 

area may further investigate the nature of any causal link 

between these variables. 



CHAPTER I I 

METHODOLOGY 

This section focuses on a brief description of the 

subjects under study, instruments which are used, procedures 

for collection of the data, and procedures for the analysis 

of data. 

Sub iects 

Two different populations are subjects of this study. 

The first group of subjects is a group of 263 volunteer 

undergraduate students who were taking sociology classes at 

a university in Texas from the spring of 1985 to the fall of 

1987. These students were given the two questionnaires used 

in this study (see Appendix A) at the same time during the 

early part of the semester. Their participation was 

voluntary and they were informed that they would be notified 

about their specific characteristics. 

The second group of subjects is a sample of ninety-

four incarcerated individuals with prior felony and 

misdemeanor convictions that was drawn from a total 

population of approximately one hundred ninety individuals 

in a County Jail facility in Texas. The main intention of 

this study was to include the convicted inmates. Therefore, 

57 
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all of the members of the population under study were 

convicted at least once in their lives. About 80 percent of 

this population was convicted felony offenders and the 

remainder had been convicted of misdemeanors. 

Instruments 

The instruments used in this study are Form G of the 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) designed to measure 

individual differences in terms of various cognitive style, 

and the Socialization Background Questionnaire developed by 

Church. Form G of the MBTI is being considered as the 

standard form of the MBTI. It is shorter than other forms 

of this test in terms of the number of items (Myers and 

McCau11ey 1985). 

Since the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator is concerned with 

individual differences, its application in this study would 

be very practical and objective. The differences described 

by this instrument are a familiar part of an individual's 

everyday life (Myers and McCau1 ley 1985). The main 

objective of this type indicator is to identify four basic 

preferences. These four preferences (E vs I, S vs N, T vs 

F, and J vs P) are designed in such a way that individuals 

prefer one of the poles in each of the indices over the 

other (See Figure 1, Ch.l). From these four basic 

preferences, sixteen possible type combinations can be drawn 

which are indicated by the four letters of the preferences. 
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I STJ ISTP INTJ INFJ 
ISFJ ISFP INTP INFP 
ESTJ ESTP ENTJ ENFJ 
ESFJ ESFP ENTP ENFP 

Keirsey and Bates (1984) combine these four preferences 

and refer to them as temperaments which were described 

briefly in the review of literature. 

The questionnaire for the MBTI (see Appendix A) 

contains ninety five items which, with the exception of the 

five questions, have dichotomous possible answers. There 

are no right or wrong answers to these items. The MBTI is 

virtually self-administrating (therefore appropriate for 

group administration) and there is no time limit for the 

respondents, although the items should not be studied at 

length (Myers and McCaulley 1985). 

The socialization background questionnaire contains 

nineteen multiple choice items and is designed to get at the 

individual's family experiences or the living situation 

within which they grew up. Eleven questions which were 

relevant to this study have been chosen from the 

questionnaire. The main objective in using this instrument 

is to measure the effects of socialization background on 

patterns of behavior among the groups under study. 

The two instruments, which together contain one hundred 

seventeen questions, were distributed among the respondents 

at the same time. The average time for a respondent to 

complete the test is about 45 minutes. The answer sheet for 

these instruments is a standard computer sheet (See 
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Appendix A). The data obtained by using these instruments 

w e r e entered into the computer through the University Data 

Entry department. The relatively complex scoring procedures 

were done by a computer program which was written by this 

researcher with the guidance of Nathan Church. 

Data Collection 

Since the objective of this study was to investigate 

the differences which exist between two independent groups, 

the procedures and sources for the data collection were 

different for each group. Therefore, the data were gathered 

in two phases. 

First Phase of Data Collection 

As mentioned earlier, one of the populations under 

study was a group of undergraduate students in a university 

in Texas. The group of students was taking junior and 

senior level sociology classes at the time of data 

collection. The data for this group, which includes about 

300 subjects, were collected in this university, from the 

Spring of 1985 through the Fall of 1987. At the beginning 

of each semester, students of each class were asked to fill 

out voluntarily both questionnaires in order to learn about 

their characteristics and the instrument itself. Through 

this data collection process, students were notified of 

their cognitive style and their potentialities in the course 

of interaction with other people. Since the time of data 
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collection, these data have not been used in any other 

research project. Therefore, the data have been utilized in 

this study for the first time, without any changes or 

mod i fi cat ion. 

Second Phase of Data Collection 

The data in this study for the group of incarcerated 

individuals with prior felony and misdemeanor convictions, 

as another independent population to be compared to the 

student population, were collected from a County jail 

facility in Texas. This facility was the best available 

place in the area with a relatively large number of multiple 

offenders which represent a different group of people at the 

time of data collection as compared to the student 

popu1 at i on. 

In order to be granted permission to collect this data, 

this researcher prepared a data collection proposal which 

was submitted to the County Sheriff's Department for their 

approval. After two weeks, the proposal was accepted and 

through an official letter from the office of the director 

of the jail, authorization was granted to collect the data 

on the inmates. In addition, this project has been approved 

by an Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 

Subjects prior to the data collection procedures (see 

Appendix B). 
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Background: 

The present jail was officially opened as a new 

facility in November of 1986. it is divided into two wings, 

A and B, and both wings were fully opened in May of 1987. 

This jail is a 223 bed facility. It is functioning with the 

maximum security and with a highly computerized and a 

electronic monitoring system. Since May of 1987, the 

population of inmates in this facility has increased 

rapidly. Table I and Figure 2 provide a summary of data 

showing the increasing size of the population since the date 

of opening in May of 1987. 
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TABLE I. INMATE POPULATION IN A COUNTY JAIL FROM MAY 
TO NOVEMBER OF 1987 

Number of 
Month Inmates 

May 138 
June 152 
Ju 1 y 159 
Aug 158 
Sept 185 
Oct 210 
Nov 235 

225-
215-
205-
195-
185-
175-
165-
155-
145-
135-

0 May iJune [July 'Aug 'Sept jOct [Nov |Dec 
1987 

Figure 2: Increase of Jail Population from May to November 
1987. 
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Procedures 

Interviews with the jail supervisor, at the time of 

data collection, indicated that the majority of inmates were 

felony offenders including those who had committed a crime 

against another person such as homicide, rape, sexual 

assault, and aggravated assault. According to the County 

Jail daily roster, in the middle of October 1987, and based 

on the informal questioning of some of the individual 

inmates (Those in isolation or separation who are not 

classified by daily roster), of the total 191 inmates, 97 

were felons, and 105 had been convicted at some time, either 

before or after being placed in this County Jail. This 

number includes those who had been convicted of felonies, 

which were the majority, and misdemeanors. According to 

this particular daily roster, about 55 percent were felons. 

However, there were large numbers of inmates who were 

waiting for a trial for their most recent charges. The 

daily list of inmates, which is provided by the jail 

administration, changes everyday based on the new inmates 

and replacement of previous individuals in the facility. 

Therefore the number of felony offenders and convicted 

inmates can be different almost everyday and in this County 

Jail, with the rapid increase in number of inmates, it can 

be much higher than what it is now. 

The focus of this data collection was on the inmates 

who had been convicted at the time of the data collection, a 

large majority of whom were felons. Since the period of 
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data collection was about four weeks, some of the first 

offenders went to court during this time, were convicted, 

and were i nc1uded i n the study after the i r conv i ct i on. The 

researcher, with the help of jail officers, and based on 

daily lists which for the most part classified the inmates, 

selected the target population. The data were collected on 

about eight people during each visit. After a brief 

description of the research project and the instrument 

itself, the copy of informed consent (see Appendix A) was 

distributed to be signed by the subjects. During this 

period, it was exp1 ained that participation was on a 

voluntary basis and for those who decide to participate, 

confidentiality would be strictly kept. The next step was 

to distribute copies of the questionnaire, answer sheet, and 

pencils. During the first few visits, the inmates were not 

cooperative or concerned with the whole process basically 

because they wanted to make sure that jail officials would 

not use the results. However, it was decided to spend more 

time to explain that the results of this research could be 

used in their favor, that it was being handled through the 

university not by the jail administration, and it would not 

be used against them. The result was encouraging and they 

became more cooperative throughout the course of the data 

co11ect i on per i od. 

The four week time table was selected for a number of 

reasons. First, it was intended to collect data on about 90 

percent of those who had been convicted, especially felony 
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offenders. Second, it was predicted that during this time 

period it would be possible to check back with those people 

who for different reasons (being asleep, tired, depressed, 

or lacking trust) could not participate at the time of the 

first visit. Third, the four week time table was selected 

i n order to i nc1ude new i nmates who had been conv i cted or 

those who had been convicted during the four week period of 

data collection. By using this technique, the researcher 

tried to increase the possibility of including the entire 

population of incarcerated individuals with prior felony and 

misdemeanor convictions. 

At the end of the four week time period, data were 

collected on 106 inmates. Out of this number, 12 either did 

not complete their answers or incorrectly marked the answer 

sheet which contained spaces for 200 answers, while the 

questionnaire contained only 117 questions. It appears that 

these respondents did not carefully read the questionnaire. 

Therefore, the actual data of this research includes 94 

inmates, all of whom had been convicted, and the majority of 

whom were felony offenders. 

Data Analysis 

As discussed earlier, one of the major purposes of this 

study is to investigate the significant differences that may 

exist between groups of inmate and college students by 

focusing on two influential factors, individual 

characteristics and socialization backgrounds. 
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The data obtained from data collection procedures were 

entered and scored by the computer, using the Multi-User 

System for Interactive Computing (MUSIC system), the SPSSX 

program, and a program which was written by the researcher 

to score and compute the MBTI. 

During the process of data analysis, after entering the 

data into the computer, the frequency distribution was 

obtained for the categories of each of the variables and the 

two different groups of subjects under study. Bi-variate 

and mu1ti-variate cross-tabulations revealed a variety of 

relationships between and within the variables, some of 

which are summarized and discussed in the next two chapters 

- findings and related findings. 

Among the statistical techniques, chi-square probably 

has its greatest usefulness in testing for statistically 

significant differences that may exist between two groups. 

Therefore, in order to determine the differences between the 

two groups in this study, the best suitable design is a chi-

square test for two independent groups (Siegel 1956). Also, 

since the level of measurement for all of the variables in 

this study is nominal, and the number of subjects is 

relatively large, the chi-square test was employed to 

determine the statistically significant differences between 

the two independent groups of subjects. The differences 

between inmate and student populations were tested at the 

.05 level of significance. 

Measures of the degree of bi-variate relationships 
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were used in alliance with the tests of significance. Based 

on the size of the population, table size, and level of 

measurement in this study, both lambda and 

Cramer's V could be used as sensitive measures of 

association. One of the major disadvantages of lambda is 

that it may be equal to 0 or indicate no association when 

there is an association between variables (Champion 1981). 

