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Thirty-seven male prisoners who had been convicted or 

indicted on a charge of threatening the President or national 

political figure were compared to state inmates, federal 

inmates, and normative samples on psychometric and demographic 

variables. The Mini-Mult Prison Questionnaire, Sixteen 

Personality Factor Questionnaire, Eysenck Personality Inventory, 

Revised Beta Examination, Bender Visual Motor Gestalt, a 

general information questionnaire, and a political questionnaire 

were used to assess how assassin/threateners differed from 

other psychiatric/general-inmate groups. 

Results indicated that assassin/threateners were signif-

icantly more paranoid, schizophrenic, and socially alienated 

than comparison samples. Their heterosexual adjustment and 

work record tended to be poorer than comparison inmates. Data 

suggested that the probability of organic impairment was 

greater for assassin/threateners than for the normative sample. 

In addition, political threateners were found to be self-

destructive, apolitical, Caucasian, and products of disturbed 

family backgrounds. 

While this study began to fill the gap in empirical 

knowledge of the assassin/threatener, the findings were over 



inclusive and lacked the discriminating potential to substan-

tially aid practical application. More precise, rigorous 

future research was suggested to increase the discriminate 

power of a probability statement on what type of person is 

most likely to threaten the President. 
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ASSASSIN SYNDROME: THREATENERS COMPARED TO 

OTHER PSYCHIATRIC/GENERAL-INMATE GROUPS 

Throughout the history of the United States, political 

assassins have posed a continual threat to the lives of 

national leaders and, by extension, to an orderly system of 

governance. During 200 years of existence, our country has 

lost four of its Presidents (from a total of 38) to the 

assassin's bullet. In addition, five others have narrowly 

escaped assassination—and a host of other national leaders 

has been felled or at least threatened by similar acts of 

violence. While this unique form of homicide has been minimal 

relative to the national murder rate, its impact has been 

tremendous and the expense of protecting against it exorbi-

tant. Surprisingly, little scientific attention has focused 

on this recurring problem. 

To date, little systematized research has been conducted 

in an effort to describe or predict those individuals who 

are likely to carry out such a crime. While political 

threateners have been identified in the courts, prisons, and 

state hospitals, there has been a dearth of empirical studies 

on such persons. A review of the relevant literature revealed 

that by far the most common work in this area has been the 

psychiatric case study and the psychohistorical approach. 

The purpose of the current study was to examine male 

political threateners. Specifically, psychometric and 



demographic profiles of political threateners were obtained 

and compared to other psychiatric/general inmate groups. 

Presidential assassins have received most attention in 

previous studies, with scant information available on poli-

tical threateners in general. Similarly, the instruments 

utilized in this study have been used with criminals in general, 

and not specifically political threateners. Thus, both research 

findings about political threateners (primarily Presidential) 

and the instruments used will be covered. 

A retrospective diagnosis of nine Presidential threateners 

has been attempted by several writers (Hastings, 1975; 

Robinson, 1965; Swanson, Bohnert, & Smith, 1970). With the 

exception of Harry Truman's attackers who appeared to be 

political fanatics, all were designated as paranoid schizo-

phrenic or paranoid personality. In his descriptive account 

of these lives, Hastings revealed possible significant demo-

graphic and psychiatric variables. Andrew Jackson's attempted 

assassin, Richard Lawrence, was an English immigrant whose 

father was committed to an asylum in England. Lawrence was 

described as a "loner" as a child. In early adulthood, he 

was given to unprovoked outbursts of violence, laughing, and 

cursing. His work history was erratic. A short man (S'S"), 

Lawrence never married and had little interest in women. At 

one point in his life, he attempted to bludgeon his sister 

and threatened to cut his landlady's throat. He evidenced 

delusions of grandeur and ideas of reference, believing he 

was Richard II, King of England. Subsequent to the assassination 



attempt, the 35-year-old was found insane, acquitted of the 

crime, and committed to Saint Elizabeth's Hospital for the 

duration of his life. Based on Whitlock's (1963) discussion 

of criminal responsibility, it appeared that at the time of 

Lawrence's trial he was found to be suffering from "partial 

insanity." That disorder, also called monomania, had as its 

basis a delusional belief system which was evidence of a mental 

illness rendering the accused not responsible of his crime. 

John Wilkes Booth was the 26-year-old assassin of Presi-

dent Abraham Lincoln. Booth's father was intermittently 

psychotic and was frequently absent from the home. Booth was 

overindulged by his mother, undisciplined, and was reported 

to have killed household pets in protest against his father's 

capricious imposition of rules. Although Booth had a reputa-

tion for sexual prowess, his relationships with women were 

superficial, and he never married. His work history was 

erratic, and he drank excessively. In addition to multiple 

somatic complaints, Booth evidenced grandiose delusions and 

paranoid ideation. Biographical data suggested a personality 

disorder with hysterical and paranoid features. In addition, 

paranoid psychotic episodes seemed to have occurred in the 

last 2 years of his life. 

James Garfield's assassin, Charles Guiteau, was described 

as delusional, believing that God had commanded him to kill 

Garfield and that he was to be President. His mother died 

when he was 7 years old. His father, sisters, cousins, a 

niece, and a nephew were all psychotic. He suffered from 



syphilis. After his wife divorced him, Guiteau evidenced a 

pattern of deteriorating schizophrenia. Guiteau was nomadic, 

friendless, and subject to outbursts of violence. According 

to Swanson et al. (1970), biographical data suggested a 

diagnosis of paranoid schizophrenia and general paresis. 

Leon Czolgosz, assassin of William McKinley, experienced 

delusions of persecution and grandeur. He was quiet, with-

drawn, and given to compulsive cleanliness. His mother died 

when he was 12 years old. He never married and never associ-

ated with females. Czolgosz was a poor student, and his work 

history was erratic. Although he was found sane at the time 

of his assassination trial at the age of 30, a review of his 

case a year later resulted in a diagnosis of delusional 

insanity, which Swanson et al. (1970) stated was the equi-

valent of paranoid schizophrenia in current nomenclature. 

Theodore Roosevelt's attempted assassin, John Schrank, 

was an immigrant whose father died and whose mother aban-

doned him. He was a shy, thin man, and only 5'4" in height. 

He never married, having minimal closeness to females. His 

employment record was unstable. Schrank experienced auditory 

and visual hallucinations, developed systematized grandiose 

delusions, and felt he was an agent of God. A sanity commis-

sion found him to be suffering from a syndrome of paranoia. 

Guiseppe Zangara, who tried to kill Franklin Delano 

Roosevelt, was an immigrant whose mother died when he was 

age 2. His father was very harsh and authoritarian. He 

developed a resentment toward authority which reached 



delusional proportions. Plagued by a psychosomatic stomach 

illness throughout his life, Zangara, a short man (5*5") 

never married and was fond of solitude. He worked irregularly 

and was chronically angry with capitalists. Psychiatric 

evaluation at the time of Zangara's trial revealed that he was 

hostile, suspicious, psychopathic, and paranoid. 

Collazo and Toerresola, the attempted assassinsv6f Harry 

Truman, were not regarded as mentally ill. They were seen 

as political fanatics motivated by ideology. 

Lee Harvey Oswald assassinated President John Kennedy 

in 1963. Oswald's father died before he was born. His 

mother was overbearing, inconsistent, and intermittently 

absent. At 13, he was psychiatrically evaluated for threaten-

ing a relative with a knife. Oswald was consistently described 

as suspicious, isolated, and resentful of authority. Oswald's 

work experiences as well as military history were turbulent 

and erratic. He was a heavy drinker. He attempted to 

defect to Russia and made a suicide gesture when he was 

refused citizenship in that country. Oswald was a slight 

man, 5'7" in height. He was preoccupied with his sexual 

identity and had a poor marital adjustment. Katz (1964) 

speculated that Oswald felt inadequate as a male and had 

homosexual tendencies. According to Katz, Oswald symbolically 

attempted to rid himself of his mother , whom he saw in 

Kennedy. 

Based on the testimony of the mother, the brother, and 

on Youth House reports, Rothstein (1966) speculated about 
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significant psychic factors contributory to Oswald's assassin-

ation of Kennedy. He stressed the importance of preoedipal 

factors, "primarily relating to rage at the maternal object, 

centered around unmet dependency needs and unresolved symbio-

tic attachment" (p. 265). He described Oswald's mother as 

sexually seductive and severely inadequate. Oswald's wife 

saw him as sexually inadequate and rejected him. Youth House 

testimony portrayed Oswald as aloof, distant, and rebellious. 

The testimony described him as a youngster who suffered from 

"lack of affection, absence of family life, and rejection by 

a self-involved and conflicted mother" {p. 264). According 

to Youth House reports, Oswald's confused sexual identity 

was probably exacerbated by his mother's belief that something 

was wrong with his genitals. 

Hastings (1965) summarized his study by describing 

Presidential assassins as mentally ill persons with delusions, 

hallucinations, and desires for fame. Physically, all indi-

viduals studied were of small stature. Parental rejection, 

broken homes, and lack of a strong male figure were common 

elements in the lives of these threateners. Hastings 

speculated that repressed homosexual drives were significant 

components in the paranoid illness of these men. 

Swanson et al. (1970) observed that all Presidential 

assassins had in common at least eight distinguishing charac-

teristics. They were nationally displaced individuals. All 

assassins were the products of disrupted family constellations 



with a high incidence of familial psychiatric disturbance. 

Each of these men had childhood personality features charac-

terized as either aggressive or schizoid. All were of small 

physical stature, ranging from 5' to 5'8" in height. Work 

adjustment was erratic and heterosexual adjustment poor. At 

the time of their crimes, each could have been diagnosed as 

paranoid. 

