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ABSTRACT 

Due to the recent trend in innovative programs of 

pre-trial and post-conviction release in the criminal 

justice system, there is a need for means whereby future 

violent behavior in a given individual can be predicted. 

A review of the relevant literature indicates that one 

potentially fruitful area of research on this subject is 

the applicability of psychological tests. The Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) is the most appro

priate instrument on which to base such research, and rele

vant supporting literature as well as a review of past 

research applications in this area is presented. This line 

of research involves a number of methodological issues and 

these are also discussed. 

In this study, MMPI profiles and such demographic 

characteristics as age, education, ethnicity, marital status 

and occupation were obtained for 1068 subjects. These sub

jects were classified into one of three primary groups. The 

non-violent offender group was composed of individuals 

recently convicted of and classified into the following 

crime groups: burglary, forgery and embezzlement, grand 

theft, arson, marijuana related crimes, heroin related 

crimes, minor traffic offenses, minor sex offenses, minor 

xiv 



property crimes, minor conduct crimes and unlawful posses

sion of weapons. The violent offender group was composed 

of individuals recently convicted of and classified into 

the following crime groups: armed robbery, robbery, murder, 

rape, aggravated assault, aggravated battery and man

slaughter. A control/comparison group consisted of non

offenders matched on demographic characteristics to the 

above offender groups as well as a group of active duty 

police officers. 

For each of the three primary groups as well as the 

20 sub-groups mentioned above, mean MMPI profiles as well as 

scores on Megargee's overcontrolled hostility scale and 

seven scales created by Foulds were obtained, as well as 

the demographic data mentioned above. One, two and three 

scale high point code types were tabulated for the groups, 

and a variety of configural relationships derived from the 

obtained data were investigated to determine their ability 

to discriminate between different groups. 

The violent offender group and the non-violent 

offender group were significantly different regarding 

ethnicity and marital status, but not significantly differ

ent regarding age and education. The demographic data 

describes the typical offender as male, under age 27, un

married, a high school dropout and lacking in significant 

job skills. 



While Foulds' and Megargee's scales were not shown 

to discriminate between the various groups, data supporting 

the conceptual framework of the overcontrolled hostility 

scale was found. The 4 and 278 code types are suggested as 

potential measures of Megargee's concepts. 

Tabulation of high point code types indicated that 

the most frequent among the offender population were 4, 489, 

278 and 49 code types. Incarceration effects are suggested 

as explaining differences between the present study findings 

and those of past research. The need for MMPI "cookbooks" 

for criminal justice settings is stressed. 

The data indicate the utility of scales 8 and 6 in 

screening between offender and non-offender groups. Specif

ically defined ranges on scales of the 278 and 489 code 

types were shown to include large percentages of offenders 

and small percentages of non-offenders. The importance of 

elevations on scale 8 in assessment of crimes of violence 

was demonstrated by a series of planned comparisons. The 

present data regarding mean profile configurations of the 

various groups are consistent with previously reported 

research. The implications of the present findings are 

discussed. 



INTRODUCTION 

. . . the issue of violence is to this generation 
what the issue of sex was to the Victorian world 
. . . the fact of violent upheaval and the possi
bility of cataclysm has been interwoven with the 
development of a whole generation . . . (Keniston, 
as cited by Freedman, Kaplan and Sadock 1972, 
p. 732). 

Criminal acts "... may be committed by every 
conceivable psychological type, normal as well as 
pathological" (Fenichel 1945, p. 505). 

Just as in the mental health disciplines the focus 

on treatment is shifting from institutional settings to 

community-based rehabilitation (Zax and Specter 1974), the 

focus in the criminal justice system is beginning to shift 

from traditional forms of incarceration to attempted re

habilitation in the individual's home environment. Yet the 

success of these progressive programs of pretrial and post

conviction release hinges on the critical unsolved problem 

of identification of potentially dangerous offenders (Howard 

1974). The United States has the highest rate of homicide 

and assault of any "civilized" nation in the world (Howard 

1974). Almost half a million Americans have been the 

victims of homicide, rape and assault (Mark and Ervin 1970), 

and 52 percent of all urban residents are afraid to walk the 

streets of their cities because of crime (Morris and Hawkins 
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1970) . Consequently, neither judges nor the public in 

general are likely to accept community-based programs in

volving offender release without harder evidence than they 

now receive of the risks to public safety (Howard 1974). 

These innovative new programs are due in part to 

what Jones (1965) refers to as the law explosion, reflected 

in the increasing workloads at every level of the court 

system. The courts are seriously overburdened; with federal 

statutes recognizing 2800 separate offenses, federal 

district courts have seen a doubling in workload between 

1961 and 1971, and the U. S. Court of Appeals has seen a 

250 percent increase in caseloads over the same period. The 

outlook is not better at local levels: trial judges in Los 

Angeles County hear between 2500 to 4500 cases a month 

(average trial time: 90 seconds; Howard 1974). Ideally many 

of these new and progressive programs would alleviate much 

of this workload by allowing a wider variety of sentencing 

options, reducing judicial involvement, and in diversion 

programs, bypassing the system entirely. Added benefits of 

diversion programs in particular are potential rehabilita

tion in the offender's home environment, no risk of addi

tional criminal learning in institutional settings, as well 

as reduced cost from less frequent use of incarceration. 

The criminal justice system has turned repeatedly 

to the behavioral sciences for assistance in making these 
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new programs work. Yet the responses of the mental health 

professions have been diffuse and misdirected; effort has 

been centered on the problems of trial, rather than identi

fication of those offenders who present the greatest social 

risk. J. W. Howard (1974, p. 231) states: 

Psychologists should place top priority on research 
to identify socially dangerous offenders . . . what 
we need . . . are statistical profiles and probability 
tables, based on experience in various types of crime, 
of potentially dangerous defendants so that responsible 
authorities can weigh the risks of release before and 
after sentencing .... 

It was toward these ends that the research project presented 

here was aimed. 

In the past, efforts of many psychologists have been 

directed toward individual case studies and gathering of 

important descriptive and demographic data (Kahn 1959, 1971). 

Though such classic works as Guttmacher's (1960) The Mind 

of the Murderer and Cleckley's (1941) The Mask of Sanity 

provide directions for research and a necessary starting 

point (Kahn 1971), they provide few final answers and supply 

many tantalizing clues as to what factors might be involved 

in prediction, rather than simple description, of violent 

behavior. 

As Guttmacher (as cited by Brodsky 1972) remarked, 

prediction of violence is far simpler with some diagnostic 

labels than with others. An actively delusional paranoid 

schizophrenic is more prone to violent outbursts, for 
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instance, than the individual labeled as experiencing a 

depressive neurosis. However, individuals with such severe 

pathology are atypical of offenders in general. In review

ing diagnostic labels assigned in correctional settings, 

Brodsky (1972) reports the general label of psychosis 

accounts for between one and three percent of all diagnoses 

made while neuroses account for between four and seven 

percent. Character and personality disorders account for 

the largest percentage, usually around 50 percent. Table 1 

presents for comparison percentages of diagnostic labels 

as assigned at the Pima County (Arizona) Court Clinic, the 

site of the present study. It will be seen that the major

ity of offenders are in the diagnostic category for which 

assignment criteria are the least specific and category 

behaviors closest to arbitrary "normalcy." Prediction of 

violence in these individuals would require particularly 

stringent criteria, in order to preserve personal rights 

and liberties. While the actively delusional psychotic 

manifests both clearer psychopathology as well as more 

apparent danger to himself and others, such is not the case 

with many of the character and personality disorders. 

Preservation of the personal rights of criminal 

offenders is particularly important in light of the con

siderable power of psychological and psychiatric testimony 

in decisions regarding sentencing. Steadman (1973) reports 
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Table 1. Percentage assignment to diagnostic categories. 

Diagnostic Label Percentage Assignment 

Schizophrenias 9.8 

Neuroses 3.0 

Character and Personality Disorders 53.2 

Organicity 3.0 

Mental Retardation 8.5 

Substance Abuse 5.1 

Adjustment Reaction 3.4 

No Mental Illness 14.0 

a concurrence of 87 percent between psychiatric recommenda

tions and final judicial determination, indicating the high 

regard placed on such testimony. Should a mental health 

professional feel that an individual has a high potential 

for future violence, the result is frequently a long period 

of incarceration, either in a hospital or in a prison. 

Steadman (1973) suggests that a significant relationship 

exists between the alleged offense and the psychiatric pre

diction of future violence. If the alleged instant offense 

is a violent one, the psychiatrist is likely to predict 
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future violent behavior on that evidence alone. As Steadman 

remarks, the danger here lies in the influence (upon judges 

and others) of this often specious prediction. Monahan and 

Cummings (1974) report that subjects are more likely to 

predict future dangerous behavior on the part of a given 

suspect if the prediction would lead to incarceration in a 

mental hospital. If incarceration were to be in a prison 

setting, subjects are less likely to make the prediction of 

future violent acting out, likely due to concern over pos

sible violation of the subject's rights and liberties. It 

is apparent, then, that a need exists for reliable predictors 

of future violent behavior; the cost of caution is often a 

miscarriage of justice in which a non-violent individual 

suffers excessive incarceration, while failure to make such 

a prediction can result in future violence or loss of life. 

Trapped on the horns of this dilemma, mental health pro

fessionals have investigated a variety of avenues of re- •. 

search and some of these will be reviewed below. 

Approaches to the Problem of Prediction 
and Confusion in Terminology 

Presently there is no mechanism, either test or 

interview-derived, by which violent behavior on the part of 

a given individual can be predicted. It should be possible, 

however, to increase the accuracy of mental health' 
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professionals now called upon to make such predictions, but 

the difficulty lies largely in knowing just where to begin. 

As Megargee (1966a) notes, in order to predict a 

given behavior, it is necessary for some sign, agent, or 

event to be correlated highly with the behavior. Yet the 

correlation alone is insufficient: the sign, agent, or event 

must also discriminate between behaviors. Research, then, 

may logically begin by investigating correlates of violent 

behavior, or by investigating signs, agents, or events 

which discriminate between varieties of behaviors. 

It is here that some confusion in terminology be

comes apparent. The term "predictor" is frequently misused 

by many researchers in the area. Often simple correlates 

are assumed to be "predictors" of future violent behavior, 

in spite of such missing data as base rates in the popula

tion at large and unknown discriminative abilities between 

various subgroups of the population. Likewise, many signs, 

agents, or events which discriminate between varieties of 

behaviors are assumed to be predictors simply because of 

their ability to "postdict" membership in like-behavior 

groups. For instance in some studies violent criminals are 

reported as usually older than non-violent criminals (Clark 

1976), and this information can be used successfully to 

place a majority of offenders into violent/non-violent 

groups (Godfrey and Schulman 1972). Such information is 



postdiction rather than prediction; knowledge of an offend

er's age gives no information about potential for future 

violence. 

8 

For an item of information to be termed a predictor 

of future behavior, it must be correlated with such behav

ior, discriminate between behaviors, and its predictive 

utility be demonstrated in a longitudinal research design: 

following the prediction, there must be opportunity for the 

pr,ediction to "happen." Examples of such an approach are 

largely absent from the research to be reviewed shortly 

(with the notable exception of the sequence of research with 

the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory by Hathaway 

and Monachesi, as cited by Butcher 1969). 

In any event, prior to any such longitudinal re

search, investigations may logically begin by examining 

correlates of violent behavior, or by investigating signs, 

agents, or events which discriminate between varieties of 

behaviors. As if such difficulties in research focus were 

not problem enough, the researcher must also choose a locus 

for the research. In this regard the choice may be made 

from any one of the following broadly chosen (and, to some 

extent, overlapping) areas of inquiry. 

1. The investigator may consider such organismic, 

biomedical variables as stature, blood type, meta

bolic processes, dermatoglyphic features, 
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chromosomal patterns, race, or gross physical 

structure. 

2. Environmental variables such as socio-economic 

status, job skills, family structure and size, and 

areas of residence may be investigated. 

3. Historical variables may provide useful predictors: 

patterns of parenting skills and parental loss, 

early traumas, school performance, relation with 

siblings and others. 

4. Personality variables such as style of learning, 

presence/absence of traits, types and/or character

istics may be investigated, usually through a 

variety of psychological tests and/or interviews. 

When one considers the possible permutations of the above 

categories, combined with the high likelihood that reliable 

predictors may well be found through study of some inter

actions between the categories, it is rather remarkable 

that any research in this area has been fruitful. A 

selected review of research from each of these areas will 

highlight the variety of approaches to the problem of ob

taining information about violent behaviors that might 

ultimately lead to the predictors requested by Howard 

(1974) and others. 
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Factors Related to Criminality and Violence 
Derived from Biomedical Variables' 

The search for what Nassi and Abramowitz (1976) 

refer to as biomedical variables associated with violent 

behavior has a long, colorful, and largely unproductive 

history. The literature reports no factors correlated with 

violent behavior derived from studies of gross physical 

structure, type, or biology which may have some potential 

predictive utility in this area. The primary difficulty in 

research of this type was noted by Cesare Lombroso (as 

cited by Nassi and Abramowitz 1976, p. 595) before the turn 

of the century, "... standards of normality are absent 

to which a criminal biology may be compared." The lack of 

such standards has not hindered research in this area, 

however. That criminal populations have greater rates of 

epileptic and other neurological disorders has been well 

documented (Mark and Ervin 1970, Zimbardo and Ruch 1975), 

and one result is the concept of episodic dyscontrol syn

dromes (Mark and Ervin 1970, Bach-y-Rita 1971, Monroe 1974). 

Violent acting out (on the part of some individuals) is 

assumed to be related to either an unspecified seizure 

disorder or limbic brain disease largely because some indi

viduals with histories of such acting out show a reduction 

in violent behavior while on drug regimens commonly pre

scribed for seizure disorders (Bach-y-Rita 1971). Mark and 

Ervin (1970) report four characteristic symptoms of the 
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dyscontrol syndrome: (1) a history of physical assault, 

especially wife and child beating; (2) pathological intoxi

cation; (3) a history of impulsive sexual behavior> at 

times including sexual assault; (4) a history of many 

traffic violations and serious automobile accidents. 

Even if such a concept is valid, however, it can 

explain only a small proportion of violent behavior. In a 

study of 150 convicted murderers, Driver, West and Faulk 

(1974) found electroencephalogram abnormalities in only 

ten percent of this population. Gunn and Bonn (1971) used 

a different approach; they compared 158 incarcerated epilep

tic prisoners with 180 non-epileptic prisoners and found no 

systematic differences in the nature of offense, the degree 

of violence involved in the instant offense, the degree of 

impulsivity demonstrated or the nature of prior offenses. 

While the issue of neuropathological involvement in crimes 

of violence is not decided, no reliable predictors or cor

relates have yet been demonstrated in this line of research. 

Geneticists have recently been excited by the high 

frequency of XYY chromosomes among male prisoners; Stock 

(1971, p. 133) reports that males with this pattern have 

an uncommon chance of becoming "... tall, stupid, pimply-

faced criminals." Although Kessler and Moos (1972) agree 

that the XYY male is usually taller, of lower IQ, and 

usually possesses one or more physical or physiological 
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abnormalities, they state that a specific association be

tween the XYY karyotype and specific behavioral abnormali

ties has not yet been shown. It seems more likely that the 

XYY karyotype results in physical and/or physiological 

abnormalities; depending upon other as-yet unknown factors, 

these abnormalities might influence behavior in a variety 

of directions, with only some directions deviant. Fox 

(1971) evaluated the notion that aggressiveness is in some 

way linked with the extra Y chromosome by comparing the 

rates of crimes against property and crimes against people 

in groups of XYY prisoners and XY prisoners. No signifi

cant differences were reported between the two groups. In 

spite of such findings Rosenthal (1975) and others maintain 

that genetic factors remain'important in understanding 

criminality, although such factors are not specified. 

In an interesting review of more than a century's 

worth of research on biological aspects of criminality, 

Nassi and Abramowitz (1976, p. 605) conclude: 

In sum, there appears to be little empirical justi
fication for the remarkable historical resiliency 
of the biomedical approach to crime. 

These authors also present an important warning. Biological 

research (such as that reported by Mark and Ervin 1970) is 

often quite provocative and dramatic; consequently it draws 

research time, energy, and money away from other areas of 

investigation. As the following review sections will 
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indicate, research in these other areas has been quite 

profitable. 

Factors Related to Criminality and Violence 
Derived from Environmental and 

Historical Variables 

Even those strong proponents of genetic influence in 

criminality and violence agree on the powerful effect of 

environmental factors in producing deviant behaviors 

(Rosenthal 1975). Yet the specific factors and their 

comparative weights are still to be reported. The growth 

of social learning theory and the potency of vicarious 

learning (Bandura 1969) have led many to suggest that devi

ance and violence are due largely to exposure to such 

behaviors (Adams 1974); reduction of exposure should result 

in a reduction in deviance and violence (Goldstein 1975). 

As general concepts the above positions are largely un

arguable, but predictive utility will not result until such 

time as amount, type and quality of such exposure can be 

specified. The controversy regarding violence on television 

is one example of the difficulty in such specificity 

(Zimbardo and Ruch 1975). In any event, the search for 

factors associated with violent behavior has been directed 

at specific, measurable events and behaviors, and in that 

regard the search has been fruitful. 

Glueck and Glueck (1950) reported that among delin

quents there was a higher percentage of enuretics than 
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among controls; of their delinquent population 28.2 percent 

were enuretic versus 13.6 percent of their controls. Lewis 

and Yarnell (1951) reported a high frequency of pathological 

fire setting among their delinquent sample, and Michaels 

(Michaels and Sternberg 1952, Michaels 1961) found both per

sistent enuresis and fire setting. In evaluating homicidal 

children and adolescents, Bender (1959) found abnormal 

electroencephalogram recordings, fire setting, and unfavor

able home situations with high frequency in the histories 

of these subjects. 

To the behaviors of enuresis and fire setting, 

Hellman and Blackman (1966) added cruelty to animals and 

found this "triad" of behaviors quite strongly associated 

with violent behavior in adults. Of their sample of 84 

prisoners, 31 committed violent crimes and among this group 

75 percent had the complete triad in their histories. In 

their 53 non-violent criminals only 28 percent had the com

plete triad or any portion. Wax and Haddox (1974a, 1974b) 

found the triad associated with violent behavior in two 

studies. 

Justice, Justice and Kraft (1974) continued this 

line of investigation. After a careful review of the 
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literature* supplemented by interviews with professionals 

in a variety of fields, they suggested the addition of four 

other behaviors to the "predictive" triad: fighting, temper 

tantrums, school problems, and interpersonal difficulties. 

With Venezia (1971) they suggest that the schools may be 

profitably employed in early detection of violent tendencies, 

since many of the behaviors linked with violence first be

come apparent during the school years. 

Tupini Mahar and Smith (1973) further considered the 

utility of the triad of behaviors: in their sample of vio

lent offenders they reported high frequencies of tantruming, 

enuresis, nailbiting, diagnoses of hyperactivity, and 

fighting. Cruelty to animals was conspicuous by its 

absence (in large percentages) from their sample. Sendi 

and Blomgren (1975) found the triad behaviors not present 

in entirety in their sample of homicidal adolescents, and 

suggested the addition of unfavorable home environment, 

parental brutality, exposure to violence, availability of 

firearms, sexual problems and schizoid adjustment as members 

of a "predictive" constellation of events and behaviors 

related to violent acting out. To this Bach-y-Rita and 

* In examining the literature in the fields of psy
chiatry, law, psychology, sociology, medicine, criminology 
and behavioral science between 1950 and 1971 they found 
1500 references in 237 journals; 188 articles listed "pre
dictors" of violence. This literature review was in addi
tion to 779 interviews in 25 separate professions •> 
appropriate to the study. 
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Veno (1974) added self-destructive and self-mutilating be

haviors, both found with high frequency in their sample of 

violent criminals. 

Climent et al. (1973) investigated correlates of 

violent behavior in women prisoners using an impressive 

array of evaluation techniques. Data were compiled from 

electroencephalogram testing, dermatoglyphic analysis of 

finger, palm and foot prints, Wechsler Adult Intelligence 

Scale, Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory and Cali

fornia Achievement Test administration, neurological and 

gynecological examinations, as well as psychiatric and 

medical history interviews. Among their violent sample 

neurological disorders, family medical problems, easy access 

to weapons, loss of one or both parents, homosexuality, 

and severe parental punishment were significant features; 

also associated with this group (but with less frequency) 

were parental divorce, familial violence, suicide attempts, 

menstrual problems, frequent use of prescription drugs, head 

injuries after the age of ten, and elevations on scales 3 

(hysteria) and 4 (psychopathic deviate) on the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory. Among their non-violent 

sample neurotic depression, outpatient contacts and mis

carriages were significant features. Drug addiction, alco

holism and general physical disease were reported with lower 

frequency. Illegitimate births, early separation from 
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parents, and early sexual relations were characteristics 

associated with violent behavior found by Tennent et al. 

(1971). 

Frequently associated with violent individuals are 

anecdotal reports of difficult births, specific birth 

traumas, or other perinatal complications; Litt (1972) 

suggested that maternal rejection resulting from such com

plications might later result in a general pattern of 

deviance. Litt examined the medical histories of 2,000 

Danish male criminals and found no relationship between 

birth problems and types of criminal behavior. 

While loss of one or both parents is anecdotally 

associated with later violence, Newman and Denman (1971), 

in a comparison of male felons and psychiatric patients, 

found that while the felons had a significantly higher rate 

of paternal loss before age 18, there were no differences 

between the groups in frequency of maternal loss. Regarding 

present family relations, Payne, Howell and Roe (1971) 

reported that married inmates were usually better adjusted 

and globally less deviant than unmarried inmates while Guze, 

Goodwin and Crane (1970) report that married male felons 

demonstrate virtually identical relationship patterns be

tween themselves and their wives as between themselves and 

first degree female relatives. This suggests that the 

felons were seeking in their wives a relationship similar 
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to that with their mothers. This is curious, in light of 

the high-frequency reports- of deviant parenting and paren

tal loss among felons. 

While the above review presents a wide variety of 

events and behaviors frequently reported as associated with 

violent acting out, they fail Megargee's (1966a) criterion 

for useful predictors in that those behaviors do not 

discriminate significantly between varieties of criminal 

groups, psychiatric groups, and varying groups of normals. 

Behaviors such as enuresis, fire-setting and cruelty to 

animals are not uncommon among children, and the obvious 

issue is just when and at what frequency these behaviors 

pass from the realm of "normalcy" to "deviance." As 

Megargee (1966a) suggests, while "two eyes and a nose" 

correlates highly with schizophrenia, it fails to discrimi

nate between various groups. While the behaviors and events 

reported above are useful in individual clinical cases, the 

reported patterns are not sufficiently consistent or 

discriminative to deserve the label of predictors. 

While highly complex studies are often profitable, 

simpler approaches based on minimum data are often equally 

potent. Cocozza and Steadman (1974) report the successful 

use of their Legal Dangerousness Scale. Using a scaling 

procedure to evaluate presence or absence of juvenile 

records, previous arrests, past convictions for violent 



crimes and the severity of the original crime combined with 

age of the subject, they report considerable success in 

after-the-fact prediction of violence. In light of the 

variables they consider, however, an individual subject 

requires a long involvement with the criminal justice 

system before scoring high on their scale. Consequently, 

it has only limited application for younger offenders seen 

in a first contact with the criminal justice system. 

Factors Related to Criminality and Violence 
Derived from Learning Characteristics 

of Offenders 

A profitable line of investigation has been con

cerned with the learning characteristics of offenders, par

ticularly the role of anxiety in learning avoidance behaviors 

(Dahlstrom, Welsh and Dahlstrom 1975). Lack of inhibition, 

inability to delay gratification, and inability to profit 

from experience are attributed to a possible defect in the 

mechanism or system by which conditioned anxiety is acquired. 

Inhibition of behaviors unacceptable to society is viewed 

as dependent on the anxiety aroused by prior experiences in 

which punishment was involved, thus linking the acquisition 

of inhibitory control to the warning and motivation result

ing from anticipatory anxiety (Dahlstrom et al. 1975). 

Research by Lykken (1957) and Hare (1965a, 1965b, 

1966) has focused on the specific mechanisms operative in 

the acquisition of anxiety toward punishing stimuli. They 
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suggest that primary psychopaths (as distinguished from 

symptomatic or secondary psychopaths by Karpman in 1941, 

and essentially as described by Cleckley 1941) respond with 

less arousal to the anticipation of punishment, respond 

less effectively to avoid such aversive events, but respond 

more to the actual punishing stimuli than secondary psycho

paths or normals (Dahlstrom et al. 1975). 

Interest in the learning characteristics of offend

ers has also involved studies of verbal learning (Blaycock 

1960 as cited by Dahlstrom et al. 1975; Stewart and Resnick 

1970), problem-solving activity (McCullough and Adams 1970; 

Sutker, Moan and Swanson 1972), conditioning (Gendreau and 

Suboski 1971) and risk-taking behavior (Snortum 1968; 

Krauss et al. 1972). While this research has usually pro

duced consistent differences between various criminals and 

control groups, discriminating information and/or "pre

dictors" applicable to individual cases have yet to appear. 

Theories derived from the concept of personal space 

needs (Hall 1959, 1966) are intriguing and related to en

vironmental pressures. Kinzel (1969) has suggested that 

violent criminals have different proxemic requirements than 

do non-violent criminals; they require more personal space. 

Kinzel suggests that intrusion in this personal space re

sults in violent behavior. If true, then a simple 

"predictor" would result, with possible relationships 
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between depth of penetration into this "body buffer zone" 

as Kinzel termed it and degree of violent acting out. 

Wilds (1973) presents experimental evidence contrary to 

Kinzel's suggestion, as do Hildreth, Derogatis and McCusker 

(1971) ; they also", suggested that aggressive individuals react 

more strongly to proxemic violations, however, than do less 

aggressive individuals. 

Factors Related to Criminality and Violence 
Derived from Personality Theories: 

Projective Testing 

While virtually every theory of personality provides 

some theoretical explanation for violence and aggressive 

behavior (Burton 1974), the quantification of the variables 

involved is often through some sort of psychometric instru

ment. Introduction of a psychometric instrument in research 

brings with it additional problems of instrument reliability 

and validity unrelated to the original theory but important 

nonetheless (Megargee 1966a). 