This can happen because of peculiar distributions of 

frequencies in the cells. Therefore, the lambda was a poor 

choice in this study because in a number of tables the 

lambda is equal to 0 but from an examination of the 

percentages, it is certain that an association exists. The 

best alternative suitable for this study was Cramer's V. It 

is a chi-square based measure of association. It is also a 

reliable measure of the degree of association between two 

nominal variables (Champion 1981). Its value can range from 

0 (no association) to +1.00 as a sign of perfect 

association. In using Cramer's V, there is no sample size 

restriction and it can achieve +1.00 regard less of the table 

size. 

Another statistical technique used in this study was 

the elaboration technique which refers to the introduction 

of a third control variable into a two-variable relationship 

(Jendrek 1985). The original two-variable relationship can 

be examined in more detail by introduction of a third 

variable into the analysis. This technique helps to specify 

the conditions under which the original relationship would 
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be strong or weak (Loether and McTavish 1980). 



CHAPTER I I I 

FINDINGS 

The major focus of this chapter is on presentation and 

interpretation of the data and results of the study, First, 

the results regarding the differences between the two 

populations in terms of psychological characteristics will 

be discussed. Second, the findings concerned with the 

differences related to selected socialization background 

variables will be presented. Third, in the section entitled 

related findings, some of the results which are not based on 

the stated hypotheses are explored. These findings 

contribute to the better understanding of the effects that 

each factor may have in explaining the behavioral 

differences between the two populations. 

The Effects of Psychological Characteristics 

on Patterns of Behavior 

The general hypothesis is that there should be 

significant differences between a group of college students 

and a group of incarcerated individuals with prior felony 

and misdemeanor convictions concerning their different 

psychological characteristics. Here, the more specific 

hypotheses are going to be tested. 

70 
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Hypotheses Related to Psychological 

Character i st i cs 

Hypothes i s One 

A greater proportion of individuals with concrete 

openness (SP's) characteristics are among the inmate 

population than are among the group of college students. 

RESULTS. - The data in Table II indicate that 38.3 

percent of the inmate respondents had concrete openness 

characteristics (SP), while 23.7 percent of the student 

respondents were classified as SP. The overal1 relationship 

in the table is moderately high (.20) as indicated by the 

Cramer's V measure of association. This association is 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level as measured by 

chi-square (.001). By virtue of the above statistical 

analysis, the hypothesis was confirmed that more SP's are 

among the inmate population than the student population. 

DISCUSSION. - The results of the statistical analysis 

support the direction of the hypothesis. Although these 

findings indicate that a greater proportion of SP's are 

among the inmate population, from an inspection of 

percentages in the table, it is obvious that the differences 

between inmates and students are not very high. It shows 

that a relatively large number of SP's also can be found 

among the student population which is more than was 
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TABLE II. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING PSYCHOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

PSYCHOLOGICAL TYPE 

Patterns of 
behav i or SP SJ NT NF Total 

Student 62 88 47 65 262 
23.7 33.6 17.9 24.8 73.6 

Inmate 36 38 1 1 9 94 
38.3 40.4 11.7 9.6 26.4 

Total 98 126 58 74 356 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0013 
b. Cramer's V = 0.20981 

expected. Although individuals who prefer to be spontaneous 

and free of obligation and bounds have the potential to be 

among the group of convicted inmates, they can also be found 

among the group of college students. Some of the reasons 

for this may be explained by their different socialization 

backgrounds. 

Hypothesis Two 

A greater proportion of persons with abstract-intuitive 

(NF) personality characteristics are among the inmate 

population than among the college student group. 

RESULTS. - The data in Table II do not support this 

hypothesis. The results in Table II indicate that while 

24.8 percent of the students have NF characteristics, just 

9.6 percent of the inmates were found to have NF 



73 

characteristics. Although these differences are 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level, it is contrary 

to the direction of the hypothesis. 

DISCUSSION. - The findings indicate that the proportion 

of people with abstract-intuitive (NF) characteristics is 

greater among the college students than among the inmates. 

The results confirmed that there is an over all difference 

between the two populations. However, the results do not 

support the assumption that having abstract-intuitive 

characteristics contributes to deviancy in society. 

Hypothes i s Three 

A greater proportion of individuals with abstract-

logical characteristics (NT) are among the students than are 

among the inmates. 

RESULTS. - The presented data in Table II supports the 

hypothesis as stated. The data show that 17.9 percent of 

students have abstract-logical characteristics, while 11.7 

percent of inmates are found in the NT category. The over 

all relationship in the table is 0.20 as indicated by the 

Cramer's V measure of association. This relationship is 

statistically significant at the 0.001 level as indicated by 

ch i-square. 

DISCUSSION. - The findings confirm the direction of the 

hypothesis which predicts that a higher proportion of people 

with NT characteristics will be found among the student 
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population. However, the percentages in Table II show that 

the differences are relatively low. Regardless of these 

moderate differences, it appears that NT's who are .serious 

about knowledge and enjoy reading and thinking are more 

likely to be found among college students than inmates. 

Hypothesis Four 

More individuals with concrete-closure (SJ) 

characteristics are among the student population than among 

the i nmate popu1 at i on. 

RESULTS. - The data in Table II do not support the 

direction of the hypothesis. These data indicate that 33.6 

percent of the students are SJ's, while 40.4 percent of the 

inmates have SJ characteristics. The Cramer's V for the 

whole table is 0.20 and this value is significant at the 

0.05 1evel. 

DISCUSSION. - The findings suggest that individuals 

with concrete-closure (SJ) characteristics who give a great 

value to order, planning, rules, and regulations, also can 

be found among the inmate population. From the results in 

Table II, it is obvious that there are more similarities 

than differences between students and inmates in terms of 

specific psychological characteristics considered. However, 

the reasons that SJ's are also found among convicted inmates 

are not independent of other factors. There are other 

factors which may contribute to the fact that these people 
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are in jail, regardless of their specific characteristics. 

The related findings of this study indicate that the 

socialization background variables significantly explain the 

differences between student SJ's and inmate SJ's. These 

findings will be discussed in the last section of this 

chapter under the title "related findings." 

As stated in the beginning of this section, it was 

generally hypothesized that there would be significant 

differences between the two populations regarding their 

psychological characteristics. The findings in the Table II 

show that there are over all differences between students 

and inmates in terms of the four psychological types. 

However, some of the more specific hypotheses were not 

confirmed by the data. 

The Effects of Socialization Background 

on Patterns of Behavior 

This section is concerned with the differences between 

the two groups regarding their different socialization 

experiences and living conditions. There are twelve 

specific hypotheses which will be tested in order to explore 

these differences. 
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Hypotheses Related to Socialization 

Background 

Hypothes i s One 

People who lived with both parents in their family 

environment will be found more often among the student 

population than the inmate population. 

RESULTS. - Data in Table III confirm the direction of 

the hypothesis which predicted that people who lived with 

both parents would be found more often among students than 

inmates. The table reflects that 72.5 percent of the 

students lived with their parents, while 42.9 percent of the 

inmates lived under similar family conditions. The 

relationship is relatively high (+0.28) as indicated by 

Cramer's V, and it is statistically significant at the 0.05 

level (chi-square = 0.00). 
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TABLE III. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STUDENTS AND INMATES 
REGARDING FAMILY LIVING 

FAMILY LIVING 

Patterns of 
behavi or 

BOTH 
PARENTS MOTHER FATHER 

NATURAL 
PARENT 

RELA-
TIVE Tot a 1 

Student 190 
72.5 

32 
12.2 

5 
1.9 

30 
11.5 

5 
1.9 

262 
74.2 

Inmate 39 
42.9 

19 
20.9 

6 
6.6 

22 
24.2 

5 
5.5 

91 
25.8 

Total 229 51 1 1 52 10 353 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0000 
b. Cramer's V = 0.28123 

DISCUSSION. - The significant differences between 

students and inmates regarding family living conditions are 

supported by the findings in Table III. The data indicate 

that the majority of college students lived with both 

parents and this may have contributed to their different 

patterns of behavior as compared to the group of convicted 

inmates. Obviously the need for intimacy, care, love, and 

financial support are provided in more stable and balanced 

family environments. Lack of harmony and unity in the 

family can contribute to an unstable 1iving-situation in 

later life which many times plays a role in the causes of 

deviant behavior. 
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Hypothesis Two 

A greater proportion of individuals with the 

participatory background at home are among the college 

students than among the inmates. 

RESULTS. - The data in Table IV do not support this 

hypothesis. It is shown that 56.3 percent of the students 

lived in families with the participatory type of discipline, 

while 48.4 percent of the inmates also lived in families 

with a similar type of discipline. The value of Cramer's V 

(.07) indicates a weak relationship which is not 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level (chi-square = 

0.37). 

TABLE IV. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING TYPE OF DISCIPLINE AT HOME 

TYPE OF DISCIPLINE 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

AUTHORI-
TARIAN 

PERMIS-
SIVE 

PARTICIP-
ATORY Total 

Student 49 
18.6 

66 
25. 1 

148 
56.3 

263 
74.3 

Inmate 18 
19.8 

29 
31.9 

44 
48. 4 

91 
25.7 

Total 67 95 192 354 

Note: 
a. p = 0.3706 
b. Cramer's V = 0.07489 

DISCUSSION. - According to the findings, it seems that 

the type of discipline the individual received at home does 
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not have a significant effect on the patterns of behavior. 

The percentages in Table IV indicate that the hypothesis was 

stated in the right direction. It. is shown that more 

students lived with rules that were explained to them or 

they were able to ask questions about those rules. However, 

these findings are not statistically significant and the 

relationship is weak. Although the way rules and disci piine 

are taught in the family is an important part of the 

socialization process, which can have an influence on the 

individual's behavior in adulthood, the results of this 

study did not indicate the effects of this factor were 

important, in contributing to significant differences between 

students' and inmates' behavior. 

Hypothesis Three 

More individuals who lived within families with high 

expectations and unhappy responses from family members will 

be among the inmate population than the student population. 

RESULTS. - Data in Table V confirm the hypothesis. It 

is shown that 16.3 percent, of the inmates lived in families 

with high expectations and unhappy responses, while just 7.6 

percent of the students lived under similar family 

situations. The Cramer's V value of 0.35 supports these 

high differences between the two groups. This relationship 

is highly significant at the 0.05 level (chi-square = 0.00). 

DISCUSSION. - These findings indicate that high 

expectations in the family with negative responses from 



80 

parents may become a potential background factor which, in 

adulthood, can contribute to different deviant behaviors. 

From an inspection of other categories in Table V it is 

obvious that individuals whose families were happy with them 

regardless of how well they did are found considerably more 

often among the students. For example, the data in the 

category labeled "high expectations with happy responses" 

indicate 51.5 percent of the students lived in such families 

while just 18.5 percent of the inmates are in this category. 