Robinson (1965) described all assassins as "loners" 

whose personality orientation was introverted. Westermeyer 

(1973) stated that American assassins typically had three or 

more of the following characteristics: urban, foreign born, 

psychotic or sociopathic, geographically mobile, estranged 

from the usual social supports, unemployed, and member of a 

dissident political group. 

Slomich and Kantor (1969) hypothesized that "the emer-

gence of charismatic public figures, at crisis points in the 

history of the constitutional democracy . . . tends to gener-

ate assassination attempts by marginal, anomic men from 

estranged strata of society" (p. 9). The authors stated that 

such men were dispossessed members of the lower class and alien-

ated from society. Common among them were strong or unful-

filled sex drives, dominating mothers , and latent homosexuality. 

These individuals were frequently schizophrenic, usually process 

rather than reactive. They exhibited sporadic violence 

although they were typically apathetic. Other salient person-

ality features were resentment of authority, persistent 

patterns of failure, helplessness, and strong self-destructive 
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drives. Feelings of personal inadequacy and weak ego defenses 

were also characteristic. Contrary to popular opinion, 

Slomich and Kantor believed that ideology was a peripheral 

motivation in political assassinations. Typically, assassins 

have been too socially alienated to participate in organized 

dissident groups. 

Hassel's (1974) study of the political assassin corrob-

orated much of the other descriptive analyses. Most assassins 

were Caucasian, short and slight of build, between the ages 

of 24 and 40, and members of the working class. None of them 

had a stable masculine figure with whom to identify during 

childhood. Most lacked any meaningful relationship with 

females. They related poorly not only to women but also to 

men. Most were delusional. Hassel incorporated the theory 

of achievement-expectancy gap in accounting for the assassin's 

behavior. 

The political assassin has an unrealistic expectancy 

of achievement in society, but because of his lack 

of intelligence, social status, education . . .he 

is unable, to achieve his expected goal. Upon realiz-

ing that he cannot achieve the status to which he 

believes he is entitled, the psychic trauma somehow 

becomes politicized and he attackes that person who, 

in his mind, has achieved that status. (p. 402) 

Thus, the assassin's hatred of authority was incorporated into 

a paranoid delusion which found expression in an attack on 

a prominent public figure. 



Rothstein (1964) studied 11 subjects at the Medical 

Center for Federal Prisoners whose offenses involved threats 

to the President. All patients were schizophrenics with 

assorted secondary diagnoses of paranoia, depression, sexual 

deviancy, and chronic brain syndrome. Fathers of these 

patients were either dead or ineffective. Resentment toward 

male authority was prevalent in conjunction with maternal 

deprivation and rage against women. None of the men had 

established a stable heterosexual relationship, and overt or 

underlying homosexual difficulties were prominent. Disci-

plinary problems and turbulent military careers were evident. 

In addition, these patients revealed a history of depressive 

and suicidal symptoms. Rothstein speculated that these 

threateners' rage toward women was displaced onto men and 

subsequently underwent a final transformation of displacement 

onto the government. This speculation accounted for the 

threateners' interest in communism. It was not only a 

desperate attempt to identify with a group, but also a 

"communication of rejection toward the U.S. Government-

parent" (p. 252). As the embodiment of the U.S. Government, 

the President became the target of this rage and resentment. 

Rothstein (1973) stated that while Presidential assassins 

felt their acts would be endorsed by some segment of society 

and they would thus become heroes, in reality threateners were 

not accepted by the group but identified with it only in their 

fantasy lives. He theorized that violence, assassination 
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attempts, and. death of a public figure begot assassination. 

Rothstein believed there were two interrelated significant 

psychodynamic mechanisms which influenced the political 

assassin. First, the potential assassin had rather tenuous 

control over his own violent impulses. Thus, he needed the 

aid of auxiliary egos of others in society to help him 

maintain control. When members of society have behaved 

violently, "the potential assassin loses the support of the 

auxiliary egos and his controls are impaired" (p. 124). Second, 

the potential assassin had a proclivity to identify with the 

President, particularly in a violent context. Because the 

assassin's fantasies contained both homicidal and suicidal 

components, they reacted whether the President received or 

perpetuated violence. Thus, Rothstein saw assassins as 

suicidal individuals whose exposure to violence lowered their 

defenses against their own impulses of a violent nature. 

Weinstein and Lyerly (1969) studied 137 male subjects 

who made threats or gestures of Presidential assassination 

over the period 1945-1965. Mean age of the subjects was 36.2 

and the mean number of years of education was 10.9. Concern-

ing marital status, 26% of the subjects were married, 47% 

single, and 25% divorced or separated. Only 26% were employed 

at the time of their assassination attempt. Of 84 subjects 

with military service, 47% had regular or honorable discharges, 

40% had honorable medical discharges, 8% had dishonorable 

discharges, and 5% had general discharges. Of all the men, 
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60% had prior psychiatric hospitalizations with a common 

diagnosis of schizophrenia. Chronic alcoholism and other 

addiction were characteristic of 23.3%. Organic brain damage 

was evidenced in 4.4%, while 5.8% were mentally retarded. 

Prison records existed for 51% of the subjects. A history of 

homicidal and suicidal behavior was present in 42% of these 

men. Broken homes were common in 38% of the sample, and 10% 

of the patients had sexual offenses. Few of these belonged 

to organized political groups—in fact, most had little know-

ledge of the political process and did not know the name of 

their Congressional representative. The authors found that 

preoccupation with death and suicide was commonly associated 

with threats to kill the President. They inferred that "the 

threat or gesture of assassination can change feelings of 

nothingness and despair into a sense of power and triumph, 

and transform an act of anomic suicide into a deed of heroism" 

(p. 4). Thus, they saw such an offense as an attempt to 

counter their suicidal feelings., Conclusions were that those 

individuals most likely to threaten the President were 

"socially isolated persons who cidapt to stress by symbolizing 

their problems in a political idiom and who identify with the 

President in terms of violence and death" (p. 11). 

Finney, Skeeters, Auvenshine, and Smith (1973) evaluated 

an Arabic assassin of an American political figure 6 weeks 

after the event and again 5 months later. Changes in validity 

scores of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) 

were reported as displayed: 
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Scale 6 Weeks 5 Months 

Lie (L) 65 45 

Infrequency (F) 78 64 

Correction (K) 47 48 

MMPI scores revealed a shift in salient personality charac-

teristics from hostile, alienated, and bitter, to narcissistic 

and attention-seeking. The primary diagnosis was schizo-

affective psychosis with paranoid features. Alternative 

possibilities included paranoid psychosis, paranoid person-

ality, and organic brain syndrome. 

With the exception of Finney et al. (1973), literature 

on the assassin syndrome has been exclusively demographic or 

sociological. While such factors as stature, marital status, 

familial background, employment history, social alienation, 

and psychiatric history appeared to be significant aspects 

of this syndrome, more explicit psychological characteristics 

could only be inferred because they have not been measured 

directly. Thus, psychometric evaluation appeared to be an 

obvious next step in the study of political threateners and 

potential assassins. 

The MMPI probably has been the most commonly used 

instrument in the study of criminals. The MMPI clinical scale 

Psychopathic deviate (Pd) has bejen repeatedly correlated with 

criminal behavior (Murphree, Karabelas, & Bryan, 1962). 

Panton (1962a) differentiated hcibitual from nonhabitual crim-

inals by combining the Pd and Adjustment to Prison (AP) scales 
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into a single scale labeled the Habitual Criminal Scale (EC). 

Christensen and Le Unes (1974) successfully distinguished 

types of offenders based on the L and Pd scales among other 

instruments, but found that the MMPI was not helpful in 

discriminating first-offenders from recidivists. Driscoll 

(1952) found that those inmates who satisfactorily adjusted to 

prison displayed maladaptive characteristics on the MMPI. 

Based on his analysis of MMPI profiles of prison inmates, 

Edwards (1963) concluded that poor rehabilitation potential 

was indicated by elevations in scales Pd and Schizophrenia 

(Sc) in combination. 

Beall and Panton (1956) derived 42 variables from the 

MMPI which successfully discriminated escapism from nonescap-

ism. Panton (1962b) used an itern-analysis to identify 26 

MMPI items which successfully distinguished parole violators 

from nonviolators. These items, designated the Parole Violator 

(PaV) scale, identified 90.5% of both groups. 

Murphree et al. (1962) indicated that the entire MMPI 

could not be administered "because of the limited span of 

cooperation" (p. 137) of U.S. penitentiary subjects. Indeed, 

the mere length of the MMPI increased the probability of 

invalid results due to fatigue, boredom, and lack of 

cooperation. Thus, numerous efforts have been made to shorten 

the MMPI and still retain adequate validity and reliability. 

An abbreviated form of the MMPI, called the Mini-Mult, was 

developed by Kincannon (1968), who reported that this 71-item 
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instrument suffered only a 9% loss in reliability with 

correlations ranging from .70 to .96 between comparable scales 

of the Mini-Mult and MMPI. Kincannon suggested that the most 

serious shortcoming of the Mini-Mult was failure of the F 

scale to predict extremes well. Lacks (1970) reported product-

moment correlations between the scales of the MMPI and Mini-

Mult ranged from .68 to .89 with a median of .83. She 

warned clinicians, however, of the Mini-Mult's tendency to 

underestimate scores on scales F and Hypomania (Ms). Hobbs 

and Fowler (1974) found poor reliability or contradictory 

results on scales L, Hypochondriasis (Hs), and Pd in their 

comparison of the Mini-Mult and the MMPI. 

