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The present study ihvestigated the relationship of
16 Pérsonality Factor (16 PF) .Scores to institﬁtional adjust-
ment, educational lével, recidivism, and escapism of 665
prisoners in a maximum security prison. .Two'phases of data
analysis were conducted. |

Multiple_two-tailed Studehts' t tests résulted in signif-
icant differences on all 16 PF Factor Scores between prisoners
and Cattell adult norm group. Significant differences were
alsc found between prisoners and Cattell prisoner norms.

In phase two, four multiple linear regression models
were constructed. Significant 16 PF scales, age, and esduca-
tional differences were found within‘the prisoner sample.
Posgible implicatlions of the use of the 16 PF in regression
models in_paramorphic clinical prediction pregrams are dis-

cussed.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES + « + v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e v
Thesils
Introduction . . . .+ & « 4 4 4 e e e e e e e e 1
Eysenck Theory
VMegargee Theory
Cattell Theory
Furpose of Present Study
CnMethod Lo . . s w h e e e e e e e e e e e e e 28
Subjects
Study Variablies
Statistical Analysis
Results . . + . . . R 30
Discussion . .« .« « .+ v . oo Lo 38
AppendlXx . . . . . 0 L e e e e e e e e e e e 50
References . . . « « v v « v v v v v e 0 e e e 56

iii



Table

10.

11.

LIST OF TABLES

Educational Levels {(Years) . . . . .

MMPT Scales Significantly leferentiatlng

Recidivists from Nenreé¢idivists . ...

Standardized Differences between the Means

and Students' t Values for the 16 PF

Questionnaire Factor

Standardized Differences between the Means

Scales ... . .

and Students' t Values for the 16 PF

Questionnaire Factor

otandard Coefificlents, Multiple Cdrrelation

Scales .

Coeeflcients, and Qverall Slgnlflcance
of Multiple Regression Models ‘

Regression Model for

Analysis of Variance

Regresslion Model for
Repcrts; Analysis of
Model

Regression Model for Escape or Adjudicated
Attempts; Analysis of Varlance for Full

Model

Analysis of Variance

Pearscon Product-Moment Correlation Coeffi-

Education Level;
for Full Model

Prison Adjustment -

Variance for Full

. . . » Ll . » *

for Full Model

clents between Predictor and Criterion

Variables for the Virginia Prison Sample

Mean Sten Scores and Standard Deviatlens of
Catteil Adult Norms,

the~Virginia Sample,
and Cattell Prisoner

Norms

iv

.

.

‘Regression Model flor Previous Incarceraticns;

Page

21

23
31
33

34

50
51

52

53
54

55



PRISON INMATES: INSTITbTIGNAL_ADJUSTMENT; EDUCATI ONAL
LEVELS, RECIDIVISM, AND ESCA?ISM,RELATED TO

16 PERSONALITY FACTOR SCORES

There have been a number of recent developments within
the areas of ﬁenology and criminodlogy which have resulted in
renewed Iinterest among social scientists in éeneral, and psy-
chologists inlparticular. Riots, inmate unrest, and
lnereased demands for more effécﬁive rehabiiiﬁation.programs,
combined with the general public's concern régarding the
soéring crime and recidivism rates, have contributed to the
gengral aura of dissatisfaction:surrounding our ériminal.
Justice systeﬁ‘.

An examination of recent FBI Crime Index statistics
indicateg that such dissatisféction 15 well founded (Kelley,
1975). Since 1969, violent crimes—-which inc;ude murder,
foreible rape, aggravated assault and. robbery--have increased
47% as a group, while crimes against propertyuuwhich include
burglary, larceny, theft, and motor vehicle theft--have
incréased as a group 37%. Owverall, the number of Crime Index
reported offenses has shown in increase of 38% over the
5-year period between 1969 and 1974, Data from the
Federal Prison Bureau Census (1974) indicates that of 207,748

individuals arrested during the period encompassing 1970



through 1974, 65% had been arrested two or more times pre-
viously. The average criminal career of this group was 5.5
years, which represented the interval in.years from their
first to their most recent arrest. In addition, it was found
'that.these individuals had been arrested on an average bf
'foﬁr times prior to thelr current arrest andlihcarceratioh.
The 207,748 individuals had a total of 835,000 documented ..
charges during their respective criminal careerégwith 277,014
convictions and 109,657 imprisonments of 6 months or more.

Of a selected sample Qf_62,236 of fenders released from
prison in 1972 along5'67% were rearrested within‘3;years.

Evern a casual perusal of these data demonstrates the
magnitude, complexity, and sefiousness of the crime probiem
existing currently in our midst.._Numeroué theoretical for-
mulations have been postulated to explain, contrcl, and
predict criminai behavior in the hope bf providing solutions
to this problem (Creséey & Ward, 1969; Glaser, 1974; Schéfer,
1969). A review of the hisﬁorical'development of criminoclog-
‘ical theories will provide the necessary background for
understanding current conceptualization.

Although there have been numerous individuals throﬁghout
history who have been interested in and have'writteﬂ about
the causes of “erimingl-behavior ;none havs fed the impact and
significance of Cesare Lombroso. This nineteenthAcenfuPy
Ttalian physician did much'ﬁo encourage the scientiflc study

of crime {Schafer, 1969).



Lombroso's approach was decidedly "biologically deter-
ministic™ in that he believed that criminals were atavistic/
individuals.. Such indiviéuals, Lombroso postulated, were
biological throwbacks tc an earlier stage of human evolution
who displayed actual physical mahifestatiohs of the inferior
morphological featﬁrés of primitive subhuman types of men.

He believed this atavistic man, the criminal, could not
adjust to societal norms and that the lack thereof resulted
in clashes with societal institﬁtions to the point of crim-
ingl behavior. Lombroso's criminal was a "born criminagl,”
althOugh'hé (Lombroso) never actﬁally ﬁsed this termf

From his extensivé work with thousands of prisoners,
Lombroso compiled a composite profilé of the criminal which
inclﬁded a number of physical characteristics or malformations
(stigmaﬁa)'which.he beliéved'comprised a recognizable "type"
of’iﬁdividual. He did stress; however, that such character-
istics only revealed the criminal, they did not actually make
him a lawbreaker. Some of Lombroso's "stigmata'" were asym-
metrical face, excessive jaw and eye defects, large gars;,
prominent cheekbones, receding forehead--features, it might
be noted, not ﬁnlike descriptiohs-of prehistoric precursors
of homo sapiens.

| Lombrosc's work came under aﬁtack from a variety of
sources whilch forced himrto broadén his stance somewhat to
accoﬁnt for crime in those.casés Where.biological atavism did

not séem’applicable (Schafer, 1969, p. 126). With regard to



"nonbiclogically prediéposed" criminals, Lombroso acéounted
for their behavior by feferring tb environmental or soccial
pressures as thé salient causal factors. He recognized'the
changing nature of law and cultural relativity. In addition,
he discussedlthe influence of poverty, alcoholism, emigra-: -
tion,_and criminal gangs 1In the development and maintenance
of criminal_behavior.

Lombroso's work was often criticiied by his contempo-
rarieg with regard to his ideas and research ﬁethodology.
He often falled to examine critically the soufces of his data,
used "laymen's hypofhesés," failed to include_adeQuate con-
trol groups, and devised crude methods of corfelating a
myriad of factors with crime. Despite his shortcomings in
research deslign, Lombroso Succéeded‘in stimulating an
unprecedented'impetus %o the study of the offender.

Exfénsioné and sophistication of Lombroso's basic ideas
regarding biological factors in criminology were developed
by a number of authors. Among these were Glueck and Glueck

“(195€), as well as Sheldon (1949). 1In addition, Fox (1971)

" along with Price and Whatmore (1967), have presented evidence
on chromogomal anomalies which harken back to Lombroso's
formulations.

Schafer (1969) has reviewed the works of Ferri and
Garofalo, who were contemporaries of Lombroso and also con-
sidered to be "giants" in the'development.of more empirical

methods of investigatihg criminal behavior. TFerri concentrated



his efforts upon the sociology of criminal behavior, while
Garofalo wars more. concerned with the legal ramifications
and consequences of such behavior.

Other explanations for criminai behavior_have emphasized
more soclological factors. Cressey and Ward (1969) summar-
ized and reviewed.the works of Durkheim,_Merton, Sutheriand,
and Weber. These individuals were instrupental in the in-
vestigation and explanation of the numerous soclal processes
involved in many types of cPiminal activity. Durkheim (1960)
introduced the fterm anomie into sociological literafure as
representing a key factor in the development of deviate behav-
ior. As used by Durkheim, anomie meant a lack of rule-
~governed behavior, absence of norms, lawlessness, oOr weakened
norms which led to deviate behavior. Durkhéim postulated
that anomic situatioﬁs developéd in societies that could not
or did not provide clear normé to guide aspirations and
behavior. He saw norms as providing security for the members
of the society while they necessarily limited the success of
aspirations. If, however, there existed an imbalance between
social or economic opportunities and culturél aspilrations,
then antisocial or devianﬁ behavior.might result. |

Merton (1957) has eXpanded upon this‘laﬁter idea in
relating crime and deviance to the unequal achlevement of
success by all men. In his thinking, some social structures
exert pressure on certaln people to engage in nonconformist

rather than conformist conduct. He sees American society as



holdiﬁg out to all its mémbefs certain common symbols of
suoceSS‘Whilé, at the samé time, itslsocial structure vigor-
ously restricts orgcompletelyﬁeliminates accéss to these
symbolé of success to_large'seéments of itsxmembersg thereby
setting the stage for increased antisocial behavior. 'This
conceptualization might explain the over-repfesentation of
lower-class individuals involved in criminallactivities ahd
alsb minority~group'members, young people, aﬁd urban_dwel1érs.
Essentially, these are thé have~nots who seetaffluence'every=
where but whé cannot achieve such status thfbugh iegal,_
'appropriaﬁe means.