This indicates that being happy with what individuals do in 

-the family is an effective factor in contributing to the 

significant differences between the two groups with regard 

to this variable. Overall, this can be interpreted to 

suggest that high expectations and being unhappy with what 

the individual does in the family environment may be a 

significant factor contributing to deviancy in society. 
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Hvpothes i s Four 

A greater proportion of people whose family members had 

very different expectations of them will be among the inmate 

population than the student population. 

RESULTS. - The findings in table V support the 

direction of the hypothesis. Among the inmates, 21.7 

percent lived in families with very different and confusing 

expectations, while just 5 percent of students lived under 

similar family situations. The table shows that the 

relationship is relatively high (Cramer's V = 0.35), and 

these findings are statistically significant based on the 

value of chi-square (0.00) at the 0.05 level. 

DISCUSSION. - From the findings in Table V it was noted 

that a relatively high proportion of inmates grew up within 

families with confusing and different sets of expectations. 

Living in such a situation tends to make individuals feel 

torn between pleasing one member of the family by responding 

to their expectations and making other members unhappy at 

the same time. These confusing situations, which 

individuals learn in the family environment, can be 

transferred into social interaction and role preferences in 

different social settings. Again, these contribute to a 

lack of self-confidence and unstable personality 

character i st. i cs which are in conflict with the norms and 

rules of some aspects of social institutions in society. 
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Hvpothes is F ive 

People who lived in family environments with little or 

no emphasis on reading and discussion are found more 

frequently among inmates than college students. 

RESULTS. - Data in Table VI support the direction of 

the hypothesis. The results indicate that 42.2 percent of 

the inmate population lived in families with little or no 

emphasis on reading and discussion, while 22.8 percent of 

students lived in similar family situations. These 

differences are statistically significant at the 0.05 level 

(chi-square = 0.000), and the value of Cramer's V is 0.20. 

TABLE VI. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING READING AND DISCUSSION IN FAMILY 

READING AND DISCUSSIONS 

Patterns of 
behavi or EMPHASIS AVERAGE 

LITTLE 
OR NO Total 

Student 39 
14.8 

164 
62.4 

60 
22.8 

263 
74.5 

Inmate 16 
17.8 

36 
40.0 

38 
42.2 

90 
25.5 

Total 55 200 98 353 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0005 
b. Cramer's V = 0.20879 

DISCUSSION. - The data analysis revealed that a high 

proportion of inmates grew up in family environments with 
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little or no consideration for reading books, magazines, and 

having open discussions about news or other aspects of 

everyday life. In contrast, students had a better chance of 

improving their knowledge and being aware of things around 

them in the family. Reading, and participating in 

discussions and decision making processes in the family are 

a significant part of individual socialization background. 

Lack of concern for all of these activities has an effect, 

throughout life, on the individual's decision making 

processes in conflicting situations. 

Hypothesis Six 

A greater proportion of the student population will 

have a relatively positive view of themselves with the help 

of their family than the inmate population. 

RESULTS. - The findings in the Table VII support the 

direction of the hypothesis. It is shown that 57 percent of 

the students have a positive view of themselves with the 

help of their family, while just 38.9 percent of inmates 

view themselves positively. These differences are supported 

by the Cramer's V value of 0.18 which is statistically 

significant at the 0.05 level (chi- square = 0.006). 
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TABLE VII. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING SELF-DESCRIPTION 

SELF-DESCRIPTION 

POSITIVE POSITIVE NEGATIVE NEGATIVE 
Patterns of VIEW VIEW VIEW VIEW 
behav i or FAMILY NO HELP FAMILY OTHERS Total 

HELP RESP. RESP. 

Student 150 73 21 19 263 
57.0 27.8 8.0 7.2 74. 5 

Inmate 35 28 13 14 90 
38.9 31.1 14.4 15.6 25.5 

Total 185 101 34 33 353 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0062 
b. Cramer's V = 0.18712 

DISCUSSION. - The results of data analysis indicate 

that the way individuals view themselves is related, to an 

extent, to their role performance and success in what they 

are doing in life. Compared to students, a small proportion 

of inmates had a positive view of themselves which may have 

been caused by a feeling of failure after they left their 

family. Students, in their answers to this question, 

considered the help of their family as an important factor 

contributing to the accomplishment of self-confidence in 

life. The role of the family, in creating better 

circumstances for individuals, is noticeable in differences 

between these two groups regarding how they view themselves. 
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Hypothesis Seven 

More people who were physically abused are among the 

inmate population than among the student group. 

RESULTS. - Data in Table VIII confirm the direction of 

the hypothesis predicting a higher proportion of inmates was 

physically abused than students. The results indicate that 

26.4 percent of the inmates were physically abused, while 

just 3.8 percent of students agreed with this statement. 

These differences between students and inmates are supported 

by the value of Cramer's V (.38) and the value of chi-square 

(.00) shows that this relationship is statistically 

significant at the 0.05 level. 

TABLE VIII. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING PHYSICAL ABUSE 

PHYSICAL ABUSE 

INDIVIDUAL 
Patterns of OR ALL SOME OF ONLY DID NOT 
behav i or ABUSED US OTHER HAPPEN Total 

Student 10 45 13 193 261 
3.8 17.2 5.0 73.9 74. 1 

Inmate 24 26 6 35 91 
26.4 28.6 6.6 38.5 25.9 

Total 34 71 19 228 352 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0000 
b. Cramer's V = 0.38889 
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DISCUSSION. - These findings suggest that a relatively 

large number of inmates were physically abused compared to 

the student population. Being physically abused in the 

family has various effects on adulthood life style and 

individual behavior. The evidence shows that abused 

individuals have a tendency to abuse their own children 

(Popenoe 1986). This tendency can be revealed in other 

aspects of life as an effort to overcome the pain caused by 

living in an abusive family. The victim of physical abuse 

may experience difficulties in relations with people and the 

power structure of the society, because of the stresses that 

go along with feelings associated with being abused in the 

fam i1y. 

Hypothesis Eight 

A greater proportion of individuals who were sexually 

abused are among the inmate population than among the 

college student population. 

RESULTS. - The data in Table IX confirm the hypothesis 

as stated. The table reflects that 15.4 percent of inmates 

were sexually abused in their families, while just 1.5 

percent of students agreed to this question. These 

differences are supported by a high value of Cramer's V 

(.39). The relationship is statistically significant at the 

0.05 level (chi-square = 0.00). 
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TABLE IX. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING SEXUAL ABUSE 

SEXUAL ABUSE 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

INDIVIDUAL 
OR ALL SOME 
ABUSED OF US 

ONLY 
OTHERS 

DID NOT 
HAPPEN 

Total 

Student 4 2 
1.5 0.8 

7 
2.7 

248 
95.0 

261 
74. 1 

Inmate 14 1 1 
15.4 12.1 

4 
4.4 

62 
68. 1 

91 
25.9 

Total 18 13 1 1 310 352 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0000 
b. Cramer's V = 0.39496 

DISCUSSION. - These findings indicate that there are 

highly significant differences between inmates and students 

regarding incidences of sexual abuse in the family. The 

more specific results show that being sexually abused is a 

painful and disturbing experience, which may have an effect 

on or contribute to involvement in deviant behavior. 

Hypothesis Nine 

A greater proportion of individuals whose fathers had a 

serious alcohol problem are among the inmate group rather 

than the student group. 

RESULT. - The results of data analysis in Table X 

support the direction of the hypothesis. From an inspection 
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of Table X it is revealed that 31.9 percent of the inmates 

agreed that their father had a serious alcohol problem, 

while just 12.2 percent of students gave positive responses 

to this question. The Cramer's V value (.37) indicates a 

high degree of differences between the two groups. This 

relationship is statistically significant at the 0.05 level 

(chi-square = 0.00). 

DISCUSSION. - The results showed a large number of 

inmates experienced a difficult situation in the family with 

an alcoholic father. In most families, the father plays a 

significant role in handling educational, financial and 

emotional support, and making decisions during normal or 

critical situations in the family. However, it is obvious 

that a father with a serious alcohol problem is not able to 

expend enough time to help other members of the family in 

difficult situations. This lack of concern, which in many 

situations causes the break down of the family, can have 

serious effects on individuals who lived in such an 

env i ronment. 
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TABLE X. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING SERIOUS ALCOHOL PROBLEMS IN FAMILY 

EXTENSIVE USE OF ALCOHOL 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

ONLY 
FATHER 

ONLY 
MOTHER BOTH 

FEW 
TIMES 

NOT A 
PROBLEM Total 

Student 32 
12.2 

4 
1.5 

4 
1.5 

25 
9.5 

198 
75.3 

263 
74.3 

Inmate 29 
31.9 

8 
8.8 

8 
8.8 

1 1 
12. 1 

35 
38.5 

91 
25.7 

Total 61 12 12 36 233 354 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0000 
b. Cramer's V = 0.37838 

Hypothesis Ten 

More people with both parents having a serious alcohol 

problem are among the inmate group rather than the student 

group. 

RESULTS. - The findings in Table X confirm the 

hypothesis. The table reflects that 8.8 percent of inmates 

experienced a family environment with two alcoholic parents, 

while just 1.5 percent of students lived in families where 

both parents were alcoholics. The value of Cramer's V (.37) 

is high in this table. This finding is statistically 

significant at the 0.05 level (chi—square = 0.00). 

DISCUSSION. - This investigation reveals that a larger 

proportion of inmates experienced a family environment in 

which both parents had serious alcohol problems as compared 

to students. When the alcohol problem is spread among both 



parents , th i s csn be cons 1 dered as a ser i ous threat to the 

unity, harmony, and structure of the family. Individuals 

who lived in a family in which drinking alcohol was a part 

of everyday life, have the potential to carry the same 

problem into their personal and social lives, and evidence 

shows that most of the time this creates an unstable life. 

Hypothesis Eleven 

A greater proportion of individuals whose father or 

mother had a serious drug problem are among the inmate 

population rather than the student population. 

RESULTS. - The data in Table XI support the direction 

of the hypothesis. The table reflects that 19.8 percent of 

the inmate population agreed that either their father or 

mother had a serious drug problem, while just 1.5 percent of 

students lived in families where both parents had a drug 

problem. These differences are supported by the 0.39 value 

of Cramer's V. As indicated in the table, this relationship 

is statistically significant at the 0.05 level (chi-square = 

0 .00 ) . 
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TABLE XI. COMPARING STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING DRUG PROBLEMS IN FAMILY 

DRUG PROBLEM 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

FATHER 
OR 
MOTHER BOTH 

FEW 
TIMES 

NOT A 
PROBLEM Total 

Student 4 
1.5 

24 
9. 1 

235 
89.4 

263 
74.3 

Inmate 18 
19.8 

4 
4.4 

10 
11.0 

59 
64.8 

91 
25.7 

Total 22 4 34 294 354 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0000 
b. Cramer's V = 0.38682 

DISCUSSION. - From the findings in Table XI, it appears 

that a relatively high proportion of inmates in this study 

were facing parents with a serious drug problem. Drug 

problems, like alcohol problems, can play a disruptive role 

in the family, especially when it includes both parents. In 

this society where drug abuse and widespread problems 

associated with this are becoming a major threat to the 

community, a family with a drug problem can be a first 

environment in which the individual becomes familiar with 

drugs and their consumption. Today, a large number of 

crimes are drug related and these can be considered as 

serious deviant acts. 
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Hypothesis Twelve 

People who experienced disruption due to the absence of 

one or both parents are found more often among the inmate 

population than the student population. 