Jabara and Curran (1974) found poor correspondence 

between the Mini-Mult and the MMPI with respect to clinical 

elevations in drug users. Harford, Lubetkin, and Alpert 

(1972) found that while the Mini-Mult was sensitive to psycho-

pathology in their sample of psychiatric outpatients, it under-

estimated extreme scores. They believed it was not a 

satisfactory substitute for the MMPI in predicting clinical 

types. While group Mini-Mult and MMPI results were highly 

correlated in the Armentrout and Rouzer (1970) study, 

examination of individual profile pairs suggested that the 

abbreviated instrument misclassified profiles with respect 

to validity, high points, and general elevation. In a study 

by Thornton, Finch, and Griffin (1975), the use of the Mini-

Mult as a screening instrument with criminal psychiatric 

patients was not supported. 
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Kirk, Butler, and Peek (1975a) concluded that Kincannon's 

Mini-Mult was not valid for a prison population, as only two 

of the clinical scales obtained a correlation value which would 

justify its use. They subsequently developed another abbre-

viated version of the MMPI, called the Mini-Mult Prison Ques-

tionnaire (MMPQ). Over 500 inmate subjects were used to 

develop this 192—item instrument. Reliabilities of the 13 

original scales ranged from .88 to .96. The authors developed 

41 prison-oriented experimental scales which had reliabilities 

of .80 or more. Several validation studies were conducted to 

assess effectiveness of the 54 scales in discriminating 

between inmates on behavior the scales were designed to measure. 

In one study measuring the adjustment-within-prison, 15 scales 

reliably differentiated between poorly and well-adjusted 

inmates based on number of incident reports as well as levels 

of adjustment. Another validation study involved semirelease 

programs. MMPQ scales proved successful in discriminating 

work-release successes from "busts." Pooled prediction 

variables, i.e., MMPQ scale plus behavioral data and test 

measures, also proved useful in discriminating failure from 

success groups in semirelease programs. 

Butler, Peek, Kirk, and Jenkins (1975) found the Six-

teen Personality Factor Questionniare (16 PF) a useful 

measure in developing the prisoner factor profile to aid 

in inmate classification. Cowden, Schroeder, and Peterson 

(1971) also found the 16 PF to be an effective large scale 

screening instrument for delinquent boys. They found that 
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low scores on factor ego weakness (C) and shyness (H) were 

significant characteristics of more serious offenses. High 

factor bohemian (M) was typical of those with serious 

personality trait disturbances. Subjects classified as having 

serious sociopathic features exhibited significantly high-

controlled self-sentiment (Q3)• 

Cattell and Morony (1962) found that the composite 16 PF 

profile of the convicted criminal portrayed him as having 

low ego strength (C), being shy (H), and being expedient (G). 

He also tended to be emotionally sensitive (I), suspicious 

(L), bohemian (M), guilt prone (O) and tense (Q4)• Later 

findings by Cattell, Eber, and Tatsuoka (1970) revealed 

the criminal profile was again characterized by low ego 

strength (C), bohemianism (M), and guilt proneness (O), as 

well as seriousness (F), low superego strength (G) , and undis-

ciplined tendencies (Q^) . Francis (1970) found that none of 

the 16 personality factors distinguished either type of crime 

or recidivism. 

Cattell et.al. (1970) also reported test-retest coeffi-

cients for the 16 PF scales ran from .54 to .93. Intelligence 

(B) typically was the least stable, with shy-venturesome (H) 

and relaxed-tense (Q4) showing the greatest consistency from 

test to test. Equivalence coefficients of test forms C and D 

for each of the 16 traits varied from .16 to .55. Cattell 

et al. (1970) also determined construct validity by correlating 

the scale with the pure factor it was supposed to measure. 

For form D, these correlation coefficients ranged from .54 to 
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.82. Several studies revealed complex results which precluded 

most comparisons between the various scales evaluating 16 PF 

validity and other instruments. Adcock (1965), however, 

argued for comparability of certain 16 PF scales with those of 

the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI). According to Adcock, 

Cattell's factor anxiety was equivalent to Eysenck's factor 

of neuroticism. He also noted that factor analysis of the 

16 PF with high loadings on factors A, H, E, Q^, and F 

strongly corresponded to the concept of extroversion. 

Butler et al. (1975) found the EPI to have two important 

identifying factors used in criminal classification. Neuro-

ticism and extroversion were two of 16 factors derived to 

describe salient inmate qualities. Eysenck and Eysenck (1968) 

found that female prisoners tended to be highly neurotic and 

somewhat introverted. 

Test-retest reliabilities of the EPI ranged from .80 to 

.97 while split-half reliabilities for internal consistency 

ranged from .74 to .91 (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1968). Knowles 

and Kreitman (1965) found test-retest coefficients from .75 

to .87 for the EPI scales. 

Factor validity for the EPI has empirically demonstrated 

confirmation of the two-dimensional scheme of extroversion and 

neuroticism (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1968). Farley (1967) found 

no significant correlations between the EPI extroversion and 

neuroticism scales on seven different samples. Piatt, 

Pomeranz, and Eisenman (1971) found evidence to support the 
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construct validity of the EPI—namely, the extroversion scale 

significantly correlated with the MMPI social-introversion scale, 

There were also significant relationships between the EPI 

neuroticism scale and the MMPI hysteria, hypochondriasis and 

depression, psychoneurosis, and manifest anxiety scales. 

Bull and Strongman (1971) found a correlation coefficient of 

.75 between the EPI neuroticism scale and Cattell's Anxiety 

Scale Questionnaire derived from the 16 PP. 

Two other psychometric instruments used with criminals 

have been the Bender Visual Motor Gestalt and the Revised 

Beta Examination. The former instrument was developed by 

Lauretta Bender and incorporated nine of Wertheimer's original 

patterns to assess an individual's ability to reproduce 

these various configurations (Bender, 1938). According to 

theory, the individual's inability to perceive, integrate, 

and reproduce the gestalt reflected organic and functional 

pathology. Specifically, disturbances in visual motor 

gestalten have been studied as indicators of sensory aphasia, 

organic brain disease, schizophrenia, manic depressive 

psychosis, retardation, and neurosis (Bender, 1938). Neibuhr 

and Cohen (1956) found that efficiency of visual discrimina-

tion, as well as the adequacy of motor reproduction, decreased 

with severity of psychopathology. In Tranopol's (1970) 

study of 102 delinquent males, only 33% of his sample were 

found to have normal Benders—as compared with 85% of the 

total population. Of the remainder of his sample, 29% produced 

borderline Benders, while 38% were clearly abnormal. 
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Einbree (1.967) developed a scoring system for the Bender-

Gestalt test which significantly differentiated a brain-damaged 

group from a chronic schizophrenic group. His study resulted 

in nine statistically significant signs which were assigned 

weights according to their discriminating ability. Thus, his 

system appeared particularly viable not only in detecting 

organicity but in delineating it from schizophrenia which also 

contributed to disturbances in visual motor gestalten. 

Linder and Gurvitz (1946) reported a restandardization 

of the Revised Beta Examination to yield a Wechsler-type IQ. 

This restandardization group consisted of 1800 white male 

prisoners of the U.S. Federal Penitentiary at Lewisburg, 

Pennsylvania, ranging in age from 17 to 70. In this sample, 

age, socioeconomic status, and educational level were distri-

buted according to the 1940 census. A correlation coefficient 

of .92 was found between Beta IQs and Wechsler-Bellevue IQs 

for 168 men from the standardization sample. The authors 

reported intercorrelations of subtests ranging from .51 to 

.86. The manual of the Revised Beta Examination (1957) 

reported split-half reliabilities of .81 and .75 for two 

different prison groups. A coefficient of .71 was reported 

for the correlation of the Revised Beta Examination with the 

Otis S-A Test of Mental Ability for the male-adult prison 

sample. 

While existing knowledge with regard to assassins and 

prisoners in general had provided some understanding of their 
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dynamics and characteristics, there have been obvious conflicts 

as well as gaps in this information. Perhaps the contradic-

tions have been attributable not so much to inadequate research 

as to an erroneous assumption that criminals as a group are 

homogeneous. If instead heterogeniety were expected, contra-

dictions of differences between assassins and other types of 

criminals would have been predicted. 

There have been several attempts to formulate criminal 

typologies, particularly in the case of delinquents. From his 

examinations of the literature, Kinch (1962a, 1962b) developed 

a classification scheme of delinquency. He delineated three 

categories of delinquents based primarily on the subjects' 

reference groups. The "prosocial" delinquent identified with 

the larger society, was a situational offender, and conceived 

of himself as nondeliquent. The "antisocial" delinquent iden-

tified with a group having rather defective superego controls 

which were normative for his subculture. On the other hand, 

the "asocial" delinquent identified with neither society as 

a whole nor with a subculture but was likely to be a genuine 

psychopath. Kinch's (1962b) study indicated there were, 

indeed, real types "which exhibit basically similar patterns 

of behavior within themselves and are fundamentally different 

from each other" (p. 325). He suggested that relevant dimen-

sions in developing such typologies included role definitions, 

family background, social class, and offense patterns. 

As evident from the preceding review of the literature, 

studies of Presidential assassins and political threateners 
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have produced noteworthy but inconclusive data. Additionally, 

psychometric instruments often used in the investigation of 

criminality have not been utilized in the study of this parti-

cular group. Also, little effort has been directed toward 

distinguishing assassins from other types of criminals. More 

quantified, controlled, explicit research has been needed in 

this area. Thus, the current research focused on identifying 

those variables which differentiated assassin-threateners from 

prisoners in general, and from the general population. Various 

psychometric instruments were used, including the Mini-Mult 

Prison Questionnaire, Sixteen Personality Factor Question-

naire, Eysenck Personality Inventory, Revised Beta Examination, 

and Bender Visual Motor Gestalt. Supported by results of 

various psychohistorical and case-study literature already 

reviewed, certain demographic and sociological data were 

selected for further study and have been obtained via question-

naire and survey of prison case records. Finally, a brief 

political questionnaire was used to assess the subjects' 

degree of political knowledge and involvement. 

Specifically, this investigation had two separate goals. 