The hypothesis behind projective testing is essen

tially that the individual "projects" aspects of his 

personality onto what is presumed to be a neutral stimulus 

(Megargee 1966a) and that proper evaluation of the projec

tive test protocol will provide information as to the 

personality structure of the individual so tested. Regard

less of the validity of the projective hypothesis, the 

clinical problems revolve around extraction of information 
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from the protocol as well as interpretation of this informa

tion. As Lerner (1975) mentions there are a variety of 

special scoring systems and scales for use in the Rorschach 

method (for instance) but the utility as well as validity 

of these systems is largely undemonstrated. 

Sommer and Sommer (1958) considered the presence of 

aggressive responses to color (such as " . . .a bloody 

fight . . . " on card II) on Rorschach protocols, and saw 

two directions of interpretation. Aggressive responses to 

color could be considered maladaptive and indicative of 

potential acting out, or the responses could be interpreted 

as adaptive honest expressions of feelings which, through 

verbal expression, would preclude future acting out. They 

report that, in a veterans' hospital population, a high 

frequency of aggressive color content was related to high 

levels of observed acting out, but they report their find

ings had no utility for individual prediction. 

Lester and Perdue (1973), following Hammer and Jacks' 

(1955) suggestion that patterns of Rorschach human movement 

scoring were indicative of dominance and aggression, re

viewed the Rorschach protocols of 50 murderers and 20 other 

criminals. They reported no systematic differences in 

movement responses (or other patterns) between the two 

groups. These same researchers (Perdue and Lester 1972) 

compared Rorschach protocols of rapists and other aggressive 
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criminals and found no significant differences between the 

groups regarding the number of responses or any commonly 

scored Rorschach variables. They found no differences 

between suicidal and homicidal individuals on the Rorschach 

(Lester and Perdue 1972) in terms of color shading responses 

or in barrier/penetration scores (Lester and Perdue 1974). 

Young (1973) examined the validity of Rorschach 

animal content percepts as predictive of overt aggressive 

behavior and although the more aggressive subjects in fact 

had a higher frequency of aggressive animal content, utility 

for individual prediction was still limited. Davids (1973) 

reported that Rorschach "signs" commonly associated with 

violent acting out* had limited predictive utility; when 

scoring systems such as Hafner and Kaplan's (1960) content 

analysis scoring system were used prediction was improved, 

but Davids reported that global clinical evaluations were 

more successful than a diagnostic sign approach in predict

ing violent acting out in a ward setting. 

Should consistent differences between criminal groups 

exist on Rorschach protocols, Prandoni et al. (1973) 

reasoned they would be most apparent when comparing proto

cols of sexual offenders to other criminals. Using measures 

of rejection, form level, sexual locations, sexual responses 

* Davids (1973) considered such Rorschach "signs" 
as aggressive actions, animals, aggressive fabulizations, 
blood, C responses, fire, mutilation,, teeth, volcanoes, 
bombs, explosions, war and hunting. 
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and reaction time, they found differences only on rejec

tions of cards and longer reaction time for the sexual 

offenders. They reported no differences in content of 

responses, and no findings useful in individual prediction. 

The results of a study by Peterson, Pittman and 

O'Neal (1962) were consonant with the general notion relat

ing aggressive content on projectives to aggressive 

behavior. Using the Rasjenzweig Picture-Frustration Test with 

nine assaultive and ten non-assaultive offenders, they 

found a greater number of aggressive responses among the 

protocols of the assaultive offenders, although no statisti

cal tests of significance were reported. 

The Hand Test and its variants are relatively recent 

additions to the armamentarium of projective examiners 

(Belschner 1970). Consisting of either line drawings or 

photographs of hands in various positions, the method 

supposedly assesses aggressive or hostile impulses. While 

as with other projective techniques aggressive content or 

hostile content is related to behavioral acting out 

(Schuberth 1973), the various specific measures are often 

no more useful than simple self-report by the subject 

(Higdon and Brodsky 1973) . 

Jensen, Prandoni and Abudabbeh (1971) reasoned that 

sexual offenders, by virtue of the physical nature of their 

crimes, would differ from other offenders when Draw A Person 
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test protocols were evaluated. In spite of a variety of 

scales and measures employed in their study, they reported 

no significant differences between their groups. As 

Swensen (1957) mentioned, Machover's original hypotheses 

regarding the Draw A Person test have rarely been supported 

by the literature, and the primary value of this instrument 

is apparently as a gross screening device for general ad

justment. 

Research relevant to the Thematic Apperception Test 

and its variants is consistent with that for other projec

tive tests; aggressive content appears related to behavioral 

aggression (Mussen and Naylor 1954, Kagan 1956). Specific 

quantification of this content remains difficult, however 

(Davids 1973). Britt, Panepento and Wilson (1972) apply this 

finding in an original fashion: the choice of a body tatoo. 

They reasoned that the choice of a tatoo is likely reflec

tive of some aspect of the individual's personality (much 

like projective testing) and that aggressive individuals 

who choose tatoos would likely choose aggressive symbols. 

While they report that tatoos in general were more frequent 

in young, white felons of high intelligence and that aggres

sive symbols were very common in their sample, there was no 

orderly relationship between presence and content of tatoos 

and the nature of the individual's crimes. 
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The failure of projective tests in general and the 

Rorschach in particular to provide useful predictors of 

aggression is due to a variety of factors inherent in the 

tests and their present utilization. Although Zubin (1954) 

directs his remarks at the Rorschach, they are valid for 

all projectives. It is particularly difficult to demon

strate the response reliability of projectives; neither re-

tests nor alternate forms are appropriate due to such 

factors as memory of original responses and difficulty in 

construction of true "alternate" formats. The Rorschach 

has a variety of scoring techniques, and as Zubin (1954) 

remarks, agreement on scoring is poor even among clinicians 

trained in the same system. Specific signs have consistent

ly failed to relate to diagnoses and particular forms of 

pathology, and the projectives still do not adequately 

differentiate among normals. There is a lack of evidence 

for the perceptual hypotheses on which the projectives are 

often based. To Zubin's list the difficulty in unambiguous 

interpretation of given responses could be added (Megaree 

1966a). 

Yet Datel and Gengerelli (1955) report that among 

clinicians with considerable experience with the Rorschach 

(and, presumably, other projectives) there is always a small 

body of users who agree on interpretationand scoring, and 

for whom the method is a useful one. Datel and Gengerelli 
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(1955) as well as Zubin (1954) agree that with uniform 

scoring procedures and uniform training of clinicians the 

projectives would be of considerably more utility. For the 

present, however, projective testing is of marginal utility 

for the clinician interested in prediction of future vio

lent acting out. 

Factors Related to Criminality and Violence 
Derived from Other Tests 

While questionnaires and task-related tests avoid 

some of the inherent problems of projectives, they bring 

their own unique set of difficulties (Megargee 1966a). A 

review of the literature relating various other forms of 

testing to criminality and violence demonstrates that, with 

the exception of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory, consistent patterns rarely emerge, and the few 

isolated reports of successful "prediction" and/or discrimi

nation with a given instrument are rarely followed by 

successful replications elsewhere. Inasmuch as the Minne

sota Multiphasic Personality Inventory is the instrument 

used in the research presented in this paper, a review of 

pertinent literature will follow in a separate section. 

A sequence of research by the Eysencks demonstrates 

the replication difficulties (Eysenck and Eysenck 1971a, 

1971b). While they report the successful use of Eysenck's 

psychoticism-extroversion-neuroticism inventory in 
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discriminating between prisoners and normals, they seem to 

be the only ones able to do so. Burgess (1972) was unable 

to replicate the Eysenck's study and reported that their 

inventory had no utility in discrimination. Likewise 

Hoghugi and Forrest (1970) were unable to confirm Eysenck's 

theoretical position. 

While a variety of questionnaires purport to measure 

aggression, hostility and potential for acting out, Gunn 

and Gristwood (1975) remark that such inventories may mea

sure attitude alone rather than behavior or potential be- • 

havior. In evaluating the Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory 

they found no relation between the total hostility scores 

on this instrument and violent behaviors in a group of 

British prisoners. 

There are numerous other reports of unsuccessful 

attempts at discriminating between criminal groups and 

various control groups. Blackburn (1972) reports no differ

ences on the Embedded Figures Test, Rockway and Nichols 

(1973) were unable to discriminate between various criminal 

groups with the 16 Personality Factors Test, and Tyler and 

Kelly (1971) were unable to predict the behavior (while 

institutionalized) of delinquents with Cattell's High School 

Personality Questionnaire. Tyler and Kelly remarked in 

conclusion that simple diagnostic ratings by the staff were 

more promising than diagnostic testing for predicting 
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institutional behavior, a conclusion consonant with that of 

Davids (1973). 

In research with the Wechsler Adult Intelligence 

Scale, Sutker, Moan and Allain (1974) report no difference 

between unincarcerated sociopaths and normals on test proto

cols; this is inconsistent with the widely held notion that 

sociopaths are usually more intelligent than the norm. 

While the XYY hypothesis mentioned earlier implies that such 

individuals are less intelligent than the average, Christen-

sen and Nielsen (1973) report no consistent pattern of 

Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale scores from a sample of 

individuals so afflicted. Deiker (1973), in a study of 243 

indicted male murderers, also reported no consistent 

patterning on this test. More recently, Kunce, Ryan and 

Eckelman (1976) reported evidence of a particular pattern

ing of Wechsler subtest scores reflecting deficits in 

abstract reasoning and left temporal lobe functioning in a 

group of violent individuals. While this study is quite 

promising, replications have yet to appear. 

In other studies, Perdue and Lester (1974) suggested 

that murderers score high on the Johnson Temperament Analy

sis, essentially a descriptive questionnaire. Olroyd (1975) 

suggests the Bipolar Psychological Inventory is useful in 

correctional settings, and Lai (1973) reports the use of 

Guilford's Personality Inventory with Chinese delinquents. 
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Akhtar and Singh (1972), in administering the Maudsley 

Personality Inventory to a criminal and control group, 

reported that criminals generally scored in the psychopathic 

quadrant. After administration of the Thorndyke Dimensions 

of Temperament to both offenders and college students, 

Christensen and LeUnes (1973) reported that the offenders 

were more "people-minded" on this instrument than the 

college students, but they leave the implications of this 

finding, if any, to the reader's imagination. Sutker, Moan 

and Swanson (1972) report differentiating between sociopaths 

and others by means of the Porteus Maze Test, with socio

paths showing fewer impulsive errors, less carelessness and 

greater regard for the instructions than a group of normal 

subjects. This appears inconsistent with the diagnostic 

criteria for sociopathy as mentioned by Cleckley (1941). 

Finally a study by Kipper (1971) reported successful 

discrimination between habitual criminals and controls 

using the Kahn Test of Symbol Arrangement. Methodological 

issues cast doubt on this finding, however, and there are 

no reports of successful replications in the literature. 

Many reported studies appear to suffer from an over

abundance of test-derived data. In comparing forgers with 

such other criminal groups as burglars, thieves, narcotics 

users, robbers and murderers, LeUnes and Christensen 

(1973, 1975) administered the Allport-Vernon-Lindsey Study 



of Values, the California F Scale, the Minnesota Multi

phasic Personality Inventory, the Self-Concept Scale, the 

16 Personality Factors Test, Thorndyke Dimensions of 

Temperament, the Occupational Interest Inventory, and the 

General Aptitude Test Battery. They found little informa

tion of discriminative utility. In an earlier study (LeUnes 

and Christensen 1970) they reported that the test-retest 

reliability of many of the above instruments was exception

ally low in prison settings, casting doubt on findings 

derived from them. 

Godfrey and Schulman (1972) were similarly blessed 

with an abundance of data; to a group of 160 criminals they 

administered the Revised Beta Examination, the Sequential 

Tests of Educational Progress in Reading and Mathematics 

(STEP Reading and STEP Math), the General Aptitude Test 

Battery, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, 

Kuder Preferences, and the Graham-Kendall Memory for De

signs Test. Between their three groups (Group A: crimes 

against people; Group B: crimes against property; Group C: 

paper and pencil crimes such as forgery and embezzlement) 

the most important variable and the one most useful for 

determining correct group assignment was age. Second in 

importance was the K Aptitude score from the General 

Aptitude Test Battery, with the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory Ego Strength Scale score third in 
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importance. With these variables, Godfrey and Schulman ob

tained rather impressive results: 64 percent of their 

subjects were correctly placed in crimes against people 

group, 62 percent correctly placed in the crimes against 

property group, and 69 percent were correctly placed in the 

paper and pencil crimes group. While these percentages are 

not extraordinarily high, they are superior to those re

ported elsewhere in the literature, and represent a signifi

cant accomplishment, particularly in light of the very few 

variables used to classify subjects. 

In concluding this section, it is apparent that the 

majority of psychological tests contribute at present very 

little to simple discrimination between criminal groups and 

control groups; their record of providing specific pre

dictors for violent behavior is even less impressive. 

While further research may provide such discriminative and 

predictive power for these instruments, at present their 

contributions are limited. The Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory is the single exception; in design, 

scoring, and discriminative ability it far surpasses the 

instruments previously mentioned. 

The Instrument Chosen for the Present Study 

While it is quite likely that further research into 

social, historical and environmental factors involved with 

violent behavior will prove fruitful, a more economical 
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avenue is through research and development of some form of 

psychological testing. A number of practical considera

tions further direct research along these lines. Most 

court-associated agencies are characterized by small pro

fessional staffs and large caseloads, thereby precluding 

extensive interviewing of offenders and the significant 

others in their lives, as well as precluding extensive 

psychological testing. The obvious need in such circum

stances is for a questionnaire or inventory device which 

aids the professional in discrimination and prediction, and 

the most economical way of providing such an instrument is 

either by modifying existing instruments or increasing the 

research associated with well-established devices. Projec

tive devices, for the reasons mentioned previously (Zubin 

1954, Megargee 1966a) are presently unsuitable in terms of 

scoring, administration time, and insufficient research 

keyed to observable behaviors. While questionnaire formats 

overcome many of the objections to projectives, the majority 

of instruments commercially available also lack an adequate 

research base. An original instrument, while perhaps desir

able, would combine many of the previously mentioned 

liabilities. 

The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

(MMPI) was the instrument of choice for the present study 

due to its construction characteristics, its means of 
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base. Copyrighted in 1943, the inventory is familiar to 

almost everyone in the mental health fields as well as in 

the field of corrections. It is presently used more than 

any other standardized personality assessment device in 

criminal justice settings (Elion and Megargee 1975). It 

can be administered to anyone 15 years old or older with 

at least sixth grade reading abilities and an IQ exceeding 

80 (King, Good and Brantner 1973). The inventory can be 

administered and objectively scored by clerical workers, 

making it economical in terms of professional time. A 

variety of formats are available, and for those with poor 

reading skills tape-recorded versions of the MMPI have been 

demonstrated as reliable alternatives (Urmer, Black and 

Wendland 1960; Henning, Levy and Aperman 1972). Versions 

are available in Spanish language formats, as well as in 

Italian, French, German, Japanese and Chinese (Dahlstrom 

et al. 1975), with the recent addition of a Hebrew version 

(Merbaum and Hefez 1976). 

Though physical characteristics of the instrument 

alone would indicate its utility in a correctional setting, 

the MMPI is supported by a wealth of research.* Following 

Meehl's (1956) call for clinical "cookbooks," such resources 

* Dahlstrom et al. (1975) present a bibliography of 
nearly 6,000 entries. 



as Gilberstadt and Duker's (1965) A Handbook for Clinical 

and Actuarial MMPI Interpretation, King's>:et al. (1973) 

A Practical Guide to the MMPI, Lanyon's (1968) MMPI Group 

Profiles as well as others have appeared, simplifying pro

file interpretation. Marks, Seeman and Haller (1974) have 

provided adolescent norms in a "cookbook" format, further 

extending the utility of the instrument. With the clinical 

value of the "cookbook" approach demonstrated in other 

(primarily psychiatric) settings, it should be equally 

applicable to correctional system requirements, thus provid

ing a first step toward the "... statistical profiles 

and probability tables ..." requested by Howard (1974, 

p. 231). 

In addition to the four validity scales, nine 

clinical scales and one research scale usually scored on 

the MMPI there are available to the user some 450 special-*-

ized research scales—many of admittedly dubious utility 

(Megargee and Mendelsohn 1962)--examining such aspects of 

behavior as manifest anxiety (Taylor 1953), ego strength 

(Barron 1953) and susceptibility to alcoholism (MacAndrew 

1965). These scales add considerably to the research 

flexibility of the MMPI (Dahlstrom et al. 1975). In spite 

of Cronbach's (1975) and Colligan's (1976) caveats toward 

the use of mechanical interpretation of MMPI profiles, the 

limited professional manpower in correctional settings makes 
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the use of automated interpretation desirable.* With actu

arial "cookbook" derived profiles combined with automated 

scoring and interpretation, the MMPI would prove a godsend 

to the criminal justice system, particularly with profiles 

specifically relevant to issues in correctional settings. 

A Selected Review of Pertinent MMPI Research 

Historically, one of the earliest applications of 

the MMPI was to the problems of juvenile delinquency 

(Dahlstrom et al. 1975). Building upon limited previous 

research, Hathaway and Monachesi (as cited by Butcher 1969) 

reported efforts to predict delinquency in adolescents. 

Using a longitudinal design involving testing in junior high 

school and follow-up examination of police files every sub

sequent two years, they found that significant elevations on 

MMPI scales 4 (psychopathic deviate), 8 (schizophrenia) and 

9 (hypomania) were commonly associated with delinquent 

samples. They labeled these excitatory scales, since their 

elevation usually accompanied delinquency. Scales 0 (social 

introversion), 2 (depression) and 5 (masculinity/femininity) 

were labeled inhibitory scales, since their elevations were 

* There are presently available to the user seven 
scoring and/or interpretation services: Alex Caldwell's 
Clinical Psychological Services, Inc., The Finney-Auvenshine 
Project, the Institute of Clinical Analysis, National Com
puter Systems, the Psychological Corporation, Roche Psychia
tric Service Institute, and TESTCOR (Dahlstrom et al. 1975). 
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rarely involved with delinquent behavior. The remaining 

scales, 1 (hypochondriasis), 3 (hysteria), 6 (paranoia) and 

7 (psychasthenia) were labeled variable scales, since no 

lawful relationship with delinquency was noted. Hathaway 

and Monachesi were able to report that scales 4, 8 and 9 

appeared to be involved in delinquency; no specific cut-off 

points or modal profiles were offered. They were among the 

first, however, to specify the scales which would be appar

ent in later research. 

Wirt and Briggs (1959), in a follow up of the origi

nal Hathaway and Monachesi samples, found that those indi

viduals with profiles exceeding a T score of 70 on scales 

4, 8 and 9 either singly or in some combination were three 

times as likely to become delinquent as those with T scores 

equaling or exceeding 70 on the inhibitory scales. In a 

later report (Briggs, Wirt and Johnson 1961) they noted the 

importance of interactions between these MMPI variables and 

disruptions in the family life of youngsters who became de

linquent. They reported that an adolescent with scales 4, 

8 and 9 prominent in the personality profile, with the 

adverse family factors of economic hardship, paternal 

abandonment or death, and maternal illness, would be delin

quent in nine of ten cases. The adolescents with the 4, 8 

and 9 elevations alone, without the family problems, were 

delinquent in three of ten cases. 
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Richardson and Roebuck (1965) built upon this re

search by contrasting personality characteristics of 

delinquents with those of their non-delinquent siblings who 

were approximately the same age. Scale 4 elevations clearly 

differentiated between the two groups. They suggested that 

while environmental variables were important, the person

ality characteristics were equally necessary (if not more 

so) for delinquency to appear. 

Panton (1958a) attempted to discriminate between six 

different classes of criminals with the MMPI, using 1,313 

profiles from incarcerated criminals. He found no statisti

cally significant differences between his groups, but did 

report modal profiles. White collar criminals (forgers, 

embezzlers, etc.) had profiles characterized by the 4-2-1 

code type.* The aggressive assault group (murder, assault, 

etc.), property theft group and sexual perversion group had 

elevations on scales 4 and 8, for a 4-8 code type. The 

robbery/burglary group had profiles elevated on scales 4, 

8 and 2 (4-8-2 code) while those in the aggressive sexual 

assault group had a modal code of 4-2-8. The mean profile 

reported by Panton for all groups was a 4-8-2 profile. 

Christensen and LeUnes (1974) suggested Panton's 

use of the t-test was responsible for his failure to 

* This paper follows the convention of reporting 
elevations in code types from the highest to lowest. 
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differentiate between his six criminal groups. Using the 

technique of multiple discriminant analysis, they examined • 

new data, but came to the same conclusions; they, too, were 

unable to discriminate between the groups on the basis of 

MMPI profiles alone. 

Kingsley (1960) compared MMPI profiles of diagnosed 

psychopathic personalities to those of other prisoners as 

well as to a normal population. He reported no statistically 

significant differences between the psychopaths and the 

other prisoners, but differences on almost all scales were 

apparent when these two groups were compared to normals. 

This is inconsistent with other research. The 4-9 profile 

is reported related to sociopathy in Gilberstadt and Duker's 

"cookbook" as well as inmost other "cookbooks." Marks 

et al. (1974) suggest the 4-9 code type is life-long and 

indicative of a continual style of behaving and relating. 

That Kingsley found no differences is perhaps attributable 

to factors mentioned recently by Gynther, Altman and Warbin 

(1973a). They suggest that the 4-9 profile is less strongly 

associated with the sociopathic/psychopathic populations 

than previously believed, and more common among the general 

population. Prominent in Kingsley1s research, however, are 

the expected 4, 8 and 9 peaks for his criminal groups. 

Although Wolf, Freinek and Shaffer (1964) were comparing 

oral and booklet forms of MMPI administration they used a 
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criminal population. Peaks were as expected: 4, 8 and 9. 

Kodman and Hopkins (1970) presented mean MMPI profile 

characteristics of Kentucky prison inmates; peaks on scales 

4 and 9 were prominent. In evaluating Army general prison

ers Clark (1952) also reported 4, 8 and 9 peaks among his 

incarcerated sample. Similarly, Bauer and Clark (1976) 

reported significant 4 and 9 elevations in the profiles of 

recidivists (as compared to first offenders) and also noted 

that high scores on scales 4, 8 and 9 were more common among 

offenders with long term prison sentences than among offend

ers with short term sentences. Adams (1976) and Mack (1969) 

also reported scale 4 elevations among samples of recidi

vists. 

While the preceding research has concentrated on 

males, the association of scale 4 elevations (Pd) is equally 

well demonstrated with females who are socially deviant. 

Panton (1974) compared mean personality profiles of male 

and'female prisoners. While males in general were more 

antisocial with neurotic overlays—higher means on scales 

1 (Hs) and 2 (D)--and females were more asocial—higher 

means on scales 6 (Pa) and 0 (Si)—both groups had signifi

cant elevations on scale 4 (Pd). Hannum et al. (1973) 

compared differences on mean scores of female prisoners 

obtained in 1960 with those obtained in 1970; basic mean 
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profiles remained similar in all samples, with scale 4 (Pd) 

and scale 6 (Pa) the highest. 

While the preceding research is concerned with 

general criminal deviance, it makes no mention of specific 

scales involved in violent behavior, and in this regard 

Sines' (1966) research with prison inmates appeared hopeful. 

He reported that, of a sample of incarcerated offenders, 78 

percent of those prisoners with 4-3 MMPI profiles had com

mitted violent acts, a percentage considerably higher than 

that of any other code type. This was one of the first 

instances in which a specific code type was implicated in 

violent behavior. Persons and Marks (1971) reported a 

replication of this study. From a sample of 429 MMPI pro

files of incarcerated criminals, they noted that 4-2, 4-9, 

4-8 and 4-3 profiles were most common. They reported that 

among the 4-2, 4-9 and 4-8 codes the percentages of violent 

individuals was approximately the same, and not significant

ly different from the percentage of violent individuals in 

the prison as a whole. For those prisoners with 4-3 codes, 

however, 85.4 percent had in their histories some instance 

of violent crime. 

Davis and Sines (1971) again considered the 4-3 

code type, using MMPI profiles from a state hospital setting, 

prison classification centers, and from a university. 

Again they found the 4-3 code type associated with violent 



behavior. They suggest that this is but one of many code 

types associated with violent behavior rather than the most 

predominant code type. Consistent with this sequence o.f 

research is a recent investigation by Rader (1977). In 

comparing the MMPI profile types found among exposers, 

rapists and assaulters in a court services population, he 

reported that 4-9/9-4, 4-8/8-4, and 4-3/3-4 code types were 

the most common. 

Other attempts to replicate this research were 

unsuccessful. Carroll and Fuller (1971) compared violent 

criminals to non-violent criminals, sexual offenders and 

normal controls. They reported that the violent offenders 

and sex offenders did not differ significantly from normals; 

the non-violent offenders, however, were significantly 

different from the normals, and in fact presented the most 

pathological profiles, with scales F, 8 and 9 showing ele

vations. Gynther, Altman and Warbin (1973b) also failed to 

substantiate the earlier finding that the 4-3 code type is 

strongly associated with violent behavior. 

Research with the MMPI Special Scales 

While much of the research dealing with predictors 

and discriminators in the areas of criminality and violent 

behavior has concentrated on configural patterns derived 

from the four validity scales, nine clinical scales and one 

research scale usually scored on the MMPI, there is an 
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equally interesting body of research dealing with the many 

special scales derived from the content of the 14 regular 

scales. At present there are more than 450 of these special 

scales (Dahlstrom et al. 1975). While some special scales 

purport to measure common behaviors such as habitual crimi

nalism (Panton 1962), alcoholism (HacAndrew 1965) and 

anxiety (Taylor 1953), other special scales are more exotic, 

measuring such concepts as Origence (Welsh 1972), desire for 

Kenoota (MacDougald 1970 as cited by Dahlstrom et al. 1975), 

both face valid and disguised scales of Machiavellistic 

authoritarian acquiescence (Horn 1970) and success in base

ball (LaPlace 1954). 

One of the more prolific researchers in the field 

of MMPI special scales is J. H. Panton. His aggravated 

sexual assault scale (Panton 1970 as cited by Dahlstrom 

et al. 1975) or Asx* identifies this subgroup of offenders 

with 70 percent accuracy when contrasted with a non-violent 

sexual offense group. Cubitt and Gendreau (1972) report 

Panton1s homosexuality scale (Hsx) is less useful; it was 

less successful in discriminating homosexuals in a prison 

sample than the regular MMPI scale 5 (masculinity/femininity, 

Mf). Panton and Brisson's (1971) drug abuser scale (DaS) 

* The special scales referred to in this paper are 
labeled according to the conventions in Dahlstrom et al. 
(1975) . 
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is potent, however; it successfully identified 75 percent 

of all drug users and 81 percent of non-users in a prison 

sample. Beall and Panton's (1956) escapism scale appears 

useful in identifying those prisoners likely to attempt 

escape (Pierce 1971a; Adams and West 1976 disagree, how

ever) and the habitual criminalism scale is equally bene

ficial (Pierce 1971b). Beall and Panton's (as cited in 

Dahlstrom et al. 1975) frustration tolerance scale led to 

Panton's (1958b) prison adjustment scale, both useful mea

sures in the correctional system. 

