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Preface . b ,

This dissertation blends two traditions in psychology which have

often been at odds, the clinical and the experimental. At-t;mes these

" elements have even been pitted against one another as in "dlinical
versus statistical” prediction or "idiographic versus nomothetic" ) T

approaches. If nothing else I hope that this blending-will démonsttate

that clinical psychology can be scientifica and that scientific investi-
gation can be cllnlcai.
‘Our knovledgé of the area chosen for'inveattgatton, that b£~extteme
ﬁhyslcal.agsression{ has suffered because of the split between clinical
and research methodology. It is patently imposslble to:teproducebéuch
behavior in the luborqtory. Thus @ost—of the quantitative work on
'nggresato; has dealt vith mild forms of aggression im norpal}people.
Pathological asé;esaton, such as homicide, hgs‘béen explalqed~by'extfa~
polating principles derfved from these‘l§bo;a€§fy dtqdles. Since people
who commit uildly aggressive acts have ofté#}geén ibund‘to/ba }aéking in
controls, {t was therefore generally'fglt,tﬁa: extremely aggreseiQe
.éersons must also be lacilng in controls bgt to a gteaéet extent. Ihe‘
presént study shows that the dynamics of extreme aggreusiod can bg markedly
-difféxent from those of mild aggression, and that extremely assaultive
_people may have an overabundance rgghet than a deficiency of contiols
agaiﬁs: the expression of aggressi;;; Thus, in this a;ea as in others,
coﬁ?lete anes:tggtion of the fuli'tange of behavior requires both the
experimental laboratory technique and the clinicgl obsérvational method.
Any dissertation must necessaril& beat_tﬁe name of one person. Yet ..-

the present study is, even more than most, the result of a group effort.







The cooperation of the Alemeda County Probation Department has been

truly remgrkable; It is a tribute to the wisdom of the Chief
Ptébation Offiéer, Lorénzo'Buckley, that ;a head of an agency beset

by ever incteaaing dewmands for service, he can recognize the iﬁportance
qt research and make scaff time avallable for a project of this size.

The cooperation of HAROLD Batt, the Director of the Alameda County
Probation Depart@enc Guidance Clinic, was invaluvable. It was ﬁis
'responsiblilty to arrange time fof.the clinicans io ex;mine the 76
lubjects and for the stenographers to type the rggulting transcripts.

This he did in the face of record demands by the courts for peychological
services.

The clinical paycholééiats vho spent over 600 hours interviewing and
testing these boys and their parents, vithqu: even the satfsfaction of
knowing what hypoihéseé were being tested, were G@o:ge Bprrett, Georgta
labladeiis. Robert Bkglad, glchardiFulk, Lionel Lnxoulék, and Nﬁncy Head,
as wvell as tsevc}inic;s éonsuittng pnychlatriac; Herbert Harms. Probatioﬂ.
officers Thomas Nolan, BRichard Netherwood, and Dan‘!stotg;. Qlaé cqnducted

"some of the parent intervievs. When Dr. Harms succeeded to the director;
ship of the clinié, hg continued to allow me time to work onm this project
and attend meetings with my advisory committee.

Over 1500 hours of clerical fime,vere vecessary to transcribe the
tape recordings of the projective tests and interviews. The ofteen
ppoquuslity of the»ré;ordings wade this an especiélly arducus task. Mrs,
Karen Smart and Mrs. Judith Loney did the bulk of this work with the
assistance of Miss fatricia Gahnbn and Mrs. Barbara Dailey. Hxs..SmArt
‘also served as principal reseérch secretary, coding the data and keeping

track of administrative details.
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Every member of the Juvenile H;ll custodial ;taff was involved in
making observations and ratings on the boys studied., These 30 men
filled:out over 2,000 Behavior Check Lists. Rating Scales and A&jective
Check Lists glth no reduétion in their other dutieas. Special credit
goes to George Barrett who as J;;enile Hall caseworker voluntnrl}y
undertook the time consuming task of making cértaih that all these forms
were filled out properly and on time. His suggestions and liaisdn.ﬁork
were of imzeasureable help in ensuting the success of the project. When
he moved to the clinic his role was capably filled by Donald Hartmann.

The County also key punched the data into IBH cards. Miss Carol
Wisuri spent a'number'of hours acting as liaison beﬁveen me and the key
pun;h perbonhel. The University of California Computer Center_donatéd
time on the 1BM 7090. ‘ ‘

Special thanks also go-to Richard Demidg,rbirec;or of Research for
Alameda County. Ris support was of major aésiatauce. aq& he neve% failed
to provide the full coopera:ion of his- otfico.

An equal debt is oved to my udvtsera at the Unlvetsity of Calitotnia.
Gefald Hendelaohn, ‘the chairman of my dissertation committee, has been
bgeneroua in the time he has devoted not only to this project but to
others Ln the pasc. After three years of working under his guidance, 1: -
is meoﬁslble for me to assess or express the debt I owe him. I only
know that thanks to his ability, nﬁtvoply as a resea:chet.bug also as a

teacher, the research uadertaken has become better research, the reports

written have become better reports, and at the same time I too have become
a better psychologist.

Hubert befey and'Irving Piliavin, the other member of my committee
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have also markedly improved this dissertation by their comments and

- criticism.

To 811 of thesge people 1 am extremely grateful.

Edwin X. Megargee
Berkeley, California
December 12, 1963
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CHAPTER 1

A THEORY OF ASSAULTING BEHAVIOR

1f, on the morning of November 3, 1959, Sam Williamsl had been
:91& that he would be shot four times before the day had ended, he
would have been quite Bkeptiéal.. In Sam's'vorld; hAVever, such
eventi wvere not unheard of. Sam himseif had oncelﬁeen‘imprisoﬁed
in San Quenttn £or an unprovoked “Agsault With a Peadly Weapon"
that had left his victim blind in one eye. Thetefote, he houldn t
have rejecte&'the notion that he lilmself might be attacked as being
lmﬁosstble. If, however, “he had been told that. the bullets vould be
fired by Billy Jonesl, there is no doubt that Sam would have bcen
_completely lncredulous. o V .
. Sam had good reason ‘to ieel that it was meosslble fot‘such an
‘event to occuz. Pot two years heé had tried to gond Billy into a
Eight by publicly humiliating him in every vay conceivable. But

Bil}ly seeped 1ncapab1e of doing anything aggreasive. You could call

him any name in the book and he would just suile and try to be friends. -

You,cogld push bim around or throw drinks in his face and he would never
fight back. “1f he woulan't even tell you to go to hell, he certaiﬁ}y
wvouldn't shoot you. | |

.A group of Yale gsychoiogists,HEOEZUvyears earlier hed published
a monograph enti;ied Frﬁéfrgfibn &.Aggression would £ave béen less

dubious. They had.qtitten,."Aggression is always.a consequence of

' 1AII names havé been changed.
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2.
frustration” and "...the strength of instigation to aggression2 should
Qary directly with ... the number of;ftusﬁratcd response-sequences’
(Dollard, et al, 1939, p. 28). In other words Sam's behavior should
increase the lLlehood.tha: Billy would aggress, and what is more,
1f he cﬁntinued the instigation ;hould bﬁild up over time.

But in fact Sam was ﬁot ﬁarned so that night hg_sgught and
found Billy for h;s nightly sport. He leaned on thebside of Billy's>
‘car for hilminutes waving a kﬁife under his nose, calling him a
coward and telling him he wasn't a man, ?hus, he frygcratedftwo

‘of Billy's strongest needs--his need for affiliation ﬁpd his need
for self-respeet. Then Sam_tenched in ;héicar; grabbed Billy's whiskey
bottle and threw‘if.unde:'the tireq sgjing he hopea it voui4 cnuse.n
flat. This frustration too suninated with all the previous ones.

The Yale group hadburltten that vhén the strength of a person's
ihstigatlon'to aggression exceeds tﬁe level of lnhibitioh, an aggressive
réupcnse should bccur (Dollard e:val, 1939). This {s true no wmatter
how high the level of inhibitlo; is, provided there are sufficlént
cues. to aggression in the cnvironmenﬁ. Sam and that knife he was
holding certninly constituted cues ;o aggtesﬁion,Aand with the throwing
of the‘bottle; Billy's ins£iga;ion to aggression, or anger, finally
exceeded even his strong iﬁhibitions. »

lf‘SamAhad been .aware of al; this; he might not have been so

"éurprisgd wvhen Billy ﬁulled a gun from the glove compartmeﬁt. But

.as it was, he was astounded and stood there transfixed. This gave

2instigation to aggression™ is defined as the response to frustratiom.

1







Billy Jones the opportunity to shoot hiw and Billy made the wmost

of it.‘ Sam fled. Billy followed. Cornering Sam on a porch, he
shot him. twice more in the abdomen. Sam ran again, but fell. Billy
placed the gun against Sam's neck and fired one last time. Then he
turned and left.

~ Two acts of aggression had takenvplacef one vés predictable,
the otlier was not. Sawn's aggre;sion was verbal aﬁd wildly physicﬁl.
It no doubt tepre;qnteq #'strong habit in a‘pcrsoé who had few
inhibitions against tﬂe diréct eiprcséion of aggression. Billy's
agsress;on, on tke other hand, was extreme and.completely out of
character. A mild mannered, slightly built bachelof of 39, he had
no prior police record and an excellent esployment history. In fact,
it secied his very uwhkncss induced che £rustrnti§ns witich culminated
in his eventual loss of comtrol.

1f these two men can be regarded as prototypes, it uould'aﬁpear

that aggressive people fall into at least two éategories. Persons of
the first type haQe probably been rewarded for aggression throughout
their lives by their parents and peers3. Hhén sufficiently pravoked
they may commit an extreme assaultive offense, but théir aggression
.is usually mild or moderate consisting of thzeats; minor assaults and

the likeh. Dlagnostigally, they would be regarded as normals or

3pandura and Walters (1953) study of facily backgrounds of noderately
aggressive dellhgueuts lends some support to this.

“Instrumental aggressxon i.e., aggression COuLdCted as a means to an
end rathet thah’ an.end in itself is ignored in this treatment. The
person wnho- knocxs a person down in a purse snatching is seen as exer-
cising his need for acquisition rather than aggression unless the

force .used is clearly iiore than the situation requires.
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sociopaths. Clihically easy to detect, they rcpreseﬂt a type familiar
to all devotees of contewporary television draFa or ﬁystery fiction

of the Mickey Spillane variety. ihey will be tcrméd "Type U#e" or
"Theiﬂabit;ally Aggressive Type.”

Tiie second type presents an altogether different picture. These
people are overcontrolied and teud to deal.with thoelr aggressive
ispulses through such neurotic defenses as fepression or reaction
formation, Aggression to‘thew.is ego-alien or unacceptable, and it
is likely they were punished for it during childhood, Urlike the
Habitually Aggressive Type, these people nave an dvetdeécloéed and
rigid Superego.} They ave fauilfiar to those who follow crine news in>
the press and have seen several headi;ues of the nature NODEL STﬁDEhT
SLAYS FANILY,Vfor when they do aggress it is generally Ln an extrese
fashion. This type will be called Type Two or “The Wora Turns Iype;"

If this analysis fs valid, sowe serious probleis are posed for
existing theory conccfning aggression, The assaultive response is
one which {s generally tabé# in our culturg. As a taboo, it has
anxiety qttached to its performanceé which inhibits it. The behavior
of the Habitually Aggressive Type can be viewed as the result of a
failure to develop the appropriate taboos or values due to deficiencies
in the howe, the subculture or both. Habitually aggressive behavior
:#n also be learﬁed if the ipdividual is rewarded fot‘minof aggressive
acts so cﬁat the anxiety atgached to more éssaul;ive behavior is A
lessened through response generalization or what Qolpe has termed

reciprocal inhibition (Wolpe, 1938); However, such an explanation

does not account for Billy Jones who apparently developed strong







taboos and had not extinguished them through minor aggressive acting
out. It is difficult to explain his behavior and impossiSIe to
predict it, using a pureiy learning thgdry ;pproa;h. .
The frust;azion-aggression hypotheses of the.Yale Group and
subsequent workers in this tradition, provideé anocnerlapproach to
aggression (Pollard et al, 1939). Essentially, this hypothesis states
that ﬁhe response to frustration-is aggression, although no overt
aggtessive.act Qa& occur. Berkowitz (1961) Equates this'instigation to
~aggression with anger as the response to frustration. -So far, this
" writer agrees, although he would hasten to'stipulate taat frustration
as usually defined i3 not tie only possible antecédent of aggfesslon.
Since observation shows that all frustration does not fead to
overt aggressive acts, some explanation was called io;. The Y;le group
‘stated that the overt aggressive act {s the result,of'thé interaction
of the instigation to aggression and of the inﬂibtciqn of aggression.
Inkibition or fear of punishment‘mgghc prevent the occurreﬁce of an
kéggtessive response {f it was stronger than the instigaéioﬁ to aggressiyn.
On the other hand, when the strength of the instigation to'éggre551onv
exceed§ that of inhibitioun, an aggrqssive act would occur. They
indicated thacbth;se antagonistic tendencies squ@ted in some algebraic
. manner (Dollard et al, 1939).
While this treatment appears more scientific than the statesent
that sowmetimes frustration leads to aggressive acts de otheér times
#tﬁdoes not, Lt.does;not improve our ability.to prediét,siﬁqé instiéation
.#né inhibliian.atg not defined indépenﬂen:lybof the ;ggressive'act.

However, it did lead. to animal experiments in conflict in which the







antecedents of these intervening variables, frustration and punish-
ment were manipulated. These studies led to ; becter‘snueratpﬁding .
of the nature of approach and avoidance gradients.‘

Miller also was able to uge these notions to account for the
mechanism of displacement. He maintained, as did others of the
Yale group, that instigation to aggression might focus on Qiher
targets similar to the original frustrating agent.if the aggreasive
response to the original agent was blocked iﬂiller; 1948);

That this ia the c#se was demonstrated not only by Miller's
expericents with aﬁtmals but also‘by the behavior of human beings;

1]

for example, "Albert Lema," a 16 year old white bo; of Mexican ances-
try was beaten up by a band of Negro youths on New Years Eve, 1962.
Albexrt weat home to secure a rifle and then cruised through the

Negro district in his car loqkiﬁg for his assailants. Unable to find
them; he lastead shot a young Negrb woman. ‘Thus hlavaggreaéion gen~
efalized from his attackers to Negrﬁgs 15 general, and he dtsplased
his aggression onto another member.of that race.

Miller (1948) also held that inhibition of aggression generalized
along this dLmeﬁaiph of stimulus similarity. This leads to the fam-.
1liar Miller patadigﬁ:(sgé Fig. 1). This figure llluatyates a sftuation
in which a man angered by his m&tﬁer-;n-@aw generalizing some of his anger
to his.viﬁe, his child; and h{s]d&é 15 accord with their pe;celved.s;nil-
arity to hisAnothét4iﬁ-1av. The inhibition attached to attacking mothers-

,lﬁ-lav hﬁs also generalized in some degree to the others, but the slope







7.
_of this gradiee: is much s:eeper.5 Miller held that when the net
strength was positive, i.e., the instiéatlon exceeded the inhibition,
aggressive reéponses could occur.

‘ The giffieuitf with this medel, as wigh nany schematic represent-
ations, - is thet it is ovetsinplified;'-when botih instigation and
Anhibition ere blotted éogether in this fashion it fuplies thet
while the slopes differ, the résponse screngths.of inhibition and
instigation gencralize-in;an eséentially siwilar manner.® It also
inplies that the.strength oﬁ’ithﬁltipn is also a function solely of
stinulus similarity. This is not heceasatily the case, The man in
thig exanple may 1ndeed have less inhibition toﬁerd attacking his wife
or behaving aggfésstﬁely-tcward hie child,-but at the qeme time have
developed the attitude that aggression toward enimale is completely
tnSpo. Ihen his profile would appear ‘as in Figure 2.

While sowe stiuzulus generalization of inhibition uay océut, this
writer maintains that the amount of inhibition toward an object is
a2 prqduct of each ihdivldual'a unique reinforcement history with
regard to that object, or in the case of new objects, to that ciass
of objects in which he categorfzes the new one.

If the situa:ion is such that instigation exceeds inhibition and

an aggressive response occurs, this in turn is associated with a

sﬂiller, (1348) has deqonstfated_CHat avoidance gradients generally
- are steeper than approach gradients.

61n fact it 1mplxes that there is a perfect rank order (as opposed
to Pearson) correlation between the strengtn> of instigation and
inhibition. .
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Lowctigg‘df :he‘levellof instigation. In the absence of punishment,
“this is_considered to be rewarding and the habit scrength for the
;égurrencc of such acts inréimilar siguations in the future is incrcased.
Wiether the aggression is director displﬁced, as long ds it is success-
ful, the individual is more lLke1y<£o resort to it égﬁin.
Direct aggression'agatnst the frustratin; aéent and disblacement
are not the only_vaysAin which the inétigation to aggression is relgasgd
however. There i{s also the iiportant pﬁenomenon of response generaliza-
tion. The writer feels that for each frustrating situation there is a
respohse which thg}indiﬁidual would make in the absence of all lﬁhibiting
factors. Ihis response the wrltér calls thé_g;ego;gnt respongse. The.
prepotent responsc varies with the sLtQatibn. Fo; instance, a man uhé
finds his ulfe in bed with his best friend migh; in the absence of any
-rcstruiutﬁ,stznngle her, This would be -the prepotent responsc in this
situation, - The sawe wman who Ls<mlld1y-£ruscrntdd:by ; slow walter in a
restaurant would érobably not étranglc the waliet evgndttvno inhibltion;
were operating, slmély because the amount :0f frustration and the result-
ing instlgazion to ngg?ession #inply does not warrant ‘such an act. The
prepotent_tcspbnsévin this situation might be a refusal to t{p the

dilatory watter.’

7Thg writer regards the prepotent response as being learned, often by
imitation, rather than being instinctive. - This is because the culture
‘determines to a large degree what is frustrating and how much instigacion”
to aggression should result. It also prescribes the nature of the
appropriate response. For instance, tile man who found his wife to be
unfaithful had tie prepotent response of.strangling her. In other
cultures he L;Lhc stone ner or consult a witch doctor to place a spell







In many cagses the prepotent resporse is suppressed because
Atnhtbitions are operating and they e*ceed the level of instigation
for the prepotent response. When the prepotent response {8 inhibited
the'peraon>may displace his‘aggression to another targeg{ However, he
is more apt 26 make a'iesset. more acceptable aggressive response to the
original target. Thus, the frustrated husband may not strangle his wife
but he may beat her, castigate her, or take her to a divorce court. The
person unnoyed.by the lagging waiter may not actually tefusé to tip, but
he. may tip less than he usually does. Such generalized responses reduce
the instigation to aggression although not as effectively As the.pré-
potent response would have. -

For each possible target of aggression, even yhep aggression is
displaced, there {s a ptepoignt response and other fegéé§ genergllzed_
responses. 'Albert Lema," for instance, who shot the Negro woman vhen-‘
he was unable to ftna the Negroes vho,had beg;gp him ué?tdéking a pre-
potent reaponsé'to a displaced tarse&. In bro;d ge;ms, then.‘diaplace-
ment primarily éetermlnes the target while respouse.genéfalizAtioq inj
flugncés the nature of the response.

The stimulus situation Ls-also extremely important since it

directly 1nflu§nces the amount of inhibition attached to various acts

7(Cont'd) o o

on her. In still other cultures,.the event might be considered

to be a normal part of hospitality and therefore not constitute a
frustration nor lead to any instigation to aggression. Bateson (1941)
has pointed out how behavior which would be cénsidered highly frus-
trating in our c¢ulture 'is not at all frustrating in a culture in
which the members have been raised with different expectations.
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and varfous targets. Tﬁe man angered by his mother-in-lay whd would
otdinatily wake a verbally aggressive response to his wife m#y be
{ohibited by the fact that company is ptesent. If his child is absent
or does not provide behavioral cues sufficient to justify an act of
aggression he may have to content himself with a diatribe against the
Administration.

Io our culture it is generallybthé mogt aggressive response’which
i8 suppressed an@ ; less aggressive one which'ia aubstitutedT When
‘the ffus:ration-aggresslon hypothesis is uped to predict thé degree
of vlolence.of the agsress(ve aéfa difficulties arise. Ihere are two
varfables in the Miller model which people have a:tempted to use to
predict the degree of violence. The first of these is the net strength
 0£ the instigation to ngéreslion, i.e.; the difference between in-
atigaﬁion And aggression. Bandura and Walters hold that the degree
of violence is proportional to this variable. They state, by sub-
$racting the height of the cukve-tepresentlng the strength of the in-
hibitory response from thélhetght of the curve repreéenting the n:rength
of the inhibited response, it is possible to represent tﬂevn;rs:gtﬁ of
the overt tespdﬁse thac may be expected at any point on the dissim-

1larity continuua” (1959, p. 133). Berkowitz (1962, p. 109) also implies that- -

8The “degree of violence of the aggressive act" is a precise sounding
phrase for a very imprecise variable. There is no one single adequate
way it can be measured. Injuries to victims are not a reliable index.
Social taboos, intent, ptemeditation, the immediate milieu and many
other factors enter in its determination.’ Yet, within the members of

a society there is good consensual agreement sbout this variable.

(This receives its most tangible form in the Peénal Code in which society
_has agreed that premeditated murder is worse than that done in the heat
of passion, and this in turn more repreheqsible than verbal aggression.)
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the violence of the agéressive act is proportional to the net strengthe.

While this fornulation works adequately for Habitually Aggressive
people like Sanm Hilliams,.it breaks down when appligd to acts of
extreme aggression by overcont;olled.people such as §111y Jones.