First, it attempted to document the clinical impression that 

assassin-threateners were distinctly different from nonthreat-

ener criminals in that they were more likely to be psychotic 

than psychopathic. Second, it attempted to distinguish in 

which areas, if any, assassin-threateners differed from 

certain normative groups, and whether there was a psychometric 
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technique to lead a clinician to detect possible assassin-

threateners. Thus, this study first compared a group of 

threateners to nonthreatener inmates. It then compared the 

same assassin-threateners to normative data available on the 

various instruments used. 

In the present study, there were seven hypotheses: 

1. Assassin-threateners were significantly more psycho-

tic than other prisoners and the normative population. 

2. Assassin-threateners had significantly more 

paranoid features (including delusions, grandiosity, and 

projection) than other prisoners and the normative population. 

3. Assassin-threateners were more socially isolated 

and societally alienated than other prisoners. 

4. Assassin-threateners were more introverted than 

other prisoners. 

5. Assassin-threateners had a poorer heterosexual 

adjustment than other prisoners. 

6. Assassin-threateners had a poorer work adjustment 

than other prisoners. 

7. Assassin-threateners had more signs of organicity 

than the normative population. 

Method 

Subjects 

Three groups of male inmates were compared to each 

other and to the normative (test) groups. The assassin-

threatener group of subjects consisted of 37 federal prisoners 

with criminal charges of threatening to assassinate the 
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President or other national political figure. They were 

sentenced or indicted inmates of an all-male, 1100-bed, 

maximum-security U.S. Medical Center for Federal Prisoners. 

The nonthreatener group of 100 comparison subjects was composed 

of inmates randomly selected from the total population of 

the same institution. The general-inmate group from a state 

prison population was derived from the Kirk-Butler (1975b) 

sample of approximately 1100 Virginia inmates. The comparison 

norm groups were Swenson et al. (1973) Mayo Clinic norms on 

the MMPI, federal-inmate norms for the Revised Beta Exam-

ination, Embree (1967) cross-validation sample of neurological/ 

psychiatric patients' Bender scores, Cattell et al. (1970) 

criminal norms for the 16 PF, and Eysenck (1968) EPI norms 

for the normal population. 

Instruments 

The following instruments were utilized: Mini-Mult 

Prison Questionanire (MMPQ), Sixteen Personality Factor (16 PF) 

Questionnaire--Form D, Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI)— 

Form A, Revised Beta Examination, and Bender Visual Motor 

Gestalt. In addition, a questionnaire for general information 

(Appendix A) and a political questionnaire (Appendix B) 

were constructed and administered to the subjects. 

Procedure 

The assassin-threateners were administered all seven 

assessment instruments during routine group testing of new 

inmates at the hospital. The sample of nonthreateners at 

the hospital was randomly selected and administered the MMPQ, 
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EPI, and two questionnaires in a group-testing situation. 

Beta and 16 PF scores were obtained from the active files of 

psychological tests, as well as the Bender-Gestalt profiles. 

A general inmate group from the Kirk-Butler (1975b) sample 

was then compared to the assassin-threatener group. Finally, 

comparison samples from the general population were derived 

from normative data already available on the MMPI, Beta, EPI, 

16 PF, and Bender-Gestalt. A follow-up procedure was carried 

out to test for reliability of the two questionnaires. These 

two instruments were readministered to 30 of the subjects 

after a 2- to 4 week interval. 

After the data were collected, they were coded, key-

punched, and verified. Automated data processing equipment 

was used to analyze the results. For each study variable 

t-tests were computed to determine if samples were drawn from 

the same population and therefore to minimize the effect of 

any missing data. 

Comments on Collection and Analysis of Data 

Because clinical experience revealed that the experimental 

group was not only small in number but also unpredictable 

and contrary, complete data could not be collected on every 

subject. Therefore, one study using all the instruments 

could not be conducted. Instead, it seemed more profitable 

to do a series of studies, thereby increasing the number of 

experimental subjects, which varied from instrument to 

instrument. Even though individual studies were done to 
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maximize group membership, there was a high degree of over-

lap in membership. 

Results 

The test-retest reliability was assessed of all biograph-

ical/political variables on the two questionnaires over approx-

imately a 1-month period of time. The average number of 

subjects was 30. The reliability coefficients ranged from 

.80 to 1.00, with a mean of .94 which showed adequate consis-

tency over time. 

Tables 1 and 2 exhibit those variables attaining 

statistical significance in a comparison of assassin-threateners 

and nonthreatener (federal) groups. The nonthreateners have 

statistically higher mean Beta IQ scores than threateners— 

however, threateners' intellectual performance tends to vary 

more greatly than comparison inmates. Results of the 16 PF 

indicate that threateners are significantly (.001) more 

undisciplined and impulsive than are nonthreateners. While 

there are no other significant mean differences for the 16 PF, 

Bartlett's variance test for factor I suggests that threateners 

are more likely to fit the extremes on the toughminded-

sensitive continuum. 

Analyses of biographical data indicate numerous signif-

icant differences between these two samples. Threateners have 

lower occupational levels (.001), are less often employed at 

the time of their crime (.0001), less likely to be married 

(.0001), more often from broken homes (.05), use drugs more 
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frequently (.001), attempt suicide more frequently (.0001), 

and are psychiatrically hospitalized more often (.0001). 

They are less likely to have been imprisoned previously (.001). 

Bartlett's variance tests reflect wide variance on voting 

behavior and age at the time of the crime. Threateners are 

more likely on the average to be either younger or older than 

comparison inmates when they committed their offense. Threat-

eners 1 frequency of voting in federal elections shows more 

extreme variance. 

Significant MMPQ variables for assassin-threateners 

versus federal nonthreateners (Table 2) suggest the threateners 

are higher on their tendency to fake bad (F), general maladjust-

ment (Gm), and need for treatment (N+). Threateners' scores 

are significantly higher on psychopathic deviate (Pd) and 

four Pxl subscales than comparison inmates. Their MMPQ 

scores are also more characteristic of impulsivity (Im) and 

delinquency (Dje) than nonthreateners. Paranoia (Pa) and two 

of the Pa subscales are significantly more symptomatic of 

threateners. Their scores are higher than comparisons on 

MMPQ scales schizophrenia (Sc), social alienation (SclA) 

lack of ego-mastery-cognative (Sc2A), and social introversion 

(Si)—but significantly lower (.05) on the academic achievement 

scale. Threateners' scores on psychomotor acceleration (Ma2) 

and ego inflation (Ma^) are significantly higher (.01) than 

the nonthreatener group. Their responses to the imperturb-

ability (Ma^) scale show more extreme variance than those of 

the comparison sample. 
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Table 3 exhibits significant MMPQ findings in the 

comparison of threateners to the state-inmate group. Threat-

eners have significantly higher elevations on the lie (L) 

and fake bad (F) scales. As in the case of federal nonthreat-

ener comparison, threateners score higher on the obvious 

paranoia (PaO) and persecutory ideas (Pa^) than the general 

inmate group. In contrast to the federal nonthreatener 

comparison results, these analyses result in a more extreme 

variance on the delinquency (De) scale for general—inmates 

than for threatners. 

Table 4 reflects results that are significant in the 

comparison of threateners' scores with general-population 

scores for each instrument. When compared to Embree's 

(1967) cross-validation organic/psychiatric sample, threateners 

score significantly (.01) higher on the Bender-Gestalt. Thus, 

organicity is significantly more suggested in threateners 

than in the comparison sample when measured by visual motor 

impairment. 

In Table 4, threateners are compared to the 16 PF 

normative profile of criminals, indicating that threateners 

tend to be more serious (F), more trusting (L), more conven-

tional (M), and more relaxed (Q^) than the normative sample 

of criminals. These analyses also suggest that threateners 

have higher ego strength (C) and higher superego strength 

(G) than comparison criminals, Threateners" scores are also 

significantly higher (.05) on factor N, reflecting more 

astute, worldly characteristics. Compared to the EPI normal 
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Table 4 

Means, SD, n, and t-tests for Significant Variables 
Assassin-Threateners (AT) versus General Population Norms 

Variables 

Assassin-
Threateners Norm Group Variables 

X SD n X t 

Bender 18.4 9.0 27 12.9 3.31** 

16 PF-C 5.4 2.6 24 3.6 3.39** 

16 PF-F 4.3 2.3 24 4.5 -4.26*** 

16 PF-G 5.8 2.4 24 4.5 2. 65* 

16 PF-L 5.3 2.6 24 6.4 -2.07* 

16 PF-M 5.8 2.3 24 6.9 -2.34* 

16 PF-N 6.2 2.2 24 5.2 -2.23* 

16 PF-Q4 5.2 2.6 24 6.6 -2.64* 

EPI-L 3.6 2.1 19 1.1 5.19*** 

MMPQ-F 64.9 6.7 13 52.5 6.67*** 

HMPQ-Pd 74.5 9.2 13 55.9 7.29*** 

MMPQ-Pa 62.6 11.1 13 54.0 2.79* 

MMPQ-Pt 55.9 9.6 13 55.3 2.25* 

MMPQ-Sc 63. 9 8.3 13 52.0 5.17*** 

MMPQ-Ma 66.1 13.3 13 52.5 3.69** 

*p < .05 

**p < .01 

***p < .001 
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population reference sample, threateners score significantly 

(.001) higher on their response distortion or lie (L) scale. 

Significant findings in the comparison of threatener 

MMPQ scores versus Swenson, Pearson, and Osborne's (1973) 

Mayo Clinic sample are exhibited in Table 4. Threateners' 

scores are significantly (.001) higher than those of the Mayo 

Clinic reference group on the hypomania (Ma) scale, schizo-

phrenia (Sc) , psychopathic deviate (Pd), and the lie (L) scales, 

Although the significance (.05) of the differences is slightly 

less, threateners are also higher on the paranoia (Pa) and 

psychasthenia (Pt) scales. 