RESULTS. - The data in Table XII confirm the 

hypothesis. The table shows that 41.1 percent of the 

inmates experienced disruption due to the absence of their 

mother, father, or both, while just 17.1 percent of students 

responded positively to this question. The value of 

Cramer's V (.29) supports these differences between the two 

groups. Based on the chi-square (.00) computed from Table 

XII, this relationship is statistically significant at the 

0. 05 1evel . 

TABLE XII. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING FAMILY DISRUPTION 

FAMILY DISRUPTION 

Patterns of 
behavi or 

ABSENCE 
OF ONE 
OR BOTH 
PARENTS 

RARELY 
HAPPENED 

DID NOT 
HAPPEN Total 

Student 45 
17. 1 

50 
19.0 

168 
63.9 

263 
74.5 

Inmate 37 
41.1 

23 
25.6 

30 
33.3 

90 
25.5 

Total 82 73 198 353 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0000 
b. Cramer's V = 0.28746 
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DISCUSSION. - These findings support the assumption 

that a great number of inmates come from families in which 

one or both parents are absent due to divorce or other 

similar problems. Studies show that family disruption has a 

great influence on older children. In the long run, divorce 

in the family or living separate from both parents tends to 

be more emotionally distabi1izing to older children than to 

younger ones (Popenoe 1986). These individuals are more 

likely to carry the experience of disruption to their later 

relationships. This factor can interact with other 

disturbing factors in the life of persons to create an 

unstable and conflicting situation. 

Related Findings 

In this section the findings which are related to 

previous discussions and stated hypotheses are presented. 

It is assumed that the exploration of these findings will 

contribute to the overall understanding of this study. 

Also, these results may provide a broader perspective for 

further studies in this area. These findings are reviewed 

in three parts. 

PART I. 

In presenting these findings, first the data which are 

related to hypothesis four, concerning the effects of 
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psychological characteristics on the behavior of the two 

groups, will be discussed. Based on the assumption that 

SJ's give more value to order, rules, and regulations, the 

hypothesis was stated that SJ characteristics are found more 

often among students than inmates. However, the data did 

not support the direction of the hypothesis. The related 

findings show that the reason SJ's, regardless of their 

specific characteristics, are in the jail, is at least 

partially due to their unstable and disturbed socialization 

experiences. Here, the two groups have been compared using 

socialization variables, controlling for their different 

psychological characteristics. 

RESULTS No.l. - As shown in Table XIII, there are 

significant differences between SJ's among the student and 

the inmate populations. The value of chi—square is 0.00 

which is less than the 0.05 level. Data in this table 

indicate that 45.7 percent of inmates with SJ 

characteristics lived in families with little or no reading 

and discussion about news or other events, while 19.3 

percent of students with the same characteristics lived in 

similar situations. A comparison between Table XIII and 

Table XIV shows that the differences between SP's in the 

student and inmate groups are not significant. The chi — 

square (.31) for Table XIV is greater than the 0.05 level. 

Therefore, by using the family environment variable, and 

controlling for psychological type, it is obvious that SJ's 
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among the inmate group had difficult family situations and 

there are significant differences between SJ's in the two 

groups. 
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TABLE XIII. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING FAMILY ENVIRONMENT, CONTROLLING FOR SJ TYPE 

READING EXPERIENCES 

Patterns of 
behavior 

EMPHASIS AVERAGE LITTLE OR 
NO Total 

Student 10 
11.4 

61 
69.3 

17 
19.3 

88 
71.5 

Inmate 4 
1 1 .4 

15 
42.9 

16 
45.7 

35 
28.5 

Tot a 1 14 76 33 123 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0094 
b. Cramer's V = 0.27557 

TABLE XIV. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING FAMILY ENVIRONMENT, CONTROLLING FOR SP TYPE 

READING EXPERIENCES 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

EMPHASIS AVERAGE LITTLE 
OR NO Total 

Student 5 
8. 1 

36 
58. 1 

21 
33.9 

62 
63.9 

Inmate 6 
17. 1 

16 
45.7 

13 
37. 1 

35 
36. 1 

Total 1 1 52 34 97 

Note: 
a. p = 0.3118 
b. Cramer's V 0.15501 
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RESULTS No.2. - The results in Table XV confirm the 

assumption that a high percentage of SJ's in the inmate 

population came from an abusive family environments. As 

shown in the table, the differences between SJ students and 

SJ inmates are statistically significant at less than the 

0.05 level (chi-square = 0.00). It was found that 28.6 

percent of inmates with SJ characteristics were physically 

abused, while just 3.4 percent of students with these 

characteristics had similar experiences. However, the 

results in Table XVI for SP's indicate that the differences 

between SP's in the two groups are not statistically 

significant at the 0.05 level (chi-square = 0.07). An 

inspection of both Tables shows that 28.6 percent of inmates 

with SJ characteristics were physically abused, while just 

19.4 percent of inmates with SP characteristics experienced 

similar situations. 
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TABLE XV. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING PHYSICAL ABUSE, CONTROLLING FOR SJ TYPE 

PHYSICAL ABUSE 

Patterns of 
behavior 

INDIVIDUAL 
OR ALL 
ABUSED 

SOME 
OF US 

DID NOT 
HAPPEN 

ONLY 
OTHER Total 

Student 3 
3.4 

8 
9. 1 

8 
9. 1 

69 
78.4 

88 
71.5 

Inmate 10 
28.6 

14 
40.0 

1 1 
31.4 

35 
28.5 

Total 13 22 8 80 123 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0000 
b. Cramer's V 0.57066 

TABLE XVI. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING PHYSICAL ABUSE, CONTROLLING FOR SP TYPE 

PHYSICAL ABUSE 

Patterns of 
behavior 

INDIVIDUAL 
ALL 
ABUSED 

SOME 
OF US 

ONLY 
OTHERS 

DID NOT 
HAPPEN Tota 1 

Student 4 
6.5 

12 
19.4 

2 
3.2 

44 
71.0 

62 
63.3 

Inmate 7 
19.4 

9 
25.0 

3 
8.3 

17 
47.2 

36 
36.7 

Total 1 1 21 5 61 98 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0722 
b. Cramer's V = 0.26710 
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RESULTS No.3. - The between and within population 

comparison of inmates and students in Table XVII and Table 

XVIII indicates that SJ's in the inmate population were 

sexually abused more than other types. As shown in Table 

XVII 25.7 percent of those indicating the SJ type in the 

inmate population were sexually abused, while none of the 

students indicating the SJ type responded positively to this 

question. The over all differences in Table XVII are 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level (chi-square = 

0.00), and the value of Cramer's V is 0.50. However, the 

data in Table XVIII regarding the SP type indicate that 8.3 

percent of inmates classified as SP's were sexually abused 

compared to 3.2 percent of similarly classified students who 

were found in this category. The value of Cramer's V in 

this table is 0.34. Although some inmates with SP 

characteristics also have been sexually abused, a greater 

proportion of inmates classified as SJ's faced the same 

difficulties which could be a partial explanation of why 

they are found among convicted inmates. 
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TABLE XVII. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING SEXUAL ABUSE, CONTROLLING FOR SJ TYPE 

SEXUAL ABUSE 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

INDIVIDUAL 
ALL 
ABUSED 

SOME 
OF US 

ONLY 
OTHERS 

DID NOT 
HAPPEN Total 

Student 4 
4.5 

84 
95.5 

88 
71.5 

Inmate 9 
25.7 

2 
5.7 

1 
2.9 

23 
65.7 

35 
28.5 

Total 9 2 5 107 123 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0000 
b. Cramer's V = 0.49697 

TABLE XVI 11. COMPARISON 
REGARDING SEXUAL ABUSE, i 

OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
CONTROLLING FOR SP TYPE 

SEXUAL ABUSE 

Patterns of 
behavior 

INDIVIDUAL 
ALL 
ABUSED 

SOME 
OF US 

ONLY 
OTHERS 

DID NOT 
HAPPEN Total 

Student 2 
3.2 

1 
1.6 

59 
95.2 

62 
63.3 

Inmate 3 
8.3 

5 
13.9 

2 
5.6 

26 
72.2 

36 
36.7 

Total 5 6 2 85 98 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0089 
b. Cramer's V = 0.34400 
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RESULT No.4. - The effects of social class, which may 

contribute to significant differences between SJ's and SP's 

in inmate and student populations, will be examined in the 

next two tables. 

The findings in Table XIX indicate that SJ's in the two 

populations are significantly different in terms of their 

social class. The table reflects that 28.6 percent of 

inmates with SJ characteristics are from poor and lower 

class families, while just 12.5 percent of students with 

these characteristics are from a similar social class. 

Based on the value of chi-square (.01), these differences 

are statistically significant at less than the 0.05 level. 

However, the results in Table XX indicate that 19.4 percent 

of inmates with SP characteristics are from poor and lower 

class backgrounds, and 16.1 percent of students with these 

characteristics come from a similar class category. These 

differences in Table XX are not statistically significant at 

the 0.05 level (chi-square = 0.89). The inspection of other 

catagories in Table XX reveal an over all weak relationship. 

Therefore, from a comparison of these two tables, it is 

obvious that a large proportion of those with SJ 

characteristics in the inmate population come from poor and 

lower class family backgrounds. 
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TABLE XIX. COMPARISON OF INMATE AND STUDENT POPULATIONS 
REGARDING SOCIAL CLASS, CONTROLLING FOR SJ TYPE 

SOCIAL CLASS 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

UPPER 
CLASS 

MIDDLE 
CLASS 

POOR AND 
LOWER CLASS Tota 1 

Student 35 
39.8 

42 
47.7 

1 1 
12.5 

88 
71 .5 

Inmate 6 
17. 1 

19 
54.3 

10 
28.6 

35 
28.5 

Total 41 61 21 123 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0197 
b. Cramer's V = 0.25267 

TABLE XX. COMPARISON OF INMATE AND STUDENT POPULATIONS 
REGARDING SOCIAL CLASS, CONTROLLING FOR SP TYPE 

SOCIAL CLASS 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

UPPER 
CLASS 

MIDDLE 
CLASS 

POOR AND 
LOWER CLASS Total 

Student 21 
33.9 

31 
50.0 

10 
16. 1 

62 
63.3 

Inmate 1 1 
30.6 

18 
50.0 

7 
19.4 

36 
36.7 

Total 32 49 17 98 

Note: 
a. p = 0.8954 
b. Cramer's V = 0.04749 
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DISCUSSION for Part 1. - According to the findings in 

the above tables, there are significant differences between 

individuals with SJ characteristics in the student 

population and those with SJ characteristics in the inmate 

population. Some of these differences are due to the fact 

that these people faced unstable and difficult socialization 

experiences in their families. It was found that consistent 

significant differences existed not just between SJ's in the 

two populations, but also between SP's and SJ's in the 

inmate population. This means that unstable socialization 

experiences among inmates with SJ characteristics play a 

significant role in exploring why these people are in jail, 

regardless of their psychological characteristics. 