The very fact that Biily's inhibitions were so high would abparencly
preclude a net strength sufficient to account f&r'a wurder. Sam
Williams' throwing the bottle under-the éar added oné scall frustration
which, with all ;he other frustrations of the preceding twb years,
pushed Billy{s anger level over his level of inhibition. Buc, unless
this last sumall irus:ratlon was so 5rea: that it added overwhelmingly
to his imstigation to aggression, the net strength at this point in
time wust have been slight. e 56, the aggressive response that
followed was out of all p:oportxon :o it.

An nlte:nar‘"e posicion, as noted above, would be that the aggress-
Lvenesa of the reaooﬁse utll be proporcional to the ' reaponse strengch" o
or the nbsolute alt de of tne instigation gradient at thnt point.

This appears to be Htller s position (1948, 1959) ~This notion accounts
for both Types of aggtessive acclng ocut wore adequately.  Since Nilliams
inhibxtory level is quite low, his’ responses are prxmarily a function of
apser. This assusption also makes it apparent that when a Billy Jones
éoés.gggreSs, it will necéssaril& be in an extreme fashion. 1In cases-
of T&pgfruo ("Worm Turns") aggression, ché ichibitjons are so high that
the ihstigation‘to aggression must reach a veryihigh level before it

can exceed them and take place. If the violence of the regponse is
ditectly-propo:tionai to the respdnse sttengtﬁ of the “instigation to
aggression, then it ncceésarily follows that the acts of aggression

committed by Type Two ﬁeoplc nust be extremely violent.
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The Type One person, howcver,'rately reaches this high a level of

t

instigation. Having fewer inhibitory controls, he will act eatliert"-
and loyer the level of insiiga:ion to aggress;on before his anger
.reachcs the vurderous level. Of course, in cascs of seQere sitﬁationai
Erusgration such as, periaps iiﬁding his wife in an adulterous situatioﬁ,
" ke too mighé comnit a homicide; or he might do so if attacked. But in
such cases the external situation would clearly call for an extreme
act. "Horﬁ Turns" asggression, on the other hand, ié'm;ch more apt
to be “senseless” or "poorly wotivated" in théﬁ.;hé‘ﬁrecipitatlng
events are more internal than external. - l .
Wnile this Io:uula;ion'néh§ly explaing thé pnrgdogicél}y nore
extreme agg;ession of the chronicallyh;?étéontrolled. it is over-

sioplified. In essence, the proposition under discdsslon”idi.Thg

‘gkeater the instipation to appression (anger) toward a target, the

-Lreater the desree of violence of the appressive response to that

:grggt if an ﬁggrgsslvg response {3 allowed to occur. This ignores

the facts of response generalization, for, as we have secen, a variety

of réspouses, Jifferiﬁg in the dégfee of violence way be directed
tquard ench,targgt wnile the degrec of instigation to aggression for
that target rewains a coustant. ‘ ‘
Tis erCc;. h&uever, has ptoposea a class of respdnscs terced
"prepotént" responses which are those.which‘uouid occur first if mo
inhibitory forces acted on the indiyidu;l. It.is for these’fespopses
that the direct relation between instigatioh.and degree of violence is

found.  In the case of generalized responses this is not the case.

Taus the proposition becomes: the gfreater the degree of instigation

- Lo agrression aimed at a target, the preater the prepotent ageressive

|
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response, either overt or suopressed, directed toward that target. A

corollary would be: The_apgressiveness of non-prepotent responses is

not directly grggo;ﬁional to thé absolute degree of instigation to
agsresgion (angg;i. Hﬁile it is not certain wﬁ;tithe,degreg of
aggressiveness 6f such responées is proportional’to; it is very likely
some function of the net strehéth, i.e., the diffefence between the
anger and.the level of inhibition. ‘

In this formqlation, the degree of violence'of the"Worm Turns'
offender is viewed primarily in energf terms. With one £r03:facipn
occurring after another, the instigation to aggression summates in
some fashion over tigc until_finally even his inhibitions are over-
whelmed. Thls places the enphasis on the instigation rather than on
the controls, In the pdét, the quality of control has been emphasized.
Berkowitz kl96l)_io; instance, notes th;t murde;ers generally violate = -
crininal lavs much less Ifeéuen:ly tﬁan do other cr;m;nal groups,
Neverthcle;s ke régards nurder and ext;emé nggrés#ion as being dug to
unsiable or spotty controls., He states thatbthe only thing which
could réstraLﬁ a mu;dérér's violence in thp'abscnée of. the pbiicé or
external controls are, "strong interaal prohibitions against anti-

social aggression (p. 322). 1In spite of the data sh@uing murderers
“are typically not hardened griminals" and that "most would never
comnit murder agéin if‘réleased from jail“ (p. 318) he still states
_th;f the mu:defers ""social code'often jﬁstifieé striking out on his

own against the people harming him."

One of Berkowitz' difficulties
is that he is dealing-with qggxessive,bghavior_aé a unitary phenomenon.

. When thé esphasis is placed on controls, as it should be for the

HabiCually Aggressive offender, then the approbtiate t:eatmenﬁ is

S s R
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Seen to be that of §plsteting, or in some cases even c:eat;pg, internal
controls. (A system wﬂich wards off aggressive behavior for as many
years as it did in the case of Billy Jones is not_r;ally aaeQuétely
described in terms of Superego lacunae or brietle controis.)“’ﬁhgn the
erphasis is shifted to level of lngtigacion due to somevfbfaiqf tenporal
sunmation, the question theﬁ geconms héw can the indiQidpa} reduce the
level of instigation so that the violent response is avoided. Whe? the
waters behind a high dam rise so high that they threaten tobcarry it
away, the answer 1s not to add on to the dam to wmake it Eigher, but
tatﬁcr to find some harmless way to relLeQe the water pressure.

It has been pointed out that the Worw Turns or Type Two person is
unable to usé the nechnnisms.of response génerall:ation'and displacéhnn:
in aﬁyAcffectlve way. This ﬁng the effect not gnly of allowing instiga-
tions to Q;éhuﬁlatc but also fnsures that when the aggressive response
E;dall& dées occur;'hé uill-h#vc a limited tepertoife of responses upon
whiclh to drau.'r A

Naturally the prcpotcnf'rcsponse 15 the one 208t 1£Rely,to be
selected. Thus the violcnce of the overt response is not oﬁly a
_function of the high level of_instigation but also of the failure to
learn ways of coping with anger othef than via suppression. This failuré
not onlf is apt to create the cit;ugstances for the violent act (as Billy
Jones never was ableA}o wafd off Sam Williams®' attacks) byt al#o leaves
the individual poorly equipped to cope with anger if it ever does over-
wvhelm h#; rigid defenses;”

Returning to the analogy of a dam, the treatment of choice is.to

build spillways so that the water pressure can be relieved without

[P .
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P

: mqarryikg away the whole sﬁtuccure. In the case of a Billy Jones,
lnfu;Péer shoring bfviuhibitiohs agqinsc.gggressioniwill'onf& be
eifective if his level of instigation never ag;in rises to a crit~
‘igajflevel. It-is impossible to insure ;his unless he is providea
with alternative modes of response so that he hiéhc aggress in more

Aébcially acceptable ways and thus prevent:summation. Going to a
.penal LnstLtQtion designed to repress any rebelliousness would not
help‘him develop new mildly aggressi;e habits, or in this context,
assertive habits. InSCead‘of being trecated like a sociopath, he
sﬁoulé Lnstead.be treatea as a neurotl& through psychotherapy.

fhus, the prppbscd typology and the shift 15 cmphasis from
adeqﬁac}’of controls to acéumulation of instigation to aggression,
whllcvhuvgng theoretical implications, is of wore than acndcy;c
lnteresg. If the extremely assaultive of[énder is to be tehabilttated,
then he awst be helﬁcd to leatﬁ to aggress nornmliy.‘to change his.
values, Lf the author's hypdthes;s is correct.' Lefore this can oééuk,
a great deal>of-pub1Lc rc;education will be necessary.

However, before any crusades to re-educacg'the'éméfgchn public
are'undettaken, the hypoghesis éus: be .subjected to sciepéifig scrutiny.
So far, all the uxic;f has offéred in evideptg is a single aggressive
incident, .which whi}e it was draﬁatiq'eudugh to stimulate che. whole
line of research which culminatedlin this dissertation, is hardly
sqfficient evidence to suppgtt'the theoretical fragevork constru;ted
in this chapter. In the subsequent chapters the hypothesiﬁftﬁéi the
moderately assaulfive S is qsualiy Habituall& Agpressive while tﬂe

extresely assaultive $ is sofe apt to be a chronically overcontrolled
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person of the Worw Turns Type will be examined, first by a search

through the literature, and second by an eampirical investigation.







CHAPTER -2

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter the literature on aggression will be reviewed
to detérﬁine how much evidence exists for and against the typology
presented in the preceding chapter.

The first source of evidence is tire literature ou psychological
tests. The wajority of studies in this area are concerned with
establishing tihe validity of various inscfunmn:s.v However,. in the
course of such investigations data are cqllcc:e§ from which incﬁr-
ferences about thie personalities of various groﬁps of 83 can be made.
This writer agrees with those such as Berxowitz (1962) and Miller
(1959, p. 220) who hold that fndications of agpressive feelings on
‘tests are tﬁe.rcsult of a dynawic conflict between 1n5tigacion and
inhibition just as in the case of other hggrcssive responses. Sinﬁe the
test éiCuuclon way be less chxeaténing than the real life situation, we
way cxpect'aggtcssive behavior that is inhibited in real life.

The writer's position is that there should be a direct relation
between the behavior shown on pgychalogical tesck and that shown in
overt behavior. Thus, 1f'1t is true that the moderately aggressive
Type One person is characterized by inadequate aggressive contro;é;A
-then such a pattern §hou1d bé noted in the test material. Similarly
if.thé ex:;emely assault?ve Type Two person is typically ove;controlled,
thén an over-controlled pattern should be evident in the tests. As

Berkowitz has stated, "If aiperson has developed extremely strong

inhibitions against expressing aggression, he is not likeiy to display
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hostility readily either in fantasy or in 'real life'" (1962, p. 88).

It siould be noted that there is a strong schoql of thou&ht which
holds that the relatién between fantasy and overt behavior is invcrsé,
(Pnillips aﬁa Swith, 19535 Sywounds, 194; Toukins, 1932). This group
would bredict that if the typology diﬁ lave tne nypothesized dynauwics,
then the Type One (Hab;tually Aggressive) personality would show lower
than normal fantqsy aggression while the Type Two (overcontrolled)
person would shaw above average fautasy aggression. This predicfﬂoh
cowes from the theory that fantasy serves a substitutive function with
non-aggressive people enLaang in a lot of fanta,y agpression while
overtly aggressive people have no need to do so. The uotion tiiat non-
aggressive people uay engage in fantasy aggression is consistent with
displacenent theory and the vti;cr has no quarrel with ft. However, he
does not aLreé that nabitually aggressive people abandon their aggressive
Babits in the test situation. & study Ly Lesser (1957) supports this .
view, He found -that for individuals whose wothers diséouragcd aggression
there was a negative relation between overt and fautasy aggression as
would be expected through displacement. HQWQQér, for Lndividﬁhls whose
mothers encouraged aggression and who ;herefor; probably had strong
aggressive habits, there vas a positive relation between overt and
fantasy aggressi;n. )

It is likely that individuals who show aggfession on fantasy measures
but in no other aspect of life are much less numerous than those who
éithér consistently aggress or consistently fail to aggress? For this
reason Lost stuaics shauld show a positiQe relation betwean fangasy
: _gnd overt behavior ovgf the group. as a whole, altnough there may be

individual excepﬁiqns. As will be seen below, this is geuerally the
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pattern that is Ebund.

In the pages to follow the literature on psyciologiccl tests
.Eﬁill be reviewved, stﬁgting with structured tests and going on through
the mo;e un;tructured or projective teciniues. Then a feprcsgntétive

sauple of case studies on murderers will oe presented.

Literature on Psyciolojical Tests

1. Structured Tests
Théxc is relatively little inforwation in the literature on
sﬁructured tests relevant to the hypoihesis that extre@cly a;saui:iye
indlvldualsvarc clironically overcontrolled while n@dera:cl; assaultive
Ss are habituslly aggressive, Shipwman and ha:Luettc (1903) found a
statistxgally oibuifxcanc although glibu: posxtxvc corrclation betwecen
ratings of physxgul hostility and scores on the MMPI Manifest Hostility
Scale. Megargee and ﬂcndelsohn (1962) comparing the perforuances of
extreumli assaultive ériminﬂls; moderately nssaﬁl;ive crininal, non-
violcnt.cgimtnals and normals on twelve }NYi scales of hostility and
control (ingluding tie MHS) found no significant differences in.tﬂe
_predicted direction. On the contrary, assaultive Ss did tend to éeg
 ,measurcd as havxng significantly L.eatcr control by several of the
‘nmasures, nowevet, there were no sxgnxxxcanc differences of this type
 betueen:the Extreme and Hoderately Assaultive groups. The criminal
groups all had profiles similar to those reported in the literature
fof,such groﬁps and clearly differed from the normals, Thisrindipated
that these results were not due to dissizulation, 4
7 ihese authors did not find aﬁy significant differences betwecn.the

various criminal groups on the clinical scales of the MMPI, nor did
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Panton (1933) who cogpared'thu 2PI scores of 508 property offenders

and 157 assaultive criicinals.

2. Semi-structured and Apperceptive Projecfivc Techiniques, 13 The
‘nRosehzﬁeig Pic:urc-Frustrati;n study.

A nusber of studies of ALgression have been wade using the Extra-
punicgveness (E) score of the idosenzweig Picture-Frustration Study.
Albee and Goldman (1350), Walker (1351) and Holzberg and Posner (1951)
found no Significuﬁt relationships between the E score and various
criteria of aggressive opehavior in sauples of hospital patien;s and
student nurses. Towner (1950) sna-uolzbcrg and Haun (1452) Q;Luu
mildly delinquent bgys and anti-social aggressive psychupafhic Gclin-
quents tcspcctiveiy found né significant differences between them and
appropriate normal control group§. T

Kaswan, Wasman and Freedwan (190U) studied the relation betwecen the
E scoré and 22 other measures of aggression in a sample of 121 nale
State ﬁrisoncts, including 4U aggressive of{éndcrs. Only a few reiation-
ships were found to be signlficanﬁ, and therc was no apparent pattern
anionyg thém. B ‘

Three studies, however, have conéigténtly found EA to be lower among
people who act out. Angelino (193J) using children classified as dis-
‘ciplinary cases by their teachers found they had a iowcr E score and
higher'lmpuhitiveness (H) score than did children classifiéd as "nou-
problcm,cgses,; "wcllvadjustcd" or "vehavior pr&blens." Decing (1960)

féund that de;inqucﬁté dbtaiﬁed in Juvcnile‘ﬂall for éggressive offenses

had E scores significantly lower than the published norms for the test.

While it nmy-be that such cases are indeed intra-psychicaily less extra-
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Puuicive despite their ovvert osenavior (ﬁontrary to :Ec preseint author's
nypotiesis reparding tine Type Une offeuder), it is equally likely that
they cousciously inhibit arti-social reéponsés on the fairly traﬂsparent
P-F study when testéd in a custodial setting.

The findings for the writer's hprthesi% are those of Weinberg
(1953). le used three groups differing.in aggt?ssiveness. The first
congisted of State prison irumates who can be considered Extreuely '
Assaultive since they were convicted of Ass;ult With a Deadly Weapon,
Felonious Assault, or Assault With -Intent to Kill., His secogd Lroup
congisted of non-assaultive incates (Lorgers), and his third Lrbup of
normals watched for occupation, age and chcation. Qrbup 1 had a méau
E score of 7.8, Group 11 a mean score of 8.0 and Group LIl a score of
lu.4. Tue E scores of both criwinal groups were significantly lower
than the normals as wight be expected if they tended to suppress anti-
social resp#nscs. However, ihe Extrcuely Assa;ltive group was also
significantly lower than the nod-assagicive ¢riwinal group. This is
the pattern that would be predicted on the basis of the writer's |
hypothesis. While it is also possible to explain this pattern on a
post hoc ‘basis as being due to greater dissinuolation by the assaultive
innutes,'ig is unlikely that such a pattern of fakin; would be predicted.
Hhile.thi§ iiqding certainly does not prove cpe notion‘thac Extremely
Assauvltive offen@ers are overcontrollea, ic ié nevertheless quite

consistent with it.

Sewi-structured . and Apperceptive projective tests, 23 theuwatic tests.
Since Murray first introduced tiie Thewatic Apperception Test, a

large literature has grown relating various reed-press variadles to
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aggression, These may be ofganized into g;nerations based on level
of sophistication. The first generation of work consisted of theor-
etical analyses of the relation between fantasy and overt behavior
with guides to interpretation, and £ot£hrtght empirical studies aimed
at validating the test. These studies generally failed.

The second generation of studies attempted to determine empir;
ically what variables actually affect thematic productions.

The third generation of studies applied the IAf to spécial groups
such as criminals in an effort to learn more about the test but ia-
cidentally providing useful data on these Ss.

1t vas o;igtually felt by Murray (1943, é. 16) and oiﬁers that
the TAT was related to a level of the.personality vﬁich.the individual -
would not or could nog express in overt behavior. Symonds (1949, P- 205)
vas one exponent of this vlev; "1f a person works out his problems in
overt behavior, he does not find it necessary to work them»out in fan-
t__asjy-- and if he works them out in fantasy, he is not apt tov éxpreu them
in re;lity.ﬁ Tomkin# (1952, p. 227) held a Bimilar viewpoint and main-
tained that antisocial behavior in the TAT, representing represée& or
suppressed needs, would be less grominent in the pto:oco}s of overtly
antigsocial people than in normals or neurotics or psychotlcsf

Neve:;helesé,»reseatche;s lcoked for dire;t cor;elaﬁions between
TAT needs aﬁd overt behavior.. The first group of workers, such as’
Koruner (1959)5 Pittluck (1950), Jensen (i957)‘an5 Gluck (1955) found
uo signtficant'rei;tionsvbgtveen n agg and varioué,types of overt

behavior. Sanford, Adkins, Miller and Cobb (1943) found some low
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order correlations vhich contrary to theory were in the positive

direction, Walker (1951) found a significant correlation of +.46.

between MAPS test hostility scores and therepists ratings of hosttlity.
The second generation studies we£e more refined, and more sig-

agg and overt behavior.

nificant positive relations were”found between‘n
LLnazey and Tejessey (1956) focused on the overt-covert issue directly
by relating TAT signs of aggression.to_ovett and covert criteria of
aggression in a sample of intensively studied Harvard volunteers.

They found aigntf;eant correlations with the overtly observable and
consclous ma;erial but not with the unconscious material as determined
by clinical study. They ruefully cbpcluded, "These findings suggest
rather strongly that the scores we had derived painstekingly from.the
TAT protocols represent rather accurately ;he information we could

have Qécu:ed from the subjects themselves by simply asking them to
appraise thefr own behavior," (1956, p373).

The work of Kasan (1956), Lesser (1957) and Heatherly (1962)
demonstrated the meor:ance of the ambigulty of the stimulus a8 a
variable. When the card cleatly suggests : an aggtesstve scene, differ-
ences between aggressive and non-aggress}ve criterion groups atg such '
more likely. .Hhén a fereon failp to give an:aggressive response to a
card vﬁlch clearly calls for it, it is probably because anbasgressive
response has been suppressed due to the same inhibitions uhich alse
operate in overt behaviorf If the card is so ambtguous that aggtessive
reaponsés arg not relevant, we get no such insight into ;he instigation~
1nhib1t;op.conflicc. ‘

-Lesser (1957) and ﬁeatherly (1962) also demonstrated the import-

ance of maternal attitudes toward gggression in detefmining whether or
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hpt a person expresses aggression on tﬁe TAT,
‘Bellak (1943) and Weatherly (1962).found that anger could increase
faptasy aggressioh. This second group of studies therefore iéd{cated
the TAT fs directly correlated with overt behavior when theséyoiher
variables are considered. ‘ » .
Similar results were found when climical studies o£>aggressive
groups were conducted; Tomkins (1952, p. 277) had predicted that anti-
soclal thémes would not be prominent in the records of aktisocial people.
While unfortunately no control group was used, foung (1956) reported .
B agg was a frequent theme in the records of instttut;onalized»delinquen:s.
Purcell (1956) reported on three groups of Army tfalheea referred
for psychiatric study vhicﬁ differed on the amount of antisocial aggresvae
behavior shown in the past. The most aggressive group was piobably ‘
Hoderétely_Asaaultive in this writer's ;erﬁinology.l As such it would
be expected to have the gte;teat amount of fantasy aggression since
it should éonaist.of'TyPQIOne or undercontrolled Ss. Thi; éxpectatlbn:' 
~ was upheld, . v B
Mussen and Naylor (1954) in a study of mild juvenile ﬂéllanenta.
found a significant direct relation betwegQ sggressive fantasy on the
TAT and Juvenile Hall cqunselor'a_ratings of aggressive behavior.
These last two studies alsb-demonstratedvthe 1mpotta§ce'o£ éaéess;ﬁéi
fohibition agginat aggres?ive expression by means of fantasy pQﬁishhent

- themes. Pittluck (1950) had found that balancing n agg and defenses

1See, Chapter .IIL for an operational definition of this term. In rough
terms, an extreme assaultive response is ome where death or serious injury
is likely and which is relatively unprovoked. A moderately assaultive

response is One which is more justified im terms of the milieu and which is’
less apt to pefmépent;y maim the victim. ’ :
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ggainst aggressive behavior as expressed in the TAT stbrtea,impro;éd
the prediction of overt behavior. Hu;sen and Naylor (1954) also
foupd a tendencf for ﬁuniahment themes to be idver;giy related to
acting out and Purcell (1956) found a significant inverse relation
-between themes of 19terna1 and external puhlshment and behavioral
aggression.