The first and second research hypotheses (more psychotic 

and paranoid) received strong empirical support. In all 

comparisons, threateners consistently demonstrate evidence of 

psychotic symptomatology. The psychometric picture of threat-

eners versus all other comparisons reveals that they are 

schizophrenic, paranoid, and that they admit to bizarre 

cognitions. They also suffer from persecutory ideas and 

externalize blame. They tend to withdraw from relationships 

and have unrealistic feelings of grandiosity. Their general 

maladjustment is higher and their need for treatment greater. 

Demographic differences indicate that threateners are more 

likely to have a history of psychiatric hopsitalization, 

suicide attempts, and drug usage than the comparison federal 

nonthreateners sample. 

The third hypothesis is corroborated by the results 

showing that threateners tend to be more socially isolated and 
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societally alienated. Psychometric results indicate signif-

icantly higher scores for threateners on social alienation 

(MMPQ-SC1a and
 pd^A) suggesting a withdrawal from relation-

ships and feeling of isolation from others. MMPQ results also 

support this hypothesis in that threateners are more socially 

introverted (Si) than comparison inmates. They also tend to 

score higher on self-alienation (Pd4B) and imperturbability 

(Ma3) than comparison samples. Thus, it appears that a dis-

tinctive characteristic of political threateners is an indepen-

dence from others' opinions, a lack of gratification in social 

relations, and a feeling of isolation from others. 

The fourth hypothesis (that assassins are more intro-

verted than other prisoners) is supported by the data. 

The MMPQ Sî  scale is significantly higher for threateners 

than nonthreateners. 

Hypothesis 5 concerns threateners showing significantly 

poorer heterosexual adjustments. It is supported by the data 

indicating a lack of marital involvement (p < .001). 

Hypothesis 6 (threateners tend to have poorer work adjust-

ment than comparison inmates) is, in general, supported by 

the data. When compared to nonthreatener inmates, threateners 

are less likely than the comparison sample to be employed at 

the time of their offense. They also have lower occupational 

levels. 

Hypothesis 7 (greater probability of organic impairment 

in threateners) is supported by the data. Results of Bender-

Gestalt performances indicate significantly greater signs of 
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organic impairment in threateners than in Embree's (1967) 

comparison sample. There are not significant differences, 

however, between threateners and nonthreateners on their 

Bender-Gestalt. scores. All results are presented in tabular 

form in Appendix A, D, and E as well as the code for inter-

pretation of significant variables in Appendix F. 

Discussion 

Two findings stand out as the most salient results of 

this study: (a) assassin-threateners are socially alienated, 

and (b) they ̂ rationalize their behavior with idealistic 

motives. Although previous studies have given some support 

to these findings, the results of the current research appear 

to be more marked. 

Social alienation is perhaps the most striking clinical 

as well as psychometric personality feature of assassin-

threateners. In each of the 37 case studies in this research, 

they seem to be isolated from interpersonal involvement and 

rather consistently rejected from every available reference 

group. Clinically it appears that these threateners simply 

fail to respond appropriately to social cues. 

Furthermore, this pattern of alienation seems to be a 

pervasive aspect of their lives since childhood. Hence, 

because they lack consensual validation and verification of 

their beliefs, it is not surprising that their grandiose ideas 

endure. In this regard it is noteworthy that assassin-

threateners evidence significantly greater variance on the 

MMPQ imperturbability scale. This datum suggests that although 
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they resist influence from the opinions of others, they are 

at the same time overly sensitive and. easily manipulated. 

While the data suggest that threateners are in one sense 

more delinquent and psychopathic than other criminals, evidence 

also shows that they are more moralistic about their crimes. 

They rationalize their behavior in terms of idealistic 

beliefs and goals. Rather than accept their culpability, 

they are likely to justify their criminality with elaborate, 

grandiose philosophies. Apparently these individuals feel 

their behavior is warranted for the greater good of society. 

Basically, other results of data analyses in this study 

corroborate many of the findings of previous research about 

political threiateners. The overriding personality description 

of the political threatener in the literature review is that 

of a psychotic individual with paranoid features (Hassel, 

1975; Hastings, 1965; Rothstein, 1964; Slomich & Kantor, 

1969; Swanson et al., 1970; Weinstein & Lyerly, 1969; 

Westermeyer, 1973). Consistent with that description is this 

study's empirical picture of the; potential assassin as a 

paranoid schizophrenic individual suffering from persecutory 

and grandiose delusions. Current data suggest a significantly 

higher incidence of psychiatric hopsitalization for political 

threateners than for nonthreateners. Political threateners 

are also found to be loners (Robinson, 1965; Slomich & 

Kantor, 1969; Westermeyer, 1973). 

The literature depicts the assassin as depressive, 

suicidal, and strongly self-destructive (Rothstein, 1964, 
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1973; Slomich & Kantor, 1969; Weinstein & Lyerly, 1969). 

Empirical findings of this study indicate that political 

threateners have a significantly greater incidence of suicide 

attempts than comparison inmates. Incomplete biographical 

data also suggest that self-mutilation is characteristic of 

several of these individuals. If drug abuse is classified 

as a self-destructive behavior, other support of self-

mutilation is evident, for political threateners in this 

sample use drugs at a significantly higher rate than the 

nonthreatener comparison sample. 

Six studies in the review of the literature suggest 

some form of disturbance in the area of sexual adjustment 

(Hassel, 1974; Hastings, 1965; Rothstein, 1964; Slomich & 

Kantor, 1969; Swanson et al., 1970; Weinstein & Lyerly, 1969). 

Assassins are likely to be sexually deviant, homosexual, or 

to manifest a poor heterosexual adjustment. Results of 

demographic analyses do indicate that political threateners 

are significantly less likely to be married than nonthreatener 

criminals. In the current sample of threateners, only 13% 

are married while, 56% are single, and 10% are either divorced 

or separated. 

Five of the literature studies point to the presence of 

childhood familial disturbance in the background of political 

assassins (Hassel, 1974; Hastings, 1965; Rothstein, 1964; 

Swanson et al., 1970; Weinstein & Lyerly, 1969). Current 

demographic delta support the belief that assassins more 
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frequently come from broken homes than do other inmates. 

MMPQ scores also indicate greater familial discord among 

political threateners than among comparison nonthreateners. 

While background information on the sample of political 

threateners is too incomplete for statistical analysis, a 

review of the available biographical data reveals consider-

able family disruption, including divorce and death of 

parents, ineffectual fathers, domineering mothers, and 

parental psychiatric disturbance. 

Hastings (1965), Swanson (1970), and Westermeyer (1973) 

characterize the assassin as having an erratic work record. 

The current data support this premise in that the political 

threatener sample is significantly less likely to be employed 

at the time of their crime and evidence a significantly lower 

occupational level than comparison inmates. Based on other 

personality variables, it is likely that persons who are not 

socially adept and who lack identification with societal 

norms will have greater difficulty obtaining and holding a 

job. 

Other studies (Tarnopol, 1970; Niebuhr & Cohen, 1956) 

indicate a high incidence of organic impairment in criminals. 

Current data suggest that assassin-threateners evidence 

significant signs of visual motor disturbance. This appears 

to be a signal result which should be impetus for future 

studies to include more comprehensive assessment of brain 

damage in threateners. 
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As two previous studies suggest, political ideology seems 

to be an irrelevant factor in the* criminal behavior of poli-

tical threateners (Slomich & Kantor, 1969; Weinstein & 

Lyerly, 1969). In the current study, these individuals do 

not differ from nonthreateners in party membership, political 

knowledge, or political participation. Biographical information 

suggests that these individuals are more often motivated to 

gain attention or to seek vengeance for some perceived personal 

injustice. 

While three of the literature studies describe the 

political assassin as small in stature, current findings do 

not support that description (Hassel, 1974; Hastings, 1965; 

Swanson, 1970). Although there is a tendency for political 

threateners to be shorter (.9 inch) and weigh less (8 pounds) 

than comparison inmates, the difference is insignificant. 

However, one finding in the present study, which Hassel 

(1974) also noted, is that assassin-threateners are predom-

inantly Caucasian (91%). 

While the present sample of assassin-threateners does 

emerge as impulsive and sociopathic to a greater degree 

than comparison inmates, their incidence of prior imprison-

ment is significantly less than that of other inmates. While 

this may appear to be paradoxical, it can be reconciled. 

If, as Kinch (1962a, 1962b) proposes, there are distinct 

criminal types, then the assassin-threatener might fall into 

the "asocial" category. It is unfortunate that the lack 

of background information renders this question empirically 
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untestable. However, speculation on this issue leads one 

to characterize the assassin-threatener as an individual 

who is not identified with any societal subgroup and whose 

criminal behavior is not motivated by material gam. Instead, 

it appears that his criminal act is associated with his psycho-

logical disturbance. 

Thus, the present study of assassin-threateners does 

contribute empirical evidence to the assassin profile. Based 

on these findings, it can be predicted that individuals most 

likely to attempt assassination of political figures can be 

characterized as socially alienated, moralistic, rationaliz-

ing, paranoid schizophrenic, loners, self-destructive, single 

or divorced, with a disturbed family background, lower class, 

unemployed, apolitical, and Caucasian. These persons typically 

do not fit any criminal of societal subgroup but, instead, 

are a rather anomic group whose behavior is related to their 

emotional disorder. 

Although this study begins to fill the gap in empirical 

knowledge of the assassin, its precision and experimental 

rigor are less than the highest quality. The obtained data 

are overinclusive in that not all individuals who fit this 

profile would necessarily be threateners. 