PART I I. 

In the second part of the related findings, emphasis is 

on the differences between outward-focused and inward-

focused members of the two populations, using selected 

socialization background variables. In this analysis, 

students and inmates are compared in terms of their 

different socialization experiences, controlling for 

outward-focused and inward-focused characteristics. 

RESULTS 1. - As shown in Table XXI, there are 

significant differences between the sample of both inward-

focused inmates and inward-focused students in this study. 

Based on the value of chi-square (.000), these differences 
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are significant at less than the 0.05 level. The data in 

Table XXII also indicate the significant differences between 

outward-focused students and outward-focused inmates (chi-

square = 0.015). However, the results of both tables show 

that more outward-focused inmates (50 percent) lived with 

both parents than inward-focused inmates (38.2 percent). 

This suggests that the outward-focused individuals had a 

better chance in their families for interaction and 

communicating with others. Therefore, lack of harmony and 

balance in the family effects on inward-focused 

characteristics resulting in a preference for processing 

eriv i ronmental information in solitude or internally. 
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TABLE XXI. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING FAMILY LIVING, CONTROLLING FOR INWARD-FOCUSED 
CHARACTERISTICS 

FAMILY LIVING 

Patterns of 
behavi or 

BOTH 
PARENTS MOTHER FATHER 

NATURAL 
PARENT 

RELA-
TIVE Tot a 1 

Student 89 
70.6 

18 
14.3 

2 
1.6 

15 
11.9 

2 
1.6 

126 
69.6 

I nmate 21 
38.2 

12 
21.8 

2 
3.6 

15 
27.3 

5 
9. 1 

55 
30.4 

Total 110 30 4 30 7 181 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0006 
b. Cramer's V = 0.32993 

TABLE XXII. COMPARISON OF INMATE AND STUDENT POPULATIONS 
REGARDING FAMILY LIVING, CONTROLLING FOR OUTWARD-FOCUSED 
CHARACTERISTICS 

FAMILY LIVING 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

BOTH 
PARENTS MOTHER FATHER 

NATURAL 
PARENT 

RELA-
TIVE Total 

Student 101 
74.3 

14 
10.3 

3 
2.2 

15 
11.0 

3 
2.2 

136 
79. 1 

Inmate 18 
50.0 

7 
19.4 

4 
11.1 

7 
19.4 

36 
20.9 

Total 119 21 7 22 3 172 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0153 
b. Cramer's V = 0.26732 
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RESULTS 2. - According to Table XXIII, there are 

significant differences between Inward-focused inmates and 

students regarding the disruption in their families. The 

value of chi-square in this table is 0.000 which is less 

than the 0.05 level of significance. 

The data in Table XXIV also show significant 

differences between outward-focused students and inmates at 

the 0.004 level of significance. A comparison of inward-

focused and outward-focused inmates, shown in both tables, 

indicates that more inward-focused individuals (45.4 

percent.) experienced disruption in the family than those who 

were outward-focused (34.3 percent). It appears that 

disruption due to the absence of one or both parents, 

contributed to complex and unstable situations for inward-

focused inmates which may explain why the majority of 

inmates in this study are inward-focused individuals. 
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TABLE XXIII. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING FAMILY DISRUPTION, CONTROLLING FOR INWARD-FOCUSED 
CHARACTERISTICS 

FAMILY DISRUPTION 

Patterns of 
behavior 

ABSENCE OF 
ONE OR BOTH 
PARENTS 

RARELY 
HAPPENED 

DID NOT 
HAPPEN Total 

Student 28 
22.2 

24 
19.0 

74 
58.7 

126 
69.6 

Inmate 25 
45.4 

15 
27.3 

15 
27.3 

55 
30.4 

Total 53 39 89 181 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0000 
b. Cramer's V = 0.29699 

TABLE XXIV . COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING FAMILY DISRUPTION, CONTROLLING FOR 
OUTWARD-FOCUSED CHARACTERISTICS 

FAMILY DISRUPTION 

Patterns of 
behavior 

ABSENCE OF 
ONE OR BOTH 
PARENTS 

RARELY 
HAPPENED 

DID NOT 
HAPPEN Total 

Student 17 
12.4 

26 
19.0 

94 
68.6 

137 
79.7 

Inmate 12 
34.3 

8 
22.9 

15 
42.9 

35 
20.3 

Total 29 34 109 172 

Note: 
a. p = 0.004 
b. Cramer's V = 0.25339 
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RESULTS 3. - The findings in Tables XXV and XXVI refer 

to the different family environments (emphasis on readings 

and discussions) within which inward-focused and outward-

focused members of the two populations grew up. 

The data in Table XXV indicate significant differences 

between family environment of inward-focused students and 

inmates at the 0.003 level. Also the results in Table XXVI 

show that outward-focused students and inmates are 

significantly different (chi-square = 0.0169) in terms of 

their different family environments. 

From a comparison of the two tables, it appears that a 

great proportion of inward-focused inmates (46.3 percent) 

lived in families with little or no emphasis on reading 

books or discussing everyday events, while 36.2 percent of 

outward-focused inmates lived under similar family 

conditions. This means that inward-focused inmates did not 

have a great chance of interacting with other members of the 

family or participating in family discussions based on news, 

books, or magazines. This lack of processing of 

environmental information through communication with others 

influenced inmate's inward-focused characteristics. 
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TABLE XXV. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING FAMILY ENVIRONMENT, CONTROLLING FOR 
INWARD-FOCUSED CHARACTERISTICS 

READING AND DISCUSSIONS 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

EMPHASIS AVERAGE LITTLE 
OR NO Total 

Student 23 
18.3 

76 
60.3 

27 
21 .4 

126 
70.0 

Inmate 7 
13.0 

22 
40.7 

25 
46.3 

54 
30.0 

Tot a 1 30 98 52 180 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0034 
b. Cramer's V = 0.25152 

TABLE XXVI. COMPARISON OF STUDENT AND INMATE POPULATIONS 
REGARDING FAMILY ENVIRONMENT, CONTROLLING FOR 
OUTWARD-FOCUSED CHARACTERISTICS 

READING AND DISCUSSIONS 

Patterns of 
behav i or 

EMPHASIS AVERAGE LITTLE 
OR NO Total 

Student 16 
11.7 

88 
64.2 

33 
24. 1 

137 
79.2 

Inmate 9 
25.0 

14 
38.9 

13 
36.2 

36 
20.8 

Total 25 102 46 173 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0169 
b. Cramer's V = 0.21714 
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DISCUSSION for Part 2. - The overall results in all of 

the tables indicate that inward-focused and outward-focused 

individuals in the student and inmate populations are 

different due to their different socialization experiences. 

It is also shown that the majority of inmates in this study 

are inward-focused. From the inspection of these tables it 

is obvious that inward-focused inmates experienced more 

difficulties in their family environments than outward-

focused inmates. Factors such as family disruption, lack of 

communication and reading experiences, and the fact that the 

majority of them did not live with both parents contributed 

to their deviancy in adulthood. Due to their introverted 

characteristics, they kept everything inside which tended to 

contribute to out of control or deviant behaviors in 

conflicting and frustrating situations. 

PART III. 

The last part of the related findings is exclusively 

devoted to the social class variable and its contribution to 

differences between students and inmates. 

RESULTS. - The findings in Table XXVII reveal that 

members of the inmate and student populations are different 

regarding their different social class. These differences 

are statistically significant at less than the 0.05 level 

(chi-square = 0.00). The table reflects also that 25.3 

percent of inmates are from poor and lower class families, 
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while just 14.1 percent of students are from a similar 

social class. These results are supported by the value of 

Cramer's V which is 0.16. 

TABLE XXVII. COMPARISON OF INMATE AND STUDENT POPULATIONS 
REGARDING SOCIAL CLASS 

SOCIAL CLASS 

Patterns of 
behavior 

UPPER 
CLASS 

MIDDLE 
CLASS 

POOR AND 
LOWER CLASS Tota 1 

Student 99 
37.6 

127 
48.3 

37 
14. 1 

263 
74.3 

Inmate 21 
23. 1 

47 
51.6 

23 
25.3 

91 
25.7 

Total 120 174 60 354 

Note: 
a. p = 0.0091 
b. Cramer's V = 0.16292 

DISCUSSION for Part 3. - These results indicate that 

social class and level of income can be effective in 

contributing to differences between the two populations. 

However, a larger number of inmates is from lower class 

families than students. With regard to crime among lower 

class groups, Chester (1976) argued that individuals who 

have been left behind in the economic struggle in a 

capitalist society may perceive themselves to be victims of 

an unjust society. However, in a complex society like the 

United States, crime and deviancy are not exclusive to lower 

class individuals and they are frequent among middle or even 
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upper class persons, obviously for different purposes and 

motivat ions. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The overall objective of this study was to investigate 

the effects of sociological and individual characteristic 

factors on individual's patterns of behavior in society. 

However, the more specific purpose was to explore the ways 

in which an incarcerated sample of individuals with prior 

felony and misdemeanor convictions, and a sample of college 

students are different based on their different 

socialization background in the family, and psychological 

characteristics. The data for this project were gathered 

from a group of undergraduate students in a university in 

Texas and a group of incarcerated individuals in a County 

jail in Texas, through a questionnaire consisting of items 

measuring individual characteristics and socialization 

experiences. 

The results of this study revealed that, as suggested 

by Mead, socialization experiences, community, and the 

generalized other including family members, have a great 

influence on individuals' behavior throughout life. Mead 

believed that during the stages of socialization and through 

taking the role of the other, the person's self gradually 

develops. Obviously, a great part of these socialization 

processes take place in the family which can be considered 

114 
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as the most important social setting. The intensive 

social ization experiences, that -for the most part occur 

within the family in relation to community and group, form 

the foundation of the individual's self and patterns of 

behavior. The overall results of this study overwhelmingly 

support the Meadian theory of socialization suggesting that 

socialization background contributes a great deal in 

explaining the differences that may exist between people. 