Sutherland {(1947) strfsses a mbre social~learning
‘approadh,although he terms 1t differential-assoclation theory,
which simply postulates that a persoﬁ's social envifonment
has far—feaéhiné conseguences with régard‘to.his development
or nondevelopment of deviant or criminal behavior. If an
individusl associated with criminals, he wouid be more likely
to engage in~eriminal acts than if he Were.associated with
noncriminals. Schafer (1968) reviewed the various works of
Max Weber who toock a more economic.stahce with regard to
criminal behavior and saw such behavior as a.means to an end,
albeit an l1llegal cne. |

These various sociological theories have succéeded in
~offering numerous explanations.for oriminal'behavior,'yet Tew
have offefed'any empifical evidence to support their claims.

At a time In our history whén soccial upheavél appéars to be



the rule rather than the exception, and'many of our prisons
are filled to overflowing With'no reVerse‘frend in the fore-
seegble future, individuals involved in the c¢criminal Justice
system need more than theories upon which to bﬁse'their o
‘decisions about criminals.

Psychology, a8 a sclentific discipline, 1s also replete
with numerous théories and formulations regarding behavior,
of which criminal activities are only a part. Early psycho-
logical investigations inte eriminality stressed blological
factors similar tc those of Lombroso. Schafer (1969) re-
viewsd the works of Morel énd Maudsley as exambles of thils
early schdol of ﬁhought which regarded crime as part of man'é
"morbid anthropclogy'" or as a degeperate qualilty.

Schafer {(1969) also reviewed works_as'early as 1865
by Dugdale énd'1916 by Estabrook,who attempefd to underscore
the importénce of heredity in criminality by studying the
families of cfiminals and tracing their genealogy in‘great
detail. Their efforts traced the descendants of one woman,
Ada Juke, and found an incrédibly large proporticn of soecial
deviance in her offsprikg,. A simllar study was conducted
by Goddard (l912) of the Kallikak family, whi%h again re-
sulﬁed in further evidenee. for the influence of heredity on
the incidence of feeblemindedness and criminal behavior.

The methedology of these studies has been severély critilcized

{Schafer, 1969).



Although Freud (1924) had little to say which directly
relates to the study of criminal behavior, his ideas ure-
~garding unconscious processés, psychodynamiecs, and fThe
interpretation of behavior have been expanded upoen by his
succeésors to accoﬁnt for such behavior. From a Fréudian
standpcint, crime énd delimqﬁency may be seen as substitute
expressions of repressed personality experiences which
occurred during early childhood. This viéw is certainly
consistent with some sociological theories which stress the
early environment of the individual as crucial to his
development of appropriafte behavior patferns and his accep-
tancé of societal norms. Freud's fqllowefs, although
sometimes disagreeing with certain of his views, have extended
his ideas into criminology and attached thelr own cqnceptu—
alizations. For example;'Adlér'(19M§) viewed membership in
a group or gang as being a strong human desire; such status-
seeking behavior deplcts many juvenile delinquents. Such s

" or an

drive to achieve status, or "will to power,
"inferiority chplex," might well result in criminal behavior.
Horney (1950), in her formulations, emphasized Qultural and
interpersonal experiénces. Frustration in certain areas
erucial to a person's life-style could very well lead to

aggressive acting-out in those individuals whom the culture

had neglected and, therefore, had few appropriate interpersonal



skills. This idea has been undefscored by the work of
Harry Stack Sulliﬁan as reviewed by Schafer (1969).

It should be obvious from reading the pfevious his-
torical review ﬁhat tﬁere have been numerous theories put.
forth to explain criminal behavior. Unfortunately, there
nas been relatively 1little empirical evidence which cirects
itself not %to the fheoretical arguments of ciminality and
ifs causes, but rather to the applied pfoblems of clinicians
wquing With criminals, especidlly thdse individuals who are
already incarcerated. It has been pointed out by Brodsky
(1973) that clinicians working in prison settings have little
empirical data upon which to base decisions and predictions
about individuals who come undér fheir care and supervigion.

Three individuals in the psychology literature have
stood out with regard to thelr efforts to investigate
criminal behaviorfobjectively with the additional purpose of
assisting clinicians in the idehtification, prediction, and
control of déviant behavior. These individuals--Cattell,
Eber, and Tatsuoka (lQTO),'E&senck (1964), and Megargee
(1966)--have contributed much empirical data through their
research efforts, providing useful informatiocn to clinicians
working with criminals. Their theoreticél contrivutions and
supporting evidence will be presented briefly as a logical

introduction to the purpose of the present study.
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Eysenck Thecry

One bf-the méjorlproponents cf empirical research in the
study of the criminal has been'H. J..Eysenck,whose theory can
be bestbcharacterized as ﬂinteractionist" in that both
hereditéry and environmentai factors are consldered cruclal
in the efiology of criminai béhavior (Eysenck & Eysenck,
1970a }. Basic assumptions ofﬂthis theory are as follows:

1. Propensity to crime.is universal, but is held in
check in most cases Lo be a’ given-person's conscience.

2. This conséience is essentially a generalized set of
conditioned responses bullt up during childhdod and . adoles-
cence, according to the rules.of Pavlovian cdnditioning.

.3. This cqnscience‘might be expected tQ be under-—
Qeveibped either thrbugh failure of soeclal and family
COﬂditionS.tO provide-the,proper means of developlng it, or
“though innate weakness 1in the person concerned with the
mechanism involved in thé eléboration of conditioned responses.

4. Extraverted individuals (impulsive,‘active,

" cutgolng, under certaln conditions, tend to”condition less
well than introverted individuals (controlleq, withdrawn,
shy ), thus making them more likely to behave in antisocial
ways, l.e., since they have not been één@itioned to_appro—
ﬁriateﬁsocietal nofms and contingencies.

5. High degreés of anxiety or neutériCism tend to act
as a drive strdngiy reiﬁforcing the extraverted or introverfed

tendenciles favoring or disfavoring antisocial conduct.
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Eysenck (1970)and Passiﬁgham.(cited_in Eysenck, 1970)
have offered extenslve reviews of the literature providing
support for Eysenck's positien. Some of the:more.salient
studies were those of Franks (1962) and Spielman (ciﬁed in
Eysenck, l970igin which evidenée was presentéd demonstrating
that individuals whc had beeh characterized s introverts or
extraverts (based on the résults'of pfetestiﬁg} differed
significantly from each cther in their rates of conditioning,
whether the task was a metor one such as té@@ing a metal rod
to a place or eyeublink'conditioning. The egtraverts did
consistently poorer than the introvefts on these tasks.

Othef studies héve tésted Eysenck's formulations directly

with criminal populaticns (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1970a, 1970b;
Franks, 1956; Johné-&'Quay; 1962; Warburton, 1965). TIn the
Eysenck and Eﬁsenck (1970a) study, 603 male prisoners with a
mean age cof 22.1 years from four prisons were rgndomly selectéd
as subjécts for%the study- Th?ee control groups were con=
structed and were composed of the fblloWing.‘jGroup 1 consisted
of 532 male nonpriscners who represented a "feasonably"

random sample of the population with upper and upper-middle
class membership, significantly curtailled to:allow for a

better comparison with the prison group,which was primiariiy
middle and iower class inncoﬁposition; Group 2 were 423 :
university students with a mean age similar to the prisoners.

Gfouﬁ 3 was comprised of 185 industrial appréntices aged
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17.9 years, which constituted, in the words of the aufhbrs,
a "low-drive gfoup.”' | |

A11 of the subjects were administered a personality
inventory which was coﬂstfucted to measure the three dimen-
sions of éxtraversibn, neuroticism, and psycﬁoticiSm. The
resuits indicated that priéoners scored the ﬁighest oh
psychoticism,'compafed.with all three control groups; they
also scored higher than Groups 1 and 2 on extraversion, and
lower~than GroﬁpEB which was to be:expected éince it was
postﬁlated by the authors that most young peéple score 1in a
“highly extraverted'manner.;.PrisonePS'had the highest scores
on Neuroticism (N) though not significantly higher than
'stUdénts. Again; it wasg stated by the autheors that in most
cases students score quite high on N. In theilr discussioﬁ,
Eysenck and Eysenck.make the point that priséners a8 a whole
differﬂin their personality makeup from noncriminal’controls
and that these differénces ére*predictable_from theory.