Future research in this area should focus on analysis 

of complete data for each subject. Because of the high 

potential for distortion on self-report questionnaires, 

demographic information should be derived from objective, 

reliable sources. Another aspect of this issue which appears 
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heuristic for more thorough study is developing a probability 

statement which would more accurately discriminate potential 

assassins from other prisoners. To this end, a much more 

complete survey of criminal records for such individuals needs 

to be undertaken. In addition, future effort should be made 

to more clearly differentiate the seriousness of threatening 

gestures toward the President or other political figure. 

Study of the assassin is not only a viable area of 

scientific research, but is strongly needed for practical 

application. Assassins are relatively few in number but have 

a monumentally disturbing impact on society. Thus, xf research 

can contribute knowledge to the prediction of potential 

assassins, it can by extension contribute to prevention of 

their criminal behavior and, thereby, to a more orderly, stable 

system of governance. 
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Appendix A 

General Information Questionnaire 

Height: Weight: Age: 

Religion: Place of birth: ____ — 

How much education have you had? — __ 

Marital status: (circle one) 

single married separated divorced widowed 

Military service: (circle one) 

exempt honorable discharge dishonorable discharge 

medical discharge general discharge 

Occupation: 

Were you employed at the time of commission of the crime or 
alleged crime? 

(circle one) YES NO 

What was your age at the time of commission of the crime or 
alledged crime? 

As a child, were you raised in: (circle one) 

the country small town city 

Were your parents: (circle one) married separated divorced 

If raised by only one parent, which one? 

And at what age were you when the other parent left home? 

Have you ever used alcohol excessively? (circle one) YES NO 

Have you ever used or been addicted to drugs? (circle one) 

YES NO 

If. yes, what kinds of drugs? 

Have you ever attempted suicide? (circle one) YES NO 

If yes, how many times? 
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Have you ever been hospitalized for mental/emotional problems? 
(circle one) 

YES NO 

If yes, how many times? 

Have you ever been arrested for assault? (circle one) 

YES NO 

If yes, how many times? 

Have you ever served time in prison before? (circle one) 

YES NO 

If yes, how many times? 
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Appendix B 

Political Questionnaire 

Do you belong to a political party? (circle one) 

YES NO 

If yes, which one? 

How many federal elections have you voted in? 

How many U. S. Senators are there? 

What are the three branches of government? (1) 

(2) (3) 

Who is the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court? 

Who is the Secretary of State? 

How old are you? 
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Religion: 

Marital Status: 

Military Status: 

Occupation: 

Raised in: 

Party Membership: 

Protestant = 211 
Non-Protestant == 121 
No Religion = 112 

Single = 11 
Married — 21 
Divorced, Widowed = 12 

Exempt = 20 
Honorable Discharge = 12 
Other = 11 

Professional & White Collar == 3 
Blue Collar/Skilled = 2 
Manual Labor/Unskilled = 1 

Country = 1 
Small Town = 2 
City = 3 

Democrat/Republican = 1 
Other = 2 

Political Questions 4-7 (Senators, Branches of Government, 
Chief Justice, Secretary of State): 1 point for each 
correct answer with a base score of 1 for no correct 
answers. 

Yes No = 1 
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Means, SD, n, and t-tests for Study Variables, 
Threateners vs. Federal Comparison Inmates 

Variable 
Threateners Comparison t P 

Variable 

X SD n X SD n t P 

Beta IQ 95. 2 18. 0 30 104. 3 12. 9 

Bender 18. 6 9. 0 27 16. 0 8 • 6 

16 PF-A 5. 3 1. 8 24 5.: 2 i. 6 

16 PF-B 4. 0 1. 4 24 4. 8 i. 7 
16 PF-C 5. 4 2. 6 24 5. 6 2 
16 PF-E 5. 5 2. 8 24 4. 9 2. 2 

16 PF-F 4. 3 2. 3 24 . 5. 0 1. 9 

16 PF-G 5. 8 2. 4 24 6. 3 1. 8 
16 PF-H 5. 5 2. 2 24 5. 3 1. 9 
16 PF-I 5. 3 2. 6 24 5. 5 1. 7 
16 PF-L 5. 0 2. 5 24 4. 7 1. 8 
16 PF-M 5. 8 2. 3 24 4. 9 2 
16 PF-N 6. 2 2. .2 24 5. ,9 2 
16 PF-0 6. 2 2. .6 24 5. ,9 2 
16 PF-Q-, 4. 5 2. ,2 24 4. . 3 1. ,7 
16 PF-Q2 6, ,0 2. ,2 24 5. .3 1. 6 
16 PF-Q3 4. ,8 2. . 5 24 6, .3 1. ,7 
16 PF-Q. 
EPI-E 

5. ,2 2. .6 24 5, .0 2. ,1 16 PF-Q. 
EPI-E 11. .9 4, .8 19 11. .1 3. ,8 
EPI-N 8. . 6 6, .0 19 7. .5 5. .1 
EPI-L 3. . 6 2, .1 19 3, .4 1. .8 
MMPQ-L 50. .9 6, .2 13 51. .9 8. . 6 
MMPQ-As 55, .1 8, . 3 13 53 6. ,9 
MMPQ-F 64. .9 6 .7 13 56 .8 7, .2 
MMPQ-A 53. .2 11 .2 13 48 7. .8 
MMPQ-K 52, .9 7 .4 13 54 .2 7, .5 
MMPQ-Es 64, .9 11 .0 13 65 .3 10 .8 
MMPQ-Hs 55 . 2 12 .3 13 54 .6 12, .8 
MMPQ-To 49 .5 9 .8 13 56 .1 10 .7 
MMPQ-D 57 .2 9 .0 13 59 .8 13 .9 
MMPQ-Dy 53 .5 12 .4 13 48 .7 8 .8 
MMPQ-Hy 57 .0 10 .3 13 58 .6 10 . 4 
MMPQ-Gm 65 . 6 14 .5 13 56 .1 10 .1 
MMPQ-Pd 74 . 5 9 . 2 13 66 .7 9 .9 
MMPQ-Am 74 . 6 8 .9 13 77 .5 6 .2 
MMPQ-MF 58 . 6 10 .3 13 59 .9 12 .2 
MMPQ-Sv 60 .4 8 .4 13 57 .1 10 .6 
MMPQ-Pa 62 .6 11 .1 13 55 9 .5 
MMPQ-Nt 61 . 3 10 .0 13 55 . 2 8 .8 
MMPQ-Pt 55 .9 9 .6 13 52 .3 10 .4 
MMPQ-N 54 .0 10 .0 13 49 . 2 8 .2 

100 -3.07 . 003* 
100 1.38 .17 
100 .54 .96 
100 -1.87 .06 
100 - .50 .62 
100 1.13 .26 
100 -1.76 .08 
100 -1.24 .22 
100 .56 .57 
100 - .36 .72 
100 .58 .57 
100 1.81 .07 
100 . 66 .51 
100 .55 . 58 
100 .54 .59 
100 1.83 .07 
100 3.45 .001* 
100 .40 .69 
100 .85 .40 
100 .88 .38 
100 .45 .66 
35 - .39 .70 
35 .88 .39 
35 3.50 .001* 
35 1.79 .08 
35 - .57 .57 
35 - .14 .89 
35 .13 .90 
35 -1.94 .06 
35 - .63 .53 
35 1.52 .14 
35 - .48 .64 
35 2.57 . 01* 
35 2.48 .02* 
35 -1. 28 .21 
35 - .33 .74 
35 .99 . 33 
35 2.35 .02* 
35 2.07 .05* 
35 1.09 . 28 
35 1.69 .10 
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Variables 

Threateners Comparison t P 

Variables 
X S_D n X SD N t P 

MMPQ-Sc 
MMPQ-Rc 
MMPQ-Ma 
MMPQ-Ap 
MMPQ-Si 
MMPQ-EC 
MMPQ-Hyl 
MMPQ-Mal 
MMPQ-Hy2 

MMPQ-MA1 

MMPQ-Hy3 

MMPQ-Ma2 

MMPQ-Hy4 

MMPQ-MA3 
MMPQ-Pd-0 
MMPQ-Ma4 

MMPQ-Pd1 

MMPQ-Im 
MMPQ-Pd2 

MMPQ-Re-r 
MMPQ-Pd3 

MMPQ-De 
MMPQ-Pd4A 

MMPQ-Sc ]A 
MMPQ-Pd4B 

MMPQ-Sc1B 

MMPQ-MFi 
MMPQ-Sc2A 

MMPQ-MF2 

MMPQ-SC2B 

MMPQ-MF3 
MMPQ-Hc 
MMPQ-Ao 
MMPQ-Ho 
MMPQ-PaO 
MMPQ-Hv 
MMPQ-Pa-j^ 
MMPQ-NU 
MMPQ-Pa2 

MMPQ-Lp 
MMPQ-Pa3 

MMPQ-Ac 
Age 
Height 
Weight 
Education 
Occup. 