While accepting the crucial importance of sociological 

factors and the experiences from which we learned through 

the processes of socialization, as clearly discussed by 

George Herbert Mead, sociologists need to recognize the 

psychological properties of every individual which may 

influence the outcome of the social process in an acting 

situation. Mead, in his most important book, Mind, Se1f, 

and Society, thoroughly discussed the importance of the 

social process, community, and influence of the social group 

in studying individual behavior which provided a basic 

foundation for the sociological analysis of human behavior. 

There is ample evidence here to demonstrate that it is the 

task of sociological practitioners to view the individual as 

a comprehensive entity. In so doing we must integrate or 

consider other factors, particularly those involving 

individual differences, that may improve our understanding 

of the particular social situation under consideration. 

During the process of this analysis two sets of 

hypotheses were tested to determine the significant 
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differences between the two groups under study in terms of 

their different individual characteristics and socialization 

backgrounds. Data showed that there are overall differences 

between the college student sample and the sample of 

incarcerated individuals regarding their different 

psychological characteristics. However, the data did not 

support the assumption that individuals are in the jail or 

committed a crime exclusively because of their specific 

psychological characteristics. 

Regarding the effects of individual characteristics, 

two of the hypotheses were partially supported by data. The 

hypothesis predicting that concrete-openness (SP) 

characteristics are found more frequently among convicted 

inmates than college students, because of their desire to be 

free of restrictions and obligations, was confirmed. Also, 

the assumption that predicted abstract-1ogical (NT) 

characteristics would be found more frequently among 

students was supported by the data. Although it was 

indicated that differences between the two groups were 

partially due to different characteristics, the results 

confirming both hypotheses revealed only a moderate 

relationship. 

Another factor that explained how students and inmates 

are different was socialization background. The findings in 

this study indicated that the two populations are 

significantly different in terms of their different 

socialization experiences in the family. It was found that 
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compared to students, a greater number of inmates 

experienced family disruption, sexual abuse, and physical 

abuse. The result of the data analysis revealed that a high 

proportion of the inmate popu1 ation 1 i ved in fami1y 

env i ronments wh i ch were not conduc i ve to part i c i pat i on i n 

societal events. Compared to students, a majority of 

inmates experienced a difficult situation regarding parents 

with serious alcohol and drug problems. 

In addition, in the related findings, it was shown that 

factors such as unstable socialization background contribute 

a great deal to the fact that some of the people with 

similar psychological characteristics in the two populations 

are among convicted inmates. For example, the findings 

revealed that some individuals with concrete-closure (SJ) 

characteristics, who tend to follow order and rules of the 

society, are also found among the inmates, and these 

individuals were found to consistently report, more disturbed 

and confusing socialization experiences in the family. The 

differences between students with SJ characteristics and 

inmates with these characteristics, regarding their 

different socialization backgrounds, were significantly 

explained by variables such as family environment, physical 

abuse, sexual abuse, family disruption and socioeconomic 

status. These findings also revealed that there are 

significant differences between outward-focused and inward-

focused inmates. First, the majority of inmates were 

inward-focused. Second, more inward-focused inmates 
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experienced physical abuse, sexual abuse, and family 

disruption due to the absence of one or both parents as 

compared to outward-focused i nmates. A great number of 

these inward-focused individuals also lived in family 

environments with a lack of concern for readings or 

participation in societal events. Overall, as the data 

showed, members of the inmate group had more unstable, 

confusing, and abusive socialization experiences as compared 

to the students. The findings also indicate that social 

class and economic factor can play an influential part in 

explaining some of the differences that exist between a 

group of college students and a group of incarcerated 

i nd i v i dua1s. 

From these findings it appears that different 

socialization experiences explain, for the most part, the 

significant differences that exist between these two 

populations. Also it is indicated that their different 

patterns of behavior in society certainly, to a great 

extent, are due to the differences in socialization 

backgrounds of these people in the family environment and 

the society at large. 

Therefore, both factors - individual characteristics 

and socialization background - to a different degree, 

contribute to the explanation of differences that exist 

between the two groups. The overall results indicate that 

socialization background has the most significant effect on 

patterns of behavior in society and this factor contributes 
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to the significant differences that may exist between a 

group of college students and a group of incarcerated 

individuals with prior felony and misdemeanor convictions. 

However, psychological characteristic factors need to be 

integrated into sociological studies regarding human 

behavior for a broader and better understanding of different 

i nd i v i dua1s and groups i n soc i ety. 

Practical Implications 

This study has several practical implications for jail 

administration, jail counseling programs, learning and 

adjustment programs for high school students, marriage 

counseling, recruitment to status positions and role 

performances in large-scale organizations, researchers who 

focus on family, mental health services, and other mental 

health professionals. 

In an effective counseling program for jail facilities, 

being aware of the inmates socialization experiences and 

specific characteristics is an important step to help the 

individuals adjust themselves to the jail situation. Also, 

it may help the inmate to go back to the larger society with 

different patterns of behavior. To realize that inmates, 

like any other individuals in society, have specific 

characteristics and that elements of instabilities in their 

socialization backgrounds contribute to a better 

understanding of these people and at the same time decrease 

the tension and hostility between inmates and jail 
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officials. Putting an inward-focused inmate in a tank full 

of outward-focused individuals certainly increases tension 

among inmates and also makes it difficult for the inward-

focused person to be adjusted to the jail environment or 

effectively participate in the correctional programs. Also, 

placing an individual with concrete-openness (SP) 

characteristics in an isolation cell for a long period of 

time, without any interaction with outsiders, does not help 

the inmate or jailer. Instead, it develops hostility and 

hatred toward jail officers and the society at large. This 

does not mean that the criminals do not get the punishment 

for their criminal act, rather it is suggested that while 

they are in jail, it would be advantageous to look at the 

individuals as a whole, not just as isolated criminals. 

The results of this study can be used as a starting 

point to establish or re-examine the programs which are 

geared toward trying to decrease the number of runaway 

children and high school dropouts. It is suggested that 

parents and teachers need to realize the effects of unstable 

socialization background on the adolescent's patterns of 

behavior. Also knowing about the individual's personal 

characteristics and interests helps the teacher and parents 

to understand and predict their behavior or match students 

to tasks and environments which are most suitable to their 

needs (Golay 1982). 

The results of this study strongly suggest that in 

future studies concerning human behavior, sociologists and 
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psychologists need to work together in order to create a 

more holistic approach in understanding individuals who are 

facing difficulties in different social environments. 

Further research is needed in exploring the effects of 

socialization experiences and personal characteristics in 

marital satisfaction and occupational consulting by 

comparing different groups of people. For example, 

recruitment to status-positions and predicting employees' 

role performances in large or small organizations and 

businesses can be more effective and accurate by means of 

conducting similar research projects. 

This study was exploratory and further studies can 

investigate the causal relationship that may exist between 

psychological characteristics and socialization experiences. 

The,study also can be extended to see what variable or 

variables are the most significant indicators in determining 

patterns of behavior. 
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DIRECTIONS: 

Part I . 

There are no " r igh t " or "wrong" answers to 
t-hese questions. Your answers w i l l help show how 
you l i ke to look at things and how you l i ke to go 
about deciding things. Knowing your own preferences 
and learning about other people's can help you under-
stand where your special strengths are, what kinds of 
work you might enjoy and be successful doing, and how 
people with d i f ferent preferences can relate to each 
other and be valuable to society. 

Read each question careful ly and mark your answer 
on the separate answer sheet. Make no marks on the 
question booklet. Do not think too long about any 
question. I f you cannot decide oh a question, skip i t 
but be careful that the next space you mark on the 
answer sheet has the same number as the question you 
are then answering. 

Read the directions op your answer sheet, f i l l in 
your name and any other facts asked for and, unless 
you are to ld to stop at some point , work through 
unt i l you have answered a l l the questions you can. 

Which Answer Comes Closer to Tel l ing How You Usually Feel 
or Act? 

1. When you go somewhere for the day, 
would you rather 
(A) plan what you w i l l do and when, or 
(3) just go? 

2. I f you were a teacher, would you rather 
teach 
(A) fact courses, or 
(B) courses involving theory? 

3. Are you usually 
(A) a "good mixer," or 
(B) rather quiet and reserved? 

4. Do you prefer to 
(A) arrange dates, part ies, e tc , well 

in advance, or 
(B) be free to do whatever looks l i ke 

fun when the time comes? 

5. Do you usually get along better with 
(A) imaginative people, or 
(B) rea l i s t i c people? 

6. Do you more often l e t 
(A) your heart rule your 

head, or 
(B) your head rule your 

heart? 

7. When you are with a group of 
people, would you usually 
rather 
(A) jo in in the talk of the 

group, or 
(B) talk with one person at 

a time? 

8. Are you more successful 
(A) .at dealing with the un-

expected and seeing quick-
ly what should be done, or 

(B) at following a careful ly 
worked out plan? 

9. Would you rather be considered 
(A) a practical person, or 
(B) an ingenious person? 
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10. In a large group, do you more often 
(A) introduce others, or 
(B) get introduced? 

11. Do you admire more the people who are 
(A) conventional enough never to make 

themselves conspicuous, or 
(B) too original and individual to care 

whether they are conspicuous or not? 

12. Does following a schedule 
(A) appeal to you, or 
(B) cramp you? 

13. Do you tend to have 
(A) deep friendships with a very few 

people, or 
(B) broad friendships with many 

di f ferent people? 

14. Does the idea of making a l i s t of what 
you should get done over a weekend 
(A) appeal to you, or 
(B) leave you cold, or 
(C) pos i t ive ly depress you? 

15. Is i t a higher compliment to be called 
(A) a person of real f e e l i n g , or 
(B) a consistently reasonable person? 

16. Among your fr iends, are you 
(A) one of the las t to hear what i s 

going on, or 
(B) fu l l of news about everybody? 

[On th is next question only, i f two answers 
are true, mark both.] 

17. In your daily work do you 
(A) rather enjoy an emergency that 

makes you work against time, or 
(B) hate to work under pressure, or 
(C) usually plan your work so you 

won't need to work under 
pressure? 

18. Would you rather have as a friend 
(A) someone who i s always coming up 

with new ideas, or 
(B) someone who has both f e e t on the 

ground? 

19. Do you 
(A) talk eas i ly to almost 

anyone for as long as 
you have to , or 

(B) find a lo t to say only 
to certain people or 
under certain conditions? 

20. When you have a special job 
to do, do you 1 i ke to 
(A) organize i t carefully 

before you s tar t , or 
(B) find out what i s necessary 

as you go along? 

21. Do you usually 
(A) value sentiment more than 

log i c , or 
(B) value logic more than 

sentiment? 

22. In reading for pleasure, do you 
(A) enjoy odd or original ways 

of saying things, or 
(B) l ike writers to say exactly 

what they mean? 

23. Can the new people you meet t e l l 
what you are interested in 
(A) right away, or 
(B) only a f t er they really get 

to know you? 