One study utilized seriously assaultive offenders. This vas
conducted by Stome (1953) using three groups of military prisoners.
In Stone's study the most aggressive group consisted, in part, of
murderers. However, it also 1ncluded men vho had comnitted assaults
and vho may have been only Moderately Aaoaultive. More signiffcantly,
Stone screened out of this group anyone who had not had at leasc two .
prior aggressive offenseo. Thus, lt 18 likely that this group consisted »
primarily, if not exc}ﬁaively. of ﬂabitual;y Aggresslve’offenders. The
medfum aggressive group consisted of men who had gone AHOL or deserted
at least thrég times, and.the least aggressive group of men who had
gone AWOL or deserted while in combat,

On the TAT the assaultive group had significantly more fantasy
aggression than either of the o:ﬁef tvo,’ . |

The stud£e§ reviewed, using groups ranging irom_nofhals up through
Hoderately Assaultiv; criminal gfoups, have 1gdicatéd that aggressive
behavior is associated with higher aggressive needa and lowered inhibi-
tions in the aggressive Ss as measured by the TAI This is consistent
with the present thggi;. The'cgucial study would use a random sample
(unlike Scoheis ) of Extrgﬁely Assaultive Ss to determine if they are.

measured as having less n

agg and more p punishmedt than app:optiaﬁé
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control groups. Until the present study this had not been done.

Unstructured projective tests: The Ror h

The Rorschach literature is similar to that on the TAT. In both
cases the theoretical literache stresslng fantasy subatitution pre-
dicts that overﬁly aggressive people will engage in less fantasy
aggression than others. However, in both cases the bulk of the
empirical literature indicates a direct rgther'thah an inverse re-
lation. - »

In gggression research, the Rorschach is generally scored. for
hostllify of content. Scales are comstructed based on the préaumed
symbolism of various respongses. For the mo;t part responses in which
there are fights. death, wounds, blood or sutilation are scored as
hostlle in the various scales which have been proposed (Elizur, 1969.
Finney, 1954 ; Hafne; and Kaplan, 1960; Holtzman et gl, 1961; Hurgtein,
1956; Raderx, L95f; Walker, 1951). iowgver. theorists such as Lindner
(1947) and Pﬁlllgpa and Smith (1953) hﬂld that some reéponées‘of tﬁis'
vbtype, quch a8 Sloqd, are a contraindication of acting out in overt
behavior. - 7

The data, hovevet, have not supported the latter prediction.
Studies of subjects who ‘are not clinically aggressive (Bltzut, 19493
Pattie, 1954, Hurstein, 1956; Walker, 1951) and of assaultive hospital
patients (Finney, 1956;'Sdﬁ£éf énd’Sommer, 1958; Storment and Finney,
1953; Tovan, 1959) have generally shown significanc positive re-
lationships between che content 8cales used and the various criteria

qf'aggresvaé behavior. 1In the case of Murstein's (1956) study,

hostile Ss scored higher, only when they had insight into their
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hostility. 1f they were unavare of their hostility, they did not
project it, ‘It would thus seem that the content scqles reflect ego
accessible material. 4

The_ko:scha;h can also be scored for the determinants of the
Pperceptual response. Aggressiveness should also be reflected in
these de;erm;nanc scores, especially in the color scores which
prequmably represent interpersonal interactions aﬁd impulsivity
and in the quality of form which relates to the degree of control
(Klopfgr et al, 1954). Studies by Finney (1945) and Storment and
Finney (1953) showed a?saultiveneps to be related to Sum C and CF
responses {n the former-and to FC- and CP- responses 15Athe létter
study. Sémqei and Sommer (l§5§) focused on.aggressive and non~
aggtgsaive color determined responses and found a signlflcaﬁt re-
lationahlp.co physical explosiveness but not to>verbal aggression.

Thus, the Rorschach color scores are also directly related
to ovext ag;reaatve béhavior in these samples of moderately ¢
nlldly aggtesszve people. The,scores répreaent subtle 1nd1€es of
aggxession And are less apt to be affected by dissimulation or
role playing.z

‘Only four studies deal with criminal §s. Rader (}957) found
that in a niied group of state prisoners, his content scale was

religbly correlated with aggreésive remarks in a group therapy

2his is born out by a study conducted by Pattie (1954) who gave

14 undergraduates the Rorschach, told them under hypnosis they would
wake up feeling hostile and angry; and thenm retested them in this
condition. ‘While this yielded a two-fold increase in hostile content
for eight of the Ss, there was no. change in the color scores. Seven of
che Ss vhen asked before the study how a hostile person would react on’
the Rorschach, predicted their own response mode. Assumlng that this
represents role playing behavior, it shows how the content scores may
be chenged in the’ absence of changes in the determinan:s.
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setting, while Gorlow, Zimet and Fine (1952) found that juvenile delin-
quents gcored higher on Elizur's hostility scale tﬁan did a sample of
non-delinquent adolescent students.

In Stone's study, which was outlined above, it was found that his
most aggressive group, which ptobnbl; éonsisted of Habitually_Aggteasive'
§§{ scored lower on the hostility scale of the Rorschach than did the
medium aggressive group. It will be recalled that this game gréup
scored highest on the measure of TAT aggression. Stone had hyppthesized
that the acting out of aggressive impulses should reault.Ln reduction of
tensions pertaining to aggreastye impulses sn& hence to a lowered ag-
gressive conteﬁt'acore onAthe Rorschach. The data cannot be explained
on this basis, however, becausé the leaét éggressive group scorgd still
lower and thia difiefence. too, waav;tgnificant. Stone was anllnéd
to deal viih this unéqucted finding by dlscardigg the lénstvqggressive
group;a# belng.oft the aggressive continuum and hence nét germane to
the study. However, the ptesent.author dbubté that anyone c;n be off
the aggressive continuum in our culture. Hbllg variousvéggg hgg
hypotheses can be spun to acc&unt for thia pattern, the finding remains
esaentially an unpredictable one.

The majority of atqd.les are cphsistent with the present’hyﬁothesis )
that mild and moderate aggressive behavt&f is associated with relatively
high aggressive needs ;ﬂd lowered controls which extend throughout the
individueal's behavior, including behavior on p:ojectiye teats;. In
sddition, there is oné study which is relevant to the notion that ex-b

treme aggressive behavior is associated with increased controls. against

‘the expression of aggression. This study by Megargee and Mehdelsohn'(1§63)
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co@pared thteé_groups of criminals who were candidates for probation
on an index based on Murstein's (1956) Rorschach Hostility Scale. The
Extremely Assaultive group consisted of 21 men convtctéd of Hurdgr.
Assault with a Deadly Weapon, Mayhem or Manslaughter. The Moderately
Assaultive group consisted of 21 men copvicted of Ba£Cery. The Non-
violent group consisted of 27 men convicted of'non-aggresslve'crimes.
Ic was predicted that the Moderately Assaultive group would score
highest on the Rorschach Hostility Index, the ﬁon-violent group next
and that the Ex;remely Aggaultive group would score.

The data in Table Ome indicate that this prediction was upheld.
The difference between.the E;tremely Assaultive Group and the Mod-
erately Assaultive group, when fested with the Hann-“hlgney U test,
yielded an exact probability of ,0571.

‘The literature on psychological tests thus supports the notion
that for most people, including moderately assaultive oif;ndefs, overt
aggressive behavior is associated with increased aggr?sixve needs and
dlmln}shed controls. Data on extremely assaultive offenders is quite
scarce, but the few studies which do exist are generally consistent with
the “worm tufns" hypothesis.

. A far noée frultful, although less rigorous, source of data aﬁout
eitremely assaultive people are the studies of murderers scattered
through the criminological, sociological and péychological literature.
Sgugggs gf‘ngrégrgrs o .

. ci;niQAI_Behavidr per se 1s generally regarded as beingigggresaive.”
(Dollard et al, 1959, P- 111). It is implicit in the Penal éqdé and

most would agree that homicide is the most aégreseive form of criminal

~
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behavior. It would be logical to expect, therefore, that mu;derers are
among the most gggressivé prisoners in our institutions, However, the
opposite is the case, and this finding lends gupbor: to the notion
that these peopie are, in fact, overcontroiled.

Murderers as a groﬁp have been found to have fewer prior srfestg
and lower rates of recidivism than other criminal groups, (Berkowitz,
1962, p; 318). Berg and Fox (1942) in a study of 200 murderers found
only 31 had prior records of assault.‘ Even Wolfgang (1957) who noted
a greater incidence of prio? offenses ‘than is generally reported, found
oﬁly 264 oﬁ tits 621 murderers had prior xeéords of offenses against
people, indicating that thevmajprity of the murderers were not habit-
ually assaultive.

Other studies have focuséd on the personality of the extremely .
assaultive offender. SCeArnaA(1957) rep;rted cn féur homicides by -
@Jolescents. In each case ;he_murder was an impulsive act with obscure
motivation by boys with excellent reputations. Wickham (1956) reported
on all 15 teenage murders knoyn to the Algmcda Coqnty Probation Depart-
ment Guidance Clinic éince its founda;ion. All but:four vere from
average or s#periot homes and their school aajustmenﬁ was uﬁivérsally
good, although it féll off sﬁott;y before the offense. In general,
these murderers presented a éutface impression of being a "model student"

cr a "perfect lady,"

and he found that most suffered from a lack of.
socially acceptable emotional outlets, thereby building up tensions
and pressures which resulted in a crime of violence.

Schu}tz (i960) atuéied four probationers who had gssaulted their

wives with intent to kill. He found in general,

...a submissive, passive
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1Adivtdual, who avolded conflict ;g ali.cosca." Be.noted a pgctefn
of extreme dependency wiFh rigid control over aggressiye impulses as
long as the dependency was gratified. Wheﬁ the wife éermanently
withdrew this gratification by leaving or taking alover, the controi
system broke and the murde}ou; assault: took place.
Lamberti, Blackman and ﬁeiss (1958) and Weiss, Lamberti and
Blackman (1966) studied a group of ij people who without any record
of anti-socisl behavior, suddenly committed a homicide. Their findings.
vere in strikihg‘agteement with. those of Schultz (1960). They found ihat
the mothers of these murderers had emphasized conformity to the rules
-of the social system., To gain affection ;hey had to ‘deny or représs
;helf reactive hostility and conform. Both clinically and bﬁ tests
they appeared introverted, insecure, helpless and unable to assert

themselves. Théy concluded, "

+«.their difficulties came nbouc.becpuac
lof their needs to conform and because of their imability to act out
hostility in ways which they would feel might still be socially accept-
able" (Weiss, Lamberti and Blackman, 1960, p. 675).

Kahn (1959) comparéd'murdeters'und butgl;ts who h;d been referred
for psychiatric evaluations after pleading not guilty by reason of
inganity. Date included social history material, Wechsler-Bellevue
and Rorschach tests. He found, "Variables reflecting.pt'evtoua
history and behavior suggest that the M (Hurderer).gtoup has been
significantly more stable and conforming than the §§ (Burglar)...

In general the kinds of-factorg that distinguish the groups are con-

sistent with the hypothesis that Ms are more likely than Bs to have

personalities which could permit characteristic impulsive breakthrough
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qf ;;dlstic hostility which usually is ‘ordinarily rigidly controlled,
and also for Ms to have less personality resourcéa for expression of
their feelings." . .

The studies reported here represent all thcse found.§y the author
during a fairly complete, although not exhaustive, survey of the
recent psychological literature. A4s such they are probably a rep-
regentative sample. The degree of agreement among them is remarkably
high and tends to support the_hypothésis that extremely assaultive
people are genmerally chronically rigidly overcontrolled and ungble to
express aggression in small doses.

A certain amount of bias.hAs no doubt crept into these studtéd.
The writer has pointed out that there fs nothing to keep the habitually
aggressive person from commltiing homicide should‘the occasfon call for

it, Luckily, the situation rarely calls for it, in part due to his

ebility to intimidate others and in part because of his readiness

to diasiﬁate instigation to aggression. Such people ﬁo not make

interesting case studies and ptobabiyvdo not find their vay into the
literature as often as the Worm Turn; type. LambértiAet al (1958),
for instgncé, restricted tﬁeit study to :hose‘mutderets who had no
prior anti-sociai history. On the other hand, Wickham (l956)‘studted
a total popﬁlation of all teenage murderers over ; number of years and
arrived at; almost 1den€1ca1 conclusiong, So wvhile uuréerera are not
exclﬁsiy&ly Type Two pebplg, nevertheless the Worm Tﬁrns dytamic seems
to piay a r&ié“ﬁﬂ»the etiology of ﬁany extreme as;aulgs.

The literature thus consistently supports the prediction stated

at the outset of this chapter, The studies of the test performance of
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vormal, mildly aggressive and moderately assaultive Ss show fantasy
aggression is directly related to a number of criteria of overt
aggfessive behavior, despite theories to the contrary. Writers who
have reviewed this li;étature have naturally extrgpolated and»éasumed
that this holds true for the full range of aggressive behavior. (Buss
for instance, has stated, "The clinical s:udies yielded one clear-cut
posiiive finding: TAT aggression is directly related :6 assaultiveness,”
1961, p. 153.) .

The present author, however, has hypothesized : discontinuity that

the extremely assaultive individual is paradoxically overcontrolled.
Only three studies in the test literature bear directl} bn tﬁia point
by comparing the test performances of extremely assaultive S$s with other
groups. The first (Megargee and Mendelsohn, 1962) using the MMPL io;nd
no signiticant defgrences, as is often the case with MMPL studies.
The second (Weinberg, 1953) revealed that extremely assaultive crimln;
als are sigdtfiﬁantly lower on the Rosenrweig extra-punitiveness scale
than forgers or nofmals.‘ The.thitd (Megargee and Hé;dglsohn, 1963). showed
moderately assaultive criminals to be highest, nonviolent ctininals inter-
uediate.and eitremgly assaultive criminals lowest on Murstein's (1956)
Rorschach Hasti}ity Scale. The differén;e between the moderately and.
. éxtremeiy agsaultive groups was statistically significant with p = .0571.
The most cogent evidence bearing on the “worm turns".tﬁeory of
. extreme‘assault comes from the'literqturé of criminology and from case
”studieé of conviCCed murderers. This literature is re&arkably coﬁsié:eu:.

in deacribing murderers as being rigidly overcontrolled with inadequate

'outlets for the mild or moderate expression of hostile impulses.

‘A8 yet .no atuﬁy has taken people at various points along thé
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continuum of overt aggressive behavior and systematically examined them

with quantitative rigor in a variety of situations, with the purpose of

testing the type of hypothesis put forth by the writer.







Chapter 3

“In the flr?t chapter it was proyosgd that assaultive peopl; f;ll
into at least two typeg: 1) the.Habituall§ Asgaultive type to whom
sggression is ego-syntonic due to failure to develop the restraints
expected by our society and 2) the "Worm Turns" type to whom aggression
is so ego alien that he is unable to discharge hostility in small doses
so that it summates in some fashion over time. It was further hypothesized
that while the Habitually Aggressive person, like S;m Williams, wmay
occasionally respond Qith extreme violence to an extreme situation,
most of his behavior would be considered only moderately aggressive.

On the other hand, the Worm Turns type such as Billy Jones, if hg ever
does aggress, will likely do so in an extremely violent fashion, a;nce

By the time sufficient instigation to agg;ession or ang;r has accumulated,
only.n very violent response is dynamically appropriate or prepotent. A
man like Billy Jones is further pushed in the direction of making an

}, extreme response by the fact that he h;g learned no alternate methods

such as displaéement or response generalization by which helnay express
his aggression.

In this chapter, the “Worm Turns" hypothesis will be subjected to
an empirical investigation. Ideally, a study of this hypothesis would

‘use a coatrolled situation in which chronically overcontrolled people

were éubjected'to increasing frustration until they fiﬁally aggressed,
and the“viqlenﬁe of the result measured. However, such an approach is
patently impoékible; Not only would it be inhumane and unethical, but

if the hypothesis is correct it would be downright dangerous.

Thus practical consideratfon forces us to rely on the observational
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method. Lf the hypgthesis is correct, we would expect extremely assaultive
people to be measured as having more control and less expression of aggres-

._aiod than groups which are mildly aggressive or moderately assaultive,.ot
than appropriate non-aggressive control groups. ldeally, a wide baﬁd of
behavior ranging from school and community adjustment through direct
observations to projective testﬁ should be used to measure aggression on
a variety of situations.

. Selection of Subjects:: All boys detainea for serioﬁsbassaultive crimes
in the Alamed; County, California, Juv;nile Hall during the period from

‘July 1, 1962 to May 1, 1963 were examined.l After all the data for this
sthy were collected and each crime had been.carefully investigated Qx
the Probation Department, the reports to the Juvenile Court were examined.
The crimes were rated on a ten'point scale of aggression deviséd by the
1nveac£ga§or who took into account not only the behavior shown, but also
such v;riables“as the degree of provocatfon, the subcultural setting, the

“lmﬁedlate stioulus siiuation, the rélatlve size and armaments of victim
and defendent, and the extent of injuries. (See Appendix 1). In eacﬁ case
it uas_neceésafy to read the account of the offenses by both the.vicclm
and the defendent (in cases where the victim has survived) and come‘co
some judgment as to what had actually occurred. Ratings veré made by
the anestigaior who had had three yearé experience working with delinquents
and another psychologist with eight ye;rs such experience. Ratings were

'ﬁdde independently, a conference held in which discrepancies were discusséd,

1By a serjous assaultive crime is meant one in which the victim was or
was likely to be injured, in which there was inadequate provocation and
io which the offense appeared to be something more sericus than the
usual schoolyard scuffle or resistance to =z-:st.
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and then made again independently. Despite the Qaiue judgment necessary,
adequate teliﬁbiiity Has.achieved'vith a correlation o£.+.94 obtained be-
tween the two sets of post-discussion ratings. The ratings were ;ﬁ;n
pooled to give the final value for each subject. Those subjects who had
scored invthe range from 6.0 to 10.0 were classified as ;Eitremely Assaultive"
(EA). There were 9 squects in this group. Thosg uho‘had scored below 6.0
were classified as "Moderately Assaultive" (MA). They gumbered 21. The
EA ;réup included 2 cases of homicide, an attempteé murder, 5 assaults with
a deadly veapon, and one particularly brutal beating.. The MA group con-
sisted primarily of battery case&, gang fights, and strongarm robberiéé.

The only restriction on the assaultive sample was that no boys be in-
" cluded who were so deficient in intelligence that they apﬁeared incapable
of following through with the examination proc;dutééﬁv'fhus 1f a boy was
known to have an IQ below 70, he vﬂa é#ciﬁdedﬂ In pracci;e; none of the
assaultive dubjeéts had to be dropped because of mental retardation, but
sevetalvgubjects who would otherwise have qualified for .the control groups
were egclu&ed.

"~ In additfon to the‘Extrgmely Assaultive And Moderately Assaultive groups,
two other groups of subjects veré selected for a;udy. It was felt desirable
to include & group whose detention was baged primarily on a history of un-
manageability by their parents. At the time of the study none‘of the 20
boys included in ghe sample had & re:ord of assaultiv=2 c;iﬁes.

‘ It vas also felt desirable to have a non-viclent, delinquent criminal
control grouﬁ. A grqup:of»noﬂ-violgnt delinquents was chosen rathér than a
group of normals in order to control for delinquency vhile varying the factor

-of aggressiveness, as well as to ensure & similar motivational set to the

test performances. This group consisted of 26 delinquents with no history
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of assault who were detained in Juvenile Hall for property offenses.

While the racial balance, incidence of first offgnﬁers and unit
placement within the Hall were left free to vary in the assaultive
subjects, the other two groups were matched with the total a2ssaultive
group on these vé:iabiés. This résulted in a lower proportion of whites
in the EA sub-group but the diffgrence did not app;oach;significance.

Taﬁle 2, page - sﬁoys the N's, ages, IQ's, incidence of recid-

ivists and racial composition of the four groups.

Insert Table 2 about here

Brocedurxes

Each subjeqt was observed during the first ten days of deteﬁtlon by
the staff of the Unit to which he was assigned. Thevataff was unaware
of the hypotheses being teated, At :he end of the third day esch coun-

selor filled out a Behaviot Check List and a set of Behavior Rating Scsles.

- The former instrument lists 13 types of vetbal and phyaical aggtessivc

behavLor and the counselor checked each that he had observed (See Appendix 2).
The lat:et has tbe folloving five-point scales- l) Uncoopetntive-Coopetative,
2) Amiable-Quarrelsome, 3) AggtessivefSubmisaive! 4) Do;ile-&ebgllious, and
5) Antagonistic-Friendly (See Appendix 3).4 In order to ensure @aximum
comparability with the Husseﬁ and Naylor (1954) _atudy2 the Behavior.Check
List and RAcing Scales, as well as the directions to the raters, are exact

duplicates of those used by them.

. zThe writer is grateful to .Dr, H. Kelley Naylor for providxng these
" forms as well as detailed instructions for scoring the TAT according
.to his system. .
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At the end of the tenth day of detention, a se;dnd set of these
forms as well as the Gough Adjective Check List,3 was filled out by
each of the counselors. ‘

During thls.period of detention, each boy was seen by a psychol-
ogist other. than the writer from the Probation Department Guidan;e
Ciinic for an interview and a battery of tests. The ﬁsycholpgists
were not told the naﬁure of the hypotheses being investigated. It was
reéognized that such data were subject to Lnflyence by the desire of
‘the boys to make a favorable impression. However, since so much work
in the fileld of thevpaychology of aggression has used standard psychoi-
ogical tests as measuring devices, it was felt that it was mandatory-.
to include such devices. ' .

The interview was a 60Qdenaacion of that used by Bandura and Walters
(1959) in their study of adolescent aggre?sion. The questions used
focused on.the boy's aggressive behuvior toward teachers, parents and
peers (See Appendix 4). Includea in the test battery was a brief I1Q
neasure coﬁaieting of the In(ormation and Picture Completion subtests
of the WISC or WAIS, the Rosenzweig PF Etddy, the California Paycholog-
ical Inventoxry (CPI), the TAT and tﬁe Holtzman Inkblot test. After test-
ing was coupieted,‘the_:ests materials were turned qvef to a stenographer
who removed any identifying fnformation and assigned each case a number
from a-table of random numbers. She then made verbatim transcripts
of the Lniérview, the TAT and the Holtzman, all of which had been re-

corded on Stenorette dictating equipment.