Level 

6 3 . 9 8 . 3 13 5 3 . 5 1 0 . 3 35 3 . 2 7 . 0 0 2 * 

7 3 . 4 1 5 . 7 13 6 8 . 5 1 1 . 6 35 1 . 1 7 . 2 5 

6 6 . 1 1 3 . 3 13 6 2 . 2 1 1 . 4 35 . 9 9 . 3 3 

51 . 2 1 1 . 5 13 5 4 . 7 9 . 6 35 - 1 . 0 6 . 2 9 

5 2 . 5 9 . 0 13 4 6 . 7 7 . 4 35 2 . 2 8 . 0 3 * 

7 0 . 4 1 1 . 5 13 6 8 . 1 1 1 . 0 35 . 6 4 . 5 3 

5 3 . 4 1 0 . 3 13 5 5 . 3 7 . 6 35 - . 7 2 . 4 8 

5 7 . 4 1 1 . 4 13 5 4 . 2 1 0 . 9 35 . 8 8 . 3 8 

5 2 . 7 9 . 0 13 5 5 . 2 1 1 . 5 35 - . 7 0 . 4 9 

5 4 . 5 1 3 . 0 13 5 8 . 8 1 1 . 2 35 - 1 . 1 1 . 2 7 

5 5 . 8 1 0 . 7 13 5 3 . 9 1 0 . 8 35 . 5 4 . 5 9 
55 . 8 7 . 7 13 4 7 . 1 1 0 . 0 35 2 . 8 3 . 0 0 7 * 

5 0 . 7 1 2 . 4 13 5 1 . 2 1 2 . 5 35 - . 1 2 . 9 1 

5 3 . 7 1 1 . 8 13 5 3 . 3 7 . 3 35 . 1 5 . 8 8 

6 6 . 6 8 . 2 13 5 8 . 5 8 . 2 35 3 . 0 7 . 0 0 4 * 
641.7 1 4 . 5 13 5 4 . 2 1 1 . 6 35 2 . 6 0 . 0 1 * 
6 1 . 7 1 1 . 6 14 5 4 . 4 9 . 0 35 2 . 3 0 . 0 3 * 
5 9 . 5 1 1 . 3 13 5 2 . 8 7 . 9 35 2 . 2 9 . 0 3 * 
6 1 . 8 7 . 6 13 5 9 . 4 9 . 4 35 . 8 3 . 4 1 
4 5 . 8 8 . 7 13 4 7 . 5 1 0 . 0 35 - . 5 4 . 5 9 
54 . 5 9 . 6 13 5 4 . 5 6 . 6 35 - . 0 2 . 9 8 
76 . 6 6 . 5 13 6 9 . 4 9 . 6 35 2 . 4 8 . 0 2 * 
6 3 . 0 1 0 . 2 13 51..1 7 . 5 35 4 . 4 2 . 0 0 0 1 * 
6 4 . 9 1 3 . 2 13 5 0 . 2 7 . 8 35 4 . 7 9 . 0 0 0 1 * 
5 6 . 1 8 . 9 13 5 0 . 4 8 . 0 35 2 . 1 1 . 0 4 * 
5 0 . 2 1 2 . 7 13 5 5 . 2 1 2 . 4 35 - 1 . 25 . 2 2 
4 8 . 7 1 4 . 0 13 5 1 . 0 1 0 . 6 35 - . 6 1 . 5 4 
5 4 . 2 1 0 . 5 13 4 6 . 8 6 . 7 35 2 . 9 3 . 0 0 5 * 
5 1 . 8 8 . 3 13 5 2 . 7 1 0 . 9 35 - . 2 7 . 7 9 
5 3 . 8 1 1 . 5 13 5 2 . 1 1 0 . 3 35 . 5 2 . 6 1 
5 2 . 3 8 . 2 13 5 6 . 5 1 0 . 8 35 - 1 . 2 8 . 2 1 
5 4 . 5 8 . 8 13 5 2 . 4 9 . 2 35 . 7 3 . 4 7 
4 8 . 7 1 0 . 2 13 51 . 2 8 . 6 35 - . 8 6 . 4 0 
5 3 . 2 8 . 8 13 4 8 . 7 8 . 4 35 1 . 62 . 1 1 
6 6 . 3 1 0 . 7 13 5 4 . 6 8 . 8 35 3 . 8 5 . 0 0 0 4 * 
5 7 . 5 8 . 8 13 5 2 . 4 9 . 3 35 1 . 7 1 . 0 9 
6 8 . 7 1 2 . 7 13 5 4 . 6 8 . 8 35 4 . 3 3 . 0 0 0 1 * 
5 2 . 8 1 0 . 3 13 5 4 . 1 9 . 8 35 - . 3 9 . 70 
5 4 . 4 1 2 . 0 13 49 . 3 8 . 6 35 1 . 6 4 . 1 1 
5 5 . 9 8 . 6 13 6 0 . 1 6 . 9 35 - 1 . 7 4 . 09 
4 3 . 4 8 . 2 13 5 0 . 8 1 2 . 6 35 - 1 . 96 . 0 6 
4 7 . 0 9 . 5 13 5 2 . 5 7 . 8 35 - 2 . 0 5 . 0 5 * 
3 1 . 0 1 0 . 3 35 3 4 . 3 8 . 4 99 - 1 . 9 0 . 06 
6 9 . 5 2 . 2 28 7 0 . 4 2 . 5 98 - 1 . 8 6 . 0 6 

1 7 1 . 0 36 . 3 29 1 7 9 . 0 2 7 . 5 99 - 1 . 2 8 . 2 0 
1 0 . 9 3 . 6 32 1 1 . 9 3 . 0 100 - 1 . 5 3 . 1 3 

1 . 8 . 8 28 2 . 3 . 6 91 - 3 . 4 1 . 0 0 0 9 * 
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Variables 
Threateners Comparison t P 

Variables 

X SD n X SD n t P 

Employ-
Crime 

Age-Crime 
Religion 
Marital 
Military 
Raised 
Parent-Mar 
Alcohol 
Drugs 
Suicide 
Hospital 
Arrested 
Prison 
Party 
Elections 
Pol. Score 

1.2 
2 9 . 9 

1 6 5 . 3 
1 2 . 5 
1 5 . 0 

2.2 
1.6 
1 . 4 
1 . 5 
1 . 5 
1 . 9 
1 . 5 
1 . 3 
1.2 
2.8 
3 . 0 

. 4 
12.0 
4 8 . 7 

3 . 2 
4 . 2 

. 9 

. 5 

. 5 

. 5 

. 5 

. 3 

. 5 

. 5 

. 4 
4 . 9 
2 . 3 

28 
27 
25 
33 
30 
26 
29 
32 
34 
25 
31 
23 
29 
20 
21 
21 

1.6 
3 1 . 7 

1 7 0 . 3 
16.8 
1 4 . 

2. 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1. 
1, 

1 
1 
8 
3 
2 
1 
2 
3 

1.6 
1 . 3 
2 .2 
3 . 2 

. 5 
8.1 

4 7 . 3 
4 . 7 
3 . 8 

.8 

. 4 

. 5 

. 4 

. 3 

.4 

. 5 

. 5 

. 5 
2.8 
2 . 3 

98 
99 
65 
64 
60 
65 
65 
65 
64 
64 
65 
64 

100 
65 
99 

100 

•3 .94 
• . 8 9 
- . 45a 

-4 . 6 2 a 

1 . 0 4 a 

.16 
-1 . 98 

. 9 4 
70 
83 

,33 
. 2 8 

3. 
4. 
9, 
1. 

• 2 . 9 6 
• . 9 3 

. 7 5 
- . 4 3 

.0001* 

. 3 8 

. 66 

.0001* 

. 3 0 

.88 
. 0 5 * 
. 35 
. 0 0 0 4 * 
.0001* 
.0001* 
.20 
. 004* 
. 36 
. 4 6 
. 6 7 

aScaling of these responses suggested a potential lack 
of correspondence to parametric analysis assumptions; these 
analyses were repeated using the Chi—square technique and 
gave fundamentally identical results. 
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Means, SD,. n, and t-tests for Study Variables, 
Threateners vs. State Comparison Inmates 

Variables 
Threateners Comparison t P 

Variables 

X SD n X SD n t P 

MMPQ-
MMPQ 
MMPQ 
MMPQ 
MMPQ 
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ-
MMPQ' 
MMPQ' 
MMPQ' 
MMPQ 
MMPQ 
MMPQ 
MMPQ 
MMPQ 
MMPQ' 
MMPQ 
MMPQ 
MMPQ 

L 
As 
•F 
•A 
•K 
•Es 
•Hd 
-To 
•D 
-Dy 
-Hy 
-Gm 
-Pd 
-Am 
-MF 
-Sv 
-Pa 
-Nt 
-Pty 
-N 
-Sc 
-Rc 
-Ma 
-Ap 
-Si 
-Ec 
Hyi 
•Ma 
-Hy o 
•Ma 
•Hy3 
-Ma~ 
-Hy4 
-Mao 
-Pd-0 
-Ma, 
-Pdi 
Im 
Pdo 
Re-r 
Pdo 

50.9 
55.1 
64. 9 
53.2 
52.9 
64. 9 
55.2 
49.5 
57. 2 
53.5 
57.0 
65.6 
74.5 
74. 6 
58. 6 
60.4 
6 2 . 6 

3 
9 

6 . 2 
8.3 
6.7 

11. 2 
7.4 
11.0 
12.3 
9 
9 

12 
10 
14 
9 
8 

10 

61. 
55. 
54.0 
63.9 
73.4 
66.1 
51. 2 
52.5 
70.4 
53.4 
57.4 
52.7 
54.5 
55.8 
55.8 
50.7 
53.7 
6 6 . 6 
64. 7 
61.7 
59.5 
61. 8 
45.8 
54.5 

8 
0 
4 
3 
5 
2 
9 
3 

8.4 
11.1 
10.0 
9.6 
10.0 
8.3 

15.7 
13. 3 
11.5 
9.0 

11. 5 
10.3 
11.4 
9. 0 

13.0 
10 
7 

12 
11.8 

8 . 2 
14. 
11. 
11. 
7. 
8, 

9, 

13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 

45.7 
50.6 
59. 6 
53.8 
53.3 
63 
53 
55 
57 
5 3 
57.6 
60.3 
72.5 
77.1 
6 2 . 0 
61. 3 
59. 3 
59. 6 
57.5 
50.3 
6 0 . 0 
72.1 
68.1 
58.0 
48.6 
72.0 
54.1 
58.6 
53.8 
59.6 
56.1 
56.4 
50.7 
57.4 
6 6 . 0 
57. 8 
57.9 
57.8 
6 2 . 8 
43.2 
54.8 