Tn a.recent review, hoWever, Hoghughi and Forrest (1970)
cfiticized Eysenckis tﬁeory of criminality basediupon a
compilation of'- the fesults of various studies that were
reviewed. Hoghughi and Forrest found that in théir studies
young offenders were significantly ﬁoré introverted than
normal sampies or oéntrolfgroups. Another point made in
criticism was that the personality testszused in measuring
Neuroticism, Extraversiom, and PSychotioiém ﬁay be inﬁalid

since both the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI ) and the

!
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MaudS1ey Persanélity Invenfory_(MPI) show éome evidence cf
construct Validity but none of predictive orjconcurrent
validity. In addition, the EPI and MPIL may be measuring
social extraversion rather than behavioral ektraversioh,and~ u
therefore. are not really measuring conditionability.
Finally, a.last'point.oflériticism was direcﬁed to the lssue
that.perhéps Eysenck's theory is too broad in scope;given
the narrow band of priéoners ubén which it ié hased.
Hoghughi and Forrest suggest that Eysenck stay closer to
his data in formulating his postulates, béing more awars of
the limite of the generalizability of his findings.
Buickhuisen and Hemmei_(1972) have also cited results
contrary tO'Eysenqk‘s theory in the areé of verbal condition-
ing, although methodologioal'probléms.in ﬁheir study aptly
pointed‘out in a reply.by'Eysenck (1973) seriocusly attenuateil:
- their findings and criticisms. |
Degpite the_criticisms,.EysenCK's theor& appears to-
have gréat‘heufistic-value in_producing.new ﬁypotheses-about
criminal behavior which are based on empiricél evidence. Such
hypotheses might involve questions'such as what traits are
assoclated with which types of individuals‘ahd with what
crimes.l In this way, a typology bhased on QCtual behavior
could be contrasubted besides those based simply cn the
scores of certain factors. This would be helpful indeed in
predicting the future behavior of individﬁals, especially

criminals, wheme predictlon is such a crucial issue.
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With regard to Specific prediCtiohé_relevant to prison
inmate wvariables, those indiViduals who scoréd highest on
7 Extraversion (impulsivity)'would probably have significantly
(a) more adjuétmént pfobiems within prison, (b)'lower.educa—
tional achievement, {c¢) higher probability of_returning;to
prison, and (d4) higher p?obability of escape attempts than
those inmates who séored 1Qwest on Extraversion. This is
bagsed on the réasoningAthat extraverted indiViduals are
poorly socialized, do not learn from mistakes, and are
highly impulsive (Faves, Lihdon,'& Eysenck,‘1975). There
are few such specific exfrapoliations of obvious c¢linical
utility cited in the literature.

As-has been previocusly stated, Eysenck's theory is a
general one ih that it éncompasses a broad range bf individ-
uals ﬁhethér‘they are criminals or not. Forjthe most part,
the work Qf Mégargee (1966) has beenrspecifié to prisoners,
egpecigally those whb have been involved in violent.crimes.

Tt is to his theory that we now turn ouf.atfention.

Megargee Theory

The traditional view of,aggression'concéptualizes the
overtly aggressive ihdividual as having fewer controls and .
more need or instigation for aggressicn thanjdoes the.overtly
nonaggressive person. The practical cliniéal implications
4of such a view would indicate that thé best way to discourage

an individual from actlng aggressively 1s to enable him to
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builld up his comtrols.'-Curfently our prisgson systems are
maintaining such a régime.' When a inmate.hés indicated he
has acdquired encugh cpnbrols over his.behavior for a speci-
fied period of time, he 1is judged to be duly rehabilitated
and is released. Megérgeé has.postulated'that the situation
| may not be as simple asg it éppears. In fact, 1n a study of
~the MMPI, in which hoétility scales were compared, Megargee
and Mendelsohn (1962) found a patfern of reversals with

the assaultive subjects being tested as having more con--
trol and less hostility than the'nonassaﬁltiVe'criminals

ér normals. Thié'suggested that criminals might be divided
iﬂtd tw quite distinct types: the undercontrollied aggres-
sive type and the antisocially overgqntrplled aggressive
Lype.

Briefly, the undercomtrolled.aggfeséive type ihdiv;dual
corresponds to the typilcal oonception'of an &ggressive per—
sonality. He has feWer inhibitions against aggression, is
impuslive, hyperactive, and 1is likely to be diagnosed as
an antisocial.persomality, He presents the type of pilcture
most often seen in prisoners. The chronically overcontrolled
type behaveé guite differently, however. His inhibitions
against expressing vlolence are higher, he is usually quite
inhibited;land inﬁropunitive. Unlike the.undercontfolled
Lype, the overcontrolied individual.cahnot displace his

anger and tension onto cther people or objecfts in his
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environment. He keeps all of his diffiCuities.to himself
ﬁntil they build up tO'a”breaking'poiné, at which time he
may act out extremely aggreSsivély,_typically at a higher
level than the underéontrolléd type.'

Megargee, Cook, and Mendelsohn (1967) developed_a 31~
'item MMPI sqale.which consistently identified prisoners as
overcontrolled or undercontfolled'hostility types. Those
pfisoners scoring high con bvercontrol were more likely to
have a shorter arrest record, fewer prison-adjustment re-
ports, énd perpetrafed their violent behavior toward someone
‘who was known to them. Prisoners scoring lower on over=
control were mdre likely to present the converse--more prior
arrests, prison-adjustment problems, escape attempts,‘and
higher'récidivism rates. Blackburn (1968) suported Megargee's
findings in a study which investigated ﬁhe differences on
various MMPI scales of two groups of pfisoners identified as
extremely aggressive (murder, assault, ete.) and moderately
aggressive (theft). Blackburn found that overcontrolled
types scored significantly.higher on Repression, Ego Control,
Lie, and Denial scales and significantly lower on Correction
{(x) and Psychopathic Deviant. TIn extrapolating from Black-
burn's regults, it is apparenf fhat Eyvsenck's position re-~
garding the relationship between criminality and eXtraversion
may need gualification. Blackburn (1968), Megargee (1966),
and White, MchAdoo, and Megargee'(l973) have presented evidence

that certain prisoners, namely the overcontrolied<hostllity
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typés, are in fact less hostlle, less soclal, and more
iﬁtroverted“than the general prisoner profilé offered by
Eysenck (1964), ?

 Wnite et al. (1973) compared scores on ﬁhe Overcontroiw
of-Hostility Scale (0-H) and the 16 Peréonéiity Factor
Questionnaire of 75 youthful offenders, The_findings
indicafed that those in the high 0-H group s@bred higher
on Factor.C (ego strength)}, Factor G (superego strength,
conscientiousness ) and Factor Q3 (self—control; considéra—
tipn) and lower on Factor E (pr@minahce), Factor L
Cmistrustful), Factor M {(ececentricity) and Féctor N (ébphis—
tication). These findings were'consistent with the predic-
‘tions made from Megargee'swtheory. Althoughithe eVidence
supporting Megargee's view 1s generally imprgssive; Mallory
amd.Wléker (1972) found no significant diffefénces in O-H
socres on a se1ected group -of prison inmates.

Some prediction regarding gignificant pfisoner variables
one might expett from Megargee's views are!(aﬁﬂﬁigher;ur |
educational.levels in overcbnfrolled priéonérs slnce they are
geherally'more "socialized" and conforming,_(b) fewer adjust-
meﬁt reports becéuse of their higher-leveis of selfuconﬁrol,
(c) fewer escape éttempts.becauSe of their greater control
of impulsivity, and (d¢) lower recidiﬁism rates since their
aggressivity ié generally.to singular incideﬁts separited

over long periods of time. (This finding may be confused by
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the fact that they may draw longer prison sentences because
of the seriousness of their offenses.)

Cattell Theory

The last "theory" regérding'criminality to be disbussed
is that of R. B. Cattell,whose 16 Personality Facfor Ques-
tionnaire (16 EF)'has been used extensively in prison settings
as a general personality inventory (Brown.& LaFaro, 1968;
Hundleby & Connér, 1968, Kﬁapp, 1965; Warburton,.1965) and
to discriminate among ceftain offender types (Cattell &
Morony, 1962; waden, Pacht, & Bodener, 1970; Eber, 1975,
Holt, 1965; LeUnes & Christiansen, 1973; Perkins & Reeves,
1675). Caftell et al. (1970) presented the central profile
.of a large samﬁié (N = 891) of prisoners as indicating de-
cidedly low on Féctor G (superego'strength), Factor C (ego
strengfh), and Factor F (desuréency) and higher on Factor M
'(unconventionalj. 'Priéoners also ténded to écore siightly
lower than ncermals on Factor'QE (self—sentiﬁ@ntj and HFactor B
{general intelligenge); Shrider (cited in Cattell, et al.,
1970) found prisoners in his sample scored lower than normals
on Factors‘B and G and higher on Factors H {(adventurous)
and Q1 (radicalism). |

Eber (1975), in an intensive study of 3,323 pirsoners
in the Georgia'prison system, found that certain 16 PF
factors differentiafed ﬁis sample on a large number of
priéoner variables—-among these, educatioﬁal‘achievement
level, escapism, and institutional adjustment. Specifically,

his findings denoted certain ccnclusions.
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1. With'regard to.edﬁcationél level, prisoners had
lower achie%ement ﬁhan normals thdugﬁ'no difference was -
reported on Factor B.