,3The writer is grateful to Dr. Harrison G. Gough for granting limited
permission to duplicate 'his Adjective Check List for use in this study.
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After the transcripts vére completed, the test material and inter-
view, identified only by its ;oée number, ya§ turned over to the writer
for scoring. The IQ measure, the PP, the CPL, and the Holtzman were
. scored by standard procedures. In :he.case 6£'the interview, ratings
wvere made on tﬁe scales devised by Bandura and Walters (1959) (See Appendix
5). Por the TIAT, the scoring system used by Mussen and Naylor (1954) was
adopted (See Appendix 6).

An effort was also made to see all the parents for structured
interviews condensed froé'those used by Bandura and Walters (1959).
However, personnel problems, as well as lack of cooperation on fhe p;tt
of some parents, as well as technicai difficulties with the récording
equipment 80 limited the number of usable {nterviews that the. procedure
vas dfopped from the data analysis.

A final source of data was the’prébation officer's report to the
Courﬁ which contained a Socfal History, gAdescription of the offense
and cheALndtvidunl;é past record,

7 To summarize, thé hypothesais ihac Extremely Assaultive sdbjgcta
‘tend to be chronically oveféontrolléd in comparison with Moderately
Aag&u;ﬁivg delinguenﬁs 1n‘patCLCular, and other delinquents in‘general
'xvas';;sﬁéd. The independent variable was gréup memberéhip. The dependent
»va,;tables,"uhzch ‘will be described in detafl in Ch. &,vere as follows:
A;z Cogmunity Data

l.b Prior record

2. Number of éﬁfpar;icipants

3. School at;endgnee record

&. School conduct data

B. . Behavior in Detention

B s e i
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Behavior Check List
a. Total Verbal aggresgion
b. Total Phyaical'aggression
Rating Scales
a. Uncoopetat1ve-éooperatlve
b. Amiable-Qﬁatrélso@e
¢. Aggressive-Submissive
d. Docile-Rebellious
"~ e. Antagonistic Friendly
» £. Combined Rating
Gough Adjective Check List
a. Number of “overcontrolled" adjectives
b. Number of haggregslve" adjectives

c. Number of overcontrolled-number of aggressive adjectives

€. Adolescent Interview

1.
2.
3.
4.

Bby's rep&r: of verbal aggression toward peers
Boy's report of physical aggression toward peers
Boy's report of verbal aggression toward amithorities

Boy's report of physical aggression toward authorities

D. Psychological Tests

1.

CPL
a. Responsibility aca;e
b. Socialization scale
c. Self-conttélvscale

.d. Achfevement by conformity scale

€. Achievement by independence scale
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3.

4.
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Rogsenzweig Picture Frustration Study

Extrapunitiveness score

Thematic Apperception Test

a.
b.

C.

Need Aggression
Press punishment

Punishment? Aggression Ratfo

Boltzman Inkblot Technique

b.

Hostilfity

Anatémy

Color

Number of C-3 responses

Movement

Movement - color






Chapter &4

Hypotheses and Results

" A number of specific hypotheses concerning segments of the data were
formulated. All were ¥ela;ed to the general hypothesis that the Extremely
Assaultive Group EA) wouid be lower in aggression and higher in control
than the othér groups in general and the Moderately Assaultive Group
(MA) in particular. In the case of measures of verbal aggressiveness, it
was hypothesized that Group EA would be lower than the Incorrigible group (I).

With the large number of hypotheses to be evaluated, the traditional
procedute of listing all the hypotheses then presenting all the data,

- wopld result in unnecessary confusion and tedium for the reader. _Th;re~
‘fore, each hypothesis will be presented and the results evaluated immedi -~
ately before proceeding to the next one.

Rgn—parametf;c statistice were used throughout. In the case of
classificatory data, the Chit Squnre Test was used and the .05 level was
chosen as the level of acceptsnce. For the other data, the Minn-Whitney
U Test was employed and exact probabilities will be reported. Parametric
‘statistics 1uch as the Analysis of Variance were discarded since the
nature ofvthe data led to large error terms which made it difficult to
interpret the findings. . “ B z

Since directional predictions were made, all significance tests are
one-tail. ' : ' ) . .

1. Community Da al

The Probation Officer's reports contained details about the offenses
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&8 well as information sbout commurnity adjustment. Four predictions were
made about these data: .

Bypothegfs 1: Since the aggression of the EA subjects is held to be
because of a rare breakchréugh of suppressed fmpulses, it was predicted
that the EA group would have more boys who were being defained in Juvenile
Hall for the first time than v&uld the MA g?oup. (Since Grbup I and the
Property Offender Group (PO) were ma:ched to the assaultive sqb}eéts on
this variable, they could not be employed in this analysis.)

The data are presented in fable 3. They show that while only two of
the EA group had previous detentions, over 70% of the MA group were

recidivists.

Insert Table 3 about here

The corrected Chi Square of 4.37, with 1 degree of freédom, is sig-
nificant at the .Oi level.

prgghggté 2% For thg EA group, aggrenslop waa‘assuﬁed to be ego
alien rather than ego syntonic. It was therefore expected ;hat the agggés-
sive act was n&te apt to be committed alone than as part of a group. Acicord—
1ngly, it was hypothesized that the EA group would have a greater proportion
of offenders in which the defendant and'v;ctiﬁ were alone at the time of

the offense than MA. In Table & the data are presented.

Insert Table 4 about here

The data show that while two thirds of the extremely assaultive offenders

were alone with their victim, less than 20% of the MA subjects were. Chi
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Square (corxected for continuity) was 4.43 which with 1 df had a one-tail
probability of less than .0l. - This flndgng ig interpreted as‘indicating
that physical aggression is more Socielly acceptable for HA subjects.
Hypothesis 3: It vas predicted that EA subjects would have a better
b.schoolvattendancg record phan those of other groups. .Forty-five of the 76
Court reports included infcrmation concerning school attendaqce records,
Attendance was brokea down into three catégoftes, "Outstanding"lﬁith
reports of Mexcellent" or "very good"; "Satisfactory" with reports of "good"
or "satisfactory"; and "Unsatisfactory" with reports of "fair" or “poor".
A number of subjects were not a;tending school due to suspenaion or expulsion.
They were not included in this analysis unless the nature of the attendance
prior to the suspension was noted.
In Table 5, the attendance recorda of the EA subjects are compared

with those of the rest of the sample.

Ingsert Table 5 about hers

Dug.to aéall cell frequencies no statistical test was possible. But
-the data clearly indicate the EA group to be markedly superior in‘theft
azténdance fecords. It ia‘pérticularly noteworthy that the two boys in
the sample who kllléd thgtf parents, and whom Qe would expect to be most
coﬁttolled, were the only fvo in the entire sampie who had outstanding
atte;dgﬂcq‘ré;o:ds;

Hypothesfs 4: It was also hypothesized that EA subjects would h&ve

‘better school conduct records than the other subjects. As in the case of

attendance, the school reports could be classified as "Outstanding™, “Sat-

isfactory”, and "Unsat{sfactory." The data, which are presented in Table 6,
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show that for the 6 EA boys on whom school conduct reports are available,
one was-Outstanding, two Sa:isfacgory and th;ee'Unsatiefactory. of

the two killers, one was rated "excellegt"; the other had né record of
ever requiring discipline in school, and was a trusted worker in thé

attendance office.

Insert Table 6 about here

On‘the other hand, BA‘did'have 3 boys in the Unsatisfactory category.
One of the;e was a boy'uho assaulted a teacher with a mummified deer
.hoof. While the percentage of EAs in the Unsatisfactory category is
markedly less (50% as opposed to almost 70%) than for the MA gréup, it
ii not 80 clear cut as in the case of attendance. One is reminded of
Wickham's (1956) finding that in teenage murderers a decline in school
adjustment w;s nd;éd for some ﬁoncha ptiof to the offense.

Of the four predictions made about the relationship between BA subjects
And the othér groups on the basis of community data, all were in the pre-
thted di?ection. The two that could be'atattstiéaily.teated were highly
significant. '
(Y atjong f{n Detentiont

Th;; sect;én will d§g1 with the repoits of the Unit Counselors on
the Behavior Check List, the Rating Scales and the Adjective Check List.
1. The Behavior Check List
fhe»Béhayior Check List originated by Husseg and Naylor (1954), listed

13 categofies of aggressive behavior (see Appendix 2). As noted above,

one of these was filled out by cach counselor in the Unit at the end of
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the thipd and tenth days of detention. Taking into account days off
and vacation time, the counselor population was rather fluid, resulting
in anyvher; from seven to'lk reports on each subject. Accordlngiy;

the number of reports listing a category of behavior for a subject

was divided by the total number of reports submitted, yilelding percent-
age scores. Thus, if a boy had nine reports submitted on him, and three
listed "Physical Attack", his score was 33.3.

Seven of these categories (Bragging, Teasing, Saucy-Impertinent,
Insulting-Name Caliing, Ridiculing-Mocking, Verbal Castigation, and
Maliclous Gossip) seemed to reflect verbal aggression and so the percent-
age scores for these_categories were added to give a ecoré for Total
Verbal Aggression. In like manﬁer; the scores for five categories
{Physical Attack, ‘l‘hteatening, Bullying, Destructive, and Temper Tamtrum)
seemed tovreflecf physical aggressiveness and these were combined into a
score for Total Phyalcal Aggtednioﬂ; The thirteenth category, Running
Avay, did not appear to fit in either.of :hésé categories, and indeed to
be fairly uon-aggrgssive_thnqthrg, Therefore it was not included in the
analysis. V'?>v

n thes nd'rt_ It was hypothesized that EA subjecté would be
lower tﬁan'the‘combinéd conttgsé group on f&gdl Vg?bal Aggression
(Kypotﬁesls 5). It was further hypothesizeé_that EA subjec:s in par-
ticular would be lower than the IncorrigibieAGtoup (i) Qhovii had been
érediqcéd would be high in verbal aggressiveness. The data are presented
in Table 7. A; expected, Group I scored highest on this variable and

Group EA scored lowest.

When Hypothesis 5 was evaluated by means of the Mann-Whitrey U Test,

47.
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it was found that the probability of this difference occurring by chance
was equal to .058.1 In the analysis of Hypothesis 6, the EA group was
contrasted with Group I and the difference found to be significant with. ’

ap .05.

Insert Table 7 about here

th ‘and 8: It was predicted tﬂat EA subjects would be the
lowest on Total Physical Aggression on the Behavior Check.Liat.(Hypothesis 7)
and, moreover that in particular Gioup EA would be lower than Group MA
(Rypothesis 8). The data in Table 7 show that Group EA is indeed lowest,
and as Houldvbe expected in this variable, Gréup MA is highest. The
probability of such a difference betvegn Group EA and the rest of the
gample ogeurfing by chance was .374. The probability qf the difference
betvéen:étoup EA and Croup MA occurring by chance was .254. Thus the’
d;fféren;es, while in the expected'ditectlon, did not attain statistical
significance.

It ahouid be'remqmbered that these ratlng; were made in‘a custodial
getting. Not only was swift éuhishment administered for any physical
aggression, but also the boy knew that his behavior in detention would
undoubﬁ;dly influence ch§ Court disposition. Déspite tﬂese controls, the
pattern was as predicted although the magnitude of these differences was:

sm#ll;

lln this analysis, as in most of those to be reported, the EA subjects were
contrasted with the other three groups combined. This was done because, for
these hypotheses, the writer is always predicting that Group EA will be
higher or lower than the other groups§ otlier differences obtained between the

3

means of the other groups are conséquently not relevant to the primary con- - J
cern of the dissertation. The reader will also have noted that the total
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The actual behavior observed in the unit thus supéorta the nottén
that the EA group is lower than other delinquent groups in both vgrbaf
and physical aggréssiveness, although the difference {s significant only
in the verbal area.
2. The Rating Scaleg

The second measure of Unit Behavior was the 5 point rating scale
devlsedvby Mussen and Naylor .(1954) which each Counselor checked at the
end of the third and tenth days. The -expectation was thaﬁ the EA.group
‘would be measured as being relatively passive And eager torﬁleaae as
compared with the other groups. .

‘Hypotheges 9 and 10: On the scale of "Uncooperative-Cooperative"
it was hyﬁotheai:gd that Group EA would be higher (more cooperative) than
the combined contrast groups (Hypothesis 9)f It was further hypothesiied.
Group EA Qould be lower than Group MA in pa:ticular.(Hypothesiaflo). (See
Table 8). Th; reaulﬁs show that Group EA was obaerved‘to be more cooper-
ative than che_other groups, vh;le Group MA vas the least cobperhtlve.
Hypothesis 9 had a probability 6£ .050 while the difference between the
EA and MA éréups was highly significant with a p of .01,

Hypotheses 11 and 12: It was hypothesized that Group EA would be
least quarrelsome on the Scéle "Amiable-QuAr;elsome" and tgat Group EA
could be‘lower than Group MAvin_particular. The results in Table 8 show

that tboée_in Group EA were 1ndeedbjudged to be the least quarrelsome.

number of subjects in this analysis is 75. Inevitably, with this many
variables and sources of data, there vas some missing information for
practically every variable. In this case,. one boy was released by the
Court after his testing and interview were completed but before ob-
servational data could be collected.
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When Group EA was contrasted Qith the rest of the sample the probabilihy
was equal to .073, )

Bypotheses 13 aﬁd 143 Siﬁiiafly, it,vas;preaicted that Group EA “
would be most submissive on the Scale "Aggtessive;SuBmissive" and
that Group EA would be thher than Gréup MA in particular. The former
%redictlon was born;.out, but the ésqocléted probability was only .119.
" The difference between Group EA and Group MA had a probability of .073.

(See Table 8).

Insert Table 8 about here

Hypotheses 15. and 1§5 It was hypothesized that the subjects in

Croup EA would also be deemed to.be least rebellious om the Scale “Docile-",
Rebeliioua", and that they would be significantly Lauetthanfhose in the
MA Group. As can be seen .in Table 8; this was the case. Grogp EA was
loveic with p = .064., The difference between the EA and MA Groups only,
approached'aigngficance withva g of .13};‘ fhe mean scores onbchiqugqle.ii‘
a8 on sﬁme>o£ fhe 6thc¥a, shows a close Aimilattty ﬁetveeﬁ‘Croupa Pb, -
L, and MA with the score.ior Group EA being clearly different.
. proghgsg;.lz and 18¢ On the last of the lndivldqél rating scales,
it was predicted cﬁat EA would be most friendly on the Scale "Antagonistic-
Friendly”.. This was borne out but the p was .179. It va;'also predicted
that Group EA would be significantly higher than Group MA on this scale{'
and this prediction Gas confirmed with a p of .02.

V Bxgothgaea 19 and 20: Scales 2 and &4 were theﬁ transformed so that

high scores reflected the positive trait, and the scores for each

subject on all 5 scales vere summed. On these combined scores it was
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predicted the EA subjects would have th;-highestméad_score and that {t
would be significantly greater .than that-for the MA subjects. As can
be seen in Tgble:B, Gtoué EA did have the highest value and the diffét-
‘ence.betueenlcfoup EA_an the other g;dugs had a p of .061. The differ-
ence between Groups EA And MA was significant with ; p of .045,

The Rating Scales thus show that the counselors in thé Unit con-
aisfently Judged the Extremel& Assaultive subjects aslbelng_lesa'
assertive ;nd less aggressive than those in the other groups. While the
other groups were seen to be faifly homogenepus, the Incérilgible and
Moderately 4ssaultive boys were generally the most recalcitrant.

The differences Setween the>iA group and the &thet groups tea;hed
a fair level of statistical éigniftcance with four of the six reported
2;3 being in the range from..Ositq .0?3. The dlfferences_betwegn thé
iA'and'HA grogpa were, as would bevexpected,“ngre marked with 2 p vaiues
{of .02 or léai, and three more in the r&hge from ,045 to .073. None of ihe
observed differences had a probability of more than .179,

_It.ta 1&por:ant to recall that the Counselors had no idea,uhat the
expected findings were, Being told merely that it was a study on
aggresleeneas. Kncvtng this and the offense with thch'each boy was
charged, one would expect ar"set" to rate :heAaésaultive boys as more
aggressive. If such a set did exist, the observed_ behavior of tﬁe EA

boy clearly extinguished it.

3. The Gough Adjective Check List

On the tenth day of detention, each counselor checked all those

items on the Gough Adjective Check List (ACL) which he felt were descript-

ive of the boy. Two lists of twenty adjectives each were drawn up by the
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investigator. The flrst list contained twenty-adjectives which be felt

descfibed the "Worm Turns" offender.' A complete list of these adjectives

is presented in Appendix 4, It consisted of such words as "meek", "self- 7 -

controlled”, "conscienfiou;" and "withdrawn". This 1ist was termed the

vaercéntrolled List". The second list congisted of twén;y adjectives

ﬂap; to be descrlpéive of the Habitually Aggressive Type, with suih terms

as “"aggressive"”, "hostile", "irritable" and “assertive". This was called

the»“Aggxessive List". Each boy's ACL was scored for the'numbe; of '

ngtconzrolled adjectlves used by each ccuqseldr, and ihen the scores for

each report wvere added and a mean counselor rating computed. The scores

for a mean number of Aggressive adjectives were-calculated-iﬁ the same Qay4 -
Hypotheses 21 and 22: It was hypothgslzed:thdt C;dup_EA‘vould ﬁave. )

the highest mean number of Overcontroiled adjectives, nnd_;ha: Gx@up EA's A

mean score on this variable would in patti;ulér exceed -that of Group MA. ‘The

data sppear in Table 9,

Ingert Table 9 about here

‘As exbepted, fhe EA gréups did‘hgve ;he highest number of Overcontrolled
adjectives. The probability of this difference was p = .065. Slncébcroup
EA exceeded Group MA, as had been predicted, the gtgnificgnce of this
finding was tested ;nd was found to have a value p = .076.

‘ prothgses 2 nd 43 It was also hypothesizéd ihat the EA group
would be lovest on the mean number of Aggressive adjectives checked and
that Croup EA vould be lower than Group MA in particular. The data in Table

9 1ndxcate that the EA group did have the lovest wean number of Aggressive

adjectives. The difference between Group EA and the rest of the sample '
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had a p = .047. The difference between the EA and MA groups had an

associated p of .071.

‘Bypotheses 25 and 26: Finally, it was predicted that if difference
scores were computed by subtracting the number of Aggressive adjectives
on each ACL from the number of Overcontrolled adjectives, the results
would show Gréup EA to have tﬁe highest mean difference scotev#nd that
it would be highér than that for Group MA in particular. This expecta-
tion was confirﬁed. When Croup EA'a score was compared with the rest
of the sample, the difference was found.to have a p of .028, The differ-
ence between the EA and MA groups had a p = .055.

65 all the measures used, the ACL 1lists of aggresath and ovérconttolled
adjectives comes cld@ést to measuring the constellation of traits the
writer has hyﬁoﬁﬁééized fér Ehe :§o types of offenders. The results clearly
indicate that when cbservers deacribe the Ex:remely Assaultive boys in
thio aamplc using the ACL, the boys are seen as timid, retiring, sub-
nIsvaa ‘and coopera:iVe unllke the bossy, argumentative, quarrelsome
members of the Moderately Assaultive Group. Hofeovef, the pattern of
results showa these differences to be due to excessive control on the part
of the EA group rather than to extraordinary aggressiveneas by the MA
;ubjec:s. The Incorrigible and Hodera;ely Assaultive subjects both end
up with almost identical difference scé?é#;fthe nbn;agéressive property
dffendéfs had a highef différence‘score, §s would be éxpecca@, but it
still appeared to belong to Ehe same general pcéulétion as the other. two

groups. Group EA on the other hand, was.cleatly unique among these groups,

with gvdtfference score almost five times as great as the next negrest group.







This indicates that thé MA subjects share the same behavior patterns,

and presumably the same values as do tHe gener#l run of delinquents.

This is as we would expect if they belong to the Habitually Aggressive
Type. The value system of the'Ex:reﬁely Assaultive boy, rather than
-being even mqre anti-social than the ocher_delihq;ents, as would be
expected on a ﬁaive basis, is instead such that he is unable to express
the aggrgsstoh shown b& the others. This is especially notéworthy-in view
of the :ac: that these rating§ were héde in.a detention sgtéing wiih

_tigid external conﬁrols aghlns; the expressldn of aggressiqn and in which
conforming behavior was apt to be highly rewarded with increased ptivileées.
If the delinquents had been observed in their patural sett;ng, ;hé»ﬂiffer-
ences might ;ell have been even more marked. .

nt In. w‘D t '
The Adolescent Interview data was scored on two of the scales used
by Bandu;n and Walters (1959,‘Apéend1x D, p. 430). These vere Scale 11,

v “Boyfs report of.phyatcaf ;ggtesnton dgaipac peers" (fisi-fighié,'hittlng,
pushing, etc.) ahd‘Scale 12; "Boy's report of vérhal aggression toward
ﬁeeta“ (calling ﬁamgs, blowing his top, teasingn,etcf). Béth of these
were flve-éoint:eéaiei. .

Scale 2, "Boy's report of diteci physical agéression toward téacher“
(p. 427),'ahd Scales 74 and 75 (pp. 443f), "Boy's report of direct physical
aggression against mother” and "ﬁoy'g ;gbo;t‘of alrect physical aggress;dn ‘
against father were also scored. The méan value for these thtee.scales
vere computed -and used to give a score of physical aggression against

-thortties.z ..