Applications of MMPI special scales regarding 

hostility and violence have been less fruitful. Megargee 

and Mendelsohn (1962) compared assaultive and non-assaultive 

incarcerated criminals in an attempt at cross-validation of 

12 MMPI indices of hostility and control. They reported 

that only five of these special scales discriminated between 

normals and incarcerated criminals, and,- furthermore, there 

were a number o.£odd reversals in their data. They found 

that assaultive criminals often appeared far more controlled 

and less hostile than the non-assaultive criminals, and on 

many measures appeared more globally "normal." This curious 

finding led Megargee to the notion of over-controlled and 

under-controlled personality types as presented in his 1966 

monograph, and eventually to the creation of a special scale, 
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the OH or over-controlled hostility scale* (Megargee, Cook 

and Mendelsohn 1967). It was suggested that the under-

controlled aggressive personality type would constantly 

demonstrate aggression in a variety of situations and with 

minimal provocation; this constant discharge would preclude 

a single excessively violent incident. The chronically 

over-controlled personality type, the type assumed to be 

most often involved in cases of extreme violence, would 

usually keep all aggressive instincts and urges strongly 

reined in. When the social pressure exceeded the individu

al's capacity for tolerance, the urges and instincts would 

be vented in explosively violent fashion. The bully and the 

bar-room brawler represent the under-controlled type; an 

almost constant yet low-grade expression of violence char

acterizes this individual. The over-controlled personality, 

however, is similar to the mild-mannered family man who one 

day murders his wife and children. Megargee's notion ex

plains what clinicians have often noted when studying vio

lent individuals. There appears to be a subset of such 

people with good prior police records, good apparent 

adjustment, and patterns of psychological testing not par

ticularly deviant. The inclusion of such individuals in a 

* Because of the role played by this scale in the 
present research, the items on this scale, as well as means 
and the standard deviations, will be found in Appendix A. 
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group of violent criminals would result in mean profiles 

considerably less deviant than would be expected; this lack 

of deviance was the finding of Carroll and Fuller (1971) 

and others. 

The actual utility of the OH scale remains somewhat 

unclear, inasmuch as the discrimination between over-

controlled and under-controlled types is possible only 

after-the-fact; i.e., from within a sample of individuals 

already convicted. Johnson (1974) remarks that the clini

cian is rarely called upon to discriminate between normals 

and incarcerated criminals but rather to predict future 

behavior, and for this purpose the utility of the OH scale 

has not been demonstrated. Johnson (1974) attempted a 

cross-validation of 17 experimental MMPI scales related to 

antisocial behavior; his study considered the results of 

scales measuring hostility, control, social responsibility, 

social responsiveness, social maladjustment, manifest 

hostility, impulsivity, judged manifest hostility, over-

controlled hostility, inhibition of aggression, overt 

hostility, amorality and others. Johnson reported in con

clusion that the special scales (OH among them) have little 

utility in prediction of criminality*and that furthermore, 

"To date, no experimental data have been reported on the 

ability of the MMPI special scales to predict criminality" 

(Johnson 1974, p. 564). 
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In a similar study Deiker (1974) attempted a cross-

validation of MMPI scales of aggression on male criminal 

criterion groups. Deiker studied 13 basic MMPI scales, 21 

experimental special scales, four response-bias scales, and 

concluded that while some of the special scales showed 

utility in discrimination between his criminal and control 

groups, all group differences could be accounted for simply 

as the result of a nay-saying response style. This implies 

that the scales may in fact not measure what they claim to 

measure. Similarly, Fisher (1970) considered the use of the 

OH scale and found that a race-related factor, perhaps 

social alienation, strongly influences the OH scale score. 

Paulson, Schwemer and Bendel (1976), in an MMPI comparison 

of abusive and non-abusive parents, found the OH scale 

unable to discriminate between the above groups, or between 

abusive parents and a control group of junior executives. 

Foulds (1965) has carried out a line of research 

similar to Megargee's (1966b) which employs a combination 

of scales which presumably relate to the direction in which 

anger and hostility are expressed. This research employs 

what Foulds (1965) has called the acting-out hostility 

scale (AH), delusional hostility scale (DH), criticism of 

others scale (CO), delusional guilt scale (DG) and self-

criticism scale (SC) combined into two other indices. The 

Hostility Index (H) is the sum of the scale totals of 
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AH + DH + CO + DG + SC and presumably provides a gross 

measure of overall hostility. The Direction of Hostility 

Index (D) equals 2(SC) + DG - AH - CO - DH; positive values 

supposedly suggest intropunitive or self-punishing tenden

cies while negative values suggest violent outward expres

sion. Though Blackburn (1968a, 1968b) has provided some 

data on these scales, the research presently available is 

limited.* 

The Scales Involved in Crime and Violence 

While a definitive pattern does not emerge from the 

previous literature reviews, it is apparent that some MMPI 

scales are repeatedly implicated as important in crimes and 

violence. Scale 4 (Pd) is implicated in 16 of the previ

ously mentioned studies, scale 8 (Sc) is implicated in 9, 

and scale 9 (Ma) in 9. No other commonly scored MMPI scales 

are implicated with these frequencies, supporting Hathaway 

•and Monachesi's (as cited by Butcher 1969) early view that 

these three scales in some way tap into what is commonly 

referred to as delinquency and/or criminality. 

It would be useful at this juncture to review some 

of the characteristics supposedly measured by these scales. 

The following descriptive statements are paraphrased from 

* Because of the role played by these scales in the 
present research, they will be found in Appendix B. 
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Carson's (as cited by Butcher 1969) very widely circulated 

manual on MMPI interpretation. 

Scale 4 (psychopathic deviate scale) deals largely 

with general social maladjustment and lack of pleasant life 

experiences. The scale assesses complaints against family, 

feelings of victimization, boredom and alienation from the 

mainstream of life. People who score high on this scale 

exhibit angry dissatisfaction with conventional mores. 

They often exhibit an inability to plan ahead, disregard for 

possible consequences of their behavior, and general un

predictability. Social relations are usually shallow, with 

few strong loyalties developed. Though they may first make 

a good impression on their environment, their unreliability, 

moodiness and resentment eventually become more visible. 

They place a high value on themselves, and find it hard to 

profit from experience. 

Scale 8 (schizophrenia scale) measures more dimen

sions than simple thought disorder, as commonly assumed. 

Content deals with social alienation, isolation, bizarre 

feelings, influence of external agents, and general dis

satisfaction. High scorers almost always feel alienated, 

often misunderstood. They often have fundamental and 

disturbing questions about their own identity and worth. 

They are often painfully withdrawn people with severely 

limited social circles and few rewarding relationships with 



others. When elevated in combination with scale 4, the 

individual with this profile is likely to see other people 

as hostile and rejecting as well as dangerous. 

Scale 9 (hypomania scale) consists of items con

cerned with expansiveness, egotism and irritability. Though 

high scorers may be seen as warm, enthusiastic, expansive 

and outgoing, they tend to become easily offended and may 

seem tense and hyperactive. High scorers may show insuf

ficient inhibitory capacity. When in combination with scale 

4, some form of behavioral acting out is common. As Marks 

et al. (1974) remark, this 4-9 pattern is seen as "life

long," and appears quite resistant to change. 

It should be apparent that most, if not all, of the 

adjectives used in the above descriptions are common to 

widely held conceptions about the personality styles of 

deviant acting out offenders. It is reasonable, then, that 

any search for means of discriminating between criminal 

groups or potential predictors of violent behavior should 

concentrate on these scales, either individually or in some 

combination. Although at present insufficiently developed, 

the OH scale (Megargee et al. 1967) and Foulds1 (1965) 

scales may prove useful adjuncts in this search. 

Methodological Issues: Problems of Taxonomy 

Before turning to the origin of the present study 

and its methodology, a review of some specific problems in 
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this area of research would be appropriate. The essence of 

any scientific approach is classification and labeling, with 

the resultant measurement and testing largely dependent on 

this. Research into crime and violence is plagued by taxo-

nomic difficulties; it is hard to determine just what be

haviors and socially applied labels should be grouped in 

what fashion, and results found are often difficult to 

replicate in other studies largely due to taxonomic diffi

culties alone. While Sines'(1966) research failed replica

tion in two instances, these studies used different 

experimental and control groups; this alone may well have 

contributed to the failure to replicate. 

The issue reduces to what groups should be compared 

to what other groups, and the studies summarized in this 

paper present a bewildering variety of answers to this 

apparently simple question. Although Godfrey and Schulman 

(1972) see two-way classifications as insufficiently refined, 

the following two-way classifications will be found in the 

literature: murderers to other criminals (Driver et al. 

1974, Lester and Perdue 1973); criminals to normals (Gunn 

and Bonn 1971); homicidal adolescents to normals (Sendi 

and Blomgren 1975); delinquents to normals (Wax and Haddox 

1974a, 1974b); violent crimes to non-violent crimes (Hellman 

and Blackman 1966, Climent et al. 1973, Clark 1976); arson

ists to controls (Tennent et al. 1971), crimes against 
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people to crimes against property (Britt et al. 1972); 

sex offenders to other criminals (Prandoni et al. 1973); 

prisoners to factory workers (Schuberth 1973); criminals 

to railmen (Eysenck and Eysenck 1971a); sociopaths to 

normals (Sutker, Moan and Allain 1974); offenders to 

college students (Christensen and LeUnes 1973). 

To counteract the lack of refinement seen in two-

way classifications and to avoid unwieldy multiple groups, 

Godfrey and Schulman (1972) used a three-way format, compar

ing crimes against persons to crimes against property to 

paper and pencil crimes. Panton (1958a) and Christensen 

and LeUnes (1974) used groups composed of criminals with 

like crimes: murderers to arsonists to robbers to rapists 

and so on. Discrimination by MMPI protocols alone was not 

achieved in either instance. 

The issue of adequate control or comparison groups 

is also significant, and in this regard the simplest solu

tion appears to be a grouping of criminals on the basis of 

instant offense or most recent crime, with subsequent com

parison between the criminal groups. Tupin et al. (1973, 

p. 361) reported that, 

Results . . . support the hypothesis that a classi
fication based on overt behavior provides a valid 
basis for identifying behaviorally homogeneous 
groups of convicts. 
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There is an inherent reasonableness in assuming that indi

viduals who engage in highly similar behaviors have many 

similarities in other areas as well. 

Yet grouping criminal offenders on the basis of 

crime committed has inherent flaws as well. Two individu

als may engage in the same act, and, depending upon a 

variety of circumstances, the behavior may be labeled in 

various ways. For example, the wealthy individual of local 

prominence who becomes drunk and strikes a patron of a bar 

may be charged with drunk and disorderly conduct, while 

the individual with fewer resources may be charged with 

assault. Similarly the judicial mechanism of plea bargain

ing may be used to reduce the severity of the crime for 

which the individual is charged, adding, as Rader (1977) 

suggests, an additional element of complexity to classifi

cation. 

Also to be considered is the distinction between 

actual violence and "violent" crime. While armed robbery 

is generally considered to be a violent crime, in a given 

instance there may be no actual violence. A robber may 

use a weapon (perhaps unloaded) as a means of intimidation 

only, for example. A typically non-violent crime, disorder

ly conduct, may involve actual violence if a drunk should 

strike another bar patron. 
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An additional problem is labeling of the individual 

with multiple immediate offenses: attempted burglary and 

assaulting an officer, for instance. While this can be 

resolved by labeling according to the most serious offense 

(with the assumption that any crime of violence is more 

severe than a non-violent crime), there remains the issue 

of past arrests as well: what to do with the individual with 

a long and colorful police record. 

Yet another complication results from crimes for 

which there is no record of arrest: an individual arrested 

for burglary may well have committed a number of violent 

crimes for which he was never arrested. In this regard 

Cressey and Ward (1969) present some interesting data. Of 

a random sample of 1700 New Yorkers, none of whom had ever 

been arrested, 91 percent reported they had committed, at 

least once, a crime which would have resulted in jail or 

prison, had they been caught. Of this sample, 64 percent 

reported that their past offenses, had they been caught, 

would have qualified as felonies. 

While no simple solution to this methodological 

dilemma is apparent, a systematic approach to classification 

is still possible. In light of the unavailability of past 

arrest records and past crimes for which there were no 

arrests, and in light of plea bargaining and influence-

peddling, one alternative is to assume the position that a 



55 

given individual is guilty of the crime as labeled by the 

courts for whatever reason, and to group individuals by 

virtue of this instant offense. In the event of multiple 

charges, grouping by most serious crime (crimes involving 

violence assumed more serious than non-violent crimes) is 

a reasonable alternative. If such determination is impos

sible, then elimination of the individual from the study 

is indicated. 

In light of all the various sources of classifica- \ 

tion error, the error should be distributed across all 

classification groups. It may be assumed that any effects 

sufficiently strong to be considered reliably related to 

violence or criminality should be apparent in spite of such 

background "noise." 

An alternative frequently suggested to overcome this 

taxonomic difficulty is the creation of other types of 

classification schemas. Carlson (1972), in using a multi

variate approach, demonstrated that among a group of 

offenders there were 12 stable classification categories. 

Criteria were not sufficiently clear to permit group assign

ment of new individuals on the basis of these criteria, 

however. Blackburn (1971) attempted classification by 

cluster analysis of MMPI profiles and found four specific 

types. Here, however, a wide variety of crimes were distri

buted across all four classifications. As Warren (1971) 
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suggests, many of the alternative classification systems 

present more difficulties than they claim to solve, and many 

rest (as do the two mentioned above) on rather tenuous 

ground at best. While by no means ideal, simple classifi

cation on the basis of instant offense seems the most 

efficacious solution. 

Methodological Issues: High Point Codes and 
the Myth of T = 70 

Presentation of MMPI data has always posed some 

problems; there is a considerable amount of information K 

value in the instrument, and the difficulties have centered 

around presentation of this information in a fashion clear 

to comprehend and easy to digest. Both the Hathaway and 

Welsh methods of profile coding (as cited by Dahlstrom et al. 

1975) provide information about relative height of scales 

and relative order, but some information about configura

tions is lost in the process and the resultant codes are 

difficult to use in comparison studies. In recent years 

there has been a tendency to shift from these methods to a 

simple procedure of high-point code reporting (as used thus 

far in this paper), and this has paid considerable dividends. 

For example, in Gilberstadt and Duker's (1965) handbook, 

one, two, and three point codes are presented (i.e., 2-4-7, 

1-3, 4-9, etc.) with simple decision rules as to whether a 

given profile meets the criteria for inclusion. This speeds 
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interpretation of a profile considerably, and also results 

in easier comparison of experimental results. This same 

"high point" format is used in the Marks et al. (1974) 

cookbook as well as in others. 

The recent shift to high-point reporting has admit

tedly paid dividends, but in the switch the possibility of 

configural relationships becomes obscured. It has long been 

recognized that a variety of interactions are possible 

between the many MMPI scales (Hathaway and Meehl 1951) and 

the concentration on high point codes largely avoids this. 

Peaks on the profile sheet are usually considered most 

important when they pass a T score of 70, and the pattern 

of high point reporting continues this; scales under a T 

score of 70 are not emphasized in the high point format. 

Consequently it is likely that configural patterns of con

siderable discriminative or predictive utility have either 

been missed or ignored, since the search has largely been 

for high point codes alone. 

An additional difficulty is that much MMPI research 

has concentrated on psychiatric or inpatient settings, and 

such conspicuously deviant individuals are only a small 

proportion of the total population. The criminal population 

is much larger, and consequently more likely to approximate 

the characteristics of the "normal" population of which 

they are subset. When the MMPI was constructed, the results 
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from the standardization population were adjusted so that 

on any given MMPI scale, T score points above 70 represent 

scores two standard deviations from the scale mean; thus 

individuals who score above T = 70 on a given scale repre

sent less than two percent of the total population (Pope 

and Scott 1967). Depending upon how crime is defined, the 

criminal population may be anywhere from two to five percent 

of the total population (Cressey and Ward 1969) or, in 

light of unreported crimes and crimes for which there are 

no arrests, possibly even a higher percentage. Consequent

ly, even if the upper two percent of any scale was populated 

entirely by criminals alone (and this obviously is not the 

case) then there would still be a considerable number of 

criminally deviant individuals who would score below a T 

score of 70 on a given scale. Consequently, there may be 

much of discriminative or predictive utility on the MMPI 

that lies in the regions of the protocol rarely scrutinized. 

In summary, then, useful configurations or patterns 

specifically in regard to a criminal population, may well 

lie underneath the clinically useful T score of 70. If this 

is the case, then a simple search for high point codes alone 

may not be profitable in regard to the search for MMPI 

factors related to crime and violent behavior. The issue 

is quite naturally confounded when the researcher is not 

certain to which scales he should attend. 
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Clark (1976) Revisited 

To review briefly, the preceding sections of this 

paper have suggested that MMPI scales 4, 8 and 9 are scales 

most likely involved in measuring crime and violence, that 

taxonomic problems might well obscure useful information, 

and that potentially useful MMPI configurations may well 

exist on scales under T scores of 70. With these points in 

mind the reader is directed to a review of recent research 

by the present author. 

Clark (1976), in an attempt to find some MMPI 

"predictors" of violent behavior, compared the profiles of 

a group of non-violent criminals to a group of violent 

criminals, (and thereby committed one of the taxonomic errors 

recently discussed). Clark predicted that non-violent 

criminals would score higher than the group mean for all 

criminals on scale 4 (Pd) , while the violent criminals woulcl 

score higher on scale 9 (Ma) than the group mean for all 

criminals. The prediction was half-correct: non-violent 

criminals did in fact score higher than the group mean on 

scale 4 (p < .005). On scale 9, however, the violent crimi

nals did not differ significantly from the non-violent 

criminals and in fact directionally their mean score was 

lower than that of the non-violent criminals. On all other 

scales the two groups were virtually identical. 
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The results were puzzling. Two explanations were 

presented. One explanation suggested that there was no 

difference between the groups, and that violence, when it 

occurred, was primarily due to situational and environmental 

factors. Mischel (1968) has long suggested that behavior 

is situationally determined, and Toch (1969), Wolfgang 

(1969), Curtis (1974) and Parker (1974) present evidence 

relating acts of violence to specific situational determi

nants. Clark assumed that perhaps there was a "tendency 

toward criminality" profile, with violence determined by 

situational factors. For this explanation to hold true, it 

would be necessary to provide an explanation for the signifi

cant difference on scale 4 between the groups. 

An obvious source of the 4 elevation was the large 

number of drug users in the sample. Accounting for 26.5 

percent of the non-violent criminal group, these individuals 

have been shown to have elevations on scale 4 (Sutker 1971, 

Berzins et al. 1974, Zuckerman et al. 1975). Elimination 

of the drug users, then, should result in identical mean 

profiles for the two groups of violent and non-violent 

criminals. 

The data were re-evaluated, essentially replicating 

the study but with the drug users eliminated. The result 

was contrary to expectations: the mean score on scale 4 for 

the non-violent group increased and statistically became 



61 

more significant than previously, while the mean score on 

scale 9 decreased for the non-violent group. In short, 

with the drug users eliminated, the mean profiles were 

closer than before to meeting the requirements of the 

original prediction. 

Elimination of the drug users re-emphasized the 

problems of taxonomy in research of this nature, and led to 

the final re-analysis of the original data. The group means 

for scales 4, 8 and 9 were tabulated for the following 

classifications: murder and attempted murder, arson, rape, 

assault, armed robbery, grand theft, forgery, robbery, 

possession/receipt of stolen property, possession and/or 

sale of marijuana and possession and/or sale of heroin. 

Plotting of these values on a standard MMPI record sheet 

produced an additional (and rather intriguing) piece of 

information: the nature of the slope between scales 8 and 

9. These scale values and the values of the slope between 

scales 8 and 9 (expressed as the difference between T score 

values of the means) are presented in Table 2. 

From examination of Table 2, it will be noted that 

in general the more violent crimes are characterized by 

scale 4 values ranging between T scores of 65 to 74; the 

non-violent crimes are characterized by scale 4 values 

ranging from 70 to 83. In short, the higher the scale 4 T 

score, the more likely the crime is non-violent. This is 
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Table 2. Mean values (expressed in T scores) 
8 and 9 and 8-9 slope values. 

of scales 4, 

Crime n 4 8 9 8 -9 Slope Sign* 

Murder 11 69 73 64 9 -

Arson 7 66 71.5 61 10.5 -

Rape 11 65 66 60 6 -

Assault 13 70 72 66 6 -

Armed Robbery 30 74 70 68 2 -

Grand Theft 25 83 66 68 2 + 

Forgery 12 75 64 65 1 + 

Robbery 10 72 56 64 8 + 

Stolen Property 10 71 57 67 10 + 

Heroin Crimes 17 75 73 72 1 -

Mrijuana Crimes 14 70 69 69 0 + 

Total n: 160 

* A negative sign indicates a slope down from scale 8 to 
scale 9; a positive sign indicates a slope up from scale 
8 to scale 9. 
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consistent with Clark (1976). Regarding the values of the 

slope between scale 8 and 9, in general a negative slope is 

associated with violent crimes while a positive slope is 

associated with non-violent crimes. 

Table 2 also suggests the possibility of some con

sistent relationship between the values of scales 4, 8 and 

9. Summarized, it suggests that as scale 4 values rise 

above T = 70 and scale 8 scores fall below T = 70, with an 

accompanying increase in value of a positive slope between 

scales 8 and 9, the likelihood that the configuration de

scribes the scores of a non-violent group of criminals also 

increases. Conversely, as scale 4 scores decline and scale 

8 scores rise, with an accompanying increase in value of a 

negative slope between scales 8 and 9, the likelihood that 

the configuration describes the scores of a violent group of 

criminals also rises. Or, if scale 4 has a higher T score 

than scale 8 and no slope to a positive slope between scales 

8 and 9, the profile is likely from a non-violent group of 

criminals. If scale 4 has a lower T score than scale 8 and 

there is a negative slope between scales 8 and 9, the pro

file is likely from a violent group of criminals. 

It is of additional interest that this apparent 

relationship arose when subjects were classified by instant 

offense (Tupin et al. 1973), criminal groups compared to 

criminal groups, and scale values below T = 70 considered. 
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It is further evaluation of this potential relation

ship, and information derived from it, which forms the core 

of the present research. 

The Design of the Present Study 

The present study is seen as a logical continuation 

of the research begun by Clark (1976), with attempts. :to 

correct some of the flaws in that investigation. From a 

pool of convicted criminals (for whom MMPI protocols were 

available), protocols were extracted which met the criteria 

specified in the Methods section of this paper. The pro

files were grouped according to instant offense, and group 

means for 13 MMPI scales (excluding the ]_ or Cannot Say 

scale) were computed. The scores from the OH scale and 

from Foulds1 (1965) scales were also computed, due to their 

potential utility in discrimination between criminal groups. 

Demographic data (age, race, education, marital status, 

occupation) was also obtained for the members of each group. 

The above information was also obtained from a 

control/comparison group which was matched approximately 

to the various criminal groups. The above information (less 

OH scale scores and scores from Foulds1 scales) was also 

obtained from a control/comparison group of active duty 

police officers. 

The frequency with which each of the nine clinical 

and one research scale equaled or exceeded a T score of 70 



was tabulated for each group, as were the frequencies of 

one, two and three-scale high point codes. 

Using information derived from the relationship 

mentioned previously, the information described above, and 

visual comparisons of the obtained profiles, the frequencies 

of appearance of specific configurations of scales were also 

tabulated and compared. 

Additionally, specific comparisons were planned to 

evaluate further the role played by scale 8 in the assess

ment of violent behavior. From the relationship noted in 

the re-evaluation of the data in Clark (1976) it appears 

that elevations on scale 8 accompany the protocols of indi

viduals convicted of violent crimes. This hypothesis was 

evaluated by comparing crimes which, while having some 

points of similarity, differ largely in the presumptive 

level of actual violence or violent intent. In a compari

son of robbers to armed robbers, a scale 8 mean score for 

the latter should be significantly higher than for the 

former. The same should be true in a comparison of 

individuals charged with aggravated battery to individuals 

charged with aggravated assault. Scale 8 should be sig

nificantly higher for the latter in comparing manslaughter 

to murder and rape to murder. In all the above instances 

it would be assumed that no significant differences in 

scales 4 and 9 would be obtained. 
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Finally, individuals convicted of marijuana related 

crimes were compared to heroin related crimes. Inasmuch 

as the latter group of offenders is popularly assumed to 

be the more deviant, a significantly greater difference in 

means for scales 4, 8 and 9 would be expected. 

Goals of the Present Study 

The goals of the present study were seven in number. 

1. To gather basic demographic data such as age, 

marital status, ethnicity, level of education, and 

employment for a variety of offender groups and two 

control groups. 

2. To obtain mean MMPI profiles for each of the above 

groups. 

3. To evaluate the potential for the OH scale and 

Foulds' scales in discriminating between the above 

groups. 

4. To evaluate the frequency of appearance of one, two 

and three scale high point codes and the frequency 

with which the 9 clinical and one research scale of 

the MMPI equal or exceed a T score of 70. 

5. To evaluate the relationship noted in the re-

evaluation of the data of Clark (1976). 

6. To evaluate the ability of various configurations 

of MMPI scales derived from goals 2, 3, 4, and 5 

to discriminate between groups. 



To evaluate the role of scale 8 in violent crimes 

by a number of planned comparisons. 



METHOD 

Sub.j ects 

The present study involved subjects in three pri

mary categories: (1) convicted criminal offenders (the 

experimental group), (2) active duty police officers (used 

as a control/comparison group), and (3) a non-offender 

control/comparison group similar in demographic character

istics to the offender group. 