2. Escapees scored lower on Factor N (naivete) and
Factor Q3 (self-control) and'higher on Factor 02 (g5elf-
sufficiency). | |

2. Poor prison-adjustors scored high on Féctors B
(surgency), H (adventurcusness) and I (Sensitivity) but
lower on Factors O (guilt proneness) and Q3 (self-control).

No data were'présented regarding recidivism but.it
might be expected that :ecidivists would offér a composite
profile of the previous three variables--although to what-
specific dégree'is an Emﬁirical_question to ke investigated
in the presént study. |

The strengths of Cattell's'approach iie in éﬁﬁiripéﬁigq*
testabllity and c¢linical ufility; Evidence foreach of the‘
tralts and the relationshlp to behavior is extensive (Cattell
et al., 1970). The factor analytical approach.is.clinically
useful in that i1ndividual factors can be.identified with
specific behaviors and then used to predict future behaviors
by the use of appropriate statistical techniques. This issue
is crucial in the areas of criminology and penology,”in which
the individual c¢linician is called upon toc make decisions and
predictions abodt an individual's behavior which will have

far-reaching conseguences.
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T+ is for this reason that the present study'wili use
the 16 PF to investigate four specific variables which have
significaht importance to the clinician involved in correc-
tional work. Thé four variabies which have 5eeﬂ‘noted
previously:in'relatiOn to the various theoretical ekplanau
tions of criminal behavior are educationalilevel, recidivism,
escaplsm, and instltutional adjustment.

There.have.been numerous attempts to isolate specific
prisoner-dharacteristics which discriminate offenders from
nonéffenders (Christiansen & LelUnes, 1973) or differentiate
types of particular offenders.(Fullef & Carr@ll; 19Ti; John~
ston & Cooke, 1973; LelUnes & Chfistianséh,‘1973§'Sutker & .
Moan, 1973). These efforts have been onlyfmdderately suc-
cessful in that, as a group, prisoconers can be\differentiated
from nonprisoners on broadxpsychometric categories (Chris#
tiansen & LeUnes, 1973), but attempts to identify specific.
types of offenders account for. too few of'the'psychometric
test vafiables'tp be clinically useful (Perkins & Reeves,
1975 ). The present study will take the approach whereby the
relationship of specific personality factprs‘and their rela-
tionship ﬁith'educational Ievel,eséape;-recidivism, and
within;prison.or.institutional adjustment Wiii'be investigated.

Educational Level-

A number of studies have reported the educational achelve-
ment levels of inmate gfoups (Holland & Holt, 1976; Joesting,

‘Jones, & Joesting, 197%; Lind, 1972; Panton, 1973). The mean
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number of-years of educational achievement and number of sub-

jects as reported in each of these studies are 1llustrated-

in Table 1.
Table 1
Educaticnal Level (Years)
Mean N
Holland & Holt (1976 ) 11.49 372
Joesting, Jones & Joesting (1975) | 8.97 257
Lind (1972) : : 0.4 0 T2
Panton (1973) . 7.2 2551

As can be seen from Table 1, there is wide variability
'among sfudies in the educaﬁionai level of Dr?soners. A1l of
the.figuresJin this table représent male pf&éoners, although
Joesting, Jones, and Joestiﬁg (1875%) have also reported on
females.. Holland and Hblt’(1976)_reported né differences
among "types" of inmates based on educationa? levels as did
Pantcn (1973); From*aléliniCal standpoint, it would be useful
to learnlif éertain personality factors were associated
with high or low educaticnal level to aid in assignment of
priscners to educational or rehabilitation programs. Such
findings might yield information as to which prisoners have
higher probabilities of success in educational program given

knowledge of thelr persoconallty style.
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Escape

Various research efforts have investigated the area of
escape behavior in prison inmates (Beall & Panton, 1956;
Eber, 1975; gohnston & Cocke, 1973). 1In a study with 413
male felons, Beall and Panton (1956) used the MMPI to lden-
tify two groups of Iinmates, namely thOse.who had previously
eécaped and those who had never escaped. Forty-two items of
the MMPT significantly differentiated the two groups. Those
items were later developed into an experimental scale which
could be used to ”prediﬁfﬁﬁhich prisoners would be most
likely to attempt escape. Johnston and.Cooke (1973) used
thig scale in addition tc¢ the cother MMPI scales to identify
escapees and wanescapees. From their total sample of 235
male felons, they found escapees differed significantly from
nonescapees, scoring higher on L; F; K, Pa, Pt, Sc, Ma,
Ec (escape) and He (hestility). The general pattern or pro-
file of the escapee was that of increased overall pathology
compared with nomwescapees. FEber (1975), using the 16 FF -
Questlonnaire, found escapees were more likely to be naive,
self-reliant, and poorly self—disciplinedf

Predictions in this area will obviously aid in clinical
decisions about security classification and work assignment
recommendations. | |

Recidivism

Recidivism has been one of the most extensively investi-

gated areas in criminology. As previously noted, current
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recldivism rates hover at the 60% level, with no reduction
predicted within the foreseeable future. The use of the

MMPT has.beeﬁ extensive in investigating recidivism; evi-
denced by the 1afge'number of studies in the literature

(Bauer & Clark, 1976:.Christiansen & LeUnes, 1974; Levy, '
Southcombe, Cramor, & Freeman, 197533 Mack, 1969; Panton, 1959,
1962 ), to mention but a few. The most consistent'finding
regarding which scales of the MMPL significaﬁtly.differenu
tiated récidivists from‘nonrecidivists have been presented

in Table 2.

Table 2

- MMIP Scales Significantly Differentiating
Becidivists from Nonrecidivists.

L F X Hs D Hy Fd Mf Pa Pe Sc Ma

Bauer & Clark ¥ | . +
(1976)

Christiansen & :
LelUnes (1974}

Levey, Southcombe,

Cramer, & Freeman .

(1953) -t +
Mack {(1969) - - _ - ‘ -
Panton (1959) | + +

Panton (1962) | ' + | +

+ indicates empirical support.
- indicates nonempirical support.

As can be seen in Table 2, Pd and Ma appear to be scales

most consistently able to differentiate recildivists from
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ponrecidivists. Unfortunately, this'pattern;(4~9) repreSents
| fhe mest common inmate préfile and; thereforé, such findings
offer little predictive utility. |

Blackler (1968) found differences in his recidivists’
versus nonrecidivist groups with regard to eéucational lével.
As might be expected, recldivists had lower educational
.achievement.than nonreéidivists. In {;Lc?:d[ition.3 he found
fécidivists Were-higher with regard to Eysenék's factor of
neuroficism but found no differences with regard to eitra«
version and scores on .the California Authoriﬁarian Scale.
Blackler also found thét recidivigts were geﬁérally socially:
inadequate,_isolated, and tended,foward alcoﬁoi abuse. Black
and Gregson (1973 reportéd that recidivists‘were-more L=
pulsiVe,:preseni—timezoriented, immediatengratifiCation
oriented, and had poor future and past time—perspective than
.nonre01d1v1sts |

This review .could locate no- stﬁdies‘which specifically
related 16 PF Questlonnalre factors to reeld1v1sm Eitra—
polaticons from the’ flndlngs of- the preV1ously noted studies
with regard to these factors tend to indicate support tc the
prediction that recidiVists would present a general-profile
of low B, low O, low @3, and high M. The present study will
provide needed infofmati§n with regard to this particular
variable., It gées without mention that sﬁch information is
surely needed 1if clinicians are to make emplrically valid-
-decizions With regard to,fecommendations about prison recid-

Civism.
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Institutional Adjustment

With the recent ﬁpsurge in ﬁfisoner unrest and public
outery over priscn conditions, the issue of inotitutional
adjustment has taken on ah&air of increased -importance as
an area of empirical investigation. In an early study wlth
the MMPI, Driscoll (1952) found that problem inmates (based
on supervisor's ratings) had significantly lower scores on
D (depression}, F (valtdity . scale), Ma (mania), and Pa
(paranoial), and highér on Pd (psychopathy). Driscoll con-
cluded .that prison life demanded modes of conduct which
would oe maladaptive in character outside of prison.

Wattron (1963) has develobed a prison adjustment scale for
the MMPI which significantly differentiated management-
problem inmates from others. OF the172 MMPI items i1dentified
as discriminators, maladjuéted inmates scoréd.32tl, recid-
ivists, 22.6, and parolees 14.3. |

In a oarefully controlled study, Panton (1973) examined
the personality characteristics'of management-problem inmates
(N =37). In comparing these individuals with a general
prison population group (N=2551), Pantoﬁ found thét the
problem inmateé were significantly higher on F, P&, Mf, and
Ma and significantly lower on Hs, Pt, and Si. These results
were interpreted as indicating that problem prisoners were
more rebelliou5; aoting;out and hyperactive, in éddition to

being less concerned with theilr physical condition, having
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less anxiety,-and little ﬁendency toward social’introversion.
With regérd to rehabilitatidn decisions; Panton suggested that
the adjustmentwproblem.group'woﬁld show the least amount of
change céncomitant With therapy, although'no:data were pre-
sented to support this contention (Panton, 1973).