'2A mean .score was used instead of summing the scores into a possible
.fifteen. point scale because in some cases the informatxon necessary to

answer one of the scalés was missing due to the a aenie of
from the home. In guch a case a mean was compute

data from the remalning two scales..

hone parent
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In.liko fashion a score for verbal aggression against authorities
vas computed using Bandura and Walters' Scales 2 (p. 427), 72 and 73 (p. 443)
. which scaled the boy's reports of verbal aggression’ toward teachers, his
mother, and his father respectively. (These scales are presented ;n
Appendix 5).

Inopectlon of these scales shows that the scale volue 1s primarily
a function of the number of aggressive incidents re?orted by the boy.’

In the Bandota and Walters (1959) study, only intact volunteer f;ﬁi}ioo
were used. Both the parents and the boys were assured of therconfidential
nature of the material and that {t was belng used for tesenrch purposes
exclualvely and would not influence theit status on probation. Hany‘of'
the boys were not instltutionalized at the time of teosing;

In the ptesenf_study the situation wag quite different. The boys '
had no chofce as to whether or not they participated. Ho?eover, the
interview situation vaq‘hhndled in the oaoe maoner as any other referral

- to the‘paychologiat. Not only were the boyo unaware that ihey were
xeaearch.squeoto, but also they were told that the results of the {nter-
view and testing would be available to their probation officer and the

" Court. This vas nécessary ainoe the only way it was possible to secure
ihe cooperation of_the.Probotton Depattoent in making psychologists?
time available, for the study vas to allow the Departoent to use the
resulting infotmation to aid in th; Court disposition. This procedure

‘had intrinsic merit, houever, since one of the goals of collecting these
data‘was to aid clinical psychologists in a probation set:ing to deal

vv!th tbqir clients pnd improve their ability to make inferences con=
cerning_agg:essivg behavior. ‘Since ihe test performance of boysivho

véroioésuke& that the results were only for research would undoubtedly

oyt T v e e ra
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.

differ from that of boys in a "real life” situation, the genéralizeability
of the resulis would have been serf{ously limited had any other procedure
been adopted. ‘Inferences con;erning the test responses of these delin-
quents would have been of little help to the practicing Court Psycholég-
ist if they were obtsLhed in an artificial research milieu. Thus we

have purchased representative design at the expense of probable guarded-
ness and possible deception in the subjects. This factor should be taken
into conslde;ation in evaluating any of the test results, but especially
those in the Adolescent lntervlév {n which the subjects were asked rather
baldly how much chgy engaged in aﬁti-qoclai aggression. (dne other factor

' that should be pointed out is that if the subjects are truthful, §oth
nssaulfive groups nmight receive somewhat higher scores_than the non-~
asseultlvevgroups merely by telling of the offense for which ;hey vere
:Selng,detalnea.) -

' Despite sone‘trepidatlon about the v§11d1ty of the Adolescéht'lntet-
views because of these factors, the same general hypotheses wete madé
about these measures. ' : )

Hzp&;heggg 27 and 28% It was prediéted that Group BA.vphid be loéest
on reported vérbal aggression aghinat peers and that Group BA would also
" be significantly lower than Group I on this measure. The data for the
Adpleeéent Interview, pxeaented in Table 10 show that the first pre-
dicticn was vrong. The PO group and not Group EA was lowest on this
measure. Hypothesis 27 was thus not confirmed. Hypothesis 28 was that
Group EA would dbe less than Group-I and this was indeed the case. The

difference however, did not appreach significance with a_p = .378. Thus

there is ne difference in the amount of verbal aggression-against peers







’InspectlonAof the data shows that it was very rare fo: any of the boys to
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that the boys report.

‘Bypothesges 22 gnd'JO: It was hypothesized that the EA group would

"~ be lcuest on ‘reported physical aggression against peers, and that Group

EA vould be lower than Group HA on this measure. Once again the PO
group belng lowest, Hypothesis 29 was disproven. Group EA was lower

than the MA group, but the probability level was ,319,

Insert Table 10 about here -

H hes 31 and ¢ It was hypothesized that the EA group would
be lowest on reportéd verbal aggression agaidst.authorlcies and aiso
that Group EA would be lower than Group I on this measu?e.v Both hypo-
thesga vere in error since Group EA was the hlghes: on this variable.
The significance of this reversal was tested and found to have a p of .580.
Hyﬁo;hgggg 33 and 34: It‘vaa p:;d;ctgd_that Group EA would be lowest
on reported physical aégreénion Against authorities, and also that {t would
be slgnlfiéan;ly lower than Group MA om this meaaﬁre.. The»EA group was the

lowest on this measure and the difference between Group EA and the rest

_of the sample had a p of .065. The difference betveen the EA and MA

groups had an associated probab11£Cy of 082.
i
The datn thus show that only those hypotheses relating to repotted

phyaical aggression againsc authority figures received any support.

repoxt.phyktchl aggression against teachers or parents, so essentially

the comparison was reduced to the relative incidence of those reporting

" any such aggréssioh. Only one EA subject reported any such aggression whereas

several subjects in each of the other groups did so. (The reader who

recalls the fact that two parricides are included -in the EA group might
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wonder at this, However, the question was worded as to whether or not
the boy had ever hit hisléarents, not whethér he Ead ev;r shot them.
The two who had killed a parent had not, as would Se expected from
the "Worm Turns" h;pothesis,ever expressed any lesser Forms of ag-
gression against their parents.)

On the scales of verbal aggression to péers gnd authorities the
data indicate that no group admits to a great deal of verbally aggres-
sive bghavtor. A score of 3.1nd1caCes that the subject admits to
" verbal aggteeslon when angry, yet all but one of the means on the scales
of verbal aggression are below 3. The only exception is the Incorrigible

group on "Verbal Aggression to Peers.”

The pattern of results indicates
that this scale was markedly affecﬁed by the subjects'® desire to
present a goéq tmpression and hence not admit to anythihg. In fact the vriter
can recall one boy who on the basis of the content of his interview
recelved the minimum score on these sca)es,,but vwhose verbal aggressive-
ness toward the examiﬁer was both cqnttnuous and highly pfovoca;ive.
The picture s somewhat different on the scale of "Phyéic&l Aggression
Against Peers”, Here a matter éf_pride enters {n and {f a boy indicated
he alvays avoided fights he‘mightbpe regarded as “chickea". Thua.the

wean scores on this variable are higher than on the two verbal scales

and the EA group reported about as much aggression as the others. However,

§m s g s i

the absolute value of the mean scotres 18 such .that merely reporting the
. offense plus cene other égsressivé incident could bring the EA subjects

almost to the mean of the other groups. Any attempts to justify the

.act by saying that aggressaion. is the'best way to handle people would
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also inflate that score.
IA the case of physical aggression agairst ;;thoritiea, it has
been noted that the data show‘a basic aichotomy between those who
TYeport some such aggression and those who do not. In th;s case, thg
differences noted cannot really be interpreted as indicating overcontrol
for the EA group, since failure to strike parents is fairly normal
behaviof. Insteéd, it indicates that the other groups contain many
moté people whose value system is such that they will freely report such
an act. Such a person would be apt to be Habitually Aggressive, and if so
this indicates a greater proportion of Habitually Aggfessive s#bjects
{0 the other groups, lendingvauppo;t to the notion that they'aie more
. apt to be involved 16 mild or moderagevsg;reasion than in extreme assault,
Baychological Test Results ' _ ' |
Pour'ﬁidcly used personality instruments were adminigtered, the
California ngchologlcal Inventory (CPI), the Rogenzwelg Piqture-Fruatration
Study (PP),‘the Thematic Apperception Test, (TAT), and thg Holtiman Inkblot
Technique. On the PF and TAT, no significant differences were found; on
the CPI and on the determinan; scores of the Holtzman some significant
differences were noted, Both the PP and the TAT can be characterized
as being relatively obvious instruments, 4 Juvenile delinquent wanting
to create a favorable impression on a pfﬁbation officer psychologist could

" easily refrain from stories which are antisocial or violent. This also

applies to the Holtzman hostility (Hs) séale on which no .significant
differences were found The CPI and the Holtzman detetminant 8cores are

less subject to influence by dissimulation, however. In the case of the

1 the scales were derived by empirical item ;nalysis so that the manifest
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ﬂfl@aning of an i;em may not be congruent with its actual interpretation
in terms'ofrthe scales on which it is scored. In the case of the Holtzman,
it is unl;kely that any of the Boys in the saﬁplg had any idea of the
significancé of'such variables as movement or célor and hence these
8cores were not subjec: to faking. -
1. The California Psychological Inve;torz

It Haa’impbssib[e to administer the CPI to every subject since
many were unable to read 1t.adequatély. In a few cases the test was
read to the subject but limitationa on staff time precluded this as
standard opetating procedure.

After scoring, all tests on which the Communality score was less
than 20 vere discarded as beiﬁg invalid on the basis of probable random
fanavering (Gough, 1960, p. 20). This left a total‘of.éé valid CPI proto-
cols from ghé total ghmple of 76, The results are piobaﬁly somewhat biased
by the eit&inatlon of the leait cdopera:ive—uUbjecte.

-Since the scales on thg L ate.such that higher scores refléct more
poaitive traits, it was generally expected cha: the EA group would »
score higheat on moet of the scales. This expectation vas upheld, ainée
the EA group scored highest on 13 of the 18 scales. (éeé Table 11)

Specific hypotheses madé about 6ﬁly a few of the scales.

Ingert Table 11 about here

Hypotheses 35 and 36: It was hypothesized that Group EA would be highest
on the (=34 Responsibility (Re) scale, and this wvas, indeed the case. The

2 of the difference between Group EA and the combined contrast groups

approached significance at .123.
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It was also hypothesized ihat Group EA would be significantly higher
than Group MA. The small number of cases in each group (6 and 13)
pgecluded an exact probability estimate. A U value of 19 or smaller

is required for significance at the .05 level; the U obtained for this
comparison was 27.5 which was not significant.

- Bzggthgses 37 and 38:

l; vaslnegf-ﬁzedigted-chat the EA group would be hiéhest on the
Socializailon scale (éo); This was not ihe case, as Group EA fell among
the othef groups. The scores for all groups fell into the range typical
for juvenile delinquents. ‘This probably reflects the fact that the EA
5 while outvardly coniotmlng is 1nvérdly alienptgd from qocigty‘ag -
much as delinquent boys are, Regarding the So'gcale, Gough and Peterson
(1952). have noted "The 64 items appear to group themselves {nto several 1
rather distinctive ciustegs, such as the'folldviné:

1. Role taking deficiencies, insensitivity to interactional cues _ .
and the eifecta,of one's own behavior on others. |

2. Resentment against iamlly, feelings of having been vlctlmized
and exploited in childhood

3. Feelings of despondency and allenatton, lack of confidence in
self and others.

4. Poor scholastic adjustment, rebellicusness." (p. 209).3
" The EA Ss would be apt to load on clusters 2 and 3 while the typical

delinquent would load on 4. Both groups could be high on cluster 1.

22 Sk

3 The Socialfzation Scale was originally called the "delinquency'scale with é
the scoring reversed. Clusters 1, 2, 3, and &4 are the clusters on the .
old delinquency scale. A low So score has the same meaning as a high *
: delinquency score. This is also the reason for the negative correlation
- ’ -between So and scales of neuroticism reported below. .
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- Thus low scores on So could reflect not onl} delinquency but neur-
oticism. This notion receives some support from the fact that So correlates
substantfally with the Bernreuter Neuroticisﬁ Scale (r = -.50) and the Bermn-
reuter '"Lack of Confidence" Scéle (r = -.49) (Gough, 1960, p. 37).

Hypotheses 39_and 40: ’

It was hypothesized that the EA group would be highest on the Self
éontrol (Sc) scale and that the difference between the EA and MA groups
would be signtficapt. The EA group was the highest. The significance of
the difﬁerence between Group EA and the other groups had a p of .129. fhe
exact probability;bf ihe difference between Groups EA and MA could not be
determined. 'A~ﬂ yq}ﬁgbof 30.5 was obtainedbyhich‘waa far above the value
of 19 required.fbr significance at the .05 level.

It is also no:ewor;hyv:hat the mean Self Control s?ore of 26.5 obtained
by the EA subjects uad-s#meyhet above the usual high school norms,

theses 41, 42 and 44

It was .aleo expected that the EA subjects would‘scbre higher on thg'
two achievement scales of the CPIL, AchL;vement by Conformity (Ac) and Achieve-
ment by Independence (A1). The EA group did score highest on these two
scales. The difference between Group EA and the comﬁined contrast grobég ’
was not significant in the case of Ac with a p of .305, but in the case
of AL the p was .075. Groﬁps EA énd MA were compared on both scales and
Mann-Whitney U values of 38 and 22 were obtaiued on Ac and Ai respectively,
with a U value of. 19 or less necéssary for significancevac the .05 level.

These data indicate that the EA subjects are more oriented tovafds

academic achievement than the other groups, but that intellectually they

tend to be fntellectusl non-conformists. This might be one way in which
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.:hey feel safe in expressing the alienation noted in the So scores. ‘
1t s possLble that tntellectual rebellion might be a potential way '
in which the overconforming person could express his aggression;
houever, in the case of these particular boys it Qas apﬁarently
not effective in reducing the massive Lnstigatlon to aggression and
‘alienation vhich culminated in their crime.
Other CPI relationships
In examining the means on the.othet scales, it is noteworthy that
the EA group is markedly higher on the Well Being (Wb), Tolerance (To),
Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) ;nd Flexibility (Fx) scales. _If these
.dlffetencea had been anticipated and directional predictions had been
made, some of the differences would have been significant, The one-
tail p for the difference: between Group EA and the other gtoups on the _
Wb scale 1f it had been pred1CCed would have been 012, for the To »
scale .071, for the le scale .102 and for the Fx scale .058. However,
since the predicttoﬂp wefe not made and the scales tested only since
the dafa suggested this, these are not the true probability levels.
Neveftheless the differences should bé noted and diacussgd.
The differende‘on the Well Being (Wb) scale indlcate; that the BA
. subjects ;end to minimize their wézries and complaints more than the
‘other subjects and indeed more than normal high school students.b Pgople
- high on Wb also tend to value work and effort for its own sake (Gough,
1960, p. 12) so it is not surprising that the EA subjects, who are
"thbughttdAbe_more é;osely identified with middle class values, should

be highér on thié scale.

The Tolerance (To) scale identifies people with permissive, accepting
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non-judgmental social beliefs and attitudes (Gough 1960, p. 12). On
this scale the EA group scores at the normal level for high school
students vhile the other three groups score below the high school
norms. Thus this difference tells us more about the other groups
than ft does about Group EA,

The EA group also scored-highest on Ie (Intellectual Efficiency).
This variable tends to be correlated with IQ (Gough, 1960) but the
mean IQ for the EA subjects is no higher than that of the other sub- -
Jects. (See Table 2). Apparently this score isbjuét another indiéa-
tion of the EA subjects greater orientation toward doing well on
intellectual and academic tasks. , » |

Finally, Group EA séored high on the Fléxibility (Fx) scale. This
scale vas designed to measure the degree of adaptability of the indiv-
idual's thinking and social behavL;;. While the overcontrolled EA
'subject 8 behavior is certalnly not adaptible from the standpoint of
meeting the individual's needs in a variety of aituations, 1: is flexible
in the stnaeAthat the overcontrolled peraon.;a apt to continually mod-
4£fy bis overt behavior to meet the needs of others. ﬁh}le such a
person's values are quite rigid.vhia behgviér as judged b} ofﬁeig may
not apﬁeet rigid at all. (Tﬁe_validation of this scale has for the
most part consisted of negative correxations with ratings of rigidity.).

All in all, then, the CPI datg are consistent with the»notion
that the EA’sﬁbjec' A more controlled and conforming than other
assaulcive aubjects or delinquents in genersl. At cbe same time

the So ecale indicates a basic alienation from society that is not

expressed in overt behavior. This combination of outward conformity

o e
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and inward alienation may be the diagnostic key to the discrimina-

tion of the’potenﬁially dangerous ovefconttolled persoh from other

overcontrolled people who are not dangerous.

" 2. The Rogenzwelp Picture Frustration Study
Hypotheses 45 and 46: The PP is possibly the most obvious test

used and therefore the one most likely to be affected by attempts io
jmpress the examiner. I was hypothesized that Gfoup EA would be

lowest on the ﬁxtrapunitiveness scaie of the PF study.. This did not
prove fo be the case (See Table 12). It was further hypothesizéd the
Group EA would be lovér than Group MA, Thisiproved to be correct but
the high p value of .480 indicated that this was only a chance relation-
ship. - . .

The mean Extrapunitiveness scores for the four groups ranged from
35.46 to 42.33.  The normative score for boys aged 14 to 19 is 46.4 with
a atandard deviation of 12 3. It would thua appear that disaimulntion
: lufluenced the results, since if the scores validly retlected the
amount of overt e;trapunitiveness actually shown by the verious groups,
it is clear that some of the group means vould~€xceed the norms.. This
finding indicates that considerable cauﬁlon should be used in eyaluntlng

PF scores obtained in a custodial setting.

Insert Table 12 about here

3. The Thematic Agggrcegtibn Test
'ngotheses 42 - 52: The TAT was administered 1n the normal fashion
with the exception that the storiea vere tape recorded rather than

being written dovn by ‘the examiner. An effort was made to employ the
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same methods used by Mussen and Naylor (1954) io their study. The cards
used (1, 3 BM, 4, 6 BM, 12, 13 B, 14, and 18 GF) were the same and the
cards were scored for need Aggressior (n agg) Press punishment (g pun)
and the ratio of punishment to aggression (P/a ‘Ratio) in the same manner.
1t was hypothesized that Group EA would be highest and slgnificantly differ-
ent from MA on p pun and the P/A Ratio anfl lowest on n agg. None of these
predictions was correct, Ia fact reversals wefe.hoted on p pun and the
P/A RatLo with Group EAbhavlog the lowest scores instead of the hlgheet.'
The aignlflcance of these differences vas tested (uslng a two tail test)
and found to be insignificant vlth p's of .674 and .294 respectively.

These reversals would appear to be the result of a lack of independence
between n agg and p pun. It can be ‘seen in Table 13 thae toe'meane of the
groops on the two variables are quite similar. The correlatlon between
them for.:he entire semple’vas computed and found to be quite high (r = ,80).

. Examinatfon of the acorlné instfumeot (See Appendix 6) gives some clue as

" to the reason for this. A number of'themes'sueh as suicide or loss of a
loved one are scored as belng both ounlaﬁment and eggfesnioo. In mnﬁy cases
the subjects told stories in which the hero was coerced, restrained or
"attacked and in vhlch he tesponded with aggtession. Despite the-fact that
the coetcLon served as motivatfon for the.hero{s afteck, rather than as a

" punishment for it, it was 5:111 scored es g‘pun}:;$1hce few subjects gave
aggtession themes without indlcating some kind of prese as provocation, it
is not surprising that the two variables vere closely related

&, The Holczmann Inkblot Test.

The Boltzmann Inkblo: Teat ‘was administered to all the subjects using

. standard procedure, with the excep:ion that :he responses were recorded

as well as being utitten down. The Holtzman was selected rather than
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the Rorschach because its scoring procedure is more amenable to stat-
istical manipulation and because the use of 45 cards vitn one- response
to each was more apt to elicit a large body of responses. Both con-
tent and.determinant scores are obtainable from the test and both were
used.

Hypotheses 53 and 54: It was hypothesized that the EA group would
be lowest cn the Hostility Scale (Hs) and that Group EA uouid be sig-
nificantly lower than.Groun HA.. This is a content scale based on the
one deviaed by Murstefn (1956) for the Rorschach The data in Table lh
show that on the contrary, the EA group had ‘the highesc Hs score so both
hypotheses were dlsconfirmed The difference between EA and the rest of
the sample was insignificant, with.a two-tail p oi .267.

This finding was quite surprising in view of the Megargee and Hendelaohn
(1963) study in which extremely naaaultlve adults were found to be alg-
nificancly lower tban moderately assaultlve adults on the Huratein
Rorachach Hostility Scale. This result does not appear to be due to
suppxeesion of hostile responses on the part of the other groups. Their
0ean scoTes, range from the 47 to Slst percentlles for normal seventh
g:aders and while this s not the most ideal normative group, nevertheless
1t does ahov that these 8cores are not abnormally lou. The score for the
EA group falls at the 65th,percentile (Boltzman, 1961 p. 159). ’

Appatently the controls of the juveniles in the EA group are not so
high that they inhibit the expression of hostllicy in the unstructured,
tannér neutral, setting of an inkbiot‘test. In this respect they differ-

from the extrémely assaultive adults used in the Hegnrgee and Mendelsohn

(1963) study.
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Insert Table 14 about here

Hypotheses 55 and 56: Anatomical content can also be interpreted
as indicating agpressive potential, although Phillips and Smith (1953)
as-preGLonly noted, feel that it is instead a contraindication of
aggressive acting out.

1t vas predicted that Group EA would be lowest on the Holtzman
‘ Anatomy (At) scale and that it would be lower .than Group EA. The data
in Table 14 ghow that this was the case. The differences were not-
eignificant however, the p for the EA group vs. the r;st of the sanple
being .456 ana that for Group BA vs, Group MA being .409.

The data dp not support the notion that At contrﬁindicates acting
out, for while the EA group did have the lowest aébre, Group 1 and MA
had the two htgﬁga;.scotee, with_Croup_PO faliins in the middle, More-
- over, the scores are also high in terms of the norms for géventhvgraders'
with iﬁc highest score, that for Group I,being at the 82nd petcenti1§
(Holtzman, 1961, p. 157). The score for cxo{ap EA while the lowest
of the'fouf, is at the 67th percentile, Thus the data, as in the case
of Hs, indicate that the EA subjects controls are not 8o rigid that
this type of content is suppressed in.fantasy productions,

prothgggs 37 and 58: The Holtzman also yields determinant scores,
some of which may be taken as.au indices of the level and quality of
"eontrol. One of these is the color score. _Purely.colo; determined
fesponses are given a score of 3 in the Hoiéiman scheme, responses in
vwhi&h color is a primary determinanf but in which some form enters in

score 2, and responses in which color is used in a secondary manner are

scored 1. These responses are roughly equivalent to C, CF and FC in
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the Klopfer system (Hol:zman; 1960, p. 21f). People Qho are impulsive,
immature and uncontroiled,in thélt interpersonal relations would be
expécted to have high color scores according to traditional_Rorschach
theory. It was fherefote predicted that Group EA would‘have the lovest
color score and that it vould be ngnificantly lower than that for the
Group MA. The data in Table 14 show that this expectation wag borne out.
The diffétence between Group EA and the rest of the sample had a prob-
ability of .157; that beiween the EA and MA gréups of .248.