The group of the convicted criminal offenders was 

drawn from the files of the Pima County (Arizona) Court 

Clinic, the mental health advisory branch of the County 

Superior Courts System. Offenders are referred to this 

agency after trial determination of guilt, but prior to 

sentencing. Consequently the clients are aware that the 

results of the evaluations performed at the Court Clinic 

may affect the nature of their sentences. Referrals, usual

ly originating from probation officers, are for a variety 

of reasons. Common referral issues included suitability for 

treatment programs, design of treatment/probation packages 

which maximize the likelihood of rehabilitation, and, most 

frequently, assessment of potential for future violent 

behaviors. Individuals referred to the Court Clinic are 
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typically the most deviant of the offender population as a 

whole; they represent the subset of offenders who are the 

greatest cause for concern in the community. 

Also used in the present study were the MMPI pro

files of 146 police officers now on active duty with a 

police department located in the southwest. Due to the un

availability of answer sheets, only the profiles (less 

special scale scores) were used in the present study. The 

MMPI is routinely administered as part of the psychological 

screening of potential police officers. 

Subjects for the non-offender control/comparison 

group were solicited from such sources as unemployment 

offices, welfare offices, trade union halls, construction 

sites, taxi and bus drivers, and university custodial and 

grounds staffs. Additional information regarding the solici

tation of participants in the study will be found in the 

following section. 

Procedure: Obtaining and Tabulating Data 

Convicted Criminal Offenders 

The MMPI is routinely administered and hand-scored 

by staff members of the Court Clinic. Administration and 

scoring is by standard procedure (Dahlstrom et al. 1975). 

The MMPI is administered to all clients who meet the follow

ing parameters: Intelligence Quotient 80 or above (as 
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estimated in a brief interview), minimum age of 15, and 

ability to read and comprehend the inventory items. From 

the total subject pool MMPI protocols and other data were 

recorded only for subjects recently tried and convicted, 

but not yet sentenced. Subjects were rejected for any of 

the following reasons. Women were rejected due to small 

sample size. Cases with invalid, incomplete, or missing 

MMPI profiles were rejected. Cases in which the client was 

seen pre-trial (and therefore perhaps not guilty) or while 

on probation were rejected, as were cases in which clients 

were seen as professional courtesy to other agencies. 
% 

The determination of MMPI profile validity often 

poses some difficulty; criteria for inclusion as a "valid" 

profile often differs from study to study, particularly 

regarding scores on scale F (Dahlstrom et al. 1975). Marks 

and Seeman (1963) and Fowler (1967) considered profiles with 

F scores up to 26 as interpretable, and this guideline was 

used in the present study. Profiles were considered valid 

if the score on scale F was less than or equal to 26, and 

if the clinical scales and one research scale were codable 

on the standard profile sheet. 

From the Court Clinic files and from the MMPI 

answer sheets, data relevant to this study were transferred 

to preprinted data cards using the format contained in 

Appendix C. The data cards recorded the instant offense of 
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the subject, age, ethnicity, marital status, level of edu

cation (G.E.D. considered equal to 12 years of schooling), 

and stated occupation or employment. The L, F, and K scale 

scores were recorded, as were the scores from scales 1, 2, 

3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 0. The following special scale 

scores were also recorded: OH, AH, DH, CO, DG, and SC, as 

well as Foulds' (1965) Hostility Index score (H), composed 

of the sum of the scale totals on AH + DH + CO + DG + SC. 

Foulds1 Direction of Hostility Index (D), equal to 2(SC) 

+ DG - AH - CO - DH, was also recorded. No information was 

removed from Court Clinic files which would be useful in 

identifying any given individual. 

The above data cards were then sorted into groups 

on the basis of instant offense. The following groups were 

considered to be non-violent crimes: burglary, forgery and 

embezzlement, grand theft, arson, marijuana possession 

and/or sale, heroin possession and/or sale, minor sex 

offenses (such as exhibition), unlawful possession of a 

weapon, minor traffic offenses (such as driving while in

toxicated and display of excessive speed), minor property 

crimes (such as shoplifting, possession of stolen property, 

petty theft) and minor conduct crimes (such as vandalism, 

trespass, resisting arrest, loitering). 

The following groups were considered to be violent 

crimes: armed robbery, robbery, murder (and attempted 
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murder), rape (and attempted rape), aggravated assault, 

aggravated battery and voluntary manslaughter. 

For each of the above groups a mean MMPI profile 

was compiled, with scale means and standard deviations for 

all scales mentioned above. Data on ethnicity, marital 

status, age, education, and claimed occupation or employment 

was also tabulated for each group and expressed as percent

ages. This data was provided by the subjects' self-report. 

Active Duty Police Officers 

The MMPI is routinely administered as part of the 

psychological screening of police officer applicants in a 

southwestern police department. From this source MMPI pro

files, as well as such demographic data as age, education, 

ethnicity and marital status, were obtained, and transferred 

to the data cards. Scores for the OH scale and Foulds' 

special scales were not available due to the destruction of 

answer sheets following administration and scoring by the 

department. No information was supplied by the department 

which could identify a given individual. 

Non-offender Control/Comparison Group 

Following the compiling of the demographic data for 

the offender group, subjects were obtained for a control/ 

comparison group approximately matched to the offender group 

on such demographic characteristics as age, education, 
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marital status, ethnicity, and claimed occupation or employ

ment. Subjects were solicited from such sources as unem

ployment offices, welfare offices, trade union halls, 

construction sites, taxi and bus drivers, and university 

custodial and grounds staff. The nature of the study was 

explained to potential subjects, as well as the value of 

the contribution of their time. Individuals who agreed to 

complete the MMPI as well as to supply the demographic data 

mentioned above were asked to read and complete the Subject's 

Consent Form (Appendix D). After signing the consent form, 

subjects either completed the MMPI in the presence of the 

experimenter, or mailed it to a given address following 

completion of the questionnaire. Due to the voluntary 

nature of participation, as well as thorough briefing prior 

to administration, all MMPI's were returned to the experi

menter. All data mentioned above, as well as scores on the 

OH scale and Foulds1 special scale were transferred to data 

cards. 

For all the above groups, mean MMPI profiles were 

tabulated, as well as means and standard deviations for the 

following scales: L, F, K, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 0, 

OH, H, Direction of Hostility (D), AH, DH, CO, DH, and SC. 

Means and standard deviations were also obtained for age 

and education, and percentages reflecting frequency of 

appearance were obtained for marital status (using the 
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categories of married, single, divorced or widowed), and 

ethnicity (using the categories of Anglo, Latin, Negro, 

Indian and Oriental). Employment was expressed as frequency 

of appearance in the following categories: no employment 

claimed (none), student, unskilled or semiskilled, trade 

or union affiliation, sales, management or office work, 

profession, or other. 

The assumption that the violent crimes group and 

the non-violent crimes group were essentially similar (as 

demonstrated by Clark 1976) was tested using the t statistic 

for comparison of level of education (G.E.D. considered 

equivalent to 12 years of schooling) and the mean ages of 

the groups (Hays 1963, Meyers 1972) and the chi-square 

statistic (Chasgan 1967) used to compare differences of pro

portions of ethnicity (less Orientals, due to low observed 

frequency) and marital status. 

Evaluation of MMPI Profile Characteristics 

The relationship derived from Clark (1976) was 

evaluated by checking the number of group profiles which fit 

the following descriptions: for non-violent crime groups and 

control/comparison groups scale 4 should exceed scale 8 in 

value, and the 8-9 slope should be neutral to positive; for 

violent crime groups scale 8 should exceed scale 4 in value, 

and the 8-9 slope should be negative. 
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Next, the frequency with which the nine clinical 

scales and one research scale equaled or exceeded T = 70 was 

tabulated for each group to determine the most frequently 

elevated scales for the population. Then, for each group, 

the percentage of profiles with one or more scale equal to 

or exceeding a T score of 70 was tabulated to provide a 

general measure of psychological disturbance in the groups. 

Following this, the frequency of appearance of one, 

two and three-scale high-point codes were tabulated for each 

group, as well as for the general groups of violent crimes, 

non-violent crimes, and control/comparison groups. In 

reporting of high-point codes, only scales with T score 

values equal to or exceeding 70 are considered. A one-

point code, then, would define an MMPI profile in which only 

one scale equaled or exceeded a T score of 70. Similarly, 

a two-point code would define an MMPI profile in which only 

two scales equaled or exceeded a T score of 70, and a three-

point code would define an MMPI profile in which only three 

scales equaled or exceeded a T score of 70. 

The utility of the OH scale to discriminate between 

groups was evaluated by establishing two cut-off scores and 

determining the percentage of each group in the specified 

range. The same procedure was used to evaluate the utility 

of Foulds1 Hostility Index and the Direction of Hostility 

Index in discriminating between the various groups. 
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From inspection of the mean MMPI profiles of the 

various groups, as well as the above information, a variety 

of configurations to discriminate between groups was tested 

by determining the percentage of each group which fit the 

configuration. The following configurations were evaluated. 

1. Negative slope between scales 8 and 9 (derived from 

Clark 1976). 

2. Scale 8 T score value higher than scale 4 T score 

value (derived from Clark 1976 as well as from tabu

lation of most frequently elevated scales). 

3. Scale 8 highest or equal to or exceeding a raw score 

of 32 (derived from Clark 1976 as well as from 

tabulation of most frequently elevated scales). 

4. Scale 6 higher than scale 9 (derived from inspec

tion of mean MMPI profiles). 

5. Scale 6 equal to or greater than a raw score of 14 

(derived from inspection of mean MMPI profiles). 

6. Scale 2 raw scores between 22 and 35 inclusive, 

scale 7 raw scores between 30 to 45 inclusive, 

scale 8 raw scores between 30 to 45 inclusive (de

rived from determination of high point codes). 

7. Scale 4 raw scores equal to or greater than 26, 

scale 8 raw scores equal to or greater than 32, 

scale 9 raw scores equal to or less than 30, 

presence of negative slope between 8 and 9 (derived 
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from Clark 1976, tabulation of high point codes, 

and inspection of mean MMPI profiles). 

8. Scale 4 raw scores between 25 to 35 inclusive, 

scale 8 raw scores between 30 to 40 inclusive, scale 

9 raw scores between 20 to 30 inclusive, presence 

of negative slope between 8 and 9 (derived from 

Clark 1976, tabulating of high point codes, and 

inspection of mean MMPI profiles). 

Planned Comparisons 

Finally, the importance of scale 8 in crimes of vio

lence was evaluated by a number of planned comparisons using 

the t statistic. In comparing robbery to armed robbery, 

aggravated battery to aggravated assault, manslaughter to 

murder and rape to murder, it was hypothesized that scale 8 

scores would be significantly higher for the crime with a 

higher presumptive level of violence or violent intent. 

Scores on scales 4 and 9 for each pair were hypothesized to 

show no significant difference. 

Inasmuch as individuals convicted of heroin-related 

crimes are popularly assumed to be more deviant in general 

and more violent in particular than individuals convicted 

of marijuana-related crimes, it was hypothesized that a sig

nificant difference between scales 4, 8 and 9 for the two 

groups would be obtained. 



RESULTS 

Demographic Factors 

Table 3 represents the composition of the Court 

Clinic files. From the total pool of potential subjects, 

847 completed and valid MMPI profiles, with attendant demo

graphic data, were available for use in the study; 586 

subjects were rejected for the reasons listed. 

Table 4 presents the composition of the study sample, 

and comparative group sizes. Of the 847 cases from the 

Court Clinic files included in the study, 551 were classi

fied into offender groups considered essentially non

violent, and 296 were classified into offender groups 

considered essentially violent. 

Following Tables 5-24 are summaries of the char

acteristics of 11 non-violent crime groups: burglary, 

forgery and embezzlement, grand theft, arson, marijuana-

related offenses, heroin-related offenses, minor sex 

offenses, unlawful possession of weapons, minor traffic 

offenses, minor property crimes, and minor conduct crimes. 

Summaries of the characteristics of seven violent crime 

groups are presented: armed robbery, murder, rape, aggra

vated assault, aggravated battery, robbery, and manslaughter. 
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Table 3. Composition of the Court Clinic files. 

Category N Percent* 

Cases with completed and valid 
MMPI profiles 847 59 

Cases with incomplete and/or 
invalid and/or missing MMPI 
profiles 197 14 

Cases seen pre-trial or as 
brief consults 124 9 

Cases seen while on probation 89 6 

Cases seen as professional 
courtesy to other agencies 55 4 

Cases with women as offenders 121 8 

Total cases 1433 100 

* Rounded to nearest whole 
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Table 4. Composition of the study sample. 

Group N Percent* 

Non-violent Crimes 

Burglary 126 11.80 

Forgery and Embezzlement 89 8.33 

Grand Theft 84 7.86 

Arson 22 2.06 

Marijuana Possession and/or Sale 41 3.84 

Heroin Possession and/or Sale 57 5.34 

Minor Sex Offenses 17 1.59 

Unlawful Possession of Weapons 27 2.53 

Minor Traffic Offenses 16 1.50 

Minor Property Crimes 42 3.93 

Minor Conduct Crimes 30 2.81 

Violent Crimes 

Armed Robbery 87 8.15 

Murder 30 2.81 

Rape 40 3.75 

Aggravated Assault 62 5.81 

Aggravated Battery 38 3.56 

Robbery 32 3.00 

Manslaughter 7 . 66 
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Table 4. -- continued. 

Group N Percent* 

Control/Comparison Groups 

Non-offenders 

Police Officers 

75 

146 

7.02 

13.67 

Total 1068 100.00 

* Rounded to nearest hundredth. 
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Summaries of two control/comparison groups, non-offenders 

and police officers, are also presented. 

Each summary reports the mean age, education, 

marital status and ethnicity of the members of the group. 

The occupations of the group members are also presented, 

classified into eight categories. The summaries also con

tain the most frequent one, two or three scale high point 

codes noted among the group. The high point codes are 

order-independent: included under a 489 code type would be 

498 codes, 984 codes, and so on. While 34 code types were 

not always found among the various groups, their frequency 

of appearance in each group was tabulated, due to the 

interest generated in this code type by previous reports. 

Beginning with Figure 1, the mean MMPI profile for 

each group is presented, along with the mean profile for 

the non-offender control/comparison group (Figures 1 through 

21). For comparison with this non-offender group, a mean 

profile derived from 1298 medical patients (largely middle-

class midwesterners) is presented (Swenson, Pearson and 

Osborne 1973). For comparison with the police officer 

control/comparison group, the mean profile of correctional 

officer applicants (Holland, Heim and Holt 1976) is included 

in Figure 3. 
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Figure 1. Mean MMPI profiles for the non-offender control/ 
comparison group and 1298 medical patients. --
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
Medical Patients Group: . 
Taken from Swenson et al. (1973). 
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Figure 2. Mean MMPI profiles for the police officer 
control/comparison group and the non-offender 
control/comparison group. --
Police Officer Control/Comparison Group: 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 3. Mean MMPI profiles for the police officer 
control/comparison group and correctional 
officer applicants. --
Police Officer Control/Comparison Group: 
Correctional Officer Applicants: . 
Taken from Holland et al. (1976). 
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Figure 4. Mean MMPI profiles for the burglary group and 
the non-offender control/comparison group. — 
Burglary Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 5. Mean MMPI profiles for the forgery and embezzle 
ment group and the non-offender control/compari 
son group. --
Forgery and Embezzlement Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 6. Mean MMPI profiles for the grand theft group and 
the non-offender control/comparison group. — 
Grand Theft Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 7. Mean MMPI profiles for the arson group and the 
non-offender control/comparison group. --
Arson Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 8. Mean MMPI profiles for the marijuana possession 
and/or sale group and the non-offender control/ 
comparison group. --
Marijuana Possession and/or Sale Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: ." 
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Figure 9. Mean MMPI profiles for the heroin possession 
and/or sale group and the non-offender control/ 
comparison group. --
Heroin Possession and/or Sale Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 10. Mean MMPI profiles for the minor sex offenses 
group and the non-offender control/comparison 
group. --
Minor Sex Offenses Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 11. Mean MMPI profiles for the unlawful possession 
of weapons group and the non-offender control/ 
comparison group. — 
Unlawful Possession of Weapons Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 12. Mean MMPI profiles for the minor traffic 
offenses group and the non-offender control/ 
comparison group. --
Minor Traffic Offenses Group: . 
Non-offender control/comparison group: 
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Figure 13. Mean MMPI profiles for the minor property crimes 
group and the non-offender control/comparison 
group. --
Minor Property Crimes Group: 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 14. Mean MMPI profiles for the minor conduct crimes 
group and the non-offender control/comparison 
group. 
Minor Conduct Crimes Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 15. Mean MMPI profiles for the armed robbery group 
and the non-offender control/comparison group. 
Armed Robbery Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 16. Mean MMPI profiles for the murder group and 
the non-offender control/comparison group. -
Murder Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: 
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Figure 17. Mean MMPI profiles for the rape group and the 
non-offender control/comparison group. --
Rape Group: 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: 
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Figure 18. Mean MMPI profiles for the aggravated assault 
group and the non-offender control/comparison 
group. --
Aggravated Assault Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 19. Mean MMPI profiles for the aggravated battery-
group and the non-offender control/comparison 
group. --
Aggravated Battery Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Figure 20. Mean MMPI profiles for the robbery group and 
the non-offender control/comparison group. -
Robbery Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: 
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Figure 21. Mean MMPI profiles for the manslaughter group 
and the non-offender control/comparison group. --
Manslaughter Group: . 
Non-offender Control/Comparison Group: . 
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Also included for each group (beginning with Table 

5) are the mean raw scores and standard deviations for the 

MMPI scales as well as the special scales used in the study 

(Tables 5 through 24). As previously mentioned, the special 

scale scores were not available for the police officer con

trol/comparison group. 

Table 25 shows the ethnic composition of the various 

groups. Clark (1976) reported that there was no significant 

difference in ethnicity between groups of violent and non

violent offenders. This was evaluated in the present study 

by computation of the chi-square statistic for a rows by 

column contingency table. Orientals were excluded from the 

computation due to low observed frequency. Computation 

yielded = 14.082 (df = 3), demonstrating a significant 

difference in ethnicity between the groups (p < .01). The 

difference appears related to the much higher frequency of 

Negroes in the violent crime groups, specifically the armed 

robbery and rape groups. 

Table 26 presents the marital status of the various 

groups. Clark (1976) reported that there was no significant 

difference in marital status between groups of violent and 

non-violent offenders. This was evaluated again by computa

tion of the chi-square statistic for a rows by column 

contingency table. This yielded = 8.229 (df = 3), demon

strating a significant difference in marital status between 

the groups (p < .05). 
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Table 5. Non-offender control/comparison group: mean scores 
on the MMPI scales (n = 75).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Score Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4. 84 2. 44 

F Scale 4. 48 3. 81 

K Scale 15. 23 4. 71 

(1) Hypochondriasis 12. 27 4. 16 

(2) Depression 20. 26 4. 72 

(3) Hysteria 20. 72 5. 06 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 23. 64 5. 77 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 23. 77 4. 90 

(6) Paranoia 9. 56 3. 37 

(7) Psychasthenia 25. 01 4. 78 

(8) Schizophrenia 24. 09 5. 77 

(9) Hypomania 20. 12 4. 58 

(0) Social Introversion 24. 59 7. 66 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 2. 29 1. 62 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 1. 84 1. 42 

(CO) Criticism of Others 3. 52 2. 58 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 1. 24 98 

(SC) Self-criticism 3. 48 1. 98 

(H) Hostility Index 12. 31 6. 55 

(D) Direction of Hostility 55 3. 71 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 12. 95 3. 67 



Table 5. -- continued. 106 

*Summary: Characteristics of the non-offender control/ 
comparison group (n = 75) . 

Mean Age: 24.50 (s.d. 7.19) 
Mean Education: 11.97 (s.d. 1.68) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 29 38.7 Anglo 48 64.0 

Single 35 46.7 Latin 16 21.3 

Divorced 11 14.6 Negro 11 14.7 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 

Oriental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 19 25.3 2 6 8.0 

Student 6 8.0 4 6 .8.0 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 20 26.7 489 3 4.0 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 16 21.4 9 2 2.7 

Sales 4 5.3 5 2 2.7 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 6 8.0 34 0 0 

Profession 0 0 

Other 4 5.3 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth-
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Table 6. Police officer control/comparison group: mean 
scores on the MMPI scales (n = 146).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Score Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 3.90 2.36 

F Scale 2.82 2.06 

K Scale 16.84 4.80 

(1) Hypochondriasis 10.92 2.32 

(2) Depression 17.40 3.25 

(3) Hysteria 18.82 3.46 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 20.78 3.35 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 23.59 4.65 

(6) Paranoia 8.17 2.47 

(7) Psychasthenia 23.86 3.78 

(8) Schizophrenia 23.70 3.99 

(9) Hypomania 19.96 3.76 

(0) Social Introversion 21.73 7.20 



Table 6. -- continued. 

Ŝummary: Characteristics of the Police Officer Control/ 
Comparison Group (n = 146). 

Mean Age: 23.98 (s.d. 2.62) 
Mean Education: 13.86 (s.d. 1.67) 
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Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 79 54.1 Anglo 88 60.3 

Single 56 38.4 Latin 38 26.0 

Divorced 11 7.5 Negro 19 13.0 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 0 0 

Oriental 1 .7 

Most Frequent High Point 
Claimed Occupation Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

Police 
Officer 146 100.0 9 8 5.5 

5 4 2.7 

2 2 1.4 

4 2 1.4 

49 2 1.4 

8 2 1.4 

34 0 0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 7. Burglary group: mean scores on the MMPI scales 
(n = 126).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Score Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4 .98 2 .52 

F Scale 9 .96 6 .04 

K Scale 13 .02 4 .89 
(1) Hypochondriasis 15 .58 5 .91 
(2) Depression 23 .79 6 .36 
(3) Hysteria 23 .01 5 .63 
(4) Psychopathic Deviate 29 .84 5 .19 
(5) Masculinity/Femininity 24 .55 5 .38 
(6) Paranoia 13 .08 4 .64 
(7) Psychasthenia 30, .87 6 .69 
(8) Schizophrenia 33. .08 8 .99 
(9) Hypomania 23. .84 4. .75 
(0) Social Introversion 29. ,91 10, .44 
(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3. ,97 2, .50 
(DH) Delusional Hostility 2. 52 1, .69 
(CO) Criticism of Others 5. 49 2. ,77 
(DG) Delusional Guilt 2. 63 1. .77 
(SC) Self-criticism 5. 20 2. .40 
(H) Hostility Index 19. 90 8. 48 
(D) Direction of Hostility » 72 5. 29 
(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 12. 70 3. 68 
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Ŝummary: Characteristics of the Burglary Group (n = 126). 

Mean Age: 23.49 
Mean Education: 

(s. 
11. 

d. 6.37) 
05 (s.d. 1.54) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent' 

Married 21 16.7 Anglo 87 69.1 

Single 91 72.2 Latin 28 22.2 

Divorced 14 11.1 Negro 10 7.9 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 

Oriental 

1 

0 

.8 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 33 26.3 4 15 11.9 

Student 6 4.7 489 13 10.3 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 50 39.7 

478 

48 

11 

10 

8.7 

7.9 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 33 26.2 

278 

9 

9 

7 

7.1 

5.5 

Sales 2 1.6 248 7 5.5 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 1 .8 

49 

89 

5 

5 

4.0 

4.0 

Profession 0 0 689 4 3.2 

Other 1 .8 34 0 0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 8. Forgery and embezzlement group: mean scores on 
the MMPI scales (n = 89).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4.60 2 .70 

F Scale 7.70 5 .41 

K Scale 14.57 5 .20 

(1) Hypochondriasis 15.05 5 .26 

(2) Depression 22.79 6 .83 

(3) Hysteria 23.98 5 .29 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 28.33 .5 .52 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 27.69 5 .54 

(6) Paranoia 12,49 3 .53 
(7) Psychasthenia 29.90 6 . 66 
(8) Schizophrenia 30.08 9 .23 
(9) Hypomania 22.53 4 .95 
(0) Social Introversion 26.95 9 .86 
(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3.10 2 .41 
(DH) Delusional Hostility 2.12 1 .  .44 
(CO) Criticism of Others 4.43 3, .07 
(DG) Delusional Guilt 2.59 1 ,  .76 
(SC) Self-criticism 4.71 2. .35 
(H) Hostility Index 17.03 8. .61 
(D) Direction of Hostility 2.46 5. ,96 
(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13.17 3. ,34 



Table 8. -- continued. 

Ŝummary: Characteristics of the Forgery and Embezzlement 
Group (n = 89). 

Mean Age: 29.46 (s.d. 9.67) 
Mean Education: 11.88 (s.d. 2.09) 
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Marital Status 

Category N Percent 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

25 

40 

23 

1 

2 8 . 1  

45.0 

25.8 

1.1 

Ethnicity 

Category N 

Anglo 

Latin 

Negro 

Indian 

Oriental 

74 

8 

7 

0 

0 

Percent 

83.1 

9.0 

7.9 

0 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Perc< 

None 20 22.5 4 7 7.9 

Student 2 2.2 489 6 6.7 

Unskilled 278 3 3.4 
or Semi
skilled 14 15.7 248 3 3.4 

Trade or 24 2 2.2 
Union 
Affiliation 31 34.8 247 2 2.2 

Sales 14 15.7 9 2 2.2 

Managerial 49 2 2.2 
or Office 
Work 5 5.7 478 2 2.2 

Profession 0 0 34 0 0 

Other 1 . 1  

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 9. Grand theft group: mean scores on the MMPI scales 
(n = 84) . * 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4. 64 2. 40 

F Scale 8. 88 5. ,07 

K Scale 12. 83 4. 51 

(1) Hypochondriasis 14. 18 4. 83 

(2) Depression 22. 38 5. 63 

(3) Hysteria 22. 30 4. 82 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 28. 99 4. 91 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 26. 29 5. 76 

(6) Paranoia 12. 84 4. 45 

(7) Psychasthenia 30. 63 6. 54 

(8) Schizophrenia 31. 58 8. 60 

(9) Hypomania 24. 23 4. 49 

(0) Social Introversion 27. 65 10. 12 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3. 87 2. 38 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2. 24 1. 33 

(CO) Criticism of Others 5. 49 2. 83 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 2. 71 1. 70 

(SC) Self-criticism 5. 19 2. 25 

(H) Hostility Index 19. 50 7. 84 

(D) Direction of Hostility 1. 38 5. 34 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13. 22 4. 12 



Table 9. -- continued. 114 

Ŝummary: Characteristics of the Grand Theft Group (n = 84). 