Other studies which have investigated.iﬁstitﬁtional
adjustment using fhe 16 PF Questionnaire are;waden et al.
(1968) and Eber (1975). Cowden et al. (1968) found lower
scéres on Factor H (adventurocusness ) and Factor C (ego
strength). Eber (1975) found that institutiénallmaladjust-
ment was related to high F (exuberance), higﬂ H (adventurs
ousness), high T (sensitivity)? low 0 (guilt proneness),
and iow Q3‘(poor self-discipline). |

In a study inVestigating ingtitutional édjustment from
Eysenck's framework, Heskin; Smith, Baﬁister; and Bolton
{1973) presented evidenge that maladjusted imdividuals were
more iikely to be highly exéravertéd, neutotic, and preone to
acting-out behavior. In a signlficant findiﬁg Whicﬁ resulted
 fron follow-ups conducted cver a humber of yéars, extra-
version ﬁemded_to decrease over time while h@stility.tended
to increase in maladjusted prigsocners. |

The general symptom picfture arising fro@ the study of
problem. ilnmates yields that of a highly acfiﬁe, rebellious,
pooriy socialized indgividual; highly sensitiﬁe to criticism
theough not iearning_by mistakes, who exhibits low anxiety

over his problems, and has poor self-disciplire. Predictilons

!



Within this group are cfuéial since it is 1iﬁ
clinician will deal‘with guch individuals gui

it is apparent that there currehtly exls
idal‘evidence in which the 16‘?f Questionnain
to asslist in thé predictioh ofrihméte behavio
The present study will expand upon this evide
clinician additional information upon which t

decislons regarding inmate treatment,

Purposes of'the'Present Study
The present study wés coﬁducted to-
1. Determine if the means and standard
the scores of the prison sample-stﬁdied on th
naire diffef significantly from Cattell's (19
gfoups fér ndrmals and criminals.
o2, Analyze the interrelationships betwe
the prison samplé studied on the 16 PF énd ed
with the variables of nuﬁber of escapes, reci
number of adjustment reports,
3. Suggeét thé posslble utility of thes
constructing multiple linéar’regressién eqguat
the future behavior Qf prison inmates and fgr
ment decisions,
4. Provide useful clinical information
priscner persohality factoers as a possiblie mgo

i

personality.
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based on the previously reVieWéd tﬁédretical
Method

Subjects
The subjects were 665 adult male Telons

the Powhatan Center, a maximum security stat
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predictions

positions.

incarcerated at

e prison located

in Powhatan.County, Virginia. SubJects comprised the incoming

prison population for a l2-month period: Th

naire Form E was administered to inmates by

e 16:PF Question-

specially trailned

inmate examiners. ZIlliterate subjects were |[read the guestion-

naire by the examiners.

Study Variables

The wvarilables inveStigatéd were
1. 16.PF Quéstionnaire scores

2. Level_of educational achievement

3, Whether a prilor inmate or not.

L~ Presence or absence of escape attermpt or successful

escape

5. Presence or absence of prison adjustment reports'

These data were collected on each prisoner'in the sample.

Statistical Analysis

The data analysis consisted of two parts. The first

compared the means standard deviatlons of the 16 PF factor

scores of the Virginia sample prisoners with

the Cattell I&PF
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Questionnaire griterion groups for normals and criminals
(Cattell et al., 1970). The"standardized'differenee between
the sample and population means wag computed fto facilitate
possible clinical interpretation. |

The second phase of the study involved the construction
of four prediction modeis. The predictor and criterion
variables for each of these models were ag follows.
16 PF Questionnaire

Model 1. Predictor Variables:

Model 2.

Criterion

Predictor

~ Criterion

Model 3.

Model 4,

Predictor

Criterion

Pfedictor

Criterion

Variables:

Variables:

Variables:

Variables:

Variables:

Variables:

Variableg:

Scores, Age

Level.of Educational
Achievement

16 PF Questionnaire
Scores, Age, Level of
Educational Achievement

Adjustment Reports,
Represenfted as a binary
variable (either 0, or.1-
or-more adjustment reports)

16 PF Questionnaire Scores,
Level of Educational
Achievement, Age

Ezscape or Adjudicated
“Attempt as a binary vari-
able (either 0, or l-or-
more escapes or adjudi-
cated attempts)

16 PF'Questionnaire Scores,
Age, Level of Educational
Achievement

Prior Incarcerations as a
binary variable (either O,
or 1l-or-more prior incar-

" cerations)

A forward stepwise multiple linear regression procedure

was'used-in which the first variable chosen for entry 1nto the
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model was that with the highest product-moment correlation
with the criterion variabie; Additional variabies were
chosen so they had the highest partial correlations with the
criterion varieble, independent of the prediotor.variables
already in the model. WThe introduction of variables into
the model was discontinued when either of the following con-
ditions was met! |

1. The partial correlation between the?potentially
new variable and the criterlon varlables independent of the
predictorﬁvariables already in the model did:not reach signif-
icancéﬂat the .05 level.

2. The potentieliy new variable eccounted for less than
1% of the total variability.

| | Resulbs

The results are presented in Table 3 of Student's t-test
comparisons beéween the means of the Virginia prison sample
and the Cattell adult-male nerm group, 1in addition to the
standardized differenct between the means on factors stores
of the 16 PF Questicnnaire. | ’

The Virginia prison sample differed eignificantLy from
Cattell's adult norm group on all faetors. ‘This finding
alone 1is femarkable since, with Such a larée number of sub-
jects involved, even gslight differences would yield signifi-
cant differences. From a clinical séandpoint, a more useful
' measure.of mean difference wotld appear to be the standardized

difference between the means (SDp). An a priori criterion was
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Table 3

Standardized Differences between the Means*
and Students' t Values for the 16 PF
Questionnaire Factor Scales

High~-Low Score

Factor Description . Shm i Value®
A Reserved . . . ' 1 0.20 5.1679
Cutgoing ‘ : _
_ Concrete . . ~-0.81 -20.G302
C Easily Upset . . . - -0.30 - 7.7519"
. : . Cainm '
E Humble . . . -0.23 - 5.9k31
Assertive
B Sober . . . -0.86 -22.2222
Enthusiastic
G Expedient . . . : 1.31 33.8501
. Conscientious
H Shy + .+ . -0.52 -13.4366
Venturesome _
I ' . Tough-Minded . . . 1.08 27.9069
: -Tender—Minded‘“f '
L Trusting . . . 1.31 33.8501
: Suspicicus
M Practical . . . = ‘ .27 . 6.9767
Imaginative '
N Forthright . . . -0.31 - 8.0103
_ Astute
0 " Belf-Assured . . . .90 23,2558
Apprehensive
Ql Conservative . . . 1.32 34,1085
Experimenting
Q- Group-Dependent . . . -3.02 ~78.0361
Self-Sufficient _ ,
Qs Undisciplined . . . -0.45 ~11.6279
: Controlled
Qy ' Relaxed ... . ' \ 0.24 6.2015
: Tense . .

¥Virginia prison sample and Cattell adult-male norm group.

lAll values p < .00L.



32

established for interpfetatiOn of these values so any SDm
value exceeding i;O was considered clinically significant.
Values less than 1.0 weré.not Interpreted since é mean dif-
ference could be hypothesized and be correct 68% of the time
by chance alone. In the present instaﬁce, the Virginia prison
sample appeared to differ from the_Cattéll norm group on
Factbrs G, I, L, Ql’ and Qg. This indicated that the Vir-
ginia prison sample tended to be more conscientious, more
tender—mindéd, more suspiclous, more experimenting, and less
self-sufficient than the Cattell general adult norm group.

A similar analysis was conducted between the Virginia
prison sample.and Cattell's own prison rorm group, wﬁich was
constructed from a variety of prison samples around the
country (Cattell et al., 1970). The results of this analysis
afe presented in Table 4.

Significant differences between the gfoup means were
found on all but four factors of the 16 PF. Significant
differences betwéen the group means indicated that‘the Vir-
ginia sample tended to be more esgsily upsét, assertive,
expedient, shy, tender-minded, suspicibus, practical, self-
assured, conservatiﬁe, group-dependent, controlled, and tense
than the Catfell prisoner sample. OCnly fthree of fthese fac~
tors exceeded the SDm criterion for clinical utiiity. These
were G (conscientiousness),.Q2 (group-dependency), and Qy

(tenseness), with the Virginia sample scoring higher on these
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Table U

Standardized Différences between the Means¥
and Students' t Values for the 16 PF
Questionnaire Factor Scales

Low-High Score

Factor " Description SDm .t Value
A Reserved . . . ~0.05 1.4326 (not significant)
Outgping
B Concrete . . . 0.03  1.6337 (not significant)
Abstract ‘
C Easily Upset . . .. 0.66 17.2043
Calm
E Fumble . . . 0.18  4.7741
: Agsertive ‘
F Sober . . . 0.06 1.5712 {not significant)
Fnthusiastic
G Expedient . . . 1.10 28.3783.
Conscientious
H Shy . . . -0.27 -7.0652
Venturesome ‘
I : Tough-Minded . . - G.07 2.0202
Tender-Minded : .
L ~ Trusting . . . ©0.25 6.5806
- Sugpicious _ : .
M Practical . . . ~0.51 ~13.2473
Imaginative L
N Forthright . . . 0.00 =0.1172 (not significant)
Astute ‘ ‘
0 Self~Assured . . . -0.27 =-~T7.1633
Apprehensive _
24 Conservative . . . 0.83 21.5477.
‘ Experimenting ‘ '
Q2 Group~Dependent . . -2.12 ~54,9317
_ Self—Sufficient
Q3 Undisciplined . . . 0.J190 3.0712
Controlled
Qy Relaxed . . . 1.62 L41.8064
Tense :

N

¥Virginia prison sample and Cattell prisoner norm group.