Hypotheses ié.gnd 6Q: An individual can obtain a high color score by
giving seversl poofl& controlled C-3 responses and also Sy having a
fairly iarge number of well controlled C-1 responses. While ghe C score
would remain the same, the interpretation of the tvo‘pat;etns would
differ. Therefore, the incidence of uncontrolled C-3 responses was
examined, and it was predicted that Group EA Qould produce feqé; éf these
‘than the other groups, and also that the EA group would be significantly
lover than tﬁe MA group on thlb measure.

The daca in Table 14 indicate that this prediction was correct,

The EA croup di{d have the correct number of uncontrolled color responses.
The difference_between,the EA group and the rest of the sample had a p of
only .111, but the difference between Groups EA and MA had a p of .045,

Thus Group EA has less total responsiveness to colo? as well as a
significantly lower incidence ‘of anoqcrolled color responses than the
other groups in geg;;al and the MA ;ubjgcts in patticqlar. This is
consistent with the hypothesis that the EA éubjécts are lesstfmpulslve

and expressive in interpersonal situations. They appear to be below

par lo an absolute sense as well. The mfan score for the EA group {is
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at the 42nd percentile of the norms for average seventh graders,
and at the Zkth percentile of the norms for average edults (Holtzman,
1961, pP. 157, 159). _ v

prothgses.ﬁl and 62: Among other things, movement (M) responses
on the Rorschach are Lntetpreted as indicating, "... an inner system
5: conscious valuee of one kind or another, in terms of which the person
tends to control his behavior, to guide h?s satisfactions, and to post-
pone his gratifications” (Klopfer et al, 1954, p. 262). It i{s alsc an
index of introversion as opposed'to the extratensive qualities reflected
by the color scores. -

The Holtzmen movement score is not strictly analogous to the. Rorschach
M score, since it represents the amount ef'movement in the biot without

reference to content. Thus it represents a comb;nation of the human

movement, animal mevehent and inanimate movement categories which are
discrete in the Klopfer scoring system. Holtzman et al (1961, p. 18-19)
- hold that scoring two concepts with equal.energy fnvested fn them in
different ways dependlng on the centent, results {n scores which ere,"...
often highly confusing ftom a psychometric polnz of view. The essential
: character of the movemenc response is the energy level of dynamic
quality of lt, ra:het than the parcicular con:enc." Holtzman has ‘not
yet attached any interpre:ive hypotheses to his Movement score, perhaps
choosing to wait until more data have been collected This writer has
chosen.tovinterpret the Holtzman M in a'mannet~sxmilar to the Klopfer M.
It vas therefore hypocnesized that Group EA would have a higher M

Bscore (teflecting a conscious control set of values and an introversive

tendency) than ‘the othet groups in general and Group MA in particular.
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The data in Table 14 indicate that Group EA did have a somewhat
higher M score than the other groups; The prebability of the differ-
ence between CGroup EA and the rest of the saﬁpie was .166 and that
betﬁeen rﬁe EA groep and the MA érouﬁ was_ ,200.

Hypotheses 63 and 64: In order to better evaluate the notion that
Group EA {s more introverted than the. other groups, the relative balance
" of introversive and extratensiverforces was assessed by computing differ-
enee scores of M - C. The higher the score, the greater the introversive
and‘controljtendencies. The results in.Table 14 show thatlfor Group EA
the M-C scoré is clearly highest. The p of the difference between Group EA
and the rest of the sample was .061, the p of the difference betueen Group
EA and MA vas .059. The investigator would interpret this finding as
indicating that the EA subjects tesd to be mqre‘incroverted and with-
draﬁn. '
D Digcussion

before proceedidg £errher, the qunncitative Plcture will be summar-
lzed. Let us reconstruct the Ioglc 1nvolved in the data presented above.
The Writer's basic thesie is that assaultive offenders can be divided ‘into
an Habitually Aggresaive Group and a "Worm Turns" or chronically over-
controlled group. The theoretical.discussion in Chapter One indicated
that the former type;vwhile capable of extreme vielence in au extreme
.sltuation. was more apt to engage in milder forms of aggression so that
his instigation to aggression rarely if ever reached murderous levels.
The Type Two," 1ndividua1 like Billy Jones, on the other hand, had an
inhibitory level 80 high that his inseigation to azgressxon necessarily

had to reach murderous levels ‘before any direct expression of aggression

could occur. This, plus inadequate repertoire of aggressive responses
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made it likely that his offenses would be primarily of an extreme
nature.

It was not possible to ;e;; this»hypotﬁesis directly by studying
overcontrolled and undercontrolled people and not#ng the pattern qf.
their responses. Instead, it was 1nfe£red that if the hypothesis was
correct, then an extremely assaultive group would contain a larger

. number of overcontrolled people than appropriate contrast groups snd
hence would be measured as being more controlled and léss aggressive,
as a group than were the other g;oups. Thus, rather than studying
overcontrolled and ha?itually aggressive people, extremely assaultive,
moderately assaultive and other appropriate groups of offender; were
studied in an effort to test this defived hypothesis. insofar as
this derived hypothesis is supported, then the typology on which {t
is based recelQes support.

A total of 64 specific hypotheses vere made about various segments
of'the.data,’all reflecting the géneral Qypothesis that Group EA would
be the most controlled and least aggressive group. 6£ these 64
directional predictions, 49 of the results were in the ?redicted
direction. Of thesé 49, 19 had a p value between .07 and .04 and 5
had a p less thaq .03} two other predictions‘concerning school adjustment
could not be tested by statistical techniques,tbut the_results,clearly
1ndic;ted that the hypothesis was supported. In all, then, of the 64
hypothés;s, 26 réceived significant suppo;t._‘Seven othé:s approached

- significance with p védlues less than .15,

The most striking pattern was the almost unifornly significant
results obtained on ;hé;direct'ObserVations of behavior, while the

psychological tests did less well. This was attributed to the subjects'
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efforts to present a good impression, for all test scales which did
yield éigﬁifibant differences were subtle ones which would be difficult
to alter by faking. On the other haéd, the more obvious measures
yielded only chance results.

On four measures accounting £$r eight hypotheses, there were re-
versals; that 1aA the data indicated that contrary to the prediction
Group EA was most aggressive or leagt controlled. None of these
vhen statistically tested proved to be more thAn a chance result.

The data thus indicate that the EA group is slgnfficantly different
from the contrast groups of juvenile delinquente, especially moderately
assaultlve ones, since it is measured as being more . controlled and less
aggressfve in a variety of situations. This provides strong empirical
evidence for the existence of the typology proposed in Chapter One.

A détalléd case study of two of the subjects will fllustrate these

ﬁiﬁferencea.

jf
1
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Chapter 5

The quantitative analyses Lbrthe preceding chapte; have supported
the‘notion that there are tho.quite different types of people who get
involved in assaultive crimes. However, abstract measures of central
fendency‘and dLspersibn achieve precision at the éohi of the full
richness and cqmplexity of individual personality fuﬁciioniqg. In this

chapter_pictures of the two types of aggressive offenders will ke given £

depth through ﬁ case study of one of the MA Ss who can be clasaified
as Habitualiy Aggtess;ve and of the most assaultive of the EA Ss who
can be clsssified as the "Worm Turns" type. |
Abrahan Lincoln Jackapn, the Habitually Aggressive boy is a 17 year
old, S5'9°', 151 pouna‘Négro boy who lives in the Kegro section of.Oakland,
qulfornia. His parents v&re born in the Deep South and migrated to
Californis two years before Abrohan's birth. They were divorced when
Abrahan uéa five years old. Since then he has 1lived with his mother
and two siblings with the exception of time spent in Juvenile Hall and
California Youth Authority f;cilities.' '
Ab:aham's.firs: Juvenile Couft appearance was in 1958 when he was
13. At that time his teacher at Grover Cleveland Junior. High Schooll
entered the boys' rest room and for the second time that day saw

Abrgham fighting with‘another boy. He told Abrsham he would have to

stay after school. But Abraham refused io‘stay'and an argument easued
in the halls of the school which culminated in Abtaham-throging a book

at theAﬁeacBex\Hhiéh hit him under the rigﬁt eye.

1The name of this school as weli as all other names used is fictitious.
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The Probation Officer's report to the Court noted that the boy's
mother was an overprotective woman who in some ways felt he was justified
‘4n throwing tﬁe book at the te;cher. She had stated that he was a
good boy whose behavior was excelient. On the other hand the school
report 1ndigated he had beeg suspended four times already that year
‘for hitting other boys and belligerence to teachers,

Abraﬁam was sent to the Californfa Youth Authority for an indeter-
minate period. He was paroled after six months in February, 1959. In
December éf that yeér he waﬂ'citea for battery and released with a rep-
rimand. In May, 1961, he was found with his pants off in the storeroom
of a dresa'shop, peering at the female employees through am opening in
the wall, He was referred to the.culdance Clinic to de:grmiée if he
had any abnormal sexual tendencies. The psychologist reported that he
vdid not ;h;w Qny such téndengiga. "Rather he shows an egérblthni quantity
of normal ones. The problea 10...£hat they nre:expré;sed too openly and
without sufficfent controls.” The report went on to note, “Hostile im—
pulaea are 11ke1y expressed with a oinimum of restraint..In general
(Abtaham) has poor controls and handles bis. feelings in an_etupcivg ex~
ﬁlostve manner,”

Once again Abraham’s mother excused his behavior. She stated to tge
psychologist that we all have faults and no onme ".,.not even Christ had.

. the right to judge anyone, only God." The éaychologist conﬁluded "In‘

view of the almost blatant complicity on the part of the mother, it is

no wonder that (Abraham) is continuing to get into trouble with authotity.
Tno months later, Abraham was cited for burglary. His parole was

revoked and he vas returned to the Youth Authority where he was released

in Novembgt, 1961 after & two months' detention. Five months later he
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he was again cited for burglary and a month later for using proféne
language In public. His attitude when he appeared in the referee court

on the profanity charge was "belligerent and defensive."” His mother

_-once more took his side against the court authorities._ The Court

bfficér'no:ed that, "...she made no effort to discuss the ma;cér.object-
ively but lznediacgly took en aggressive position in defending}the boy
although it developed she had no knovleage of the circumstances of the
offense.” Abraham uaé_teprlmandéd and re}é;;ed.

During this period Abrahan’s school adjustment continued to be poor.

Eis bglligeréuce'in one school neceesitated‘ﬁia,tranafe: to another oné

for more difffcult boys. Finally he dropped out altogether but made no
effort to seeg employment. V

B} the ‘age of 17 Abraham had few internal or external limits oum his
behavior. He had no male pdult modei with whom tq'idéniliy or from vhom
he coula introject a normal value system. His overprotéctive and indulgent
ﬁother did‘little to socialize him. PLqFlly, he developed contempt for
the external suthority df-the law vhen at the time of his first offenge
the sost severe punishment possible, coomitment to'the Youth'Aughottty, vas
meted out §ndvhe fou;d he could easilﬁ withstand it. This made threats
of parole revocation hollow and in fact a pattern developed where the
Juvenile Court would cosmit him to the Youth Authority and the Youth Author-
ity would ;eleése'him, first afge:'two.months, next within a veek, and
figal;y after three days. This combination of Juvenile Court severity
and California Youth Anthotityrleniency led to contempt for the jddicial
sjstem‘just Sg’incénaistent parents undermine each other's position. Thus, "

Abraham learned no taboos against expression of aggression éithet at home

ot from the authorities. He had minimal controls from within or without.
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*

On Septembe; 20, 1962, the Oakland Police Department received a
report that some fifty to sevency-boys and girls had the traffic stopped
on the corner of Oak and 32nd Street. Abraham Llncoln Jackson Qas one
of e{ght boys who waa {n a belligerent mood. In the line of cars that
was slowing down and coqihg-to & stop, Abraham saw Frankie Smith, a
52-yeur-91d white man with whom he had had an argument several weeks
earlier. AbtahamAquickly stepped up to the .open window of the car and
shouted at Mr. Smith, "You are in the wrong Goddam place!" He ghen hit
him {n the head, knocking him over 1n£o the passenger side. The car
rolled on six car lquths before Smith could bring it under control.

Meanvhile, Abraham and his gang had spotten John Brown, a twenty-
yent-ol§ Negro, who, in attempt}ng to stop a fight the day before, had
argugd vith Asraham and his friends. The group.tutned and chased John
"into his home, with Abraham leading the chiarge. Breaking through the
door, thgx grdbbc4 Brown, tore the clothes from hia body and were émaah-
iog the furniture when the police arrived. Abfahpm wag arrested agd
taken to Juvenile Hall. During his detention he was ekamined.tn con-
vection with the predent study as an asaauitive subject..

Another subject was Thomas Doney. Thomas, ; 16 year old, 5°'9",
148 pound white boj, lived in & vorgin;‘class section of Oakland. His
father, sged 55, was a machinigt. He aﬁd Thomas' mother, aged 47, had
moved to California from Oklahoma ‘in the early 1940's along with their
two youné ﬁhildren; Chérleq and Emma,
Toonas vas born in 1946 after a difficult labor. He was an un-

wanted child, His mother had refused to consult a physician or follow

any program of prenatal care; and her rejection continued in a more
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" covert fashion for the rest of her life. During his early years ﬁrs. Donéy's
allegianée was not to her husband and children but to her patents.and grand-
"pirents. She made a number of trips back to the Midwest to care for them,
In 1957 she was injured in a train wreck on one of"hese trips and never
fully recovered emotionally or physically, .

Tom kept to himself and by the second grade was describe§ as a quiet
cooperative boy who, "...likes to be by himself, seldoq completes his
work, likes to read." His conduct fn gtamm;r school Qaa always rated
“excellent". Tom's parents became concerned about his isolation and whqn
h? was nine or ten, they arranged for him to take clarinet le;adna. He
did quite well with a local music group, but when he learned he vas ex-.
pected to také part in public performances with the group, he qgit
forthwith. About two yesrs later he made ancthér attempt to learn to
'play an Lnstrumeng. He made two public appearances. at which he was quite
wvell received, but suffered severe stage frighi dnd'gave up wuaié.} His
timidicy ex:ended-to all social contacts and he had few irlenﬁs. He never
had a date and, indeed, on his Sentence Completion Test wrote, "MOST GIRLS:
frighten me."

Not only was he isolated f;om peers but he was also 1solated within his
own family. Both his siblings were a good . deal oider. By the time he was
eight they had moved out of the home leaving him as the only child, The
older Doneys were quite uncommunicative and preoccupied with their own
problems. Mrs. Doney was a person who was efraid to venture forth into
‘aﬁy type of §ogiai life. WUhen she sav Tom developing the same anxieties

and fears she reacted with irascible, carping critigiém. Mr. Doney, re-

Jected by his vwife, retreated into his own world of work and became a
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digtant, preoccupied figure. He was too troubled by his wife's emotional
abandonment. of the family to help his younger son. He did take Tom on
some outinés}in which they fished or shot at targets. However, commun-
fcation was mostly by gestures with few words, and no feelings, being
exchanged. By the age of 16 Tom was unable to remember ever having
been hugged or kissed by anyone, including his parents, in his entire
life. Tom's feelings of isolation and frustrated loneliness are well
expregssed by the following fncomplete sentences he filled out:?

"1 LIKE: solitude.

THE BAPPIEST TIME: is when I am alone.

I FEEL: lonely.

PEOPLE! don't understand each other."

In the two years preceding the offense, Thomas became more with-
drawn and preoccupied, The péychlattist's report tells the story of
thone Yearst

Thomas describes himself as becomlng progressively more withdrawn

during the last two years, during which tims there was progreasive

faflure in school, increasing daydreaming, reading material which
is iconoclastic (The Ugly American, Brave New World), and more

lately books on Marxism to support his statemeat of ‘I have a

grievance against everything.® His world grew narrower and more

c¢onfusing within himself and growing frustrations during this
two-year period., The brother, recognizing some of this, attempted
to help by taking him on trips. These were helpful because, ag

Tou states, 'They tcok me away and I felt more free, but when I

returned home, I again felt depressed and fruntrated ' At homz )

his parents felt changes were taking place in their son and used
the only weans they had to improve his increasing isolation and
failure within their undérstanding; namely, talking in a per-
suasive, fault-finding, upbrniding manner.

He became increasingly frustrated and dissatisfied with others, oftem

for behavior he recognized as being similar to his own. In his room he

 daydreamed of somehow getting away from it all.
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In the fall of Tow's junior year im high school the class was -asked
to try to write something creative, He thought of vriting‘a novel. He
. said, “I thought ofva main pha{acte:, and‘he was a person who felt
contempt and diglike against society.” He said he had an interest
in the mind and Gondered, "what psychological thoughts and effect
theie.vould be if a boy became so disgusted he killed his parents and
went off." He did not at this time identify himselfvwiih this fictional
character, but by late bctober he had deci&gd ... to modei the character
éfter myself.” He described thé character as, "...an {llogical, irration-
;l person..lhevhad no excuse for such Ldeas, he just wanted to rid

”T‘”himself of ‘the ties he had to soclety."

Thomaa began thiuking more and more of getting away from every;hing
permanently. He briefly considered running away, but rejected the notion
eince he would only be brought back and the pattern.vould-atgrt all over
again. In an interview later, the ptbbn:ion'oificgr qsked‘vhat he de-
cided to do then. |

Tom teplled "I decided to do aomethlng to get away from them
. petmanently 1like getting ln:o this Juvenile Hall or jail or somethtng
 l;ke that. This fitted in fine, L'd ‘be alone by myself. I like to be
by myself and uhe:e I can sit for an hOur or twvo or fhree alone and
‘Tead or chink nbout sometbing, and this seemed to work out perfectly.
ABut T dldu't consider murder at the :tﬁe "
"Hben‘did you start thinking about that?“ the officer asked.
"Actﬁglly itl; been about two weeks or so off and on...two weeks

ago I bought the box of shells...like I said I thought sbout it off and

‘on and other things, anything to get away from them and get them away
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from me. And then there have been‘severél motnings when I have gotten.
up and waited for them to get into the car as I had done that mot@ing,

Friday. But at the last minute I decided there must have been some-

" thing else and Ffiday 1 ran out of anjthiﬁg else 1 could have done

besides murder 1L cbplﬂ think o£, I guess.”

.Sarly ;hat Friday ©orning Mr. Doney left the house and went go the
garage. He started the f;mily car and drove it up beside the house.
Then he ghut the ignition and entered the house. He vas unav;re of
the fact'thac.Thomés has loaded his .22 rifle and vas vaiting in the
basement. At 6:40 A.M. Mr. and Mrs. Doney left the house and got in
the car, on their wvay to work. Mr. Doney leaned forward and ingerted
the key in the ignition. Behind the car the basement door opened.

“Yes, Kk came out of the bésemént doo}, through tﬁe basement doo?-
vay after a HhLlei-vlih the gun loaded {n the chamber and I waited till
they both go£3iﬁ the car and I aimed th; rifle to the back window, and
1 fired éﬁce,_x think I f£ired tvice throuéh the back window. 1'm not
sure.” ‘ v ‘ . .

*Do you remember who you were asiming at?"

‘ "No, L don't, It was pfobably my father."

. “Pfobably your father. Then you fired two shots, you recall?ﬁ

"Iwo ghots through thé back window, yesh. And then I...they both

started to get out the separate sides of the car and as my mother

‘stepped out I aimed the rifle at her héad and shot her...I saw her

lunge forwerd and I took my eyes off of her and 1 knew I had hit her
and 1 glanced over at wy father and he was scurrying behind the house."

“¥Wnat did you do then?"

"1 went in the basement and I laid the rifle down on the bed and I







82.

went upstairs to the back door and I got this money off the table,
kitchen table, and I went out the back door and up the driveway where
the station Qggon was and 1 only noticed one hole in the back window.

i lboked'déwﬁ on my mother's body and 1 think she was still breathing--
I could hear a ﬁban."

"How did that affactzyou when you saw her on the groundl"

"It didn't effect me at all...l usually get queezy and sick and you
know these movies they have, 'Signal 30', driving educagion, about all
these accidents and stuff. I almost passed out when I saw that once in
driver education, but this didn't effect me at all.”

Thomas did not g° berserk or lose éonérql. Nevertheless, he was an
overcontrolled person.for whom a murderous instigation to aggr;qaion had
accumulated over Ctime. Tom was unable to articulate the basic cause1of
the drime; parental rejection, or even polng.to any specific prec;piigttng
event. The officer questioned him extensively about his motivation.

“There were amall things they did cthat just irritated me,"” he rgplied.
"I'm not positive, I guess, but the slightest thing just irritates me."

“What slightest things for examplel"

"0h, my mother--ghe'd tell me something and then ;tar: to do 1tvand
then she'd tell me again and then she'd go through this about 15 times--
and she was just--little things like that built up."”

"Your father do that tool"

“Yes IBHOqld think sb.- I have these traits too, I guess--if I don't
do it tigﬁt--l can't tolerate it in other peocple.”

“You haven't specified what these irritations were with your mother.”