Mean Age: 23.86 (s.d. 6.64) 
Mean Education: 11.51 (s.d. 1.85) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 17 20.2 Anglo 52 61.9 

Single 53 63.1 Latin 21 25.0 

Divorced 13 15.5 Negro 9 10.7 

Widowed 1 1.2 Indian 

Oriental 

2 

0 

2.4 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

•Category • N Percent Code N Percent 

None 24 28.6 49 11 13.1 

Student 9 10.7 4 11 13.1 

Unskilled 
or Semi-. 
skilled 25 29.8 

489 

278 

10 

5 

11.9 

5.6 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 18 21.4 

89 

478 

4 

3 

4.8 

3.6 

Sales 4 ' 4.8 468 3 3.6 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 1 1.2 

9 

247 

3 

2 

3.6 

2.4 

Profession 0 0 48 2 2.4 

Other 3 3.6 34 0 0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 10. Arson group: mean scores on the MMPI scales 
(n = 22) . * 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 5. .58 2. ,59 
F Scale 5, .89 5. ,17 

K Scale 16. .11 4. ,15 

(1) Hypochondriasis 14. .63 6. ,10 

(2) Depression 20, .42 4. 65 

(3) Hysteria 21. .95 4. ,34 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 25. .35 6.  88 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 24. 53 5. 52 

(6) Paranoia 12. 11 5. 14 

(7) Psychasthenia 28. ,15 6. 58 

(8) Schizophrenia 28. ,00 9. 87 

(9) Hypomania 21. 16 6. 28 

(0) Social Introversion 25. 32 8. 08 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 2. 63 2. 06 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2. 32 2. 31 

(CO) Criticism of Others 3. 16 2. 48 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 1 .  05 1 .  18 

(SC) Self-criticism 4. 32 2. 11 

(H) Hostility Index 13. 47 8. 80 

(D) Direction of Hostility . 67 4. 06 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13. 63 3. 99 



Table 10. -- continued. 

*Summary: Characteristics of the Arson Group (n = 22). 

Mean Age: 30.42 (s.d. 11.03) 
Mean Education: 11.74 (s.d. 3.16) 
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Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 6 27.3 Anglo 15 68.2 

Single 12 54.5 Latin 4 18.2 

Divorced 4 18.2 Negro 3 13.6 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 

Oriental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 3 13.6 678 3 13.6 

Student 3 13.6 689 2 9.1 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 7 31.8 

4 

6 

2 

2 

9.1 

9.1 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 7 31.8 

34 0 0 

Sales 0 0 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 0 0 

Profession 1 1.2 

Other 1 1.2 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 



Table 11. Marijuana possession and/or sale group: mean 
scores on the MMPI scales (n = 41).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 5 ,05 2 .53 
F Scale 8 .45 6 .08 
K Scale 13 .45 6 .15 
(1) Hypochondriasis 13 .83 3 .66 
(2) Depression 22 .73 6 .08 
(3) Hysteria 21 .85 5, .40 
(4) Psychopathic Deviate 28 .05 4, .77 
(5) Masculinity/Femininity 26 .50 5, .89 
(6) Paranoia 13 .05 4, .60 
(7) Psychasthenia 29, .73 6, .14 
(8) Schizophrenia 30, .25 8, .50 
(9) Hypomania 22, .77 4. ,85 
(0) Social Introversion 27, .35 9. ,13 
(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3, .63 2. ,31 
(DH) Delusional Hostility 2. ,40 1 .  58 
(CO) Criticism of Others . 5. ,17 3. 05 
(DG) Delusional Guilt 2. ,25 1 .  , 66 
(SC) Self-criticism 4. 95 2. 31 
(H). Hostility Index 18. 40 8. 65 
(D) Direction of Hostility « 95 4. 34 
(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 11. 97 3. 93 
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Summary: Characteristics of the Marijuana Possession and/or 
Sale Group (n = 41). 

Mean Age: 24.00 (s.d. 4.49) 
Mean Education: 11.97 (s.d. 1.85) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 7 17.1 Anglo 27 63.8 

Single 26 63.4 Latin 10 24.4 

Divorced 8 19.5 Negro 2 4.9 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 

Oriental 

2 

0 

4.9 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 6 14.6 4 5 12.2 

Student 8 19.5 49 5 12.2 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 17 41.5 

89 

489 

2 

2 

4.9 

4.9 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 7 17.1 

278 

478 

2 

2 

4.9 

4.9 

Sales 2 4.9 9 2 4.9 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 0 0 

Profession 0 0 

Other 1 2.4 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 12. Heroin possession and/or sale group: mean scores 
on the MMPI scales (n = 57).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4. 71 2 .38 

F Scale 9. 73 6 .30 

K Scale 13. 18 5 .09 

(1) Hypochondriasis 16. 70 5 .74 

(2) Depression 24. 64 6 .47 

(3) Hysteria 24. 55 5 .76 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 29. 80 4 .14 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 26. 78 5 .87 

(6) Paranoia 13. 64 4 .85 

(7) Psychasthenia 31. 84 6 .59 

(8)" Schizophrenia 33. 25 9 .18 

(9) Hypomania 23. 69 4 .12 

(0) Social Introversion 27. 84 8 .94 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3. 78 2 .03 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2. 87 2 .00 

(CO). Criticism of Others 5. 18 2 .70 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 2. 80 1 .48 

(SC) Self-criticism 4. 95 2 .10 

(H) Hostility Index 19. 61 7 .78 

(D) Direction of Hostility • 86 5 .15 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13. 95 3 .19 



Table 12. -- continued. 

Ŝummary: Characteristics of the Heroin Possession and/or 
Sale Group (n = 57) . 

Mean Age: 24.87 (s.d. 5.11) 
Mean Education: 11.12 (s.d. 2.09) 
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Marital Status 

Category N Percent 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

12 

36 

9 

0 

21.1 

63.1 

15.8 

0 

Ethnicity 

Category N 

Anglo 

Latin 

Negro 

Indian 

Oriental 

31 

14 

8 

4 

0 

Percent 

54.4 

24.6 

14.0 

7.0 

0 

Claimed Occupation 

Category N Percent 

None 

Student 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 

13 

3 

20 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 16 

Sales 1 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 1 

Profession 1 

Other 2 

2 2 . 8  

5.3 

35.1 

28 .1  

1.7 

1.7 

1.7 

3.5 

Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Code N Percent 

489 

278 

4 

78 

49 

247 

34 

8 

6 

5 

2 

2 

2 

1 

14.0 

10.5 

8 . 8  

3.5 

3.5 

3.5 

1.7 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 13. Minor sex offenses group: mean scores on the 
MMPI scales (n = 17).* 

MMPI Scale 

Scale 
Mean 
Scores 
(to nearest 

Standard 
Deviation 
hundredth) 

L Scale 3 .94 2.41 

F Scale 9 .25 6.42 

K Scale 13 .31 5.55 

(1) Hypochondriasis 17 .63 5.43 

(2) Depression 26 .56 7.51 

(3) Hysteria 27 .12' 5.54 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 30 .37 6.24 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 27 .56 6.25 

(6) Paranoia 13 .94 5.11 

(7) Psychasthenia 34 .00 8.18 

(8) Schizophrenia 36 .81 8.81 

(9) Hypomania 20 .00 • 4.76 

(0) Social Introversion 33 .00 14.37 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 2 .31 1.54 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2 .19 1.97 

(CO) Criticism of Others 4 .25 3.06 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 2 .44 1.63 

(SC) Self-criticism 5 .37 2.85 

(H) Hostility Index 16 .56 8.42 

(D) Direction of Hostility 4 .37 5.21 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13 .44 3.10 



Table 13. — continued. 

Ŝummary: Characteristics of the Minor Sex Offenses Group 
(n = 17). 
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Mean Age: 33.81 (s.d. 13.44) 
Mean Education: 12.94 (s.d. 3.70) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 7 41.2 Anglo 16 94.1 

Single 9 52.9 Latin 1 5.9 

Divorced 1 5.9 Negro 0 0 

Widowed 0 i 0 Indian 

Oriental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 4 23.5 678 2 11.8 

Student 2 11.8 278 2 11.8 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 2 11.8 

34 1 5.9 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 4 23.5 

Sales 1 5.9 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 2 11.8 

Profession 2 11.8 

Other 0 0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 14. Unlawful possession of weapons group: mean scores 
on the MMPI scales (n = 27).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 5 .23 2.39 

F Scale 7 .27 6.60 

K Scale 14 .50 5.85 

(1) Hypochondriasis 15 .88 7.29 

(2) Depression 23 .23 7.66 

(3) Hysteria 22 .81 7.34 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 27 .12 6.45 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 25 .38 6.60 

(6) Paranoia 12 .04 4.74 

(7) Psychasthenia 27 .73 8.76 

(8) Schizophrenia 29 .69 11.46 

(9) Hypomania 22 .15 5.21 

(0) Social Introversion 30 .50 10.55 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 2 .85 2.34 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2 .46 1.94 

(CO) Criticism of Others 3 .81 3.32 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 1 .88 2.34 

(SC) Self-criticism 4 .27 1.97 

(H) Hostility Index 15 .27 9.95 

(D) Direction of Hostility 1 .23 4.37 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13 .85 3.74 



Table 14. -- continued. 

Ŝummary: Characteristics of the Unlawful Possession of 
Weapons Group (n = 27).-

Mean Age: 31.69 (s.d. 9.15) 
Mean Education: 11.38 (s.d. 2,62) 
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Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 11 40.7 Anglo 20 74.1 

Single 11 40.7 Latin 6 22.2 

Divorced 5 18.5 Negro 1 3.7 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 

Oriental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 6 22.2 278 2 7.4 

Student 1 3.7 489 2 7.4 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 7 25.9 

89 

4 

2 

2 

7.4 

7.4 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 9 33.3 

8 

34 

2 

0 

7.4 

0 

Sales 0 0 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 2 7.4 

Profession 0 0 

Other 2 7.4 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 15. Minor traffic offenses group: mean scores on the 
MMPI scales (n = 16).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4. 94 2.16 

F Scale 6. 76 4.13 

K Scale 14. 53 5.84 

(1) Hypochondriasis 14. 24 5.41 

(2) Depression 23. 47 6.27 

(3) Hysteria 24. 06 5.24 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 25. 53 6.08 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 25. 18 4.95 

(6) Paranoia 10. 70 3.70 

(7) Psychasthenia 28. 41 6.11 

(8) Schizophrenia 27. 29 7.14 

(9) Hypomania 20. 23 5.39 

(0) Social Introversion 27. 35 8.35 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 2. 82 2.01 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 1. 18 1.07 

(CO) Criticism of Others 3. 94 2.88 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 1. 29 1.21 

(SC) Self-criticism 4. 41 1.94 

(H) Hostility Index 13. 35 6.95 

(D) Direction of Hostility 2. 18 4.02 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 12. 88 3.46 



Table 15. — continued. 126 

Ŝummary: Characteristics of the Minor Traffic Offenses Group 
(n = 16) . 

Mean Age: 32.59 (s.d. 12.04) 
Mean Education: 11.65 (s.d. 2.34) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N • Percent Category N Percent 

Married 5 31.2 Anglo 10 62.5 

Single 9 56.3 Latin 5 31.2 

Divorced 2 12.5 Negro 1 6.3 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 

Oriental 

0 0 

0 0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 0 0 4 2 12.5 

Student 2 12.5 9 2 12.5 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 6 37.5 

34 0 0 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 5 31.3 

Sales 0 0 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 3 18.7 

Profession 0 0 

Other 0 0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 16. Minor property crimes group: mean scores on the 
MMPI scales (n = 42).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4 .92 2 .28 

F Scale 6 .72 4 .44 

K Scale 14 .15 4 .12 

(1) Hypochondriasis 15 .10 6 .59 

(2) Depression 22 .95 6 .36 

(3) Hysteria 21 .45 7 .16 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 26 .35 6 .27 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 25 .90 6 .01 

(6) Paranoia 12 .07 4 .04 

(7) Psychasthenia 29 .60 7 .26 

(8) Schizophrenia 28 .70 7 .85 

(9) Hypomania 21 .45 4 .55 

(0) Social Introversion 28 .75 9 .37 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3 .00 2 .38 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2 .15 1 .88 

(CO) Criticism of Others 4 .50 2 .48 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 2 .02 1 .66 

(SC) Self-criticism 4 .52 2 .21 

(H) Hostility Index 16 .20 7 .64 

(D) Direction of Hostility 1 .32 5 .46 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 12 .85 3 .56 



Table 16. -- continued, 
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^Summary: Characteristics of the Minor Property Crimes Group 
(n = 42) . 

Mean Age: 29.43 (s.d. 11.99) 
Mean Education: 11.76 (s.d. 2.22) 

Marital Status 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 14 33.3 Anglo 31 73.8 

Single 19 45.2 Latin 5 11.9 

Divorced 9 21.4 Negro 4 9.5 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 1 2.4 

Oriental 1 2.4 

Most Frequent High Point 
Claimed Occupation Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 11 26.2 4 6 14.3 

Student 6 14.3 278 4 9.5 

Unskilled 789 2 4.8 
or Semi
skilled 11 26.2 24 2 4.8 

Trade or 34 0 0 
Union 
Affiliation 9 21.4 

Sales 2 4.8 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 3 

Profession 0 

Other 0 

7.2 

0 

0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 17. Minor conduct crimes group: mean scores on the 
MMPI scales (n = 30).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 6.11 2 .85 
F Scale 7.22 4 .94 
K Scale 16,33 5 .66 

(1) Hypochondriasis 14.52 4 .63 
(2) Depression 22.44 6 .87 
(3) Hysteria 23.40 5 .30 
(4) Psychopathic Deviate 28.55 5 .77 
(5) Masculinity/Femininity 25.67 6 .27 
(6) Paranoia 13.30 4 .36 
(7) Psychasthenia 29.30 8 .42 
(8) Schizophrenia 29.55 8 .51 
(9) Hypomania 21.81 5, .23 
(0) Social Introversion 24.33 9, .45 
(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3.22 2, .47 
(DH) Delusional Hostility 2.26 1, .91 

(CO) Criticism of Others 3.89 2. .81 
(DG) Delusional Guilt 2.07 2. .22 

(SC) Self-criticism 4.26 2, .46 
(H) Hostility Index 15.70 9. .53 
(D) Direction of Hostility 1.22 5. ,33 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 14.30 4. .51 



Table 17. -- continued. 
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^Summary: Characteristics of the Minor Conduct Crimes Group 
(n = 30). 

Mean Age: 29.78 (s.d. 10.95) 
Mean Education: 11.33 (s.d. 2.34) 

Marital Status 

Category N Percent 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

9 

13 

8 

0 

30.0 

43.3 

26.7 

0 

Ethnicity 

Category 

Anglo 

Latin 

Negro 

Indian 

Oriental 

N 

21 

6 

2 

1 

0 

Percent 

70.0 

2 0 . 0  

6.7 

3.5 

0 

Most Frequent High Point 
Claimed Occupation Codes (Or der-Indep endent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 7 23.3 4 6 20.0 

Student 3 10.0 278 4 13.3 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 11 36.7 

478 

34 

3 

0 

10.0 

0 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 6 20.0 

Sales 1 3.3 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 2 6.7 

Profession 0 0 

Other 0 0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 18. Armed robbery group: mean scores on the MMPI 
scales (n = 87).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scales Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4.89 2 .66 

F Scale 11.24 5 .88 

K Scale 13,34 5 .13 

(1) Hypochondriasis 17.24 5 .57 
(2) Depression 24.47 6 . 66 

(3) Hysteria 24.53 5 .01 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 29,34 4 .91 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 26.23 5 .08 

(6) Paranoia 14.10 5 .11 

(7) Psychasthenia 32.61 7 .58 

(8) Schizophrenia 35.15 9 .53 

(9) Hypomania 23.20 4 .47 

(0) Social Introversion 31.44 9 .93 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3.55 2 .53 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2.83 2 .11 

(CO) Criticism of Others 5.13 2 .51 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 2.70 1. .89 

(SC) Self-criticism 5.00 2, .63 

(H) Hostility Index 19.54 8, .91 

(D) Direction of Hostility 1.48 5, .83 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13.20 4. .04 



Table 18. -- continued. 132 

^Summary: Characteristics of the Armed Robbery Group (n = 87) 

Mean Age: 24.4 (s.d. 5.78) 
Mean Education: 11.10 (s.d. 1.80) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 27 31.0 Anglo 57 65.5 

Single 49 56.3 Latin 14 16.1 

Divorced 11 12.6 Negro 15 17.2 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 1 1.1 

Oriental 0 0 

Most Frequent High Point 
Claimed Occupation Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 33 37.9 4 14 16.1 

Student 6 6.9 278 10 11.5 

Unskilled 478 7 8.1 
or Semi
skilled 26 29.9 489 7 8.1 

Trade or 468 4 4.6 
Union 
Affiliation 18 20.7 678 4 4.6 

Sales 1 1.1 2 4 4.6 

Managerial 8 3 3.4 
or Office 
Work 2 2.3 9 3 3.4 

Profession 0 0 34 2 2.3 

Other 1 1.1 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 19. Murder group: mean scores on the MMPI scales 
(n = 30).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4. 61 3. 25 

F Scale 10. 46 7. 48 

K Scale 13. 11 4. 82 

(1) Hypochondriasis 16. 86 5. 52 

(2) Depression 22. 75 6. 16 

(3) Hysteria 24. 46 5. 36 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 27. 77 6. 38 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 27. 54 6. 20 

(6) Paranoia 14. 43 4. 65 

(7) Psychasthenia 30. 11 7. 10 

(8) Schizophrenia 34. 93 11. 73 

(9) Hypomania 22. 45 4. 72 

(0) Social Introversion 30. 36 9. 29 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3. 43 2. 87 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 3. 11 2. 15 

(CO) Criticism of Others 4. 36 2. 72 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 2. 21 1 .  93 

(SC) Self-criticism 4. 78 2. 73 

(H) Hostility Index 17. 89 9. 42 

(D) Direction of Hostility 89 6.  16 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 12. 57 3. 55 



Table 19. -- continued. 134 

^Summary: Characteristics of the Murder Group (n = 30) . 

Mean Age: 28.75 
Mean Education: 

(s, 
11, 
.d. 10.25) 
.32 (s.d. 2.53) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 12 40.0 Anglo 22 73.3 

Single 11 36.7 Latin 2 6.7 

Divorced 6 20.0 Negro 4 13.3 

Widowed 1 3.3 Indian 

Oriental 

2 

0 

6.7 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 8 

Student 0 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 5 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 10 

Sales 4 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 1 

Profession 0 

Other 2 

26.7 

0 

16.7 

33.3 

13.3 

3.3 

0 

6.7 

278 

678 

49 

4 

34 

6 

3 

3 

2 

0 

2 0 . 0  

10 .0  

10 .0  

6.7 

0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 



135 

Table 20. Rape group: mean scores on the MMPI scales 
(n = 40) . * 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 5,15 2 .06 

F Scale 6,92 5 .11 

K Scale 14,15 5 .31 

(1) Hypochondriasis 15.02 5 .29 

(2) Depression 21.67 5 .84 
(3) Hysteria 22.40 5 .81 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 26.87 5 .51 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 25.37 5 .22 
(6) Paranoia 12.95 4 .65 

(7) Psychasthenia 28.47 6 .46 

(8) Schizophrenia 31.92 10 .26 

(9) Hypomania 21.20 5 .05 

(0) Social Introversion 28.47 10 .45 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3.17 2 .50 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2.62 1 .98 

(CO) Criticism of Others 4.17 2 .61 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 2.05 1 .57 
(SC) Self-criticism 4.25 2 .01 

(H) Hostility Index 16.27 8 .13 

(D) Direction of Hostility .57 6 .05 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13.92 3, .99 



Table 20. -- continued. 

^Summary: Characteristics of the Rape Group (n = 40). 

Mean Age: 25.70 (s.d. 6.70) 
Mean Education: 11.87 (s.d. 2.19) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 16 40.0 Anglo 23 57.5 

Single 19 47.5 Latin 6 15.0 

Divorced 5 12.5 Negro 9 22.5 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 2 5.0 

Oriental 0 0 

Most Frequent High Point 
Claimed Occupation Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category •N Percent Code N Percent 

None 12 30.0 489 4 10.0 

Student 7 17.5 4 4 10.0 

Unskilled 
or Semi
skilled 9 22.5 

478 

278 

3 

2 

7.5 

5.0 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 10 25.0 

468 

26 

2 

2 

5.0 

5.0 • 

Sales 0 0 34 2 5.0 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 1 2.5 

Profession 0 0 

Other 1 2.5 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 21. Aggravated assault group: mean scores on the 
MMPI scales (n = 62).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scales Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 5 .52 2. 85 

F Scale 8 .83 5. 57 

K Scale 13 .95 4. 97 

(1) Hypochondriasis 15 .12 5. 68 

(2) Depression 23 .07 5. 88 

(3) Hysteria 22 .87 5. 67 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 28 .43 5. 16 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 25 .67 5. 75 

(6) Paranoia 12 .63 4. 00 

(7) Psychasthenia 29 .65 6. 98 

(8) Schizophrenia 31 .15 9. 17 

(9) Hypomania 22 .46 4. 72 

(0) Social Introversion 28 .05 9. 97 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3 .55 2. 31 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2 .59 1. 90 

(CO) Criticism of Others 4 .42 2. 63 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 2 .50 1. 63 

(SC) Self-criticism 4 .62 2. 41 

(H) Hostility Index 17 .67 8. 38 

(D) Direction of Hostility 1 .14 5. 23 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13 .84 3. 77 



Table 21. — continued. 

^Summary: Characteristics of the Aggravated Assault Group 
(n = 62) . 

Mean Age: 29.81 (s.d. 11.62) 
Mean Education: 10.75 (s.d. 2.17) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 19 30.6 Anglo 34 54.8 

Single 35 56.5 Latin 17 27.4 

Divorced 7 11.3 Negro 11 17.7 

Widowed 1 1.6 Indian 0 0 

Oriental 0 0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Perci 

None 17 27.4 478 6 9.7 

Student 4 6.4 489 5 8.1 

Unskilled 4 5 8.1 
or 
Semiskilled 21 33.9 49 3 4.8 

Trade or 278 3 4.8 
Union 
Affiliation 17 27.4 9 3 4.8 

Sales 0 0 248 3 4.8 

Managerial 468 2 3.2 
or Office 
Work 3 4.8 24 2 3.2 

Profession 0 0 34 0 0 

Other 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 22. Aggravated battery group: mean scores on the MMPI 
scales (n = 38).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 5,58 2. 11 

F Scale 6.66 4. 79 
K Scale 14.45 5. 22 

(1) Hypochondriasis 14.61 4. 93 

(2) Depression 22.05 6. 02 

(3) Hysteria 22.58 5. 80 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 26.10 5. 22 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 25.18 5. 06 

(6) Paranoia 10.89 4. 23 

(7) Psychasthenia 27.97 7. 10 

(8) Schizophrenia 27.47 8. 61 

(9) Hypomania 21.39 • 4. 18 

(0) Social Introversion 27.03 8. 07 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 2.74 1. 91 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2.13 1. 21 

(CO) Criticism of Others 3.95 2. 57 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 1.87 1. 53 

(SC) Self-criticism 4.18 2. 22 

(H) Hostility Index 14.87 7. 26 

(D) Direction of Hostility 1.42 4. 36 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 14.00 3. 50 



Table'22. -- continued. 

^Summary: Characteristics of the Aggravated Battery Group 
(n = 38) . 

Mean Age: 29.16 (s.d. 8.53) 
Mean Education: 11.31 (s.d. 1.89) 
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Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 16 42.1 Anglo 20 52.6 

Single 17 44.7 Latin 10 26.3 

Divorced 5 13.2 Negro 7 18.4 

Widowed 0 0 Indian 

Oriental 

1 

0 

2.6 

0 

Claimed Occupation 
Most Frequent High Point 
Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 5 13.1 4 6 15.8 

Student 2 5.3 49 2 5.3 

Unskilled 
or 
Semiskilled 16 42.1 

278 

478 

2 

2 

5.3 

5.3 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 11 28.9 

247 

1 

2 

2 

5.3 

5.3 

Sales 2 5.3 34 0 0 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 2 5.3 

Profession 0 0 

Other 0 0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 23. Robbery group: mean scores on the MMPI scales 
(n = 32).* 

Scale 
Mean Standard 

MMPI Scale Scores Deviation 
(to nearest hundredth) 

L Scale 4. 73 2. 29 

F Scale 7. 17 4. 36 

K Scale 12. 97 4. 65 

(1) Hypochondriasis 12. 90 4. 18 

(2) Depression 21. 07 5. 62 

(3) Hysteria 20. 77 4. 12 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 28. 40 4. 97 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 25. 80 3. 83 

(6) Paranoia 11. 60 2. 77 

(7) Psychasthenia 28. 93 5. 10 

(8) Schizophrenia 28. 47 5. 73 

(9) Hypomania 23. 97 3. 95 

(0) Social Introversion 26. 80 8. 75 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 3. 37 2. 27 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2. 50 1 .  50 

(CO) Criticism of Others 5. 23 2. 84 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 2. 27 1 .  41 

(SC) Self-criticism 4. 67 2. 32 

(H) Hostility Index 18. 03 8. 53 

(D) Direction of Hostility • 50 5. 13 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13. 67 3. 83 
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^Summary: Characteristics of the Robbery Group (n = 32) 

Mean Age: 22.1 (s.d. 3.60) 
Mean Education: 11.50 (s.d. 1.48) 

Marital Status 

Category N 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

5 

23 

4 

0 

Percent 

15.6 

71.9 

12.5 

0 

Ethnicity 

Category N_ 

Anglo 

Latin 

Negro 

Indian 

Oriental 

20 

9 

3 

0 

0 

Percent 

62.5 

2 8 . 1  

9.4 

0 

0 

Most Frequent High Point 
Claimed Occupation Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N Percent 

None 10 31.3 4 4 12.5 

Student 6 18.7 489 4 12.5 

Unskilled 
or 
Semiskilled 5 15.6 

49 

278 

4 

2 

12.5 

6.2 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 9 28.1 

9 

34 

2 

0 

6.2 

0 

Sales 1 3.1 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 0 0 

Profession 0 0 

Other 1 3.1 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 24. Manslaughter group: mean scores on the MMPI 
scales (n = 7).* 

MMPI Scale 

Scale 
Mean 
Scores 
(to nearest 

Standard 
Deviation 
hundredth) 

L Scale 6 .71 3, .68 

F Scale 7, .71 4, .64 

K Scale 17, .57 7, .70 

(1) Hypochondriasis 15, .86 4, .95 

(2) Depression 22, ,43 6, .29 

(3) Hysteria 24, .28 5, .56 

(4) Psychopathic Deviate 27, .43 5, .91 

(5) Masculinity/Femininity 26, .43 3, .82 

(6) Paranoia 12, .71 2, .81 

(7) Psychasthenia 29, .71 4, .37 

(8) Schizophrenia 29, .43 6, .88 

(9) Hypomania 22, .57 2, ,37 

(0) Social Introversion 25, .57 14, .42 

(AH) Acting-out Hostility 2, .28 1, ,-80 

(DH) Delusional Hostility 2, .43 1, .51 

(CO) Criticism of Others 3, .14 3, .24 

(DG) Delusional Guilt 1, .00 .82 

(SC) Self-criticism 3, ,57 2. .37 

(H) Hostility Index 12. ,43 7. ,28 

(D) Direction of Hostility .28 2, .87 

(OH) Overcontrolled Hostility 13, .14 4, .74 
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"Summary: Characteristics of the Manslaughter Group (n = 7). 