1A11 values‘g < .0Bunless otherwisge noted.
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fvariables than the Cattell group. More détailed descriptive
statistics relafing:to the daté énalyzed in phase 1’df the
study are included in thé Appendices A through F,

Phasé 2 of the study involved the constructicon of four
regression modeis'which ostensibly could be used to predict
future behavior from current or historical data available on
the Virginia sample. Table 5 presents an overall summary of

the four regreséion mecdels.

Table 5

Standard Coefflcients, Multiple Correlation
Coefficients, and Overall Significance
of Multiple Regression Models

Criterion | , standard

Variable Predictor Varlable Coefficient R F
Educa- Factor A (reserves/ . 11
- tional - outgoing) :
Level Factor B (concrete/ .20
abstract) ‘ -
Pactor H (shy/ B
- venturescme)
Age - 14 .36 .0001
Prison Factor ¢ (expedient/ -.11
Adjust- ~! conscientious) :
ment Factor H (shy/ . .13
Reports - venturesome)
Age -.18
Educational level -.11 .26 .0001
Escapes or Age - -.10
Adjudi-~ Factor I (tough-minded/
cated ~tender-minded) -.11 L1484 o004
Attempts : ' ’
Previous Age -.13
Incarcer~ Factor C (easlily upset/
ations calm) -.15

FEducationdl level -.12 .25 .0001
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The findings with regard to Model 1--Educational Level--
indicated that subjects with higher educétional.levels
tended to be more abstract, more venturesome, more outgoing,
and younger in age than those of lower levels of education.

" Tn Model 2--Prison Adjustment Reports--it was found that
prisoners who were younger, more expedlent, more vénturesome,
and had lower levels of educational achievement were more
.likely to get prison adjustment reports.

In Model 3;-Escape or Adjudicated Attempts--it was found
that younger, tough-minded prisoners were mofe iikely to
attempt an escape or succeed than other prisohers in this
sample.

In Model H-—Previous.Incarceratioh or Recidivism--it was.
found that prisoners who were younger, more egsily upset, and
with higher educational levels were more likely to have had
previoﬁs incarcerations.

A closer analysis of the standard coefficients of the
four predictor variables in Model 1 indicates that Factor B
(concrete/abstract)-acqounted for the greatest amount of
variability in Fducational Level. Factor H (shyuventuresome)
and Age (younger/older) accounted for the same amount of
variabiiity, and Factor A (reserved/outgding) accounted for
the least amount of'variability in the criterion. ‘These
firdings appeared to be quite logical and clear as to their
implications--individuals.who were brighter; able to nandle

intellectual demands (Factor B), able to experiment with new
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situations (Factor H); required to stay in school lLonger
(Age) due to mandatory school age or attendance statutes, and
more socially outgolng, would be mére likely to remain in
schecol than their counterparts.' They would be better able to
handle the demands which the average school situation’ﬁrem
4sented.

In Model 2, Age accounted for the most variability in
the Prison Adjustment Reports criterion. This was followed
by Factor H (shy/venturesoﬁé), with Factor G (expedient/
donséientious) and Educational level accounting for the least
amount of variabiliﬁy in the criterion relative to ﬁhis model.
1t appeared that younger individuals tend to become involwved
in intra-institution difficulties, perhaps as a result of
their rebellious, impulsive, acting-out behavior in reaction
to the relatively novel situation of prison. This would seem-
to be‘supported‘by evidence from Factor H in which more ven-
turesome fisk-taking individuals receivedithé most reports,
or Factor G which stresses.expediency at the expense of plan-
nihg or conscientiousness. Individuals with such a pattern
of responding would'undoubtediy have encountered difficulty
with authority in general, andlthis may be underscored by the
lower educational achievement levels of individuals who
recelved adjustment reports;

The only two predictors that‘significantly accounted for
variability in the criterion of Escapes or Adjudicated

Attempts wére age and Factor I (tough-minded/tender-minded) .
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Again, these f{indings are somewhat intuitively.obvious.
Youﬁger priscners, not_familiar with or adjusted to institu-
tional life, could be more likely to attempt escape. Also,
individuals who were more independent; tending to be quite
precise'and har@ened in thelr views would be mOré likely to
do the neéesSari planning to englineer an escape and use others
to carry cut thé plans, without waivering ffom the stated
objective. Factor C (easily upset/calm) accounted for the
greatest amount of variability in the criterion of previous
incarcerations.? This was followed closely by Age and Educa-
tional Level, Which accounted for slightly lesser amounts of
the variabilityiin the criterion. The findings hereare
mixed, in that éne would expect to.find individuais who were
more easily upsét and_lower in educational level to be likely
recidivists, but the factor of lower age in relation to pre-
vious incarceraﬁiqn is not as obvious. It may represent a.
situation unique'té tﬁe prison community-sampled or indicate
a trend that mofe younger individuals are being incarcerated
more freQuently; perhaps as a result of prevalling sociletal/
environmental conditions.

.The square of the standard coeefi;ient 1s interpretable
as follows. -Fof the first predietor.in each model, it repre-
gents the pfopoffion of variability in the criterion varilable
accounted.for by this predictOr. For succeeding predictors,
it represents the preportion of variability in the criterion

accounted for by each of the predictors with any common
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Variability wit@ the preceding predictors removed. In this
case, Rf‘indicaﬁes the overall multiple=ooffélation'for

the model and pithe overali significance of the model.
Overalljsignifi%ance of Models 1, 2, and 4 wao less than
.0001.“Model 3§was significant at the .004 level.

It should be noted that these models are the "best" only
inasmuch as the§ provide the largest Rgs, i1.e., the largest
proportion of a%counted-for variability in the criterion vari-
ables of potential mOdelsIdeveloped in this particular pro-
cedure, |

A11 of theipossible cross-product the s@uaré—derived
Scores were anaiyzed as to their utility in replécement of
fLhe original scores in the model. Since_they‘allowed lnereages

of less than 2% 'in the Rg,'they were ignored.

Digcussion

Although tho résults indicated significant differenceé
between the Viréinia Sample and the 16 PF'aduitfmalé~norms
group on all faotors, such a finding is'unremarkablelfromfa
number of Standooints. First, onre would expect such differ-
ences since, by;definition,'the prison popuiation is a
. "deviant" groopaand ostensibly'different~fromothe adult-male-
norm group. Seoond; Cattell et al. (1970) have oointed out
that such significant differences do exist between the'groups-
ano aven reoommend'the uge of a correction factor when dealing

with the raw scores of prison samples. They have also con-

structed a speclal adult-male-prisoner-norm group to facilitate



39

interpretation bf prison 16 PF acores which will be discussed
later, Third,.ﬁn dealing withfsuch-large sample SiZeS, even
relatively smali differences bétWeen.groups are statistically,
ir not'clihicalﬁy, significant. |
A unique féature of the present study was to analyze the
"meaningful" differences between the groups. using a somewhat
nore stringent.ériterion measuré, thereby enhancing the clin-
ical‘utility of?the résﬁltsh The résults of the first anélysis
indicated that %here_were'actually only five factor scales
which were clinically useful in discriminating beftween the
groups. These factor gcales (G, I, L, Qs énd Qg) indicated
that the Virginﬁa sample scored 1n the dlrection of conscien-
tiousness, tend%r~mindednéss, suspiciousness, experimenting,
and_gfoup depenﬁehcy more often than the adult-male-norm
~group reported Ey Cattell eﬁ'al. (1970). The differences,
desplte the moré strimgent criterion, were not large enough:
to be consideréa as hard-fast discriminators but rather as
trends to possibie differences between the groups which might
be useful to clinical deciglon-making and future research.
~Similar co@parisons between the Virginia prison sample
and the Cattelljadult-male;felon-norm group (Cattell et al.,
1970) showed thét there.were‘significant differences between
the means on all butlfour 16 PF factor scales. These were
Factor scales Aj(reserved~0utgoing), B (concrete-abstract),
F (sobermenthusiastic)5 and N (forthright-astute). Of the