"1 never really--IL coﬁldn't--like I said it's funny everything she did
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alwost irritates me. I guess it was an excuse to get mad at hér or
some;hing.“

"Did anything happen just before this that caused you to get more
irritated than before?” |

"No, not Teally, I guess i;'s just been building up, 1if that's pos-
sible.” . '

A numbér of differences are immediately apparent between Abraham Lincoln
Jackson end Thomas Doney; in fact their only similarity is that they both
comnitted assaultive crimes. Abrgham came from a broken home with an over-
indulgent mother who condoned every Qntisocial act he was ever cited for,
His subcultural peer groué also respected him for his aggressive bghaviqr.
Thegéfore he expressed his aggressive feéllnga directly and qponﬁanéously
at the slightest excuse against a;y target Lhcluding the Court, juvenile
authorities and ieacheks; One cannot conceive of ﬁLm passively accepting
one frustration afte; another in the manner of Bllly Jones or Thomas Doney.
His instigation to aggression rarely sﬁqmated over time as he dlscharged it
immédlately. If he were confronted with a situation in which even he had

to inhibit his prepotent aggressive response, there vere a number of other

well learned alternative aggressive responses available. As might be

expected, Abraham was diagnosed by.the examining paychologist as Sociopathic
personalL:y‘dlsturbance, Dyssocial reaction.

Thomas on the other hand came from an intact home .. He lnCrojectéd his

parents' value systems and adopted: the Same coping mechanism of withdrawal,

However, ‘this was insufficient to-deal with the extreme frustration induced by
a rejecting mother and a withdrawn father. The rejection was not sufficiently

overt 8o that Thomas could lustify an aggressive response and the instigation to

ffustracion, as ‘he himself put it, "built up" over time. When it exceeded his
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£nhibit£on§, he was unable to think of any other solution than elimina-
ting the frustrating agent. He Asd had no opportunity to learn any other
efféctive aggfessive responses. The diagnosis was Perxdnality pattern
disturbance, Schizoid personality.

The results of the psychological tests and research obaervation
were consistent with the personalities of the two boys as tﬁey have
been described. Abraham was consistently observ;d.and,méasured as
being aggressive and Tom as being overcontrolled. fhe major surpriée
is that teéts such as the TAT which showed no reliable quancigative
group_dtfferences, whentinterpreted qualitatively, did highlight important

"differences.

Their behavior in the unit differed as Qould_be expected. Abraham
‘hadia:score of 63.7 on Total Physical Aggtessién. Ihomag had a score
of 0. On Total Verbal Aggresﬁio;.\Abrnham scored 163.8 and again Thomas

. ecoreﬁ 0. On all th# Raﬁing Scales Abraham 9@3 conﬁistentiy rated in
the directloﬁvof greatef aggressiveness, rebéliiousnésé and quarreiuome-
ness while Thomas vas‘raceq as cooperh;ive and friendly. Neither ﬁéy
was at the extreme or ;tybicql of'hls pa:iicui#r:gtéup; -

On the A@jective Cheéleist, Abrgham had a:mean pcofe'of 3.6 aggres-
sive adjectives attributed to him by the counselors. They lngluded the
following descriptive terms:@ aégressiVe, qssertive,-ﬁoascful, hostile,
iopulsive, loud. mischievous, outspoken, quarrelsom, rebellious, show-
off, and tough. Thomas, 6n the other hand had a mean score of only 0.2.

Only one of the six coungelors used any adjective from the Aggresaive

List‘in describing»Tom;ﬁ (Ihis adjective was "assertive.")
On the Overcontrolled List, Ab;#ham had a mean score of 0.8. Tom

on the other hand, had a mean of 7.2 overcontrclled adjectives attributed
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to him, the hlghegt score in the entire sémple. They fncluded the
following® cautious, considerate, coqperative, gentle, helpfui, inhibited,
wannerly, nervéua, peacable, quiet, self-copttolled shy, submissive, ‘
timid, and withdrawn. .
The L, which is reptoduced.ln Table 15,clearly indicates that
Abraham i3 better able to ﬁope with other people th;n Thomas. His scores
on Dominance and Sociability exceed Tom's by over 20 T~séofe points. 6n
the other hand the two boys are qulte-clbse on the scales reflecting
tesponsibiiity, socialization, and self-cont;ol. Despite che_vaatlf
different reinfércement hiacafies and vaiué systems, Tom is somewhat
lower on the So scale than Abraham. :his can be pattly attributed to ) -
Abreham's effort to "fake good" as revealed by his high Goéd Ipp:eauién
Scale score. .Bu: this also reflects Tom's 1nﬁer alienation from and
disfllusfon with society despite hls outward conformity and appazent
acceptance of gocial values, (It is posaible that the So scale might
‘provlde a vay of discrimlnating peuple like Tom from others who are also
outwatdly coniotming but who are not 1ntetna&ly allena:ed )
‘ Ihe intellectual scalea of the CPI show greater capacity to achleve
on Iom 8 part. This 1s in pert a ‘reflection of :he difference 1n!1n-
telligence, for Tom had an 1Q oi 125 while Abraham's vés_107. But it
slso indicates Tom's greater intetest in literature and philosqpﬁy.
The diacrebancy'bétweén the Al and.Ac_acales shows fom to be an in-
tellectugl non-confﬁtmist who will strike-outvand»do Heil on his own, |
but who would have.difficultiea vifh toﬁtine or tedious inteilectual

i
material. Thus Tom was quite well read in the areas which inteiegted

him, brt he xarely turned‘in-any assignments and had very poor grades in
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«high school. Abraham, on the other hand, is much less original and

better able to cope with run-of-the-mill learning tashs vh;ch do not
cai; £orbind£vidual initiative. In any case, his interest 1ﬁ acad-
emic mattexs is quite lov.and he does not’use his intelligence in an
efficient hahner.. Tom's high score on flexibility indicates he is
more likely to change his behavior to meet the needs of others. It
also shows ‘his greater intellec:ual liberalism,2

‘ Thus on the CPI, Tom appears asa more intellectual person, somewhat
independent in his mode of thought, who has a difficult time coping with

interpersonial situations. Abraham on the other hand can deal effect-

_ivelx.vlth others but has little interest in abstract or theoretical

material. Both boys are deffcient in sociallzktlon,'but‘in éuite

different wayu.' Also both are low in their sense of well being, showing

) dissatisfaction with their current situation. However, it {s itkely

that thip L8 chronic for Tom whereas it is situstional for Abraham.

On the PP both boys have remarkably low Extrapunitiveness scores.

. Tom"s was 20.3 and Abreham's even lower with a score of 14.6. Abraham's,

in fact,_La the £1fth loweat acofe in the enti;e sample. This, as we
have seen, bears little relation to his errﬁ behavior Qhéfé ﬁe is
nothing if not exttapunitlve. This along with the elevated GL score
on the @I, would suggest diuimulation on Abraham's part.

On the TAT, both boys had Punishment: Aggression ratios of 1.00;

"Abraham with 5 n agg and 5 p pun teaponsgé and Tom with 2 of each., In

zﬂhénAarrésted trying'to cross the Mexican border, Tom had 77¢ and
seven paperback books. ' After being apprehended he went and sat in a
corner gnd read ‘Aldous Huxley's Brave New World, confiding to the
police officet, “That kind of vrtting fascinates me."
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some Tespects the stories §01d hyvgach-boy were rather similar but
theze vere some notevorthy differenées. On Card 4 both had stories
of an angry man going off- to do something drastic who is being

talked out of it by a woman. 1In Abraham's story she succeeds, but

in Tom's the man "Won't listen to reason.” On 8BM vhile Abraham

‘glves the typical story of an operation, Tom depersonalizes the

aggression by telling a story of 2 bdy dreamtng.of becoming a surgeon.
This depersonalization is even more extreme in response to 18GF. Here
Abrgham tells a story of a mother holding up a daughter who has falnged,
a theme which closely reflects his own close relation with his mother.

Tom, on the other hahd, tells a story of a woman doiﬁg something to a

' nanikln...putting the head on or taking it off or arranging the hair.

The person has thus become a mechanical object.

Figally, the difference in q06d5 between the two young men is well

’brougﬁ; out on Qaéd 14, Hére Abraham says, "Looks like someone kinda

likes to sit out at night §n the window sill and sing or something
like that and look @p;ac the moon just to pass the time away.”
"How dq;a he feel?" the eximinqt a;kéd,
"He étobably feels pretty.good--hé don't feel bad or mothing."
“How miéht the story endl" ‘
“He'll probably just close tﬁe window and go»§atc$ IV or something."
In response to the same card and with the same exgminer, Tom said,
“This is a yoﬁng man étandlng~ac the window of his ap;rtment, looking
out the window and vondering about--everyching in general."’

"Any patticular feelingl®

'“Coniuslon.“
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"How might fhts end?"
"I don®t know."
While Abtaﬁam's-hero looks at the moon and lightheartedly sings, Tom's
searches for_meaning'add finds only confusion and &n unknown ending. .
Thus ché TAT examined in a qualitative fashion illumlna;e; some
of the essential differences between the two boys. Abraham h;s a cap-
acity to relate to others and is in many ways a normal boy. fﬁe source
of his difficulty is family and social circumstqncés which have led to a
failure to adopt middle class values. Tom on the other hand is cut off
from other humans and is uﬂkble to find meaning or coherence in his world.
fhese tvo patterns of response also suggest that the reason no group
differéncei were found on the TAT might be due to ihe fact tha; the
quantitative scoring system is too gross to detect differences which lie
in thé nagerial.

Both boys were defgnstve on the Holtzman Inkblot Technique. Tom
rejected 30 of the 45 blots and Abraham 32.. The:qusn;ttacive pattern
was duite similar with the exception of the Color score. Here Abraham
had a score of.S vhereas T§m had no color determihedvreaponsés. One of
Abrahan's color Tesponges was a>C-3 and the other a c-z; indicating relatively
poor control_gf 1ncarpers;na1 impulses._ Aside from the high numbet.of re-
jec:ioh#'the two protqcols wvere not remarkable. The most noteworthy
thing about Tom's record is the absence of signs of serious.patﬁology;
As the‘examining psy;hologist‘remarked in his report, it is remarkable
that Tem, with his history, had not become achiquh;eni:. The adequacy

of the protocol is achieved at the expense of a denial of lntetperéonal

responsiveness as reflected in low color and movement scores, few Human
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responses and a ﬁigh number of reject?ons. While Abraham’'s record 1is
also £onstricted, there £s more balance among the responsés he does
give ;1th both movement and color being ysed more freeiy. When Abraham
sees two people he places them in cooperative or coordizated action,
such as dancing. Tom, on the other hand, places them in opposition
with a precept of two people pulling at something.

The Adolescent Interview crystallized.the boys® attitudes toward
the expression of aggression. Both boys were asked how they dealt with
the guy who "ﬁushes people around." Abraham answered, "I don't ever
say nqtﬁing to him till he starts pushing me around;"

"What if he starts pushing you?"

"i push him back.”

Tom's xeply, on the other hand, was, “1 just ignore him."

The examfner asked, "Suppose he starts on youl™

"I ignore him."

"If he keeps puahmg?"

"Uell if he--1 might get kind of angry. Othervlse I can take vhatever
he wants to puah...l seldom if ever get mad at anybody, really mad."

The boys were also asked how they coped with somgone who blew his
top. Abrahum & answer was guatded with a veiled threatening quality. "I

.tell hia o stép it and if I see he can't stop, maybe, maybe,~- I don't know
-=1'try to prevént ie."

Ton's response was most remarkable for the extreme overcontrol
bofderiﬂg aiﬁosc on reacttpnrformation which it revealed. “1 guess 1
don't really Lgﬂore_him, I sort of, he usually:cools off sooner or

later. He cools off sooner or later. I had & friend like that. One

minute he'd be the nicest guy in the world, the next minute he'd blow
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his top. 1'd just sort of shy away from him and two minutes later I'd
come back.” A
" "What kind of things would he say to youl?"

'Veil == =-I have a tendency to talk a lot. Sometimes I am--
excessively gabby, and he'll say, 'Why don't you shut up or aomething"
And I don't know. It doesn't really irritate me., It makes me realize
I an getting irritating. I guess I should thank him."
» When asked what they did when they got angry with their parents,
Aﬁrghaﬁ lndicated he spoke to the parent about it, while Tom replied,
*,..like everything else, I keep it to myﬁelf.”

The psychologicai téats and research observations thus bear out'the
iopresasions gained from the case historieé. Abrgham Lincoln Jackson is
a Telatively ﬁormal boy whose upbringing has left him deficient {n the
usual social values. He has little motivation to achieve in school and
‘therefore doesn't. He has been_:;varéed for aggression in the past
’ thropgh'l) the lnnatelsatiafaction of hitting someone who annoxo'one.
2) 1nctqased mategn;l attention and suspathy, and 3) respect of his fel;ow
gang members. He ﬁas-thus developed strong aggressive habits vﬁich_bring g
biam Lnt& conflict with the law.

In quéi&éﬁlalso he was aggressive to o;her_inﬁates and to staff although
lessraé. no doubt, than he Houlk Save been outside a custodial institution,
He was sufficiently guarded ié the pa&chological examinatton so that he

did not obtain abnofm;lly highvhostility scores -on the more overt

LR SO

measures éuch‘as the PF and TAT. Nor in the interview did he say he"

felt justified in using aggteasion in any situation, although hints of

this attltude came through. On the more covert measures, however, such
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as the empirically derived CPI scales and the Holtzman determinant scores,
. Abrahanm's greater impulsivity showed through.

Ton,.uho_committed the most violent offense in the sample, was on
the other hand a model prisonér.r He was uniformly rated as being polite,
cooperative and passive. On the tests and interviews he was as open and
frank as his level of insight permitted. The psychological examination
ahoﬁed Tom to be much more disturbed than Abraham. While not psychotic
he wvas definitely schizoid. The tests sho;ed him to have extreme difficulty
in interpersonal relatiﬁns,'to bottle up the expression of his feelings
including hostility and to be ungsuccessfully seeking meaﬂing in a‘confused
world., Unmlike Abraham,'he‘used intellectual activities such as fantasy
and reading as defenses. Moreover, he used such traditional defenses as
isolation and rationalizatton; Unlike Abrgham he had much léss awareness
of the nature ayd qualitcy of his real fqellnga toward others despite his
vastly more inttqspective attitude. Abraham knev he disliked his victim
and he knew vhy; Tom did not know he h&ted his mother nor could he say
why she really "{rritated” him. ‘

The cese studies of these two boys, along with ihe quantitative data
presented in Chepter four, illustrate that aﬁgtassiveneus is not a simple
unftary phenomenon varying only in degree; Aggaultive offenders can’
differ widely im thé motive Qnd qunlityvof their controle. The extremely
assaultive person may be a neurotic who is chronically overcontrolled )
while tﬁe mo§etaté o:.mildly aggressive person is ;ﬁt to be undercontrolled..
This is at matked varfance with most puycholoéical thinkihg which regards

all assaultive people as havihg essentially similar, basically socio-

pathic personalities.







Chapter 6

In the first chapter the writer proposed that assaﬁltlve of fenders
could be divided fato two distinctly different ;ypes: the habitually
aggressive person who because of the social and familial conditions
in which he was reared expresses his hostile feelings directly and vith
a minimum of restraint, and the chrontcaily overcontrolled person who
is pathologically unable to express aggression.

The habitually aggressive person is most aptvto commit mild or.
moderately aggressive acts ainée he discharges his hoscility before
it reaches homicidal ﬁroportions. He s capable, however, of extremely
assaultive behavior if the extergal situation 1; aufftcientlyAbrbvoﬁatlve;
or if his subculture deman&s such behavior in certain situations such
as "rumbles". The chronically overcontrolled type, on ;ﬁe other hand,
rarely if ever engage; in mild or moderate aégresston. 1f they do
aggress it is fn an extreme or homocidal fasﬁiod. The reason for this
is that the inhibitions against aggression are so extreme in these
persons that th§ instigation to aggression mhst reach_an extraqrdinhry '
level to overcome the inhibitions. This proposition has been examined
first by a review of the literature, second bf a wide Sand'quantitatlve
investigation of four groups of delinquentsvdiffeting in aggressiveness,
and finally by a case sﬁudy of two assaultive people. The data s#pportgd
the hypothesis that the proposed typology exists and that, moreover, it
is the cﬁrontcally overcontrolled type which is apt to be involved in
' more sericus sggréssive‘offenses. A

It should be - pointed out that instrumental aggression inm which'

" aggression is a means rather than an end, as in the case of strong arm
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robbery, has been excluded from this treatmenc. Nor siiould this
typology be construed as being applicahle to socially sanctioned
aggreasive agts such as killing in the line of duty by the soldier,
policeman or executioner. The hypothesis is restricted to fllegal
acts in which the primary goal of the'aggresslon was appatentl} to hurt
or injure thé victim, »

. The author's primary concern has been to establish the existence
of these two types and to show that the aggression of the chronically
overcontrolled person is apt to be of an extreme nature. In various
samples of extfcmely asgsaultive offenders the relative proportion
of overcontrolled and undercontrolled types viil ;ary. The more provoc-
ative the environment and the more the aubculture demands extreme
aggreseibg from its members (as in some Juvenile groups), the more
’babitun}ly aggressive people will be involved in éxtremely assaultive
offenses. On the other hand subcultural differences will mot influence
overcontrolled people to'comﬁit mild éggreaaiv§ acts. For then the response
alternatives seem to be an extreme or homicidal response or no ;ggressive
tespoﬁse uhatsoé?er. .

There are a number of 1§p11cations to these findings. They can be
roughly grouped into three areas, the ihplicatioqs fofipfadticé, the
implications for research methodology and the‘implicqcions forvtheory.

There are several 1m§11cat£ons for clinical pf@étiﬁe; In the area of
diagnosis, it is clear that the prediction of‘aggresslve behavior is not
a 8imple tagk. It is notbenough merely to assess the controls and pre-

. dict aggresslve behavior in those cases where adequate control ~appears

lacking. Ihe psychologist or’ psychiatrist must also be- alert for the
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poténtially homicidal, chronically overcontrﬁlled personbwho everyone
feels "wouldn't hurt a fly." The present. study does not‘indicate any
definitive way in which the potentially homicidél overcontrolled person
such as Thomas Doney or Billy Jones can be lecriminated from other
overcontrolled people who are not dangerous. There is a suggestion that
the key may be the combination of chronic overcontrol of aggt;ssion Ln‘ 
conjunction ‘with basic aliena:idg from society.

The data also indicate that thé'usefulness of .psychological tests is
apt to vary with the setting iﬁ which they are used. 1In a custodial
8ituation such as this, where the éatienc is highly mottvatéd to impress
the éxaminer, the result of relatively face valid or bbvious tests such #s
Rosénzveig PP or the TAT must be interpreted with great caution. fhe data
indicate that better resu!;a are obtained by uaing more subtle &easurea
such as empirically derived scalea'og personality invénéories or deter-
minant ecores of inkblot tests.

In texrms §£ t;eatment'df thé c§qv1ccad Etlminal. it {8 clear that
‘the typical corteét;oqgl facility does ﬁot meet . the needs of the over-
cohtrolléd ofﬁgbdg?, A basic goal of most cotreqtional institutions ié
to foster controls by rewarding conformity and punishing defiance, assertive-
ness o; aggression. While ﬁhic is appropriétevfor.gn habi;ually aggressive
. offender like Abraham Jackson, it is not apt to help the probleqs.of an
overcontrolled p?rson'éuch ags Thomas Doney. What he needs, ;mong other
things, is to learn to copebulth and express his feelings of aggression
in wvays sho;t_of homicidé. Thgrefore, he should be in a milieu in which
miid aggressive acting out i; encouraged and rewarded. If psychotherapy

is successful and he starts making assertive responses, however, such

—
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responses are apt to be punished rather than rewarde& if he is in
a typical correctional facility. The findings further suggest that.
the death penélty is useless as a deterrant for the very péople_most
likely to comait homicide. The overcontrolled person does noé need
extreme external punitive measures to inhibit his aggression. His
internal controla are already more than aﬂequate. In fact, existence
of the death penalty might induce him to make a homicidal responae;
as opposed to some other response, simply because it not only serves
to express his hostility but also carries with it a pénglty sufficiently
sévete to resolve his resulting guilt feelings. ,

There are also implications for research mgthodology; First, the
- findings indicates that the methpd of séudy#ng Aggréssion by.examintng
assaultive and ﬂon-asqaultivé criminal and delinquent subjects is a
fruitful one. In the past most of our data relating to theories of
aggiess&on has come from labo;atoty studies using normal subjects and
- mild forms of aggression. The findings from these aCuéien have th;n
been extrapolatea in an.effort to account fof the more serious forms of
- aggression ;uch»as ﬁomicide. The present study indicates that the
dynamics involved in exﬁremely assaultive behavior are apt to be quit;
diffetent from thogse involved in milder forms of aggpession.‘ Extra-
polation §£ da;a concerning mild forms of aggreséion in an effort to
* -account for more violent. agéressi.on is thus.apt to lead to errors.
' Another.in?licat;qn concerns fhe-use of aggressive subjecfs in
fbé.validatten of psyc$616g1c§1 tgacé. It is clear that assaultive

subjects should not be indiscériminantly used as a criterion group for

scales of hostility and control. At the very least, the subjectslshduld
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bé dﬂvided into moderate and extreme aggressive groups. If the
extreme group gets a low score on a scale of hostility or a high
score on a scale o§ control, it does not necessarily mean that the
test is imnvalid; it may only mean that there was a high proportion
of overcontrolied subjects in the extremely assaultive criterion
group. The investigator is s#f?r using a criterion group of moder-
ately aasau}tivé subjects since it is less likely such a group contains
many overcontrolled people.