Mean Age: 34.14 (s.d. 9.96) 
Mean Education: 11.86 (s.d. 2.34) 

Marital Status Ethnicity 

Category N Percent Category N Percent 

Married 0 0 Anglo 4 57.1 

Single 4 57.1 Latin 2 28.6 

Divorced 2 28.6 Negro 1 14.3 

Widowed 1 14.3 Indian 0 0 

Oriental 0 0 

Most Frequent High Point 
Claimed Occupation Codes (Order-Independent) 

Category N Percent Code N • Percent 

None 0 0 49 2 28.6 

Student 1 14,3 248 1 14.3 

Unskilled 
or 
Semiskilled 2 28.6 

478 

78 

1 

1 

14.3 

14.3 

Trade or 
Union 
Affiliation 3 42.8 

34 0 0 

Sales 0 0 

Managerial 
or Office 
Work 0 0 

Profession 1 14.3 

Other 0 0 

All percentages rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 25. Ethnic composition of the various groups. 

Group Anglo Latin Negro Indian,-. Oritntal N 

Non-violent 
Crimes 

Burglary- 87 28 10 1 0 126 

Forgery and 
Embezzlement 74 8 7 0 0 89 

Grand Theft 52 21 9 2 0 84 

Arson 15 4 3 0 0 22 

Marijuana 
Possession 
and/or 
Sale 27 10 2 2 0 41 

Heroin 
Possession 
and/or 
Sale 31 14 8 4 0 57 

Minor Sex 
Offenses 16 1 0 0 0 17 

Unlawful 
Possession 
of a 
Weapon 20 6 1 0 0 27 

Minor Traffic 
Offenses 10 5 1 0 0 16 

Minor Property 
Crimes 31 5 4 1 1 42 

Minor Conduct 
Crimes 21 6 2 1 0 30 

Total 384 108 47 11 1 551 

Percent 69.7 19.6 8.5 2.0 .2 100.0 
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Table 25. -- continued. 

Group Anglo Latin Negro Indian Oriental N 

Violent 
Crimes 

Armed Robbery- 57 14 15 1 0 87 

Murder 22 2 4 2 0 30 

Rape 23 6 9 2 0 40 

Aggravated 
Assault 34 17 11 0 0 62 

Aggravated 
Battery 20 10 7 1 0 38 

Robbery 20 9 3 0 0 32 

Manslaughter 4 2 1 0 0 7 

Total 180 60 50 6 0 296 

Percent 60. 8 20.3 16.9 2.0 0 100. 0 

Control/ 
Comparison 
Groups 

Non-offenders 48 16 11 0 0 75 

Police 
Officers 88 38 19 0 1 146 

Total 136 54 30 0 1 221 

Percent 61. 5 ' ' 24.4 13.6 0 .5 100. 0 
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Table 26. Marital status of the group members. 

Group Married Single Divorced Widowed N 

Non-violent 
Crimes 

Burglary 21 91 14 0 126 

Forgery and 
Embezzlement 25 40 23 1 89 

Grand Theft 17 53 13 1 84 

Arson 6 12 4 0 22 

Mar ij uana 
Possession 
and/or 
Sale 7 26 8 0 41 

Heroin 
Possession 
and/or 
Sale 12 36 ' 9 0 57 

Minor Sex 
Offenses 7 9 1 0 17 

Unlawful 
Possession 
of a 
Weapon 11 11 5 0 27 

Minor Traffic 
Offenses 5 9 2 0 16 

Minor Property 
Crimes 14 19 9 0 42 

Minor Conduct 
Crimes 9 13 8 0 30 

Total 134 319 96 2 551 

Percent 24.3 57.9 17.4 .4 100 



148 

Table 26. -- continued. 

Group Married Single Divorced Widowed N 

Violent Crimes 

Armed Robbery- 27 49 11 0 87 

Murder 12 11 6 1 30 

Rape 16 19 5 0 40 

Aggravated Assault 19 35 7 1 62 

Aggravated Battery 16 17 5 0 38 

Robbery 5 23 4 0 32 

Manslaughter 0 4 2 1 7 

Total 95 158 40 3 296 

Percent 32.1 53.4 13.5 1.0 100. 0 

Control/Comparison 
Groups 

Non-offenders 29 35 11 0 75 

Police Officers 79 56 11 0 146 

Total 108 91 22 0 221 

Percent 48.9 41.2 9.9 0 100. ,0 
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The difference appears due to the proportion of 

married men in the violent crimes group, and the propor

tion of single and divorced men in the non-violent crimes 

group. 

Table 27 presents the mean age and mean education 

for the violent crimes group and the non-violent crimes 

group. No significant difference was demonstrated between 

the two. 

Table 27. Mean age and education level for the non-violent 
and violent offenders groups. 

Non-violent Violent 
M e a n s . d .  M e a n s . d .  t  ( d f  =  8 4 5 )  

Age 26.41 8.73 26.65 8.64 .393 ns 

Education 11.45 2.11 11.25 1.99 1.308 ns 

Table 28 presents the employment claimed by members 

of the violent crimes group, non-violent crimes group and 

the non-offender control/comparison group. The groups are 

generally well matched regarding claimed employment. 
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Table 28. Employment claimed by members of the non-violent 
crimes group, violent crimes group, and control/ 
comparison group. 

Non-violent Violent Control 
N N N W 

None 128 23. 2 85 28 .7 19 25 .3 

Student 46 8. 3 26 8 .8 6 8 .0 

Unskilled or 
Semiskilled 171 31. 0 84 28 .4 20 26 .7 

Trade or Union 
Affiliation 146 26. 5 78 26 .3 16 21 .3 

Sales 27 4. 9 8 2 .7 4 5 .3 

Managerial or 
Office Work 20 3. 6 9 3 .0 6 8 .0 

Profession 6 1. 1 1 .3 0 0 

Other 12 2. 2 5 1 .7 4 5 .3 

Totals 551 100. 0 296 100 .0 75 100 .0 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Evaluation of Profile Configurations 

Table 29 presents the accuracy of the relationship 

derived from Clark (1976) in describing the profiles of the 

various groups. The relationship derived from Clark (1976) 

indicated that scale 8 would be greater than scale 4 for 

violent crimes, and scale 4 greater than scale 8 for non

violent crimes. Of 20 predictions, 16 were correct. The 

four errors were in the four least violent of the violent 

crime groups. In the three instances in which scale 8 was 

higher than scale 4 for group profiles, the three groups were 

the most violent. 

The relationship derived from Clark (1976) also indi

cated that negative slope between scales 8 and 9 accompanied 

violent crimes group profiles, and that positive slope 

accompanied non-violent crime group profiles. Nine of 20 

predictions were accurate, or approximately at the level 

of chance, indicating that this characteristic is of no 

utility in discriminating between group profiles. 

Table 30 presents the frequency of scale elevations 

(T > 70) for the groups. In order of descending frequency 

of appearance, the scales elevated among the non-violent 

crimes groups were 4, 8, 9, 7, 2, 6, 1, 3, 5 and 0. Among 

the violent crimes groups the order was 4, 8, 7, 9, 2, 3, 

5, 1 and 0. Among the control/comparison groups the order 

was 4, 9, 2, 5 and 8; 3, 6 and 7 were tied as were 1 and 0. 
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Table 29. Accuracy of the relationship derived from Clark 
(1976) in describing the various groups. 

Group Predicted Observed Predicted Observed 

Burglary 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Forgery and 
Embezzlement 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Grand Theft 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope + 

Arson 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Marijuana 
Possession 
and/or Sale 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Heroin Posses
sion and/or 
Sale 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Minor Sex 
Offenses 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Unlawful 
Possession of 
a Weapon 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Minor Traffic 
Offenses 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Minor Property 
Crimes 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Minor Conduct 
Crimes 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope -

Armed Robbery 8 > 4 8 > 4 slope - slope -

Murder 8 > 4 8 > 4 slope - slope -

Rape 8 > 4 8 > 4" slope - slope -

Aggravated 
Assault 8 > 4 4 > 8 slope . slope -
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Table 29. -- continued. 

Group Predicted Observed Predicted Observed 

Aggravated 
Battery 8 > 4 4 > 8 slope - slope + 

Robbery 8 > 4 4 > 8 slope - slope -

Manslaughter 8 > 4 4 > 8 slope - slope -

Police Officers 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope + 

Non-off ender s 4 > 8 4 > 8 slope + slope + 
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Table 30. Frequency of scale elevations (T >_ 70) for the 
groups. 

Group N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 

Burglary 126 4 23 1 72 1 7 21 64 36 0 

Forgery and 
Embezzelement 89 2 13 2 28 2 2 9 23 13 0 

Grand Theft 84 1 14 2 46 3 8 15 35 33 0 

Arson 22 0 2 0 3 1 7 4 6 4 0 

Marijuana Possession 
and/or Sale 41 1 4 1 19 0 5 7 13 13 0 

Heroin Possession 
and/or Sale 57 7 14 5 29 3 6 16 26 13 0 

Minor Sex Offenses 17 0 5 2 6 1 0 7 11 2 0 

Unlawful Possession 
of a Weapon 27 2 7 2 8 0 0 3 12 6 0 

Minor Traffic 
Offenses 16 0 2 1 4 0 1 2 3 2 0 

Minor Property 
Crimes 42 3 8 2 14 2 3 10 12 6 0 

Minor Conduct 
Crimes 30 2 6 2 12 0 1 9 9 4 0 

Non-violent 
Groups 551 22 98 20 241 13 40 103 214 132 0 

Armed Robbery 87 1 21 4 44 3 15 24 45 17 0 

Murder 30 1 8 2 8 3 6 12 15 6 0 

Rape 40 0 5 4 20 2 6 5 14 5 0 

Aggravated 
Assault 62 0 10 2 29 2 6 14 23 16 0 
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Table 30. -- continued. 

Group N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 

Aggravated 
Battery 38 3 7 0 14 0 1 8 7 3 0 

Robbery- 32 3 4 1 18 0 1 6 9 11 0 

Manslaughter 7 0 1 0 4 0 0 2 3 2 0 

Violent Groups 296 8 56 13 137 10 35 71 116 60 0 

Police Officers 146 0 3 0 5 5 1 1 2 13 0 

Non-offenders 75 0 8 1 15- 3 0 0 5 6 0 

Control/Comparison 
Groups 221 0 11 1 20 8 1 1 7 19 0 
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The above orders of appearance would tend to suggest that 

the role played by scale 8 in criminal behavior is an im

portant one. 

Table 31 presents the most frequent one, two or 

three scale order-independent high point code types found 

among the general groups of the study. The five most fre

quently observed code types among the offender population 

are 4, 489, 278, 478 and 49, and these code types include 

35.7 percent of the non-violent offenders, 40.1 percent of 

the violent offenders, and only 6.2 percent of the control/ 

comparison subjects. The 34 code type was the 17th most 

frequent code type among the non-violent offenders and the 

8th most frequent code type among the violent offenders. 

It did not appear at all among the control/comparison sub

jects . 

Table 32 presents the percentages of the groups with 

MMPI profiles with one or more scales at or above T = 70. 

As such it provides a rough measure of psychological distur

bance in the groups, and also indicates the greater frequen

cy of such disturbance among criminal offenders as compared 

to non-offenders. 

Tables 33 to 38 present data concerning general MMPI 

profile characteristics. While a negative slope between 

scales 8 and 9 (Table 33) is not particularly useful in 

discriminating between various groups, the characteristic 
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Table 31. Most frequent one-, two- or three-scale high 
point code types (order-independent). 

Non-violent Group Violent Group Control 
Code Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 

4 61 11.0 35 11.8 8 3.6 

489 44 8.0 22 7.4 3 1.3 

278 38 6.9 25 8.4 0 0 

478 27 4.9 21 7.1 0 0 

49 27 4.9 16 5.4 3 1.3 

9 20 3.6 10 3.3 10 4.5 

248 18 3.3 7 2.4 1 .5 

48 16 2.9 1 .3 1 .5 

89 15 2.7 1 .3 0 0 

247 10 1.8 5 1.7 0 0 

678 9 1.6 8 2.7 0 0 

689 8 1.4 1 .3 0 0 

8 8 1.4 4 1.4 2 .9 

468 7 1.3 9 3.0 0 0 

24 7 1.3 6 2.0 1 .5 

3 6 1.1 2 . 6 1 .5 

34 4 .7 8 2.7 0 0 

789 2 .3 4 1.4 0 0 

2 2 .3 5 1.7 8 3.6 

5 2 .3 3 .9 6 2.7 
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Table 32. Percentage of groups with one or more scales at 
or above T ='.70. 

Group N Percent* 

Burglary 126 79 .4 

Forgery and Embezzlement 89 47. .2 

Grand Theft 84 84, .5 

Arson 22 59. .1 

Marijuana Possession and/or Sale 41 73 .2 

Heroin Possession and/or Sale 57 78, .9 

Minor Sex Offenses 17 82, .4 

Unlawful Possession of Weapons 27 66, .7 

Minor Traffic Offenses 16 56. .3 

Minor Property Crimes 42 66. .7 

Minor Conduct Crimes 30 70. ,0 

Non-violent Crime Groups: Total 551 71. ,0 

Armed Robbery 87 92. ,0 

Murder 30 83. ,3 

Rape 40 67. .5 

Aggravated Assault 62 67. ,7 

Aggravated Battery 38 60. .5 

Robbery 32 75. .0 

Manslaughter 7 71. .4 

Violent Crime Group: Total 296 76. .4 

Non-offenders 75 34. ,6 

Police Officers 146 16. ,4 

Control/Comparison Groups: Total 221 22. ,6 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 33. Percentages of groups with a negative slope 
between scales 8 and 9. 

Group -89 Slope (Percent*) 

Burglary 53 .2 

Forgery and Embezzlement 32, .5 

Grand Theft 44, .0 

Arson 59 .0 

Marijuana Possession and/or Sale 43, .9 

Heroin Possession and/or Sale 52, . 6 

Minor Sex Offenses 88, .2 

Unlawful Possession of Weapons 44, .4 
Minor Traffic Offenses 50, .0 

Minor Property Crimes 50, .0 

Minor Conduct Crimes 56, .6 

Non-violent Crime Group: Total 48. ,4 

Armed Robbery 74, .7 

Murder 75, ,0 

Rape 75, ,0 

Aggravated Assault 54. ,8 

Aggravated Battery 50. ,0 

Robbery 31. ,2 

Manslaughter 57. ,1 

Violent Crime Group: Total 61. ,5 

Non-offenders 26. , 6 

Police Officers 33. .0 

Control/Comparison Group: Total 30. ,8 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 



Table 34. Percentages" of groups with scale 8 greater than 
scale 4 (T score values); percentages* of groups 
with scale 8 >_ 32 (raw score value) or scale 8 
the highest scale. 

Scale 8 > Scale 4 Scale 8 > 32 
Group (T Score Value) (Raw Score) 

Burglary- 38.1 58.7 
Forgery and 
Embezzlement 20.2 33.7 

Grand Theft 38.1 51.2 
Arson 50.0 36.4 
Marijuana Possession 
and/or Sale 26.8 41.5 

Heroin Possession 
and/or Sale 28.1 52.6 

Minor Sex Offenses 47.1 82.4 
Unlawful Possession 
of Weapons 25.9 48.1 

Minor Traffic Offenses 25.0 18.8 
Minor Property Crimes 38.1 40.5 
Minor Conduct Crimes 23.3 30.0 

Non-violent Crime Group: 
Total 30.3 46.8 

Armed Robbery 50.6 59.8 
Murder 56.7 50.0 
Rape 47.5 37.5 
Aggravated Assault 32.3 48.4 
Aggravated Battery 18.4 21.1 
Robbery 21.9 37.5 
Manslaughter 42.8 57.1 

Violent Crime Group: 
Total 39.5 35.9 

Non-offenders 22.7 6.7 
Police Officers 34.9 4.8 

Control/Comparison Group: 
Total 30.7 5.4 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 35. Percentages* of groups with scale 6 greater than 
scale 9 (T score values); percentages* of groups 
with scale 6 14 (raw score value). 

Scale 6 > Scale 9 Scale 6 >_ 1A 

Group (T Score Value) (Raw Score) 

Burglary 43.6 45.2 
Forgery;.and 
Embezzlement 37.1 • 30.3 

Grand Theft 41.7 46.4 
Arson 45.5 36.4 
Marijuana Possession 
iand/or Sale 51.2 39.0 

Heroin Possession 
and/or Sale 42.1 24.6 

Minor Sex Offenses 76.5 52.9 
Unlawful Possession 
of Weapons 48.1 44.4 

Minor Traffic Offenses 62.5 25.0 
Minor Property Crimes 47.6 33.3 
Minor Conduct Crimes 60.0 50.0 

Non-violent Crime Group: 
Total 45.7 39.0 

Armed Robbery 49.4 56.3 
Murder 63.3 60.0 
Rape 57.5 37.5 
Aggravated Assault 41.9 41.9 
Aggravated Battery 50.0 23.7 
Robbery 28.1 31.2 
Manslaughter 28.6 42.8 

Violent Crime Group: 
Total 47.6 43.9 

Non-offenders 44.0 12.0 
Police Officers 23.9 2.1 

Control/Comparison Group: 
Total 30.8 5.4 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 36. Percentages of groups with MMPI profiles with 
these characteristics: scale 2 raw score 22 to 
35 (inclusive) and scale 7 raw score 30 to 45 
(inclusive) and scale 8 raw score 30 to 45 
(inclusive). 

Group Percent^ 

Burglary 27.0 
Forgery and Embezzlement 14.6 
Grand Theft 20.2 
Arson 4.5 
Marijuana Possession and/or Sale 14.6 
Heroin Possession and/or Sale 38.6 
Minor Sex Offenses 41.2 
Unlawful Possession of Weapons 14.8 
Minor Traffic Offenses 12.5 
Minor Property Crimes 16.7 
Minor Conduct Crimes 6.7 

Non-violent Crime Group: Total 20.9 

Armed Robbery 26.4 
Murder 23.3 
Rape 17.5 
Aggravated Assault 30.6 
Aggravated Battery 18.4 
Robbery 21.9 
Manslaughter 28.6 

Violent Crime Group: Total 24.3 

Non-offenders 8.0 
Police Officers 1.4 

Control/Comparison Group: Total 3.6 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 37. Percentages of groups with MMPI profiles with 
these characteristics: scale 4 :> 26, scale 8 ̂  32, 
scale 9 ̂  30, negative slope between 8 and 9. 

Group Percent* 

Burglary 35.7 
Forgery and Embezzlement 22.5 
Grand Theft 25.0 
Arson 13.6 
Marijuana Possession and/or Sale 21.9 
Heroin Possession and/or Sale 43.8 
Minor Sex Offenses 47.0 
Unlawful Possession of Weapons 22.2 
Minor Traffic Offenses 25.0 
Minor Property Crimes 21.4 
Minor Conduct Crimes 23.3 

Non-violent Crime Group: Total 28.5 

Armed Robbery 58.6 
Murder 50.0 
Rape 32.5 
Aggravated Assault 35.5 
Aggravated Battery 18.4 
Robbery 21.9 
Manslaughter 42.8 

Violent Crime Group: Total 39.9 

Non-offenders 5.3 
Police Officers 0 

Control/Comparison Group: Total 1.8 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 38. Percentages of groups with MMPI profiles with 
these characteristics: scale 4 scores between 
25 to 35 inclusive, scale 8 scores between 30 
to 40 inclusive, scale 9 scores between 20 and 
30 inclusive, negative slope between 8 and 9. 

Group Percent* 

Burglary 15.9 
Forgery and Embezzlement 10.1 
Grand Thef t 10.7 
Arson 0 
Marijuana Possession and/or Sale 12.2 
Heroin Possession and/or Sale 28.1 
Minor Sex Offenses 17.6 
Unlawful Possession of Weapons 14.8 
Minor Traffic Offenses 6.2 
Minor Property Crimes 9.5 
Minor Conduct Crimes 6.6 

Non-violent Crime Group: Total 13.2 

Armed Robbery 26.4 
Murder 23.0 
Rape 35.0 
Aggravated Assault 22.5 
Aggravated Battery 15.8 
Robbery 18.8 
Manslaughter 42.8 

Violent Crime Group: Total 24.7 

Non-offenders 1.3 
Police Officers 0 

Control/Comparison Group: Total .4 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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is present in three-fourths of the profiles of the three 

most violent groups. 

Tabie 34, regarding scale 8, indicates that a raw 

score of 32 or higher is a useful screening device for 

discriminating between offenders and non-offenders. While 

close to half of the profiles of the offenders have scores 

on scale 8 equal to or greater than 32, only 5.4 percent 

of the control/comparison groups have such scores on scale 

8. Likewise, Table 35 indicates the utility of scale 6 in 

screening between offender and non-offender profiles. 

Table 36 indicates the number of MMPI profiles fall

ing into specified ranges on scales 2, 7 and 8. Approxi

mately one-quarter of the criminal offenders' profiles fall 

within the specified parameters, while only 3.6 percent of 

the control/comparison group profiles are within the range. 

Tables 37 and 38 indicate the number of MMPI pro

files falling into specified ranges on scales 4, 8 and 9. 

The first range includes approximately one-third of the 

offender profiles and only 1.8 percent of the control/ 

comparison groups' profiles. The second range includes only 

.4 of the control/comparison group profiles, yet includes 

one-quarter of the profiles from the violent offender group, 

and 13.2 percent of the non-offender profiles. These tables 

indicate the potential utility of narrowly defined ranges 

of scale values in discriminating between groups. 
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Evaluation of the Special Scales 

Table 39 presents two ranges of OH scale scores, one 

standard deviation above the mean and two standard devia

tions above the mean. While even the higher value is of 

little utility in discriminating between offender groups and 

others, of particular interest is the patterning of scores. 

While no profiles from murderers have OH scale scores 

equaling or exceeding 20, 20 percent of the profiles in the 

minor conduct crimes group fit this range. While the OH 

scale may be of little utility in discriminating between 

groups, the patterning of scores has other implications; 

these will be discussed elsewhere. 

Table 40 presents two ranges of Hostility Index (H) 

scores. Again, this scale apparently demonstrates little 

utility in discriminating between groups, and furthermore, 

both ranges include higher percentages of non-violent 

offenders than violent offenders, which is contrary to 

expectation. It also appears that whatever concept of 

"hostility" is measured by this index is in some fashion 

related to offenses against property; the burglary, grand 

theft and armed robbery groups have the most profiles in 

the higher range. 

Table 41 presents two ranges of the Direction of 

Hostility Index (D). The results indicate that the index 

is of little utility in discriminating between groups; 



167 

Table 39. Percentages of groups included in two ranges of 
OH scale values. -- OH mean is 12.34.* 

Percent** Percent** 
Group OH > 16 OH > 20 

Burglary 22.2 4.8 
Forgery and Embezzlement 16.8 3.4 
Grand Theft 30.9 5.9 
Arson 36.3 0 
Marijuana Possession and/or Sale 19.5 4.9 
Heroin Possession and/or Sale 28.0 3.5 
Minor Sex Offenses 23.5 0 
Unlawful Possession of Weapons 37.0 3.7 
Minor Traffic Offenses 12.5 6.3 
Minor Property Crimes 26.2 4.8 
Minor Conduct Crimes 40.0 20.0 

Non-violent Crime Group: Total 25.4 5.1 

Armed Robbery 26.4 9.2 
Murder 16.6 0 
Rape 30.0 7.5 
Aggravated Assault 30.6 9.7 
Aggravated Battery 28.9 10.5 
Robbery 28.1 3.2 
Manslaughter 28.5 14.3 

Violent Crime Group: Total 27.4 7.8 

Non-offenders 25.3 2.7 

* Taken from Dahlstrom et al. (1975). 

** Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 40. Percentages of groups included in two ranges of 
Hostility Index (H) values. 

ranges of 

Percent* Percent* 
Group H > 25 H > 35 

Burglary 35.7 9.5 
Forgery and Embezzlement 21.3 6.7 
Grand Theft 30.9 9.5 
Arson 22.7 4.5 
Marijuana Possession and/or Sale 26.8 2.4 
Heroin Possession and/or Sale 26.3 1.7 
Minor Sex Offenses 17.6 5.9 
Unlawful Possession of Weapons 22.2 3.7 
Minor Traffic Offenses 0 0 
Minor Property Crimes 16.6 4.8 
Minor Conduct Crimes 26.6 6.7 

Non-violent Crime Group: Total 26.3 6.4 

Armed Robbery 33.3 12.64 
Murder 23.3 6.7 
Rape 17.5 2.5 
Aggravated Assault 20.9 0 
Aggravated Battery 10.5 2.7 
Robbery 21.8 0 
Manslaughter 0 0 

Violent Crime Group: Total 22.6 5.1 

Non-offenders 5.3 1.3 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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Table 41. Percentages of groups included in two ranges of 
the Direction of Hostility Index (D) values. 

Percent* Percent* 
Group D < -5 D < -10 

Burglary 14.3 3.7 
Forgery and Embezzlement 8.9 1.1 
Grand Theft 16.6 3.6 
Arson 9.1 0 
Marijuana Possession and/or Sale 7.3 0 
Heroin Possession and/or Sale 12.2 1.7 
Minor Sex Offenses 0 0 
Unlawful Possession of Weapons 11.1 0 
Minor Traffic Offenses 0 0 
Minor Property Crimes 14.3 0 
Minor Conduct Crimes 10.0 3.3 

Non-violent Crime Group: Total 11.6 1.8 

Armed Robbery 14.9 4.6 
Murder 20.0 3.3 
Rape 15.0 5.0 
Aggravated Assault 12.9 4.8 
Aggravated Battery 7.9 0 
Robbery 18.7 3.1 
Manslaughter 0 0 

Violent Crime Group: Total 14.2 3.7 

Non-offenders 10.6 0 

* Rounded to nearest tenth. 
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the first range includes roughly ten percent of the violent 

and non-violent crime groups as well as the control/compari

son group. The second range, while including none of the 

control/comparison group profiles, includes very few of the 

offender profiles. 