remaining 12 significant factor scales, only three were
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considered to have any clinical utiilty using the criterion
of Sﬁm greater fhan I.0. These scales were G (expediency),
Q2 (grouﬁ depeniency)s‘and QM (general tension). These re-
sults were simifar to those found in the aforementicned com-
parison with the Cattell genéral adult-male norms, with the
exception of Factor Q) (relaied—tense), which in this case
was found to be%a signifiéant and meahingful discriminator
between the groups. As.with the previcus comparisons aﬁd
analysis, thesejreéults should be viewed as tfends rather
than as‘definitﬁve discriminators. The data analysis yielded
gignificant dif%erences but with the utility yet to be proved.
It was reaqily.apparent that the_lélﬁF was a sensitive
meagure of persénality traits. Significant differences were
found between tﬂe Virginia sample and the Cattell adult-male
norms and_pifsoﬁer norms on i6 and 12 factor ?cales, respec-
tively; It isl;mpoptant to note, however, thét of these

statistically significant differences only 5 factor scales
(@, I, L, Q, and'Q2) in the first comparison and 3 factor
scales (G, QE’ %nd QH) in the second were consldered to be
clinicaily meaningful.in differentiating the groups. Since
the slve of the%differences between the groups was not par—
ticularly large, these data should be seen as tfends to be
more fully inveétigated and empiricaliy validated.
The(findings_aiso have implications with regard fo'the
utility cf the 16.PF with prison groups and to its general-

izability to other samples. Perkins and Reeves (1975) have
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pointed out.thaﬁ single.@easures such as the 16 PF and MMPI
are geﬁerally ineffective as discriminators ameng prisoner
types, l.e., crﬂmes agaihst persons vs. property offenders;
They pcsited that althouéh significant differences are cften
found with Singie'measur%s, they account for so little vari-
ance that they ﬂave 1imi%ed elinical utility.’ The present
findihgs would ﬂend to shpport this position with regard to
discriminations}between‘%oth prisoners and normals in addi-
‘tion to compering variou% prisoner Samples;
| The issue of generaiizability islraised:as a result of
the findings of*significent dlfferences between the two
prisoner group etudied. iAlthough;of the significant factor
scales'discrimiﬁating be%ween the groups, only three were
considered.elinically méaningful. The question isttili
unangwered as to'Whetheé.the norm group constructed by
Cattell is representatige of the American prisoner popu-
ilation. The 1aek of a &etailed.descriptioh of how the groups
comprising the norm gro@p were selected adds further doubt
to its carte;blenche usétWithTéllsprisoner“samples.

The issuesiof'clinﬂcal utlilty and generalizability af
16 PF scores in prison éamples are difficult'ones to resolve
fully. A majoriebstacle.to adequate resgolution may he the
continued use of the.l6éPF as a sing}e measure.of.overall
differences between gro&ps.' A possible solution to the prob-
lem inherent in:simple %omparisons of group mean scores

inveolves the eonstructidn of multivariate prediction modele



ha

which analyze the relat%onships‘between certaln predictor

and criterion VariablésL " In this case, only predictor

variables which correla%e significantlj with.thé criterion

variable :and account fo%’a significant amount of variance 1in

the criterion are used ?egardless of factor scale comparisons.
The present study %onstructed four such'multivariaté

predictlion mddéls gsingéa stepwisé multiple linear regression'

pchedure. The resultséof Mbdél 1l indicated that Factor

Scales A (reserved—outgéing); B (concrete-abstract), H

(shy-venturesoﬁe), and ?ge were signiflcantly related to

educational level in th% Virgnia sample. ' It was found that

prisoners who had.more %ducation’tenged to score 1in the

direction of being abst%act, venturesome, outgolng, and

younger in age. The clﬁnical utility of this model might

lle in its sbility to s%lect individuals who could be cons...

sidered to be appropriaﬁe_for institutional educational

Drograms. It'shéuld beénoted, however, that the proportion

of accounted_fdf variabﬁlity to total varisbility in the

model was .13, which wo?ld tend fo attenuate its clinlcal

i

meaningfulness.

|
In Model 2, it waséfound that Factor Scales G (expedient-
conselentious), H((shym&énturesome), age, aﬁd gducational
level were SignifiC&ntl& related to the presence or absence

of prison-adjustment re@orts on prisoner records. Prisoners
who:scored in thé direcﬁion of expédiency, venturesoneness,

younger in age, and lower in educational-achievement level
! : i ) ¥ oo ".l &

$ue 5,
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tended to receive more disciplinary reports than those who

did not score in-that direction. Such a model might be use-

ful in determining which individuals would be more likely to
cause difficulties and ﬁight éffecf security decisions made
with regard to themi Tﬁe‘proportion of variability accounted-
for .06, which would be%cdnsideréd‘below clinical uséfulness
in most cases. | | _

The results in Modél 3 indicated that Factor Scale T
(toughwminded/tender—miﬁded) and age were significantly
related to the presenceéor absence of.an actual éscape ot
an adJudilcated attempt fn an inmate's record,  Iﬁmates who
were youngér and mbre t@ugh—mindgdwerﬁ more likely to atfempt

|

an escape. The‘findingé of this model would have a diréct‘
bearing on clinical decﬁsions'regarding an individusl's
secrulty 01?arance. Thé main difficulty with this finding,
however, is that there %re only two predictors which accu-
rately discriminaté amodg prisoners, and the overall proportidn
of variabllity accountei for (,02) is well below any type of
clinical meaninéfulﬁess%

In Model 4, it Waséfound that Factor Scale C (easily

upset-calm), age, and e&ucational level were significantly

related to the presenbeéor absence of previcus incarcerations.
In this sample,}inmatesiwere,more likely to be recidivists who
were younger, easily upéet, and had slightly more education. .

Possibly, such a model Qould be usged in decisions regarding

assignment of rehabilit%tion or treatment programs
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and response-cost matters., Unfcrtuhately, the small number
of significant fariabies which diseriminate among the inmates
and the small amount of variébility (.06) accounted for by
the model Wouldimitigate.against use in 1ts present form.

There are d number of commonalities immediately apparent
in the discﬁssidn of the four prediction models.

1. The prédictors in each model significantly discrim—
inated among the inmafes with regafd to the criterion measure.

2. -TestS‘Qf the oVerall significance of each model‘wefe
significant at p < .00l for Models 1, 2, and 4, and p <. .00k
for Model 3.

3. The préportion of accounted-for variability to éotal
variability was considered to be below clinical usefulness
in Models 2, 3, and 4, and seriously attenuated in Model 1.

Such findiﬁgs offef much in the way of compariscon with
predictidns of inmate behavicr by other thecories such as
Eysenck (1964) %nd Megargee (1966). With regard tb prison~
édjustmeht repo%ts, Evsenck would.predict that more extra-
Ver?ed individuéls would tend ﬁb receive mdre reports While
Megargee would ﬁosit that the underconircllied individual
would fall into%the same Qategory, Both of these predictions
appear to be supported by the data of the present study.
Eysenck's theory would also predict that escapists would tend
to be more manipulative and guiltless,'whiéh‘was also sup-

ported by this $tudy.. The other. variables did nct relate
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gpeclfically tojeither'Of the two theories discussed and,

therefore, coul@ not be approprlately compared.

Due to the§$mall number of variables involved in each
model and relatﬁve lack ¢f utility of the prediction models
constructed, it?wﬁuldkﬁeimappropriate to make any pronounce-
ments with regard to a possible overall model of inmate
personality. I? anything, these data reflect the current
state of much o% the personallty research 1n that statisti-
cally Significabt differences'are found, but with 1ittle
clinical utilit&. _

Mischel (1968, 1973) has discussed in detail this issue
of statistiéall& glgnificant versus clinically méaningful
results in persﬁnality research. In his view, statistically
significant resﬁlts‘may have some utillty for use iﬁ sltua~
tions involvingétheoretical research bﬁt may be totally
useless 1in régard to clinical decisions (Mischel, 1968). One
of- the telling Lriticisms he makes of much of the available
personality res%arch is that 1n many.caseSHresultS“aréktouted
ag highly signiéicant but specific measures of covariabllity
are conspicuousiy absent. This very situation was noted in
a recent reportgby Eber (1975) in which the 16 PF was used in
conjunction with a battery of other measures to predict in-
mate behavioral:criteria such asg Hscape, Punishment Reports,
Early Release, Security Classification, and Ability to Avoid

Recapture. Eber's results, based on a sample size of 3,323,

indicated a large number of variables was. significantly
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related to each of his criterion variables. He'conspicuously
failed fto repott any measures of covariability, thefeby |
calling his ovegall results and pronouncements into serious
question} It'wes noted.that.some of the significant variables
| reported for a_given eriterion were clearliy Indeterminate,
thus, further attenuating his results. Yet, based on these
results,'Eber suggested that clinical judgments could be made.
 Such use of statistically significant findings is hardly
warranted. |

Mischel (1573) has suggested that personallty research
digress‘from trdditional traitfstate approaches that stress
test scorss as 1signs” of underiying dispositions. He
suggested that edoption of'a coghitive Social—learning,ap~
proach to personality Wthh concentrated more on the
individual's behavior both overt and covert w1thout depending
upcn tralt or state constructs. With regard to measurement
igsues, it was suggested that previous research has shown
tﬁat trait meae@res tend to have limited reliabiiity ana
convergent_validity while having nonexistent divergent _
validity (Mischel, 1968).- It was further pointed out that
with respect toiprediction of behavior, actuarial approaches
appeared-to be éuperier to‘clinical approachee'across the
board. In addition, the predictive efficiency of stralight-
forward measures of directly relevant present.or past

behaviors was not exceeded by combining tests into batteries,

by assigning differential weights to them, or by employing
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more compleX'stétistical analyses involving multiplé—
regression équafions {Mischel, 1968). Although the changes
suggested by Mi§chél may be seen as somewhat drastic to many
individuals invélved in personality reséarch, the ensulng
controversy will hopefully stimulate more'empirical réSearch'
in the area.