7 
5 
9 
6 

, 6 

„ 8 
,9 
.5 
.1 
.1 
.4 
.2 
.5 
.9 

12.3 
8.9 
8.7 
9.8 
11.0 
10.1 
12.5 

5. 
10. 
7, 

10 
8 
9 

10 
12 
12 
9 
8 

13 
9 

10 

11.5 
12.1 
11.8 
9.4 

11.5 
8.7 

11.3 
11.7 
9 

11 
10 
10 
10 
12 
10 
12 

34 
34 
34 
34 
33 
33 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
32 
33 
31 
34 
34 
31 
34 
34 
34 
33 
34 
34 
34 
34 
30 
34 
31 
34 
34 
34 
34 
32 
34 
34 
32 
34 
34 
34 
30 

-1 

2.73 
1.38 
2.14 
- .17 
- .17 
.29 
.48 
44 

- .13 
.01 

- .19 
1.21 
.67 

- .73 
- .86 
- .32 
1.09 
.53 

- .45 
1.12 
1.05 
.31 

- .50 
-1.78 
1. 29 

- .42 
- .23 
- .34 
- .31 
-1.44 
- .07 
- .20 

.004 
-1.01 

.17 
1.76 
.93 
.57 

- .37 
.86 

- .12 

. 009* 

.18 

.04* 

. 86 

.87 

.77 

.63 

.16 

.90 

.99 

.85 

. 23 

. 51 

.47 

.39 

.75 

. 28 

.60 

. 65 

.27 

.30 

.76 

. 6 2 

.08 

.21 

.67 

.82 

. 73 

. 75 

.16 

.95 

.84 
1.00 
.32 
.87 
.09 
.36 
.57 
.72 
.39 
.90 
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Variable 
Threateners Comparison 

MMPQ-De 
MMPQ-Pd4A 

MMPQ-SC1A 

MMPQ-Pd4B 

MMPQ-Sc1B 

MMPQ-MF 
MMPQ-SC2A 

MMPQ-MF2 

MMPQ-SC2B 

MMPQ-MF3 

MMPQ-Hc 
MMPQ-AO 
MMPQ-HO 
MMPQ-PaO 
MMPQ-HV 
MMPQ-Pa]_ 
MMPQ-Nu 
MMPQ-PA2 

MMPQ-Lp 
MMPQ-Pa3 

MMPQ-AC 

X SD 

76 . 6 
6 3 . 0 
6 4 . 9 
5 6 . 1 
50 . 2 
4 8 . 7 
54 . 2 
51 . 8 
5 3 . 8 
5 2 . 3 
5 4 . 5 
4 8 . 7 
5 3 . 2 
66 . 3 
5 7 . 5 
68 . 7 
5 2 . 8 
54 . 4 
5 5 . 9 
4 3 . 4 
4 7 . 0 

n 

6 . 5 
10. 2 
1 3 . 2 

8 . 9 
1 2 . 7 
1 4 . 0 
1 0 . 5 

8 . 3 
1 1 . 5 

8 . 2 
8 . 8 

1 0 . 2 
8 . 8 

1 0 . 7 
8 . 8 

1 2 . 7 
1 0 . 3 
12.0 

8 . 6 
8 . 2 
9 . 5 

13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 

X SD n 

7 5 . 0 
5 8 . 4 
5 7 . 0 
5 5 . 9 
5 3 . 9 
5 0 . 1 
5 0 . 0 
5 5 . 6 
5 6 . 4 
5 2 . 3 
5 5 . 2 
48 
53 
58 
57 
5 7 . 9 
5 6 . 3 
5 6 . 1 
5 3 . 7 
4 8 . 1 
4 9 . 5 

1 1 . 3 
1 3 . 1 
12.1 
10.8 
1 3 . 1 
1 1 . 3 
11.6 
1 1 . 4 
1 5 . 4 

9 . 1 
1 2 . 5 
1 3 . 2 
1 2 . 3 
1 1 . 7 
11.0 
1 0 . 9 
1 1 . 4 
1 4 . 9 

9 . 4 
11.6 
1 1 . 4 

29 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
32 
32 
34 
32 
34 
31 
32 
34 
34 

• 34 
34 
32 
31 
34 
31 

. 5 1 
1 . 5 1 
1 . 9 5 

. 0 5 
- . 87 
- . 3 5 

1 . 1 4 
-1.08 
- . 5 5 

. 0 0 9 
- .18 

.11 
- . 0 3 
2.18 

- .02 
2 . 9 1 

- . 9 5 
- . 3 7 

. 7 3 
- 1 . 3 4 
- . 7 0 

.61 

. 2 6 

. 0 6 

. 9 6 

. 3 8 

. 7 3 

. 26 

. 2 9 

. 5 8 

. 9 9 

. 8 5 

. 9 1 

. 9 8 

. 0 3 * 

. 9 8 

.01* 

. 3 5 

. 7 1 

. 4 7 

. 1 9 

. 4 9 
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Variable 
Threateners 

X SD n 

Norm Group 

X 

Beta IQ 
Bender 
16 PF-A 
16 PF-B 
16 PF-C 
16 PF-E 
16 PF-F 
16 PF-G 
16 PF-H 
16 PF-I 
16 PF-L 
16 PF-M 
16 PF-N 
16 PF-0 
16 PF-Q, 
16 PF-Qi 
16 PF-Q^ 
16 PF-CK 
EPI-E 
EPI-N 
EPI-L 
MMPQ-L 
MMPQ-F 
MMPQ-K 
MMPQ-Hs 
MMPQ-D 
MMPQ-Hy 
MMPQ-Pd 
MMPQ-MF 
MMPQ-Pa 
MMPQ-Pt 
MMPQ-Sc 
MMPQ-Ma 
MMPQ-Si 

95.2 18.0 30 100 
18.6 9.0 27 12.9 
5.3 1.8 24 5.6 
4.9 1.4 24 4.5 
5.4 2.6 24 3.6 
5.5 2.8 24 4.9 
4.3 2.3 24 4.5 
5.8 2.4 24 4.5 
5.5 2.2 24 5.5 
5.3 2.6 24 6.4 
5.0 2.5 24 6.3 
5.8 2.3 24 6.9 
6.2 2.2 24 5.2 
6.2 2.6 24 6.9 
4.5 2.2 24 5.4 
6.0 2.2 24 6.1 
4.8 2.5 24 4.8 
5.2 2.6 24 6.6 
11.9 4.8 19 12.1 
8.6 6.0 19 9.0 
3.6 2.1 19 1.1 
50.9 6.2 13 50.2 
64.9 6.7 13 52.5 
52.9 7.4 13 56.3 
55.2 12.3 13 61.8 
57.2 9.0 13 61.0 
57.0 10.3 13 61.5 
74.5 9.2 13 55.9 
58.6 10.3 13 55.7 
62.6 11.1 13 54.0 
55.9 9.6 13 53.3 
63. 9 8.3 13 52.0 
66.1 13.3 13 52.5 
52.5 9.0 13 52.1 

-1.46 
3.31** 
- .82 
-1.75 
3.39** 
1.05 
-4.26*** 
2.65* 
0 

- 2 

- 2 

-1 
-2 

07* 
55* 

2. 34* 
2.23* 
32 
00 

- .22 
0 

-2.64* 
- .18 
- .29 
5.19*** 
. 51 

6.67*** 
-1.66 
-1.93 
-1.52 
-1.58 

2 9 * * * 
,02 

.79* 

.25* 
5.17*** 
3.69** 
.16 

7, 
1, 
2 
2 

* 
* * E < 
P < 
P 

05 
01 
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Appendix F 

Code for Significant Psychometric Variables 

16PF C Ego weakness versus Ego strength 

16PF F Sober, serious versus Happy-go-lucky 

16PF G Low superego strength, expedient versus 
Superego strength, moralistic 

16PF I Tough-minded, practical versus Tender-minded, 
sensitive 

16PF L Trusting, accepting versus Suspecting, jealous 

16PF M Conventional, down to earth versus Imaginative, 
bohemian 

16PF N Forthright, unpretentious versus Shrewd, worldly 

16PF Q3 Impulsive, lax versus Controlled, exacting 

16PF Q4 Relaxed, composed versus Tense, frustrated 

MMPQ L Lie scale. Usually means "Fake good." 

MMPQ F Infrequency scale. Items sounding abnormal but 
rarely answered by psychiatric groups. 

MMPQ Pd Psychopathic Deviate 
Pd-Q Obvious Psychopathic Devaite _ ^ 
Pd-f Familial Discord—struggle against familial 

control 
Pd4a Social Alienation—feelings of isolation 
— — from others, externalization of blame for 

difficulties 
Pd4B Self Alienation—lack of self integration, 

avowal of guilt 

MMPQ Pa Paranoia 
Pa-0 Obvious Paranoia 
Pa7~ Ideas of External Influence—persecutory 

ideas, projection of negative feelings 

MMPQ Pt Psychasthenia—anxiety, withdrawal 
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MMPO Sc Schizophrenia 
Sc Social Alienation—withdrawal from meaningful 
— — relationships . 
S c2A L a c k o f E g o M a s t e r y ' Cognitive—the admission 

of strange ideas and autonomous thought 
processes 

MMPQ Ma Hypomania 
Ma 2 

. JL» M t * t 

Psychomotor Acceleration hyperactivity , 
lability 

Mao Imperturbability—denial of sensitivity, _ 
-—- proclamation of independence from the opinions 

of other people 
Ma^ Ego Inflation—feelings of self-importance to 

the point of unrealistic grandiosity 

MMPQ SI Social Introversion—socially uncomfortable, lack 
of affiliation 

MMPQ Gm General Maladjustment 

MMPQ Nt Need for Treatment 

MMPQ Im Impulsivity 

MMPQ De Delinquency 

MMPQ Ac Academic Achievement 

EPI L Lie—response distortion 
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