Planned Comparisons 

Tables 42 to 45 present the results of the planned 

comparisons involving scale 8. Scale 8 was significantly 

higher for the group with greater presumptive violence in 

three of four comparisons. In the one instance in which the 

difference was not significant (the comparison of rape to 

murder) the scale 8 score was in the predicted direction. 

Scores on scale 8 were not significantly different in any of 

the comparisons and scores on scale 4 were significantly 

different in only one instance (the comparison of aggravated 

battery to aggravated assault). 

Table 46 presents the comparison of the marijuana 

crimes group to the heroin crimes group on scales 4, 8 and 

9. While the differences were not significant, they were 

in the direction predicted. 
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Table 42. Comparison of robbery group to armed robbery 
group on scales 4, 8 and 9. 

Robbery Armed Robbery 
Mean s .d. Mean s.d. t (df = 117) 

Scale 4 28.40 4.97 29.34 4.91 1.438 ns 

Scale 8 28.47 5.73 35.15 9.53 3.601* 

Scale 9 23.97 3.95 23.20 4.47 .287 ns 

* p < .01. 

Table 43. Comparison of aggravated battery group to aggra
vated assault group on scales 4, 8 and 9. 

Agg. Battery Agg. Assault 
Mean s.d. Mean s.d. t (df = 98) 

26.10 5.22 28.43 5.16 2.330* 

27.47 8.61 31.15 9.17 2.245* 

21.39 4.18 22.47 4.72 1.399 ns 

Scale 4 

Scale 8 

Scale 9 

* p < .05. 
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Table 44. Comparison of manslaughter group to murder group 
on scales 4, 8 and 9. 

Manslaughter Murder 
Mean s.d. Mean s.d. t (df = 35) 

27.43 5.91 27.77 6.38 .127 ns 

29.43 6.88 34.93 11.73 1.713* 

22.57 2.37 22.45 4.72 .978 ns 

* p < .05. 

Scale 4 

Scale 8 

Scale 9 

Table 45. Comparison of rape group to 
scales 4, 8 and 9. 

murder group on 

Rape Murder 
t (df = 68) Mean s.d. Mean s.d. t (df = 68) 

Scale 4 26.87 5.51 27.77 6.38 .625 ns 

Scale 8 31.92 10.26 34.93 11.73 1.549 ns 

Scale 9 21.20 5.05 22.45 4.72 1.296 ns 



Table 46. Comparison of marijuana crimes group to heroin 
crimes group on scales 4, 8 and 9. 

Marijuana Heroin 
Mean s.d. Mean s.d. t (df = 96) 

Scale 4 28.05 4.77 29.80 4.14 1.631 ns 

Scale 8 30.25 8.50 33.25 9.18 1.332ns 

Scale 9 22.77 4.85 23.70 4.12 .869 ns 



DISCUSSION 

Demographic Factors 

Godfrey and Schulman (1972) reported that age was 

the single most useful variable in predicting the assignment 

of convicted offenders to one of three groups. For their 

"crimes against property" group and "paper and pencil 

crimes" group they reported mean ages of 23 and 30, re

spectively. Clark (1976) used two groups of offenders; he 

reported a mean age of 25.5 for a group of non-violent 

offenders and 27.95 for a group of violent offenders. 

While Clark's reported ages differ from those of Godfrey 

and Schulman, they have the same directional relationship. 

The difference, however, calls into question the applica

bility of Godfrey's and Schulman's findings in other 

settings. 

In the present study the mean age for the non

violent offenders was 26.41; for the violent offenders it 

was 26.65. This difference was not statistically signifi

cant. However, these mean values obscure some important 

differences which were noted in the present study. The 

rape group, both narcotics crimes groups, both robbery 

groups, the grand theft and burglary group all had mean 

174 
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ages at or under 26, in contradiction to Godfrey and 

Schulman, Of the three most violent crimes against people, 

two groups, rape and armed robbery, had mean ages con

siderably below 29. 

Rader (1977) presents mean ages somewhat more in 

line with the present study. The rapists in Rader's sample 

had a mean age of 26.3; the present study reports 25.7. 

Rader's assaulter sample had a mean age of 31; the present 

study reports 29.8. Rader's exposers had a mean age of 

28.6; the minor sex crimes group in the present study 

(similar but not equivalent to Rader's group) had a mean 

age of 33.8. 

Regarding the present sample of offenders, as a 

general rule as the mean age of a group increases, the 

severity of the offense decreases. Conversely, as the mean 

age decreases, the likelihood increases that the crime 

committed is a severe one, either against property or per

sons. The younger offenders, then, are more likely to be 

involved in violent crimes as well as property crimes, and 

older offenders are less likely to be so involved. In the 

present sample, then, age has some relationship with 

tendency to acting-out; older offenders appear to show more 

restraint. 

Clark (1976) reported mean education of 11.11 years 

for non-violent offenders and 11.61 years for violent 
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offenders. The difference was not statistically signifi

cant. In the present sample the direction is reversed: 

11.45 years of education for non-violent offenders and 

11.25 years for violent offenders. Again, the difference 

was not statistically significant and again two-way classi

fication obscures some useful data. The most highly edu

cated group was the minor sex crimes group. Including such 

acts as non-violent fondling, exhibition, and non-violent 

child molesting, the group had a number of college-educated 

individuals, which elevated the mean level of education. 

The second most highly educated group was the marijuana 

possession and/or sale group; this elevation was due to a 

number of arrested college students. The forgery and rape 

groups were also relatively well-educated, again reflecting 

a number of college-educated individuals. 

From there, however, the mean education began to 

drop rapidly, with armed robbers at 11.3 years of education, 

burglars 11.0 years, and aggravated assault group members 

at 10.7 years. These figures are in contrast to the con

trol group, with a mean education of 11.9 years. In general, 

then, the offender population is rather poorly educated, and 

inspection of the individual data cards revealed a large 

number of instances in which subjects left school in the 

10th, 11th or 12th grade; the most frequent time to drop 

out was during the 11th year. In light of the limited job 



opportunities available to high school graduates, one may 

speculate on the pressures which would lead an individual 

to drop out of school before obtaining even this degree. 

The nature of claimed employment among the offender 

population is a reflection of the lack of education, or 

more specifically the factors leading to termination of 

education. While the violent offenders, non-violent 

offenders, and the non-offender control/comparison group 

all showed approximately 60 percent of group members either 

unemployed, claiming student status or claiming work as 

unskilled or semiskilled laborers, the non-offenders had 

more group members in more desirable forms of employment. 

While the lack of a salable job skill does not lead to 

criminal behavior, the lack of such a skill combined with 

the impulsiveness which contributes to dropping out, might. 

Lacking a high school diploma prohibits entry to a number 

of trades and skilled tasks, as well as forcing an employer 

to consider the utility of hiring and training someone who 

hasn't met a rather minimum standard of competence. For 

the individual who leaves school in the hopes of short-term 

gain, further development can be limited. The individual 

whose inability to delay gratification has led to dropping 

out is now required to delay gratification even further to 

simply catch up with peers, and this internal pressure may 

contribute to later antisocial acting out. The non-offender 
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group, while essentially a lower class sample much like the 

offenders, demonstrates the utility of more education by 

having a greater proportion of individuals in "white collar" 

employment. 

Regarding marital status, Payne et al. (1971) re

marked that married offenders appeared much better adjusted 

psychologically than non-married offenders. While a concept 

such as "better adjusted" is difficult to assess, there is 

an inherent reasonableness in assuming that an individual 

who can initiate and sustain a relationship is "better 

adjusted" than one who cannot, or chooses not to. However, 

among the present sample a large proportion of the subjects 

are quite young, and would not necessarily be considering 

marriage at that age. Additionally, the violent offenders 

demonstrate a significantly greater rate of married subjects 

than do the non-violent offenders, even though the mean 

ages of the groups are nearly the same. In fact the highest 

percentages of married subjects were among the murder, rape, 

armed robbery and minor sex offenses groups. Rather than 

assuming, as do Payne et al., that a marital relationship 

is, in some fashion, indicative of better adjustment, it 

is equally reasonable to consider the stresses that may 

result from an unrewarding relationship, and the behaviors 

that may result from such stress. That the highest rates 

of marriage are found among the two most violent groups 
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would seem to provide support for such a notion; it may be 

that such acting out is the result of frustrations from 

needs unmet in the relationship. Such individuals may not 

"get what they want" at home, so to speak, and consequently 

act on that want in some fashion or another. 

Clark (1976) reported that ethnic groups were equally 

distributed in violent and non-violent groups of of fenders. 

This was not the case in the present study. While propor

tions of Latins and Indians remained the same across these 

general groups, the proportions of Anglos and Negroes did 

not. The difference in ethnicity was statistically signifi

cant, and the violent group had approximately twice the 

percentage of Negroes than the non-violent group. 

The large proportion of Negroes in the violent crime 

groups is curious, but even more so following inspection 

of the frequency of their appearance in the non-violent 

crimes. Here, the percentage of Negro subjects ranges from 

five to ten percent in all groups with the exception of the 

Heroin crimes group (14 percent). The percentage of Negro 

subjects jumps rather dramatically among the violent crimes 

groups, from a low of 13 in the murder group, through 

approximately 17-1/2 in the armed robbery and aggravated 

assault groups, to 22-1/2 percent in the rape group. The 

apparent conclusion is that of those Negroes who commit 

crimes, two-thirds commit violent crimes. 
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The discrepancy is not likely due to selective 

attention by police officers; were that the case it would 

be reasonable to assume a much higher proportion of Negroes 

in all crime classifications, rather than the heavy loading 

in the violent crimes category. The discrepancy may be 

explained by the nature of the Negro community which the 

Pima County Court Clinic serves. Latins are more freely 

accepted in the general community than are Negroes, and are 

geographically more disbursed as well. Negroes are somewhat 

more "ghettoized," and this may be the source of the violent 

activity. Whether the violence is directed primarily at 

other Negroes, or primarily at members of other ethnic 

groups, remains an interesting issue, and unresolved by the 

current research. 

The high proportion of Negroes in particular in the 

violent offender sample, and ethnic minorities in general, 

raises some important issues about test administration and 

interpretation. Elion and Megargee (1975) suggest that MMPI 

norms specifically based on Negroes might well be consider

ably different from those of Anglos, and that differing 

profile elevations between racial groups need not indicate 

different frequencies of pathology. They suggest that in 

the interpretation of an MMPI from a Negro subject, five T 

points be subtracted on scale 4, before making interpreta

tions as to the clinical meaning of the scale. In other 
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words, they suggest a T score of 70 on scale 4 for a Negro 

male be interpreted just as a T score of 65 would be for an 

Anglo male. Costello (1973) and others have taken a similar 

point of view; Hokanson and Calden (1960) suggest that 

Negroes have higher elevations than Anglos on scales 4, 5, 

8 and 9. Gynther, Fowler and Erdberg (1971) raise a similar 

warning about interpretation-of profiles from ethnic groups 

not adequately represented in the original MMPI standardiza

tion, as do McCreary and Padilla (1977). Davis and Jones 

(1974), however, maintain there are no race-related main 

effects on the MMPI clinical scales, and in any event (with 

the exception of Elion and Megargee's suggestion regarding 

scale 4) the literature provides no direction as to how the 

various scales should be adjusted for different ethnic 

groups. 

In the present study, then, Elion and Megargee 

(1975) would lead one to expect higher scale 4 scores among 

the violent sample, simply due to the presence of the larger 

percentage of Negroes. In fact, however, the higher scale 

4 elevations were noted among the non-violent groups, which 

had a smaller proportion of Negroes. In any event, while 

it is reasonable to expect some differences on the MMPI 

with regards to ethnicity, the literature does not specify 

what these differences might be, nor how to take them into 

account. Additionally, the profiles reported for the 
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various groups in the present study are largely congruent 

with those reported elsewhere. Consequently, in the present 

study, the effects of ethnicity on MMPI profiles are un

clear. In light of agreement with other studies, however, 

such effects are likely rather small. 

The data presented here point to what might be 

called a high risk demographic profile of the criminal 

offender. He (92 percent of all available court clinic 

files were of men) is 25 or under, a high-school dropout 

(likely from the 11th grade), and he has no real job skills. 

In his attempt to obtain short-run goals his gratification 

is immediate, but these goals are obtained only at the 

expense of long-run goals. In later efforts to re-enter 

the mainstream of life (expressed as a better job, more 

financial freedom) he finds himself blocked and frustrated, 

and his only method of doing so is to overcome the diffi

culty (inability to delay gratification) which led to the 

problem in the first place. In a very real dead end, his 

frustrations are expressed as inappropriate acting out, 

often in antisocial attempts to satisfy more short-run 

goals (such as ready cash, a flashy car, and so on). 

While there are a number of demographic differences 

between the violent and non-violent offender groups, both 

groups remain strikingly similar in many respects, and in 

that regard are not so very different from the groups 
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reported by Clark (1976). Nassi and Abramowitz (1976), in 

their discussion of biological studies of criminality, re

marked that such a focus tends to ignore situationally 

related factors which might contribute to criminality. The 

present study, while not biologically oriented, does take 

a similar view in that it presupposes that criminal behavior, 

particularly violent criminal behavior, is a result of some 

aspect, quality or trait of the individual so involved. 

In this regard Clark (1976) suggested there may be something 

like a "tendency toward criminality" profile which, combined 

with situational factors, results in criminal behavior. 

Such a position is consonant with other research. Mischel 

(1968) has been one of the more vocal proponents of be

havior as situationally dependent rather than trait depend

ent. He suggests that a person's behavior cannot be mean

ingfully isolated from the conditions in which the behavior 

occurs. Such a position would imply that the conditions 

surrounding an act of violence were just as important, if 

not more so, than the characteristics of the offender. 

Support for this position is offered by Toch (1969) in his 

review of violent situations, particularly arrests. In 

evaluation of circumstances surrounding arrests, Toch noted 

that violence on the part of the arrestee, even the threat 

of violence, led to violence on the part of the arresting 

officer, and vice versa. In every violent incident Toch 
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evaluated, he noted that three clearly defined and separate 

stages were observable: (1) classification of an individual 

as object of threat prior to visible violence, (2) action 

dependent upon the classification, and (3) action in re

sponse to this by the other member of the dyad. Wolfgang 

(1969) provides additional support for this position. In 

evaluating what he termed victim-precipitated violence, he 

noted that in the majority of violent offenses the victim 

has contributed one or more behaviors which directly led 

to violence. He pointed out that in 75 percent of all 

murders the victim and the attacker were either family 

members, friends or acquaintances, and that provocation 

grew from the relationship. It is apparent, then, that the 

victim of a crime of violence contributes something (in 

most cases) to the violent outcome. 

With proponents of the "situational factors" 

approach (such as Nassi and Abromowitz 1976) are rather 

persuasive, research into such factors should not be at the 

cost of continued investigation into the aspects of the 

offender's personality. Toch's (1969) first stage, for 

example, requires classification, and this is an internal, 

cognitive activity which can be strongly influenced by the 

nature of an individual's personality style. Much the same 

sort of internal activity is necessary for Wolfgang's (1969) 

formulation. The data presented shortly will indicate the 
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ability of the MMPI to tap into these internal functions, 

even if only in approximate ways. 

The Special Scales 

Gunn and Gristwood (1975) remark that while a 

variety of questionnaires purport to measure aggression, 

hostility and potential for acting out, often such inven

tories appear to measure attitude alone rather than behav

ior or potential behavior. Foulds1 (1965) special scales 

apparently are unable to do either. 

Foulds' acting-out hostility (AH) scale is a 13-item 

scale supposedly able to measure potential for antisocial 

behavior. The mean from a "normal" population is reported 

by Dahlstrom et al. (1975) to be 3.43. In the present study, 

the means for all 19 groups for which the AH scale was avail

able were under 4. Expressed differently, the AH scale mean 

for the most deviant group was half an item away from the 

mean of the normal group. 

Foulds1 delusional hostility (DH) scale was little 

better in discriminating between groups. Dahlstrom et al. 

report a mean of 1.28 and a standard deviation of 1.30 for 

this scale, and 15 of the 19 groups evaluated here had means 

on this scale well within one standard deviation from the 

mean from a "normal" sample. The means on the four most 

deviant groups on this scale represented endorsement of 

four items rather than the usual one or two of the normal 
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sample. These four deviant groups also had deviant MMPI 

profiles; consequently the DH scale adds nothing to the 

MMPI protocol that is not in the regular scales. 

Essentially the same pattern was apparent with the 

criticism of others (CO) scale (mean 4.26, s.d. 2.64), de

lusional guilt (DG) scale (mean 1.68, s.d. 1.53) and the 

self-criticism (SC) scale (mean 3.99, s.d. 2.02). In all 

cases the means of the 19 groups evaluated here were well 

within one standard deviation of the normal sample mean, 

and the difference was frequently endorsement of only one 

additional item. The only group consistently deviant on the 

DH, CO and SC scales was the burglary group, and the devi

ance was at most the endorsement of two items more than the 

normal sample. As is apparent from Figure 4, the deviance 

of the burglary group is reflected by the mean MMPI pro

file. Consequently Foulds' special scales add little in

formation of value, do not discriminate between varieties 

of acting out, and show the attitudes of the offender 

population to be almost identical to those of a normal 

population. 

While Foulds' scales are of little use individually, 

they do show slight differences between the various groups, 

and it was reasonable to assume that the Hostility Index 

(H) and the Direction of Hostility Index (D) might magnify 

these slight differences to some useful level. This was 
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not demonstrated, however. Two ranges of the Hostility 

Index consistently included higher percentages of non

violent offenders than violent offenders, which was contrary 

to expectation. The Hostility Index may have some utility 

as a screening index for criminality; while the lower range 

includes roughly one-fourth of the offender population, it 

includes only 5.3 percent of the non-offender control/ 

comparison group. Yet as a screening index for criminality 

it is inferior to both scale 6 and 8, as Tables 34 and 35 

demonstrate. Each of these scales, independently, with 

pre-established cutoff points, serve as better screening 

indices for criminality in the present sample. Whatever the 

Hostility Index assesses, it does seem to have some associa

tion with crimes against property; the armed robbery, 

burglary and grand theft groups had the greatest percentages 

in the higher range of the H index. 

Foulds' Direction of Hostility Index (D) presumably 

indicates the direction of hostile feelings; positive values 

supposedly indicate a turning inward of hostile feelings, 

while negative values supposedly indicate hostility directed 

outward in some form of acting out. The higher range (-5) 

included slightly more violent offenders than non-violent 

(14.6 versus 11.6), but also included 10.6 percent of the 

non-offender group. The lower range (-10) included none of 

the non-offender group, but only 3.7 percent of the violent 

offenders and 1.8 percent of the non-violent offenders. 
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Consequently, neither Foulds' special scales nor 

the indices which use them demonstrated any utility in the 

present study. While the indices serve a "screening" 

function, two regular MMPI scales perform the same task 

more efficiently. 

Megargee et al. (1967) developed the overcontrolled 

hostility (OH) scale following Megargee's (1966b) monograph, 

in which the concept was presented. From the discussion 

presented earlier in this paper, it will be recalled that 

the undercontrolled aggressive personality was postulated 

to demonstrate aggression very often and in a variety of 

situations. Such constant discharge supposedly precluded 

a single excessive instance of violence. The overcontrolled 

aggressive personality was presumed to keep all aggressive 

instincts and urges strongly reined in; when social pressure 

exceeded the individual's tolerance, a highly violent act 

was presumed to be the outcome. Megargee's (1966b) notion 

is congruent with what many clinicians have experienced in 

work with violent individuals, and it was hoped that the 

OH scale would provide some way of making an assessment of 

such characteristics. 

As constructed, however, the scale appears to be of 

some use only after-the-fact: it discriminates between the 

two groups, but only after an act of violence has occurred. 

Consequently the,scale has research value and, perhaps, some 
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value in therapeutic planning and/or rehabilitation. In the 

present study, as in those reported previously, the OH 

scale was of no utility in discriminating between the gen

eral groups of violent and non-violent offenders and non

offenders. The means for all 19 groups evaluated were with

in two items of the mean for a "normal" sample, and the 

means for the 19 groups were well within the one standard 

deviation of 3.23 (reported by Dahlstrom et al. 1975) re

ported for the normal sample. 

The present study does provide some validation of 

Megargee's concept as well as of the scale, however. 

Megargee et al. (1967) suggest that high scorers would be 

types such as bar-room brawlers and others constantly in

volved in minor scrapes with the law and society, while low 

scorers would be the sort likely to be involved in single 

episodes of more explosive violent behavior. In the present 

study, the higher range OH score included 20 percent of 

those individuals convicted of minor conduct crimes; this 

was approximately twice as large as the group with the 

next highest percentage (aggravated battery group). In the 

higher range, none of the murderers were included. The 

findings of the present study, then, are consonant with the 

expectations of the originators of the scale. The past 

reports of the lack of utility of the OH scale may be more 

a reflection of the poor understanding of the scale on the 
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part of other researchers rather than a" reflection of the 

scale itself. 

While the concept of overcontrolled hostility is a 

sound one and of considerable potential clinically, some 

way of identifying such individuals remains important. The 

present study provides one such possibility. The minor 

conduct crimes group has a high percentage of 4 code types 

and fewer 278 code types. The murder group has the reverse: 

more 278 code types and fewer 4 code types. Gilber

stadt and Duker (1965) provide descriptions of these code 

types which are rather close to Megargee's (1966b) ideas on 

undercontrolled and overcontrolled aggressive personali

ties . Gilberstadt and Duker describe individuals with a 

4 code type as assaultive and emotionally unstable,, prone 

to heavy drinking, immature, irresponsible, impulsive, 

demanding and egocentric. The individual with a 278 code 

is described as withdrawn and introversive, inadequate, 

ruminative, schizoid, and with ideas of reference. It is 

of considerable interest that the 4 code type and the 278 

code type are so different in terms of dynamics, yet are 

found in the same crime groups. Both are among the five 

most frequent code types found in the present study. 

The Group Mean MMPI Profiles 

Figure 1 presents the mean profile of the non

offender control/comparison group from this study with the 
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mean profile from 1298 medical patients (Swenson et al. 

1973). The medical patient mean profile is higher on 

scales 1 (hypochondriasis), 3 (hysteria) and 7 (psychas-

thenia) than the non-offender group. Elevations on 1, 3 

and 7 could be expected among a medical patient population 

(Carson as cited by Butcher 1969). 

Figure 2 compares the police officer group with the 

non-offender group. The non-offender group is somewhat 

higher on the neurotic triad (scales 1, 2 and 3), but both 

groups are similar on the psychotic tetrad (scales 6, 7, 8 

and 9). This is interesting in light of the role played 

by the latter scales in the present study, and their eleva

tion in the profiles of convicted offenders. The apparent 

greater psychological "health" of the police officers is 

likely due to the nature of the MMPI administration: in 

order to join their department, they were required to demon

strate psychological good health, and consequently presented 

themselves in as favorable light as possible, with sophisti

cated defenses and many "conforming responses" as the K 

scale elevation demonstrates. Figure 3 compares the 

police officers in the present study with correctional 

officer applicants from another setting (Holland et al. 

1976). The similarities are apparent, and provide some idea 

of the type of person who seeks such employment. 
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Figure 4 compares the burglary group to the non

offender control/comparison group. The mean profile shows 

"peaks" on scales 4 and 8 ("peaks" defined as scales equal

ing or exceeding a T score of 70). Panton (1958a) reported 

a 482 code type for his sample of burglars; the burglary 

group in this study also has an elevated scale 2, as well 

as an elevated scale 9. On the whole, however, Panton's 

results and those found here are consonant with each other. 

Figure 5 presents the forgery and embezzlement 

group. Panton (1958a) reported a 421 code type for this 

group; only the 4 peak is present in this sample. Panton 

(1958a) reported scale 2 (depression) elevations in a number 

of groups, and it is possible that the scale 2 elevation 

reflects incarceration effects. This will be discussed 

shortly. 

Whereas Panton (1958a) reported a 4-8 code type for 

the grand theft group (rather, his equivalent to that group), 

the present study presents a scale 4 peak, with scales 8 and 

9 quite close to a T score of 70 (Figure 6). 

Figures 8 and 9 present the mean profiles of the 

marijuana possession and/or sale group and the heroin 

possession and/or sale group. While it was hypothesized 

that the heroin crimes group would be significantly higher 

statistically on scales 4, 8 and 9, this was not demon

strated (Table 46). The differences are in the expected 
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directions however, and both profiles are consistent with 

data from other sources. Sutker (1971) reports that sub

stance abusers commonly have elevations on scales 4 and 2, 

and Zuckerman et al. (1975) report scale 4 elevations among 

drug abusers. Berzins et al. (1974), in evaluating a sample 

of referrals to the federal rehabilitation program in 

Lexington report that one-third of all admissions have MMPI 

profiles characterized by elevations on scales 2, 4, 7 and 

8 (consistent with the present mean profile for heroin-

related crimes), while seven percent of all admissions had 

profiles characterized by either scale 4 peaks or 49 peaks 

in combination. 

The minor sex offender group (Figure 10) was the 

most deviant in the study; the profile is also consistent 

with that reported by Panton (1958a). The profile is incon

sistent, however, with the group profile of exposers re

ported by Rader (1977). Rader's group was considerably 

"healthier" psychologically, with no scales over T = 70. 

Rader's group was also composed differently; his sample 

consisted of individuals convicted of exposure only, whereas 

the group in this study includes exposers, non-violent child 

molesters and others. 

Regarding the mean MMPI profiles from the other 

non-violent crime groups, in one instance (Figure 14, minor 

conduct crimes) scale 4 showed an elevation, and in the 
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other three (Figure 7, arson; Figure 11, unlawful possession 

of weapons; Figure 12, minor traffic offenses) no scales 

were elevated above a T score of 70. 

Turning to the mean profiles for the violent crime 

groups, the mean profile for armed robbery (Figure 15) 

demonstrates peaks on scales 4, 8 and 7, with scale 2 quite 

close to a T score of 70; this is inconsistent with Panton's 

(1958a) finding. The planned comparison of this group with 

the robbery group (Figure 20) highlights the importance of 

scale 8 in crimes of violence. Scale 8 was significantly 

higher (p < .01) for armed robbery than for robbery, while 

scales 4 and 9 showed no significant difference. This is 

presented in Table 42. 