24. When i t i s set t led well in ad-
vance that you will do a certain 
thing at a certain time, do 
you find i t 
(A) nice to be arble to plan 

accordingly, or 
(B) a l i t t l e unpleasant to 

be t ied down? 

25. In doing something that many 
other people do, does i t 
appeal to you more to 
(A) do i t in the accepted way, or 
(B) invent a way of your own? 

26. Do you usually 
(A) show your fee l ings f ree ly , or 
(B) keep your feel ings to your-

se l f? 

Please Go on to Part II . 
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Part I I . Which ,Word in each pair appeals to you more? 
Think what the words mean, not how they look or how they sound. 

27. (A) scheduled unplanned(B) 50. (A) sensible fascinating(B) 

28. (A) gentle firm(B) 51. (A) forgive tolerate(B) 

29. (A) f ac t s ideas(B) 52. (A) production design(B) 

30. (A) thinking feeling(B) 53. (A) impulse decision(B) 

31. (A) hearty quiet(B) 54. (A) who what(B) 

32. (A) convincing touching(B) 55. (A) speak write{B) 

33. (A) statement concept(B) 56. (A) uncr i t ica l c r i t i c a l (B) 

34. (A) analyze sympathize(B) 57. (A) punctual leisurely(B) 

35. (A) systematic spontaneous(B) 58. (A) concrete abstract(B) 

36. (A) j u s t i c e mercy(B) 59. (A) changing permanent(B) 

37. (A) reserved ta lkat ive(B) 60. (A) wary t ru s t fu l (B) 

38. (A) compassion foresight(B) 61. (A) build invent(B) 

39. (A) systematic casual(B) 62. (A) orderly easygoing(B) 

40. (A) calm lively(B) 63. (A) foundation spire(B) 

41. (A) benef i t s blessings(B) 64. (A) quick careful(B) 

42. (A) theory certainty(B) 65. (A) theory experience(B) 

43. (A) determi ned devoted(B) 66. (A) sociable detached(B) 

44. (A) l i t e r a l f igurat ive(B) 67. (A) sign symbol(B) 

45. (A) f i rm-mi nded warm-hearted(B) 68. (A) party theater(B) 

46. (A) imaginative mat ter -of - fac t (B) 69. (A) accept change(B) 

47. (A) peacemaker judge(B) 70. (A) agree discuss(B) 

48. (A) make create(B) 71. (A) known unknown(B) 

49. (A) s o f t hard(B) 

Please go on to Part I I I . 
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Part I I I . Which answer comes closer to 
or act? 

72. Would you say you 
(A) get more enthusiastic about things 

than the average person, or 
(B) get less excited about things than 

the average person? 

73. Do you feel i t is a worse fau l t to be 
(A) unsympathetic, or 
(B) unreasonable? 

74. Do you 
(A) rather prefer to do things at the 

l a s t minute, or 
(B) find doing things at the l as t 

minute hard on the nerves? 

75. At par t ies , do you 
(A) sometimes get bored, or 
(B) always have fun? 

76. Do you think that having a daily routine 
is 
(A) a comfortable way to get things done, or 
(B) painful even when necessary? 

77. When something new s t a r t s to be the fashion, 
are you usually 
(A) one of the f i r s t to t ry i t , or 
(B) not much interested? 

78. When you think of some l i t t l e thing you 
should do or buy, do you 
(A) often forget i t t i l l much l a t e r , or 
(B) usually get i t down on paper to remind 

yourself , or 
(C) always carry through on i t without 

reminders? 

79. Are you 
(A) easy to get to know, or 
(B) hard to get to know? 

80. In your way of l iv ing , do you prefer to be 
(A) or iginal , or 
(B) conventional? 

81. When you are in an embarrassing spot, do 
you usually 
(A) change the subject , or 
(B) turn i t into a joke, or 
(C) days l a te r think of what you should 

have said? 

te l l ing how you usually feel 

82. Is i t harder for you to adapt to 
(A) routine, or 
(B) constant change? 

83. Is i t higher praise to say someone 
has 
(A) vision, or 
(B) common sense? 

84. When you s t a r t a big project that is 
due in a week, do you 
(A) take time to l i s t the separate 

things to be done and the order 
of doing them, or 

(B) plunge in? 

85. Do you think i t more important to be 
able 
(A) to see the poss ib i l i t ies in a 

s i tuat ion, or 
(B) to adjust to the facts as they 

are? 

86. Do you think the people close to you 
know how you feel 
(A) about most things, or 
(B) only when you have had some 

special reason to te l l them? 

87. Would you rather work under someone 
who is 
(A) always kind, or 
(B) always fa i r? 

88. In getting a job done, do you depend 
on 
(A) star t ing early, so as to f inish 

with time to spare, or 
(B) the extra speed you develop at 

the l as t minute? 

89. Do you feel i t is a worse fau l t 
(A) to show too much warmth, or 
(B) not to have warmth enough? 

90. When you are at a party, do you l ike 
to 
(A) help get things going, or 
(B) l e t the others have fun in 

thei r own way? 

91. Would you rather 
(A) support the established methods 

of doing good, or 
(B) analyze what is s t i l l wrong and 

attack unsolved problems? 
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92. Are you more careful about 
(A) people's fee l ings , or 
(B) the i r r ights? 

93. If you were asked on a Saturday morning 
what you were going to do that day, 
would you 
(A) be able to t e l l pret ty well , or 
(B) l i s t twice too many things, or 
(C) have to wait and see? 

94. In deciding something important, do you 
(A) f i ^ you can trust your feeling about 

what i s best to do, or 
(B) think you should do the logical thing, 

no matter how you feel about i t ? 

95. Do you find the more routine parts of 
your day 
(A) r e s t f u l , or 
(B) boring? 

Please go on to Section B. 

SECTION B 

In th i s section you will be asked a number of 
questions about your family or the l iving si tuat ion 
within which you grew up. Since there are many 
d i f f e r en t kinds of fami l ies , family s i tua t ions , and 
other l iving s i tua t ions you will encounter words or 
phrases here that will attempt to take these variat ions 
into account. Please answer the questions with r e f -
erence to the terms tha t are more appropriate fo r your 
own l iving s i tuat ion as you grew up. Also many people 
have experienced important changes in the i r l iving 
s i tua t ions over the course of growing up. When you 
answer a question that may be more accurate fo r one 
period in the process of growing up than i t i s for 
another period, please choose the response that i s 
more accurate for the period of growing up that you 
feel has had the greatest impact on you and your 
understanding of yourse l f . 

Please read all of the possible responses to a 
question before you choose the one that comes the 
c losest to describing the s i tua t ion that i s the focus 
of the question. 
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Part I . 

96. How would you describe the family 
or l iving si tuat ion that existed 
for the largest part of your 
experience growing up? 
A. Lived with both parents. 
B. Lived with my mother, alone. 
C. Lived with my f a the r , alone. 
D. Lived with a natural parent 

and a step-parent. 
E. Lived with r e l a t ives , or 

fos te r parents, or some other 
type of guardians. 

97. Which of the following was true of 
your family? (Choose only one 
response). 
A. I was closer to my mother than 

my fa the r . 
B. I was closer to my fa ther than 

my mother. 
C. I was equally close to my mother 

and my fa ther . 
D. I was not close to e i ther my 

mother or my fa the r . 
E. I d idn ' t l ive with my parents. 

98. Who was the primary decision-maker 
in your family? (Choose only one 
response). 
A. My mother, step-mother, or 

female guardian. 
B. My fa the r , s tep- fa ther , or 

male guardian. 
C. Both shared equally. 
D. Someone else made the de-

cisions (for example, a 
grandfather or mother, aunt, 
uncle, e t c . ) . 

E. No one assumed responsibi l i ty 
for the decisions. 

99. Which of the following most accu-
rately describes the type of dis-
cipl ine that you received at home? 
(Choose only one response). 
A. I was given a set or rules that 

were not explained to me and I 
was not allowed to question the 
rules or to have any s ignif icant 
input into them. 

99. (continued) 
B. I was pretty much l e f t to do 

things as I saw was the best 
way to handle them. I could 
discuss things but was seldom 
told what to do. 

C. I lived with rules that were 
explained to me and that I 
understood pretty well. I 
was able to ask questions about 
the rules and although the rules 
sometimes remained the same my 
input was s t i l l taken into 
consideration. 

100. Which of the following was most 
accurate about the expectations 
that your family held for you? 
(Choose only one response). 
A. Very high expectations; they 

never seemed to be happy 
B. High expectations but they 

seemed to be happy with what. 
I did regardless of how well 
I did 

C. Reasonable expectations but 
they never seemed to be happy 
with what I did 

D. Reasonable expectations and they 
seemed to be happy regardless 
of how well I did 

E. People in my family had very 
d i f fe ren t expectations of me 
making me always feel torn 
between pleasing one person 
and making somaane else un-
happy with me at the same time. 

101. Which of the following most accu-
rately describes the moral values 
that existed in your family? (Choos' 
only one response). 
A. Very conservative, s t r i c t , and 

strongly religious 
B. Very conservative and s t r i c t but 

not religious 
C. Not too s t r i c t but there was a 

clear understanding of "right" 
and "wrong" based on religious 
values 

D. Not too s t r i c t with a clear 
understanding of "right" and 
"wrong" but not based on re-
ligious belief or practice 
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103. 101. (continued) 
E. Very l i t t l e was said about " r i gh t " 

and "wrong" or about the importance 
of re l ig ious be l ie fs or values 

102. Which of the fol lowing most accurately 
describes the environment w i th in which 
you grew up? (Choose only one re-
sponse). 
A. There was an emphasis on reading, 

discussion, and keeping up wi th 
current events with an abundance 
of books, magazines and TV viewing 
that focused more on news, science, 
and h is tory rather than on enter-
tainment programming. 

B. There was an average amount of 
reading and discussion and some 
emphasis on books, magazines and 
news programming 

C. There was l i t t l e , i f any, emphasis 
put on reading and discussion or 
the news and there were very few 
books and magazines around 

D. There was a general discourage-
ment of reading and discussion or 
a t tent ion to news items; books or 
magazines were not around 

103. Which of the fol lowing is most accurate 
in describing your childhood environ-
ment? (Choose only one response). 
A. Everyone f ree ly expressed the i r 

fee l ings , without any special 
reason, even i f th is involved 
crying; i t was okay to hug or 
be hugged, held, or kissed 

B. I t was okay to express your feel ings 
but not too much and i t was okay to 
be hugged, held, and kissed but 
these things were done only on 
special occasions or kept to a 
minimum 

C. Expression of feel ings was not 
encouraged and you were not allowed 

to cry except when you were physical ly 
hur t ; touching and hugging ra re ly , i f 
ever, occurred except with infants or 
young chi ldren 

D. Expression of feel ings or crying was 
simply not allowed and touching, 
hugging or kissing was not tolerated 

(continued) 
E. There was a complete di f ference 

between my parents or guardians 
with regard to expression of 
feel ings or touching; that i s , 
one of them was comfortable and 
encouraged these things while 
the other was uncomfortable and 
discouraged them. 