A view of the role of test data in the srediction of
behavior which'is somewhat counter to Mischel's has been
documehted by Wiggins (1972). Although the evidence for
utility of statistical over clinical prediction is under-
écored a new aspect of measursment 1s lntroduced which bears
direct relevance to the area of cllnlcal usefulness discussed
in the present study. Wiggins (1972) has posited that
Automated Clini¢al Prediction may provide the necessary
interface betwe%n strictly actuarial, empirically based pre-
diction and purély intuitive, subjective clinical ones. In
automated clini%al prediction, input data are combined on the
basis of clinicél theory felating various input wvariables to
criteria, rathe% than on the basis of known empirical input
data and criteria. |

| Kleinmuntz§(1963) found that predictions generated by a
computer which éimulated clinical Jjudgments tended to be_more
accurate than the aétual clinician who originally generated
the judgments. ' Subsequently, Goldberg (197p) demongtrated

that predictions generated by multiple linear regression
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modéls of clinician's jﬁdgments.out-performed‘the cliniéians
themselveé in térms of prediction accuracy.

. In the prison system, since the clinician may have the
~ responsibllity df'deciding dispositions ofilarge'pumber of
individuals.whojmay not be able to be as§essed by actuarial
techniques; sucﬂ an approach could prove to be extremely
valuable. In.addition, from a statistical standpoint, para-—
morphic ﬁodels @hich‘combine clinical fules with actuarial
data could be uéed to eliminate clinielan résponse cost, place
the burden of aésessment on}&bwer echilbn stafrl, and‘free.
the clinicién fqr more.highly technical assessments (therapy
programs or research).

Most of th% current?widely used programs of automated
clinical prediction have been-empioﬁéd with regard to MMPIL
clinical lore. There are no apparent reasons why the 16 PF
in its present form or the Clinical Analysis Questionnaire
(Delhees & Cattéll; 1971) couid.not be fit into a paramorphic
model and used in similar fashion which would be emminently
useful as & cliﬁicalﬂassessmenﬁ device 1n various settings.

Althcugh thé 16 PF has been shown to be extremely
sensitive to differences between bfoad_categofies of individ-
uzls such é normals and prisohers, it suffefs from a lack of
discriminating ability among groups of similar indlviduals,
guch as types<ofl prisoners or prisoner samples. This may be
due to the.fact‘ﬁhat 1t was standardized originally on nor-

mals, then extended to cover various deviant groups or as Eber
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(1975) has suggésted that'“the 16 FF does not measure pathol-
ogy." Such issdes have brought its generalizabilify into
gquestion. | |

The present study didlfind statisﬁically gignificant
results in both phases of the data analysls but these results
were not considéred to bg clinically relevant. The poten-
tial.use of the 16 Pg is s8till open to empirical investigation
in the clinical area. ‘It 1s believed that the 16 PF will
rezlize its full potential as a clinical instrument in
prison settings through its inclusion of paramorphic models
of automated clinical prediction. Factcr scales, clinical
care, and empirigal evidenced can be combined in cemputerized
multiple regression equations to offer the clinician the

most comprehensive set of data on which to base his treat-

ment decislons.




50
Appendix A
Table 6

Regression Model for
Educatlon Level

Variable . .. . B P

Coefficient
Factor B' (concrete/abstract) .20 23.95 .0001
Factor H (shy/venturesome) 14 11.27 .0008
Age w15 13.00 ,0003
Factor A_(?eserved/oﬁtgping) - 12 o .7558 ,QO6

Analysis.bf Variance for

Full Model
.. Bource . ... 4f . ss .. MS | ?‘ D
Regreassion 4 601.5 150.4 16.77 L0001
Residual 521 3062.5 7.6
Total 525 L6l .0

Multiple correlation = 0.36

Squared multiple correlation = 0.13
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Table 7

RegresSion'Modél for Prison

Adjustment Reports
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R Standard
Vardable Coefficient  * P
Age . ~-.18 18.13 .0001
Factor G (expedient/conscientious) -.11 7.21 .00T74
Factor F (shy/venturesome) .13 g.07 .0027
Education level -.11 6.69 .0099
Analysis of Variance for
Full Model
source arf .S58 MS ¥ &
Regression 4 6.20 1.55 9.54 .0001
Residual 521 84,76 0.16
Total 525 _90.97

" Multiple correlation = 0.26
Squared multiple correlation = 0.06
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Table 8

Regression Model for Escape
or Adjudicated Attempt

he

L Standard
 Variable _Coefficient F P
Factor I (fough-minded/ _
" tender-minded) -.11 6.62 .01
Age -.10 5.59 .01
|
Analysls for Variance for
Full Model
Source df SS M3 o o}
Regression 2 1.31. 0.658 5.59 .0039
Residual 523 61.55 0.118
| “Total 525 52.86
. Multiple correlation = 0.14
Squared multiple correlation = 0.02
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Table 9

Regression Model for Previous
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Incarcerations
_ S Standard
Variable Coeffilcient i P
Age ) -.13 9,99 .0017
Factor C (easily upset/calm) -.15 12.60 .0004
Educational level : : .12 8.97 .0029
. Analysis of Variance for
Full Model
Source . df SS MS I D
Regression 3 .8.40 2.80 12.24 .0001
Residual 522 119.41 0.22
Total 525 127.81

Multiple correlation = 0.25
Squared multiple correlation = 0.06
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Table 10
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Pearson Product-Moment Corréiation’Coefficients
between Predictor and Criterion Variables
for the Virginia Prison Sample

bpredictor ko Pc?itefion gariables
Variables Education Adjigiggnt Azgigiiatgg Prior Incar
‘ ' Level  Reports | = Attempts cerations
Factor: A L19#% .06 -.07 -.03
B PIED ~.02 -.01 .05
C .05 00 -.02 _.15%%
2 ok .08 .02 .01
) L15ER .01 .08 ~.05
G| -.01 S 11%% .03 .02
H L21EE L Lo%# -.01 ~.01
I .06 .03 -.10% .09
L -.06 .02 .02 .06
M .01 -.01 .05 .05
N | -.13%% -.01 -.02 .02
0 ~.06 .00 .02 -.01
9, | -.02 .01% ~.03 -.06
Q5 Q.16** -.04 .03 .ol
Qs L -.05 -.06 -.02
qy | -.02 _.02 .04 .05
Age S .. 18%% -.18%% -.09 — 17
Education -. 05 .07 L
Clevel ..
.*p<<'.05.

®¥5 < 01




Appendix F

Table T1

Mean Sten Scores and Standard Deviations of the
Virginia Sample, Cattell Adult Norms,
and.Cattell Prisoner HNorms. . S

“Cattell

Cattell..

_ Virginia
Scale ] Low-High -Sample Adult Prisoner
Symbol  Séore Description N =665 = 2295 N=871
o . ‘ M 3D _‘M 5D M SD
A Reserved. 5.7 2.1 5.5 1.0 5.6 1.8
Cutgoing :
B Concrete 5,7 2.0 5.5 1.0 4.5 3.0
Abstract
C Rasily upset 5.2 21 5.5 1.0 3.6 2.4
Calm
E Humb le 5.3 1.9 5.5 1.0 4.9 2.0
Asgertive
I Sober . L7 1.6 5.5 1.0 y,5 2.3
Enthusiastic
G Expedient .’ 6.8 1.8 5.5 1.0 L.,5 2.1
Conseientious
" Shy 5.0 2.0 5.5 1.0 5.5 1.9
Venturesome :
I Tough-minded 6.6 1.9 5.5 1.0 6.4 2.3
Tenderdminded
L Trusting 6.8 2.0 5.5 1.0 5.3 2.0
Suspilclous , '
M Practical 5.8 2.0 5.5 1.0 6.9 2.2
Imaginative '
N Forthright 5.2 2.0 5.5 1.0 5.2 2.2
Astute
0 Self-Assured 6.9 2.4 5,5 1.0 5.9 1.8
Apprehensive
Ql Conservative 6.8 1.9 5.5 1.0 5.4 1.7
Experimenting
Q2 Group-Dependent 2.5 1.9 5.5 1.0 6.1 1.7
' Self-Sufficient
Q3 Undisciplined 5.1 1.9 5.5 1.0 4.8 2.1
Controlled
Qy Relaxed 5.8 2.0 5.5 1.0 2.5 2.0
_______ Terse. A FEeE -
MDSTD = 5.9
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