A comparison of the mean profile of murderers 

(Figure 16) with that of rapists (Figure 17) shows scale 4 

and scale 8 peaks, again consistent with Panton. Of addi

tional interest is the general configuration of each pro

file; the rapist profile is almost identical to that of the 

murderer profile, except each scale is approximately four 

T scores lower for the rapists. This raises the intriguing 

possibility that the same psychological dynamics are opera

tive in the personalities of these offenders, with murderers 

possessing just a little "more." Also of note is the 

planned comparison of the profiles reported in Table 45; no 

significant difference was noted between scales 4, 8 and 9 
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between these two groups, though the scale 4 score was in 

the predicted direction. 

While the mean profile of the rapist group is con

sistent with Panton's (1958a) earlier findings, it is not 

consistent with the mean profile for rapists reported by 

Rader (1977). Rader's group of rapists were considerably 

more deviant than the group in this study; they had greater 

elevations on scales 4 and 8, as well as on scales 2, 6, 

7 and 9. No explanation is immediately apparent for the 

discrepancy, other than the composition of the groups. 

Rader's sample consisted entirely of convicted rapists, 

while in the present study the sample consisted of rapists 

and those guilty of attempted rape. Inasmuch as those 

found guilty of attempted rape might hope for lesser 

sentences, it is possible they attempted to look psychologi

cally "healthier." 

Far more puzzling than this discrepancy is that 

concerning ethnicity. Rader (1977) does not report the 

ethnic composition of his sample, but it will be recalled 

that the rapists group in this study was composed of more 

than 20 percent Negroes. Previous research has indicated 

higher scale values on 4 (Elion and Megargee 1975) as well 

as on scales 5, 8 and 9 (Hokanson and Calden 1960, Costello 

1973) for Negroes. Consequently, inasmuch as the rapist 

sample consists of a number of such individuals (and 

v 
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presumably deviant individuals at that), much higher mean 

values would be expected; that such values were not ob

tained may be a function of Davis and Jones' (1974) asser

tion that there are no race-related main effects on the 

MMPI clinical scales. 

The scale mean scores for the aggravated assault 

group (Figure 18) are consistent with both Rader (1977) 

and Panton (1958a). The planned comparisons on scales 4, 

8 and 9 with the aggravated battery group (Table 43) again 

highlights the role of scale 8 elevations in more violent 

crimes. Scale 4 was also significnatly higher for the 

assault group than the battery group (p < .05). Although 

not according to expectation, it is consonant with Rader's 

data as well as Panton's. 

The other planned comparison involving scale 8 was 

between the murder group (Figure 16) and the manslaughter 

group (Figure 21). As expected, scale 8 was significantly 

higher for the group with more presumptive violence 

(p < .05). This is reported in Table 44. 

Of all the groups reviewed above, five had mean 

profiles with no scales elevated above T = 70, and eight 

groups had mean profiles with elevations on scale 4 only. 

A large number of groups had one or more scales above a T 

score of 60, however (one standard deviation above the mean). 

This pattern of scores supports the notion advanced in the 
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Introduction to this paper regarding the search for high 

point codes alone, and the value of examining profiles 

below the T = 70 range. 

Also, the mean profiles reported here are largely 

in agreement with mean profiles for similar offenses re

ported by other investigators. This finding indicates the 

utility of grouping offenders on the basis of instant 

offense; while not ideal (for reasons stated previously), 

grouping on the basis of overt behaviors (as suggested by 

Tupin et al. 1973) as labeled by the courts appears a 

reasonable solution to the multiple problems of taxonomy 

in this line of research. 

Before turning to other aspects of this study, a few 

comments on the possible effects of incarceration as measured 

with the MMPI would be appropriate. The single scale on 

which there was the most disagreement between Panton's 

(1958a) data and the data from the present study was scale 

2, Depression. As Rader (1977) remarks, to date few studies 

have been concerned with MMPI configurations in criminal 

groups, and those few presently available have focused on 

offenders who have been evaluated while in prison. This 

raises the possibility that the scale 2 elevations noted 

by Panton were artifacts resulting from effects of incar

ceration. It is apparent that a prison setting is not 

designed to be conducive to good mental health, and a long 
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period of incarceration could be expected to exert some 

influence on an individual's mood. Scale 2 is the least 

stable over time of all the scales (Dahlstrom et al. 1975); 

it is particularly sensitive to changes in mood. While 

extremely high elevations are reflective of genuine clinical 

depression with the sequela resulting from such a disorder, 

lower elevations are reflective of changes in mood. It is 

reasonable, then, to expect scale 2 elevations in almost 

any type of personality following incarceration. 

Bauer and Clark (1976) in fact present data suppor

tive of this view. They suggest that the length of incar

ceration is implicated as a cause of increasing psycho-

pathology. In comparing offenders with long-term sentences 

to offenders with short-term sentences, they note that the 

offenders with the longer sentences have higher scores on 

scales 2, 4, 8 and 9. While they demonstrated the accuracy 

of this relationship, they did not satisfactorily demon

strate directionality: the question remains whether eleva

tions increase on these scales due to long incarceration, 

or whether long incarceration is the result of criminal 

deviance as expressed by high scores on these scales. In 

any event, Dahlstrom et al. (1975) present abundant evidence 

that life experiences can have effects on MMPI profiles, 

and incarceration of any length must certainly be an 

experience. 
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High Point Codes and Profile Characteristics 

Table 30 presents the frequency of scale elevations 

(T > 70) for the various groups. For the non-violent crime 

groups the five most frequently elevated scales, in descend

ing order, were 4, 8, 9, 7 and 2. For the violent crime 

groups the five most frequent were 4, 8, 7, 9 and 2. For 

the control/comparison groups the five most frequently 

elevated scales were 4, 9, 2, 5 and 8. This supports the 

choice of scales 4, 8 and 9 as.the focus for the research 

in this paper. 

That scale 8 is the second most frequently elevated 

scale in both offender groups, but only the fifth most fre

quently elevated scale among the control/comparison groups, 

tends to highlight its role in the understanding of criminal 

behavior. The planned comparisons reported previously tend 

to confirm the importance of scale 8 elevations in crimes 

of violence. 

The presence of scale 7 (Psychasthenia) and its 

order of appearance suggests one possible way of conceptual

izing the differences between violent and non-violent 

offenders. The 4, 8 and 9 elevations among the non-violent 

offender group suggest that while such individuals are 

somewhat alienated and isolated from the mainstream of life, 

they have developed some mechanisms to allow them to cope 

and function in a gratifying way: they are largely able to 
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get what they want from others. The violent offenders also 

feel somewhat alienated and siolated from the mainstream, 

and have developed simialr mechanisms to allow them to cope 

and function, but their existence is accompanied by con

siderable anxiety (as reflected in the scale 7 elevation). 

Clinical lore as well as research (Carson, as cited by 

Butcher 1969) suggests that scale 7 functions as a variable 

scale, and that it moderates the impact of other scale ele

vations . The individual with an elevation on scale 7 is not 

content with things as they are, but with scale 8 elevation 

indicates the difficulties in interpersonal relationships. 

Whereas the offender without a 'scale 7 elevation, has the 

same difficulties in relationships, in effect he is not as 

bothered. The repeated experience of "not getting what I 

want" for the individual with a scale 7 elevation simply 

adds to and compounds the anxiety already present, and the 

energy in the system may be expressed as one form of violent 

acting out or another. Recall also that the violent offend

ers had a greater proportion of married men than the non

violent offenders; the scale 7 elevation could be considered 

a marker for dissatisfaction and anxiety resulting from 

unrewarding interpersonal relationships. 

Table 31 presents the most frequent one,, two or 

three scale high point code types among the study sample. 

These are 4, 489, 278, 478 and 49. The violent offenders 
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have a larger proportion of 278 and 478 code types than do 

the non-violent offenders, consistent with the concept out

lined above. It is interesting that these five most 

frequent code types define 35.7 percent of the non-violent 

offender group, 40.1 percent of the violent offender group, 

and only 6.2 percent of the control/comparison group. 

Persons and Marks (1971) directed their attention 

to two-scale code types only. Among a sample of incarcer-. 

ated offenders, they reported that 42, 49, 48 and 43 code 

types were the most common. In the present study, the 42 

code type was the 15th most frequent among non-violent 

offenders, the 11th most frequent among violent offenders, 

and the 8th most frequent among the control/comparison 

group. The remarks previously made concerning scale 2 and 

the potential effects of incarceration apply here as well. 

The 49 code type was the 4th most frequent among the non

violent offenders, and the 5th most frequent among the 

violent and control/comparison groups. The 48 code type is 

subsumed under the 489 and 478 code types above, although 

the 48 code type did exist as a separate code type in the 

present sample; it was the 8th most frequent among the 

non-violent offenders, 17th most frequent among violent 

offenders, and 8th among the control/comparison. 

What of the 43 code type? Sines (1966) stated that 

this code type identified a particularly violent sort of 
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offender, and this finding was replicated by Davis and 

Sines (1971) as well as others. In the present study, 

however, the 43 code type was the 17th most frequent among 

the non-violent offenders, not present at all among the 

control/comparison group, and the 8th most frequent among 

the violent offenders. This code type also identified only 

2.7 percent of the violent offenders, and was found only 

among the armed robber and rapist groups. 

This code type was first found among an incarcerated 

sample of offenders, and replications were also among in

carcerated offenders (excluding Rader 1977). Again there 

is a possibility that the high frequency of 43 code types 

is a reflection of incarceration effects. Scale 3 is usually 

referred to as a character scale (Dahlstrom et al. 1975) and 

is thought to be reflective of a basic style which remains 

stable through time. Scale 3 is composed of two clusters 

of items, however. One cluster concerns somatic complaints, 

and it is possible to obtain a moderate elevation (60 to 

70 T score points) by endorsing the somatic complaint items 

only. In a prison setting there is high value placed on 

illness, due to the benefits which accrue from any form of 

sickness, and scale 3 elevations in an incarcerated sample 

could reflect an effort to fake such problems for the bene

fit of the MMPI examiner. The other cluster of scale 3 

items relate to denial of interpersonal or emotional 
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difficulties. The incarcerated offender finds himself in 

a situation which makes it very clear that he has both 

interpersonal problems as well as emotional difficulties 

of one sort or another, yet the atmosphere makes it diffi

cult to deal constructively with such circumstances. Con

sequently a defensive pattern of denial might emerge. 

Unlike the possible incarceration effects and scale 2, 

there is no research presently available to support this 

notion, however. 

In any event, the fact that five code types define 

such a large proportion of the offender sample (and such a 

small proportion of the control/comparison sample) demon

strates the efficacy of MMPI "cookbooks" much like 

Gilberstadt and Duker (1965) and Marks et al. (1974), but 

specifically geared to correctional settings. The code 

types allow definition of specific target groups for further 

research, and development of correctional setting "cook

books" might well be as profitable clinically as the 

"cookbooks" developed in psychiatric settings. 

Before turning away from the high point codes, it 

will be recalled from the introduction that considerable 

research has indicated the high rate of neurological dis

orders among criminal offenders (Mark and Ervin 1970). 

Gilberstadt and Duker (1965) report only one code type as 

clearly associated with neurological impairment: the 139 
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code type. They report that this code type is frequent 

among individuals with chronic brain syndrome and person

ality disorder. In light of the frequency of personality 

disorder diagnoses among the sample (Table 1) and Mark and 

Ervin's (1970) comments, it would be reasonable to assume 

this code type would be rather common. It appeared in one 

instance among 1068 subjects. 

Turning to evaluation of profile configurations, 

Table 29 presents the evaluation of the accuracy of the 

relationship derived from Clark (1976). In 16 of 20 

instances the comparative heights of scales 4 and 8 were 

predicted, and in the three instances in which scale 8 was 

higher than scale 4 for the group profiles, the profiles 

were of the three most violent groups. Only 9 of 20 pre

dictions regarding the slope characteristic were accurate; 

this is approximately the level of chance prediction. 

This characteristic is of no utility in discriminating be

tween the profiles of the various groups. 

The slope characteristic does have value of another 

sort, however. It serves what might be called a "marker 

function." Note that in Table 33 the negative slope char

acteristic is present in approximately 75 percent of the 

three most violent groups. While most likely an artifact 

of the scale 8 elevations noted among the violent sample, 
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it nonetheless has some utility in picking up the profiles 

of violent offenders. 

Tables 34 and 35 demonstrate the utility of cutoff 

scores on scales 8 and 6 in identifying approximately half 

of the criminal offenders and only a little more than five 

percent of the control/comparison group. These arbitrary 

cutoff scores have considerably more utility than the 

Foulds' scales mentioned previously; the ability of these 

scales to serve as screening devices is again a reflection 

of the accuracy of Hathaway and Monachesi's (as cited by 

Butcher 1969) early work with the MMPI and delinquency. 

Tables 36, 37 and 38 demonstrate the effect of what 

might be referred to as a "critical range" concept. The 

meaning of each of the MMPI clinical scales changes with 

increasing elevation, with 40 to 60 T score points empiri

cally adjusted as the "normal" range, 60 to 70 one standard 

deviation from the "normal" range (but not traditionally 

considered a range of extreme pathology), and 70 and above 

as the range of more serious pathology. 

While the criminal offender is not necessarily 

psychologically "normal," neither is he necessarily ex

tremely "pathological" in the sense of typical psychiatric 

nomenclature. The higher ranges of the MMPI scales are 

designed to assess extreme pathology as defined psychiatri-

cally, so it is reasonable to assume that criminal offenders 
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would score below this range, but above normals. Or, to 

explain another way, little to no alienation makes for a 

normal personality, a lot of alienation makes for schizo

phrenic psychopathology, and a middle amount of alienation 

makes for a criminal offender. The 278 profile was previ

ously demonstrated to be one of the five most frequent code 

types among an offender population. In Table 36, an arbi

trary range was established for each scale, and the various 

groups assessed as to "goodness of fit" to the limited 

range. Other scales were not considered. It will be seen 

that close to one-quarter of all the offender profiles 

fit the limited ranges on these three scales, while only 

3.6 percent of the control/comparison group profiles did so. 

This is a remarkably large number of profiles, and adds 

further credence to the efficacy of a correctional setting 

"cookbook" for the MMPI. 

The range concept is perhaps more clearly demon

strated in Tables 37 and 38. In Table 37, a variant of the 

489 profile is used, with unlimited upward range on scales 

4 and 8 beyond an arbitrary point, and a limit on scale 9. 

Again, other scale scores were not considered. Of the pro

files in the sample, 70.2 percent fit the configuration. 

Of these 70.2, 56.8 of them are profiles of violent 

offenders. If this configuration were labeled a "tendency 

toward violence" configuration, it would identify profiles 

of violent offenders at little better than chance level. 
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This would still be a higher rate of accuracy than 

if the strategy of labeling all profiles in the total sample 

as violent was adopted; accuracy then would be only 35 

percent. 

If the range is narrowed, however, as on Table 38, 

while fewer total profiles are included in the range, the 

percentage of violent profiles increases dramatically. 

While the range specified in Table 38 includes only 38.3 

percent of the total sample, fully 65 percent of this amount 

are violent offender profiles. Among this limited range, 

then, the accuracy of prediction of violent offender pro

files becomes 65 percent. So while a limited range concept 

of necessity overlooks a large number of profiles, it does 

allow for a higher rate of accurate prediction within that 

limited range. 

Also of considerable interest is that the limited 

278 range in Table 36 and the partially limited range of 

Table 37 describe such large proportions of the offender 

sample while describing such small proportions of the 

control/comparison sample. While the percent of overlap 

between these two is presently unknown, they simply restate 

the validity of the "cookbook" notion as applied to correc

tional settings. 
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An Overview and Other Directions 

At this point, it would be appropriate to review 

the findings of the present study. The first goal was to 

gather basic demographic data on the offender groups as 

well as control/comparison groups. This was accomplished, 

and as well as providing baseline measures for the various 

groups this also provided data for speculation about some 

underlying dynamics of offender behavior. The mean MMPI 

profiles for the groups also provide necessary baseline 

data, certainly useful in the agency in which the research 

was performed and possibly elsewhere. They also confirmed 

many previous findings. Foulds' (1965) special scales and 

the indices which used them were evaluated, and found to be 

inferior to the regular MMPI scales in discriminating be

tween various groups. While the OH scale was also of no 

demonstrated utility in discriminating between the groups, 

data were found supporting the concepts on which the scale 

was based. A different potential indicator of over-

controlled and undercontrolled aggressive personalities 

was found: 4 and 278 code types. While additional research 

is required to clarify this, both code types are consistent 

with Megargee's (1966b) conceptual framework. 

The tabulation of high point codes identified five 

code types--4, 489, 278, 478 and 49--which define a signifi

cant portion of the offender population. The search for 
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code types also clarified the need for research on offenders 

outside of institutional settings. 

While the relationship derived from Clark (1976) was 

not demonstrated to be reliable, its investigation sug

gested the concept of critical ranges and the importance of 

scale 8 in crimes of violence, as well as establishing 

screening scores for scales 8 and 6. 

While the issue of taxonomy remains a difficult 

one in investigation of offender behavior, the strategy of 

grouping by instant offense as labeled by the courts was 

demonstrated as a workable alternative. And while multiple 

groups are rightly considered unwieldly, Clark (1976) 

demonstrated the tremendous loss of data that results from 

attempts to "manage" the data more efficiently. The value 

of high point codes was again demonstrated, as was the some

what contradictory notion of the importance of the range 

under T = 70. 

The present study also demonstrated that the MMPI, 

as a clinical instrument, has considerable potential that 

has not yet been realized. 

To conclude on a vaguely philosophical note, this 

study grew out of both a past failure as well as simple 

curiosity. As with most research it concludes asking more 

questions than it answers. Certainly the findings of the 

present study require replication and cross-validation 
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before their general utility is known. The search for 

high point codes and configural patterns is largely just 

beginning with this clinical instrument, and the concept of 

limited ranges merely adds to the complexity of the re

search. The call for correctional setting "cookbooks" has 

not yet gone out, and when it does it promises a certain 

flurry of activity. The present study utilized no computer 

analysis of the data (though future effort along these lines 

would profit from such an application); to obtain maximum 

efficient operation from such a device requires knowing 

what to ask of it. And while there is certainly value in 

knowing what to look for, there is value as well as pleasure 

in simply looking. 



APPENDIX A 

OVERCONTROLLED HOSTILITY SCALE 

The following items comprise the overcontrolled 

hostility scale (OH) devised by Megargee et al. (1967). 

The items are numbered according to their position in the 

booklet form of the MMPI. 

78. I like poetry (true). 

91. I do not mind being made fun of (true). 

229. I should like to belong to several clubs or lodges 
(true). 

319. Most people inwardly dislike putting themselves out 
to help other people (true). 

338. I have certainly had more than my share of things 
to worry about (true)-. 

373. I feel sure that there is only one true religion 
(true). 

394. I frequently ask people for advice (true). 

425. I dream frequently (true). 

488. I pray several times a week (true). 

559. I have often been frightened in the middle of the 
night (true). 

1. I like mechanics magazines (false). 

30. At times I feel like swearing (false). 

81. I think I would like the kind of work a forest 
ranger does (false). 

211 



90 

102 

109 

129 

130 

141 

165 

181 

183 

290 

329 

382 

396 

439 

446 

475 

501 
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Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I 
ought to do today (false). 

My hardest battles are with myself (false). 

Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the 
opposite of what they request, even though I know 
they are right (false). 

Often I can't understand why I have been so cross 
and grouchy (false). 

I have never vomited blood or coughed up blood 
(false). 

My conduct is largely controlled by the customs of 
those about me (false). 

I like to know some important people because it 
makes me feel important (false). 

When I get bored I like to stir up some excitement 
(false). 

I am against giving money to beggars (false). 

I work under a great deal of tension (false). 

I almost never dream (false). 

I wish I could get over worrying about things I have 
said that may have injured other people's feelings 
(false). 

Often, even though everything is going fine for me, 
I feel that I don't care about anything (false). 

It makes me nervous to have to wait (false). 

I enjoy gambling for small stakes (false). 

When I am cornered I tell that portion of the truth 
which is not likely to hurt me (false). 

I usually work things out for myself rather than 
get someone to show me how (false). 



534. Several times I have been the last to give up 
trying to do a thing (false). 

Males: Mean =12.34 s.d. = 3.23 

Females:Mean =12.93 s.d. = 3.16 
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SERIES OF SCALES 

The following items comprise the series of scales 

devised by Foulds (1965). The items are numbered accord

ing to their position in the booklet form of the MMPI. 

The acting out hostility scale (AH): 

39. At times I feel like smashing things (true). 

80. . I sometimes tease animals (true). 

82. I am easily downed in an argument (true). 

97. At times I have a strong urge to do something harm
ful or shocking (true) .. 

118. In school I was sometimes sent to the principal 
for cutting up (true). 

139. Sometimes I feel as if I must injure either myself 
or someone else (true). 

145. At times I feel like picking a fist fight with 
someone (true). 

234. I get mad easily and then get over it soon (true). 

250. I don't blame anyone for trying to grab everything 
he can get in this world (true). 

269. I can easily make other people afraid of me, and 
sometimes do for the fun of it (true). 

336. I easily become impatient with people (true). 

355. Sometimes I enjoy hurting persons I love (true). 

75. I get angry sometimes (false). 
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Males: Mean =3.43 s.d.=2.36 

Females: Mean =2.94 s.d. = 2.13 

The projected delusional hostility scale (DH): 

16. I am sure I get a raw deal from life (true). 

35. If people had not had it in for me I would have been 
much more successful (true). 

110. Someone has it in for me (true). 

121. I believe I am being plotted against (true). 

123. I believe I am being followed (true). 

127. I know who is responsible for most of my troubles 
(true). 

136. I commonly wonder what hidden reason another person 
may have for doing something nice for me (true). 

197. Someone has been trying to rob me (true). 

347. I have no enemies who really wish to harm me 
(false). 

Males: Mean =1.28 s.d. = 1.30 

Females: Mean =1.16 s.d. = 1.13 

The criticism of others scale (CO): 

28. When someone does me a wrong I feel I should pay 
him back if I can, just for the principle of the 
thing (true). 

93. I think most people would lie to get ahead (true). 

94. I do many things which I regret afterwards (I 
regret things more or more often than others seem 
to)(true). 

109. Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the 
opposite of what they request, even though I know 
they are right (true). 
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226. Some of my family have habits that bother and annoy 
me very much (true). 

233. I have at times stood in the way of people who were 
trying to do something, not because it amounted 
to much but because of the principal of the thing 
(true). 

265. It is safer to trust nobody (true). 

271. I do not blame a person for taking advantage of 
someone who lays himself open to it (true). 

280. Most people make friends because friends are likely 
to be useful to them (true). 

316. I think nearly anyone would tell a lie to keep out 
of trouble (true). 

469. I have often found people jealous of my good ideas, 
just because they had not thought of them first 
(true). 

96. I have very few quarrels with members of my family 
(false). 

Males: Mean =4.26 s.d. = 2.64 

Females: Mean =4.12 s.d. = 2.52 

The delusional guilt scale (DG): 

61. I have not lived the right kind of life (true). 

106. Much of the time I feel as if I have done something 
wrong or evil (true). 

142. I certainly feel useless at times (true). 

202. I believe I am a condemned person (true). 

209. I believe my sins are unpardonable (true). 

382. I wish I could get over worrying about things I 
have said that may have injured other people's 
feelings (true). 

418. At times I think I am no good at all (true). 
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Males: Mean =1.68 s.d. = 1.53 

Females: Mean =1.71 s.d. = 1.43 

The self-criticism scale (SC): 

82. I am easily downed in an argument (true). 

86. I am certainly lacking in self-confidence (true). 

102. My hardest battles are with myself (true). 

129. Often I can't understand why I have been so cross 
and grouchy (true). 

147. I have often lost out on things because I couldn't 
make up my mind soon enough (true). 

257. I usually expect to succeed in things I do (true). 

357. I have several times given up doing a thing because 
I thought too little of my ability (true). 

397. I have sometimes felt that difficulties were piling 
up so high that I could not overcome them (true). 

549. I shrink from facing a crisis or difficulty (true). 

122. I seem to be about as capable and smart as most 
others around me (false). 

264. I am entirely self-confident (false). 

Males: Mean =3.99 s.d. = 2.02 

Females: Mean =4.81 s.d. = 2.09 



APPENDIX C 

DATA CARD 

Reproduced below is a facsimile of the data card 

used in the study. 

1 2  R  K  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0  

AH OH jc. 

DH H Index. *- A E 

DG_Z Df ] 
SC WCNiO 
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APPENDIX D 

SUBJECT'S CONSENT 

I agree to participate in the research project 

entitled Characteristics of Convicted Offenders as Measured 

with the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, a 

doctoral dissertation being completed by James Randolph 

Clark of The University of Arizona. I understand that this 

project will use the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory, a standard psychological personality test. The 

project will compare the answers given by convicted crimi

nals and members of the normal population on this test in 

an attempt to find out some of the personality character

istics of criminal offenders. 

I understand that I am to complete the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory, and mail the completed 

questionnaire, without including my name, address, or any 

other information which might identify me, to James R. 

Clark at the address to be supplied to me. 

I understand that this test usually takes about 90 

minutes, and that it asks some very personal questions about 

me, my family and friends, and my personal feelings. 

219 
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I understand that participation in this project is 

at no monetary cost to me, and that I will receive no 

remuneration for my participation. 

I understand that there will be no benefit to me in 

participation in this study, but that this study may con

tribute to a better understanding of criminality, 

I understand that I may feel free to ask the princi

pal investigator (James R. Clark) any questions I might have 

at any point during my participation in the project, or 

after its completion. 

I understand that I may withdraw from the project 

at any time I choose without ill will, for any reason I 

choose. 

I understand that no attempt will be made to identify 

me or my test answers by name, address, phone number or any 

other fashion. I understand that I will not put any such 

identifying information on the test forms I will complete. 

I understand that my privacy will be respected and that my 

participation will remain confidential. 

I agree to allow the data resulting from my partici

pation in this study to be used in other studies, remember

ing that privacy and confidentiality will be respected. 

I have read the above "Subject's Consent" informa

tion. The nature, demands, risks, and benefits of the 
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project have been explained to me. I understand that I 

may ask questions and that I am free to withdraw from the 

project at any time without ill will. 

Subject's signature Date 

Investigator's signature 
(as witness) 

Date 
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