The fol lowing four descriptions 
make reference to d i f f e ren t th inking 
s ty les . Please read through them 
to decide which s ty le is more l i k e 
each of your parents or guardians 
as w i l l be asked in the next 2 
questions. 

A. This type of person has a very 
de f i n i t e desire fo r t id iness and 
cleanl iness; they do not l i k e 
c l u t t e r . They have a clear idea 
of " r i gh t " and "wrong" or "good" 
and "bad" and they want to do the 
r igh t th ing. They seldom 
challenge things and don' t l i k e 
i t when things change a lo t . They 
enjoy making others happy but 
they may be i r r i t a b l e or upset 
when even minor things don' t 
work out the way that they think 
they should. 

B. This kind of person is an almost 
continual source of surpr ise, 
energy, and spontaneity resu l t -
ing in e i ther fun, a c t i v i t y , or 
d isrupt ion. They aXe usually 
pret ty happy-go-lucky but often 
run away from stressful s i t u -
ations and sometimes others may 
question j us t how responsible 
or consistent they can be. They 
are often quite good with too ls , 
musical instruments, or the 
a r t i s t ' s paint brush t yp i ca l l y 
with l i t t l e i f any t ra in ing . 
They" tend to work in bursts of 
energy and concentration but 
before long they move on to 
something else. 
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Descriptions (continued) 

C. This person is a thinker or 
problem-solver. They are gear-
ed towards figuring things out. 
Often you may catch them d r i f t -
ing off into the world of day-
dreams or schemes in their minds. 
They may be pretty absentminded 
at times. It is very important 
to them to be good at things they 
do and you may see them being im-
patient with themselves or others 
that are trying to learn something. 
Although they may seem to be cold 
or impersonal at times you can 
usually count on them to be logical 
and objective if they are deciding 
about something. You would want 
them to be on your side in an argu-
ment. 

D. This person is usually quite aware 
of what is going on "inside" the 
people around them. They may get 
pretty excited about things that 
others are not so interested in, 
like music, or novels, a new way 
to think or act or improve oneself. 
They may be a l i t t l e inconsistent 
at times one minute they may be 
pretty demanding and the next minute 
they may be really sensitive to the 
needs of others. Often they want 
others to follow their ideas of how 
something should be done although 
others may not really be sure what 
i t is that this person is talking 
about. They are usually very easy 
to talk to because they are good 
1i steners. 

104. Which type of person comes closest to 
describing your mother or female 
guardian? (Choose only one response) 
A,B,C,D, or E. I didn' t have a mother 
or female guardian or didn' t live with 
her enough to describe her. 

105. Which type of person comes closest to 
describing your father or male guar-
dian? (Choose only one response) A,B, 
C,D, or E. I didn't have a father or 
male guardian or didn' t l ive with him 
enough to describe him. 

Use the following two descriptions 
to answer the two questions that 
follow them regarding your parents 
or guardians. 

A. This kind of person is outgoing, 
gregarious, and talkative. They 
tend to get energized or become 
active when there are people 
around. They tend to know quite 
a few people and have lots of 
friends though they may have 
few really close fr iends. They 
tend not to ins is t on much 
privacy; thus they enjoy visitor 
as well as par t ies , social 
gatherings, and meeting new 
people. 

B. This kind of person is a pretty 
private person; they do not likf 
lots of vis i tors in the home anc 
become a l i t t l e anxious when 
vis i tors are around. They in-
s i s t .on keeping some things as 
family matters or secrets that 
should not be shared with other: 
They may find new situations 
that call for meeting new people 
as a burden. Although they may 
actually enjoy vis i tors or goin« 
to parties this tends to take 
alot out of them. They will 
tend to have a few close friend 

106. Which of the above descriptions COFTU 

closest to describing your mother 
or female guardian, A or B? Please 
mark either A,B, or C* I didn' t 
have a mother or female guardian or 
didn' t l ive with her enough to 
describe her. 

107. Which of the above descriptions com 
closest to describing your father c 
male guardian, A or B? Please mark 
either A, B, or C. I didn' t have 
a father or male guardian or didn' t 
live with him enough to describe hi' 

108. Coming out of your family which of 
the following comes closest to de-
scribing how you have come to feel 
about yourself? (Choose only one 
response). 
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108. (continued) 
A. I have a pretty pos i t ive view 

of myself , a lo t of s e l f - c o n f i -
dence and see my family as help- 111. 
ing me to accomplish t h i s . 

B. 1 have a pretty pos i t ive view 
of myself , a lo t of s e l f - c o n f i -
dence and fee l that I have largely 
accompl shed th i s in sp i te of my 
family. 

C. I have a pretty negative view of 
myself , not much se l f -conf idence 
and I see my family as at l e a s t 
part ia l ly responsible for t h i s . 

D. I have a pretty negative view of 
myself , not much se l f -condi fence 
but I see myself and circumstances 
other than those involved in my 
family s i tuat ion as being largely 
responsible for t h i s . 112. 

Below you will f ind a l i s t of things 
that may or may not be true of your 
family or of the primary s i tuat ion in 
which you grew up. Please respond to 
each question. 

109. Were you or any of your brothers or 
s i s t e r s subjected to emotional or psy-
chological abuse by e i ther or both of 
your parents? (Choose only one response), 
A. I was, but no one e l s e was or 

there weren't any other brothers 
or s i s t e r s in my family 

B. All of us were 
C . I (or we) were ye l led at a lot and 

c r i t i c i z e d but I don't fee l i t was 
actual ly abuse 

D. This did happen but only a few times 
E. To my knowledge t h i s didn't happen 

113. 

110. Were you or any other members of your 
family ever physically abused? (Choose 
only one response). 
A. I was, but no one e l se was or 

there weren't any other brothers 
or s i s t e r s in my family 

B. All of us were 
C. I (or we) were punished pretty 

severely but I wouldn't cal l 
th i s severe enough to be cal led 
abuse 

D. This did happen but i t only 
involved my mother or my father 
not myself or any of the children 

114. 

E. To my knowledge th is didn't 
happen 

Were you or any of your brothers or 
s i s t e r s ever sexually abused by 
one or both of your parents, another 
r e l a t i v e , or a guardian? 
A. I was, but no one e l s e was or 

there weren't any other brothers 
or s i s t e r s in my family 

B. All of us were 
C. This only involved one or more 

of my brothers or s i s t e r s but 
not me 

D. This did happen to me, or one 
or more of my brothers or s i s t e r s 
but i t only happened a few times 

E. To my knowledge th i s didn't happe 

Did your family experience any 
d i f f i c u l t y with the use of alcohol? 
(Choose only one response). 
A. Only my father or male guardian 

had a serious alcohol problem 
B. Only my mother or female guardian 

had a serious alcohol problem 
C. Both of my parents or guardians 

had a serious alcohol problem 
0. Alcohol use was a problem in my 

immediate family but only a 
few times 

E. Alcohol was not a problem in my 
family 

Did your family experience any 
d i f f i c u l t y with the use of drugs? 
(Choose only one response). 

. A . Only my father or male guardian 
had a serious drug problem 

B. Only my mother or female guardian 
had a serious drug problem 

C. Both of my parents or guardians 
had a serious drug problem 

D. Drug use was a problem in my 
immediate family but only a few 
times 

E. Drugs were not a problem in my 
family 

Did your family ever experience much 
disruption due to one or both of 
your parents e i ther leaving, or 
being forced to l eave , because of 
marriage problems or due to involve-
ment with someone e l s e outside the 
marriage? (Choose one response only) 
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114. (continued) 
A. My mother*or female guardian 

l e f t frequently because of 
such problems 

B. My father or male guardian 
l e f t frequently because of 
such problems 

C. Both of my parents or guardian 
l e f t frequently because of 
such problems 

0. This happened but only once 
or a few times 

E. My family had no such problems 

PART I I . 

Following you w i l l f ind a few 
questions describing yourself 
and your family background. 

115. How would you describe your race? 
(Choose only one response) 
A. White 
B . Black 
C. Hispanic 
D. Oriental 
E. Other (American Indian, Middle 

Eastern, Etc.) 

116. How would you describe the social 
class of your family as you were 
growing up? (Choose only one 
response) 
A. Upper class 
B. Upper middle class 
C. Middle class 
D. Lower middle class 
E. Poor or lower class 

117. I f your family underwent a major 
change through the death of one of 
your parents, or through divorce, 
or abandonment please indicate 
the age period during which this 
occurred? I f more than one such 
incident occurred give the period 
for the incident which seems to 
be more important to you. 
A. This d idn ' t occur in my family 

or did so af ter I was 21 
B. At or before b i r th to age 5 
C. Age 7 to 12 
D. Age 13 to 16 
E. Age 17 to 21 

Thank you for your time in completing this questionaire. 
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NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY 

SUPERVISOR: DR NATHAN CHURCH 
RESERACH ASSISTANT: ALi NAZEMF'OOR 

USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 

1NFORMED CONSENT 

NAME OF SUBJECT: 

1. ! hereby give consent to to perform 
or supervise the following investigational procedure: 
Answer these descriptive questions which indicate 
individuals cognitive style and their socialization 
background. 

2. 1 have (seen, heard) a clear explanation and understand the 
nature and procedure: possible appropriate alternative 
procedures that would be advantageous to me (him, her); and 
any attendant discomforts involved. I understand that my 
participation is voluntary, and that all information 
gathered from me is completely confidential. 1 have (seen, 
heard) a clear explanation and understand the benefits to be 
expected. 1 understand that the procedure to be performed 
is investigational and that I may withdraw my consent for my 
participation without penalty. With my understanding of 
this, having received this information and satisfactory 
answers to the questions 1 have asked, I voluntarily consent 
to the procedure or treatment designated in Paragraph 1 
above. 

DATE 

SIGNED 
S1GNED SUBJ ECT 

WITNESS 
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NISU 
NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

Office of Research and Academic Grants 

October 5, 1987 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Ali Nazempooran, Sociology Department 

Bert Hayslip, Jrwr Chairman, Institutional Review Board 
for the Protection of Human Subjects 

Your project, "The Effects of Cognitive Style and 
Socialization Background on Patterns of Behavior" 

October 5, 1987 

Your proposal, "The Effects of Cognitive Style and Socialization 
Background on Patterns of Behavior" has been approved under the 
Exemption Category Rule #3 and is exempt from further review 
under 45 CFR 46.101. This approval is contingent that 
appropriate documentation for permission to get access to inmate 
sample must be on file. 

If you have any questions, call me at (x2675). 

Good luck on your project. 

scl 

P.O. BOX 5396 DENTON. TEXAS 76203-6396 
(817) 565-3940 
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