Investigators should_aiso beware of pooling data from the two types
of offenderA together in a study of test validation. If this is done,
no dlfférenCes io central-fendency might be found between.the aggres=-
sive group and a control group since the overcéntrclled and under-
controlled subjects tended to cancel one gnother out, Ihé investigator
might wrongly infer test {nvalidicy, |

Therevate also important 1§plications for theory,.since the findings
support the theoretical structure put forth in Chapter 1. It vil; be
recalled that in that chapget, the ftusttation-agg;ession hypothesis
and the Hillér conflict model were extended to account for the degree
of violence of the aggressive act. It was stated that the notion put
forvard by Bandura and Walters (1959) among others that the degree of
violence is proportional to the net strength of the instigation to
aggressidn runs into serious difficulciés in accouating for the chron-
ically overcontrolled person. Since in this "Wotm Turns" typé person

inhibition i; éxcesqively higﬁ and instigation builds up in small - it

increments over time by means of tempoTul summation, the resulting

act is often, as in the case of Billy Jones, out of all proportion
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to the net strength §£Athe instigation to aggression. .It seemed much
more adequate to suppose that the degree of Qiolence of the aggres- )
sive response is proportional to the absolute strength of the insti-
gation to aggtession. On the othet hand, the facts of response
3enerallzatlon-indlcate that all aggressive responses to a target
are not proportional to the ins:igatton to aggression. Therefore, a
special class of responses, called "prepotent" responses was proposed.
These responses are defined as the responses waich would occur in a
given situation ££ no tnﬂlbitiOns weré operating, If.the instigation
outweighs: the inhibitions which do exist, the prepotent response is
the oﬁe that occurs. If on the ;thet hand inhibition outweighs finsti~
gat;on,_a lesser aggressive response occurs through response génetf
alization, or the aggression is displaced_onto another targei. or {n
"the case of chronically overcoﬁtrolled peopie, no aggfeialve r;qunae
occurs since inhibit{ons preveit response generalization or displacement
from occurring. Both habitually aggfesslge and'oyercontrolled people
tend t& use prepotent responses=§hen they do'eggfeast the former
because theilr level of inhibition is so low there are few compunctions
againﬁt'suéh responses, and Fhe latter becaqse they have not. learned the
alternative responses oﬁ displacement and response generalization. 'Fér
non-prepotent résponseé the degree of violence is held not to be
proportiohal to the level of instigation aggression. JIt may be a
function of the net streagth, but this is not clear. at the present time.

This théoretfcal structure was erected on the supposi:ionvthat

an overcontrolled group mighf exist. Now that it has been established

that such’a group ‘does exist, the theory receives somé empirical support.
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" In an indirect fashion the existence of this overcontrolled group
also supports the notion of Doilardbet al (1939) that there is such
a phenomenon as temporal sumnation of the instigation for aggres~
sion. No other current theory explains the behavior of the over-
conéroLled p;rson as well as the noﬁion thgt their ggg;essive acts
are the result.of slowly gccumulating.instigacion as the result of
successive frustrations over time. Tom Dopey, himself, tried to
explain this when he said that the murder of his mother was not
the result of amy specific provocation but of maﬁy litcie things
that just ?uilt up over time.

Finally, tﬁe data suggest tﬁat attempts to find a single "cause”
for jQVen;le delinquency, whether it is as simple as "too many comic
books" or as complex as anomie theory, are apt to be fruitless. We
have aégn that the peraona{itlea oE.BOys engaged even in'p highly
restricted forﬁ'ofvdelinquency, namely assaultive behavior, can
differ aignlfighntly from one another. If this single class of
behavior can be this complex, then oBvloqslyvthe.full range of juvenile.
crime from runava}.to murder, from arson to narcéfics, from truancy ¢
to prostitution, cannot be fitted into any singlg smeie explaaatioa,
The Present author feels that what the field requires is, first of all

_ clasaiiicaci&n of delinquents into ;a;ious types or clgsses, and
secondly empirical reseafch on these classes. Then we will be in a

position to theorize but not before. This dissertation represents a

beginning to this task of empirical c¢lassification.
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Pig. 1. Classical Miller Conflict paradigm. Instigation to aggression
in a man angered by his mother-in-law generaliZes to others in acoord
with their perceived aimilarity. When inhibition outweighs instigation,
.no sggressive response takes place. -Slope of inhibition gradiant is
asteepor than that for instigation, o ’
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. Plg. 2. Inhibition and instigation to aggression gradlants
of an animal lover angered by his mother=-in=-law,
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TABLE 1

Hean Rorschach Hostility Indices for Three Groups of Crininals
From Hegargee and Mendelsonn (1263)

‘Group N Mean RHI s
Extreme Assaultive 21 4.134 3.10
Hoderate Assaultive 21 . 7.137 . 10.11
Non-assaultive 27 6.197 5.31

et e s

P SRR, YRS
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TABLE 2

SUBJECT COMPOSITION OF THE FOUR GROUPS

- E Group
V Yaziable EA PO 1 MA
R 9 26 20 21
Age-range 14-11 to 16-9[11-1 to 17-4 [11-2 to 17-9 |11-3 to 17-7
X Age 14-5 15-5 15-3 15-4
% Negro. 44.5 57.7 60.0 66.7
%4 First Detention 7.1 | 23.0 25.0 28.5
X Iy 93.8 91.8 97.3 . 97.0
1qQ Range 73-125 67-107 64-140 71-147

A SR A LA SR Pk it

oy
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TABLE 3

Incidence of First Offenders

Extremely Moderately

T
Assaultive Assaultive otal
First ~ -
detention 7 6 13
Recidivist 2 15 Y/
Total 9 21 : 30
*
Chi Square = 4.37
p< .01

* Corrected
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TABLE 4
Incidence of Solitary vs. Group Offenders

Extreme Moderate

Agssaultive Assaultive Total
Alone ) 6 4 10
Group . » . 3 17 20
Total 9 21 30
*
Chi Square = 4,43
p2<.01

* Corrected
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School Attendance Rec‘ordé

105

Outstanding Sptisfactory Poor _ Total
; 3 -
Extreme
Assaultive 2 4 1 6
" Rest of semple 0 ) 16 23 39
Total 2 19 2 45
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TABLE 6

School Conduct Records Of EA Compared With
The Rest of the Sample

Outgtanding Satisfactory, Ungatisfactory  Total
EA 1 2 | 3 6
PO, I, & MA 0 13 30 43

Total 1 : S 15 33 49
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TABLE 7

Mean Scores of the Four Groups on the Behavior Check List
with p Values of the Tested Differences

Variable . Group Scores ' . p_Values
o : : EA vs
EA __PO I MA PO+ I +MA EA vs 1
Total X | 74.41)113.46 | 137.43 | 103.80 .058 .05
Verbal

Aggression s } 79.04| 88.52 | 92.85 73.07

- EA vs, MA
Total b4 ’ o

Physical ] 27.06} 232,78 44,17 51.02 74 .255
Aggression 58 | 25.84 | 50,26 49.23 | 58.31

N 9 | 21 19 26 _ : o

¢
P
i
|
H
]
8
K
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Means, Standard Deviatfons and p Levels of Tested Comparisons
On the Five Rating Scales and Combined Scale

Group Scores

"

. Values
EA vs IL-___ZX'vs

SCALE EA PP 1 PO, I &MA  MA

1. Uncooperative-%| 3.29 |3-20 | 3,13 | 2,99 .05 01
Cooperative s .33 48 .32 .30

2. Amtable- x| 2.61 | 2.82] 2.86 | 2.90 .073 4051
Quarxelsome s .33 o541 .52 .47

3. Aggressive- x| 3.17 | 3.00) 2.96 | 2.96 119 073
‘Submissive 8 40 .32 .27 .36

4. Docile- x| 2.54 | 2.85] 2.84 | 2.83 064 .133
Rebellfous 8| .44 S7 .52 | Lse

'S. Antsgonistic X| 2.93 | 2.86) 2.80 | 2.70 179 .02
: Friendly 8 b W32] .44 .29

6. Combined x| 16,01 {15.36 14,96 [14.80 .06 045
Scales s| 1.97 | 1.98]1.52 | 1,77
N 9 21| 20 |2
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Means, Standard Deviations and p Values of Tested
Comparisons on the Gough Adjective Check List .-

Group Scores p VYalues

Measure EA PO I MA EA vs EA vs MA
PO, 1, &MA
Mean # over- «x 3.86 3.04 2.48 2.67 065 .076
controlled 8 2.00 1.90 1.18 1.64
adjectives
Mean # aggres- x| 1.44 2.48 3.26 3.24 L047 071
sive adjective s 1.33 2.23 2.43 2.71
No. overcon- x| 2.42 | 0.56 |-0.78 [-0.57 028 .055
trolled minusg
Ro. sggressive s | 3.07 3.98 3.29 4.15
_adiectives : -
N 9 26 20 19 '
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TABLE 10

Means, Standard Deviations and p Values of Tested
Comparisons on the Adolescent Interview Scales

Group Scores _ ‘ p Values
EA vs ) EA v8 EA vs
_ Scale BA- ., PO 1 MA PO, I, &MA I MA
Reported vexbal x 2.77' 2,70} 3.08 | 2.80 Not testeJ 3.78 ————
aggression against
_peers 8 1.13] 1.04f 1.19 | 1.02 4
Reported physical o 3.39{ 3.11{ 3.45 [ 3.50 Not tested --- | 3.19
aggression against ' :
peers s) 1.24f 1.31} 1.31 | 1,16
. = - . -
_Reported verbal x| 2.361 2,031 2.29 | 2.08 .580 not --e
aggression against i e tested
authorities 8 .96 .67 .96 .75
Reported physical o 1.08.| 1.20] 1.36 | 1.19 .065 -=- | .082
aggression against ’ ' .
authorities sH 21 .26f .36 .30
N 9 23 20 20

* Two Tail test used since data are not in hypothesizdd Direction

'
i
i
!
i
i
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TABLE ‘11 A

¥ Exact probabability Test

not possible becauss of smatl N's; p»,05,

\ ' .
™\ Means and Standard Deviations of C.P.X, Raw Scores
- Scales C ‘ :
@roups. . Do Co. Sy Sp Sa Wb Re So' s¢e To GL Cm Ae AL le Py Px Pe .
EA x iL.O 15.2] 20.31 33.7] 19.2 35.5| 24,51 30,0 26.5] 18.2| 15.7} 23.8 23.0 17.7 13401 9.3 |12.2] 16.5
(N=6)s " 5.850 4.84] 4.31] 4.99 5.37 4,57 7.95] 6.19] 6.13| 6.61] 3.25] 3.13 }5.66] 6,62{6.71] 3.4 3.85] 3.25
PO x 21,7] 14,6 21.6) 32,61 19.0] 30.3f 21.3] 29.3] 22.5] 14.9 16.11°23,7 1 20,7 13,71 30,3} 9.4 9.5) 15,1
(N=15)8 34601 3.32] 4.47) 4,70 2.84] 4.99) 4.95| 5.44] 6,42 3.91} 5.627 2.59 |5.79| 2.87 | 5.65| 2,06 | 3.36] 3.72
1 x| 20,2 14.8] 22.0| 33.1] 18.3] 28.8| 18.5] 26.0] -21.8( 14.0] 12.6| 24.6 |'18.5] 13.0] 30.9| :9.4] 8.9] 14.4
(N=12)s 5.75[ 3.34( 4.56{ 6,18 2,25} 5.26] 3.80{ 5.66) 6.68] 5.04) S5.14} 2.33 }4.91] 3.746] 5,22 2.66] 4.33} 3.92
MA x 21,00 14,.8) 21.7| 30.8{ 18.3| 30.9{ 20.6{ 31.1{ 23,4} 13,3} 14.8} 24.3)119.9] 11.9] 28.5} 8.5 9.6| 16,6
(N=13) 8 4,09 4,33 4.58] 3.68| 2.65| 4.38] 6,89} 5.24 10.14 5.18! 6.841 1.90]5.741 3.50| 4.88] 2.79 | 4,18} 3.48
TABLE 11 B
Values of p For Tested Comparisons on Selected C.P.I. Scales
Comparison/Scale Re So ‘ Sc Ac Al
EA vs ’ ot .
Ma, PO & I .123 ested’ .129 .305 | ,075
* ot y *] . 0w
EA vs MA N.S.  'Mested N.S, N.s, | NS E
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TABLE 12

Heans, Standard Deviations and p Value of Tested Comparison
' .On Rosenzweig P-F Study
Extrapunitiveness Scores

CGroup_Scores p Value
o EA vs
EA PO I MA_ ] MA
Extrapunitiveness x 40.6 39.71 35.46 | 42.23 .48
s | 1.72 13.90 | 15.61 | 19.74 )
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TABLE 13

Means, Standard Deviations and p Values For Tested
Comparisons on the T.A.T. Measures

p Values
: EA vs. ' EA vs.
EA___ PO - 1 A PO, I, & MA, MA
Need aggressfon x | 8.33 | 8.52 | 10.05 8.10 || : Not
: s | 2.79] 3.50 | s5.08 4,51 774 | Testea
Press punishment x | 7.77 | 8.87 [10.20 8.26 L674% Not
s } 3.32 4.13 4.93 3.93 - Tested
Punishment x |96.3 | 123.95] 117.17 | 109.16 . 294% Not
Aggression s [25.08 | 69.23 | 6.96 31.96 Tested
ratio . .
N|] 9 19 20 23

* Two tall test used since data are not in hypothesized direction.
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TABLE. 14

Means, Standard Deviations and p Values of Tested
Comparisons on Certain Holtzman Inkblot Variables

Group Scores p. values
Variable - EA PO I  MA .EAvs. EA vs
. PO, L & MA , MA
‘Hostflfty (Hs) x | 10.33 | 6.84 | 8.80 |7.86 * not
s | 6.00] 5.02 |6.09 [5.36 .267 tested
Anatomy (At) x | 2.33] 2.56 |3.60 |3.57 .456 .409
: s | 211} 2.67{2.71 |5.04
Color (C) x | 10.44 ) 12.32) 17.45 [12.67]| 157 248

8 5.70 | 9.14}18.61 | 7.30{ . o \

No. C-3 R@sp;msgs : ' | .
x 1.11 1.86 2,85 1.86 .111 045
8 1.59 1,461 5.97 1.46

<166 .200

o

[
&
(4
o
.

re
o .
N
N
.

w
w
[y
(=]
[d
o

Movemant (M) 4 . !
L C s | 11.59 ] 14,90 13.98 | 13.75 1
Movement x | 14.00] 8.08) s.so| 8.8}l .01 .059
minus Color s | 8.79 | 14.91[ 23.99 { 12.94
(4-C) :
N 9 21 19 26

*Iwo tail test used since dats are not in hypothesized.direction.







TABLE 15

CP1 Scores of "Abraham Lincoln Jackson" and "Thomas Doney"

Do Co Sy Sp. Sa Wb Re So Sc  To  Gi . Cm .Ac. AL le. Py Fx Fe

- | Raw N : - : :
Abraham | Scores | 28 | 18 | 30| 30| 181 30 | 34 | 33 |31 |15 [ 26 | 26 |26 {11 32} 13| 6| 20.
Jackson | T 521 46 | 61| 42| 47| 31 56 | 43 150 | 33 160 54 a7 |32| 3| s7| 41| 60
' Scores : 1 . . -
| Raw

Thowas | Scores | 16 | 19 | 18| 31| 16 | 31| 34 [31 [ 27 | 22| 17 | 23 | 25 26| 81| 10|17 ] 19

‘Doney T 29| 49| 37| aa] 41| 36| s6e |40 |45 | 48| a5 |40 {44 [ea| 54| 46| 73| s7
Scores : : g . :

';811
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Appendix 1

AGGRESSIOR SCALE

Subject showed good restraint. Resorted to aggression only when 1: was
clearly dictated by circumstances, {i. .€., *hit back with equal or less
force. gelf defense. ’

a. Less restraint shown but degree of aggression still quite appropriate

b. Imstrumental aggression (i.e., aggression whose primary motive is
something other than inflicting pain - strong arm robbery), enough
violence to accomplish the end goal, but no more.

a. Aggression exceeds provocation but not inappropriate in subculture.’
b, Instrumental aggressive acts where degree of violence begins to
indicate that desire to inflict paLn is also a. motive.

a. Aggresaion exceeds ptovocation even more but would not be viewed as
particularly extraordinary response by bers. of subculture -
hicting person who calls defendent a name or ganging up on victim.

b. Instrumental aggression which clearly exceeds amount needed to
accomplish act. -

Acts of asggression clearly motivated by desire to inflict pain or
injury. Culture and situation less supportive of degree of violence
used. Hould probably be rejected by adult membera of .subculture but
not necessarily by peer group, i.e., hitting when down. Vielence

at this point still not likely to seriously or permanently injure
vibtlm although. uevere injuries might ° oecur acciden:ally. .

Even lees juatiflca:ion than (5) - victim weaker or frailer. More apt
to do serious harm (stomplng), or use of weapon versus superior,.un-
armed sntasoniot. .

. Serifous sggression with inadequate provocation. Apt to result in serious
injury to victim. Most members of subculture would feel use of this
much violence in this situation unjuatified although it might still be
sufficiently provocative to call for a leaser physical respounse, i.e.,
ugse of wegpon when called name or in gang fight versus unarmed
opponents of equal or less size,

Kore serious aggression. “Death, ox permanent disability quite likely.
There may be some external motivation apparent. for act but it clearly
does not justiiy this degree of response.

Extremely severe. aggtession with serious consequence probable. Would
be rejected by all in eubculture a&s unjustified. Some glimmer of
external motivation still apparent, i.e., a murder or assault with a
deadly veapon with little motivation, but in heat of anger.
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" Appendix 1 (Cont'd)

Completely externally unprovoked, extremely serious aggression
with extreme physical harm probable. No external motivation,
1.e., 2 "senseleas” murder or assault with a deadly weapon,
not even done in the heat of anger.

{
i
%
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BEHAVIOR CHECK LIST

Name of Child

Date

Counselor or Teacher

Unit

"In making these reports check those typea of aggressive

" behavior you have noticed during that particular period.

Be sure

to look for the less obvious and more secretive or subtle types
of aggressive behavior, as well as the .more obvious kinds., It
is important that you turn in these sheets at the end of the
third and tenth day as they are completed,

1. Physical Attack

starting rlghts, hit- ~

ting, pushing--unpro-
voked by verbal and

- physical attack of

~ other children

2. Bragging
-assertively, with
show of bravado--"I
can do this better
than you" sort of
thing

. 3. Threatening
specirfic, hostile
verbal or physical
threat or threatening
‘act :

L4, Téasing
including specifio
acts which appear de-
signed to snnoy or
irritate, hurt, or
humiliate

Saucy, Impertinent
smart-alec

6. Insulting, Name-Calling
direct face-to-face

with object of hostility

T Ridiculing, Mocking,

Making-Fun-0f

8. Bullzing
—-another who is
smaller or weaker, or
who for some reason
can't defend himself
effectively

9. Verbal Castigation
cursing, upbraiding,
* blaming, ﬁiving some-
“body hell, verbally

10. Malicious Goswip, Debre-
ciating, Delaming, or.

7kle-Carerng (Tattf—--

11, Daqtructive
breaks'fﬁings, de;aces
walls, tears or dir-
ties clothing or bed—
ding, etc,

12. Tempcr Tantrums
fits of rage, screans,
kicks, scratches, etc.

13. Running Away

}g. I have not observed this
: " boy at all due to my
schedule or due to ths
fact he has been in iso-
~ lation the whole time.
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See Rolled Sheet

i19.

1 o

i S s

j g 2

i X e

? w
';Kame of child RATING SCALE

Jate URCOOPERATIVE . ! COOPERATIVE
‘Ceursslor ’ 1. ] 2. 3: T ] 4: ] 5.
: Extremely uncooper- Uncooperative; re- Takes situation for Likes being asked to Very cooperatlve.
Unit ative; refuses to plies perfunctorily granted; responds do things; volun- Volunteers help

Check the point on each scale which in
your opinion best describes the behavior
of this child during the past week.

In making these ratings, try to compare
hin with all the other children you have
mown. Judge him with respect to each
quality independently; that is, Judge
objectively and try not to be influenced
by your general impressicn of him.

You may check any place on a acale.

—_—e

¢
?" Be gure to rate him cn all five scales,

to_be given a ratin,

h_child
Ion %gg 18 10th day of cust.

3rd day and

follow any sugges-

to questions; in-

willingly but volun-

teers -occasionally.

readily; anxious ’

tionsy unwilling, different. .teers little. do anything asked
antagonistic. : o B
AMIABLE — QUARRELSOM 3

1. 2. . ' 3. . ) 4. ’ . 5
Actively dislikes Has sunny disposie Quarrels under real” Quarrels more than Pronounced tenden
quarrels. Acts as tion. Quarrels less provocation; occa-. -~ average child. to be quarrelsome
peascemaker. Good~ than average. sionally gtarts o has & "chip on th
humored. : quarrel.’ Generally ahoulder.

. amiable.

__AGGRESSIVE smmss

Threatens others;
dominant; reacts to
reproof violently;
overtly aggressive;
starts trouble.

DOCILE

- 7.
Seldom or reluctant-
ly gives .in; reacts

"to violence with

violenca. Threatens
others.

3. .
Complies with nor-
mal authority; re-
acts with violence
only when provoked.

4.
Gives in readily;
objects to violence
with "Stopt", but
not with blows.

5.
Complies with all
requests; .submits
to violence witho
doing anything at

REBELLIOUS

1. .
Passively agrees to
everything; no sign
of resistance or un-

2
Tends to accept sug~
gestions and do what
he is told without

3. . .
Conforms normally
to all reasonable
requests and accepts

i 4. .
Tends to resist au-
thority but will
conform if enough

5. :
Hoatilely dafiant
rejects all _sugge
tions and resistg

willingness. resistance. authority as neces-  pressure is put on any restraint.
sary. him, :
ANTAGONTSTIC - ‘ FRIENDLY
1. 2. 3. - 4. 5.

Marked hostility,
suspicicusness, or
unfriendliness.

Kot as marked as 1,
but less friendly
than the average
child.

About like the av-

erage. Has both

likes and dislikes.

T et A B

‘Kore friendly and -

outgoing thanm the

.average child, ‘bat

ot as marked as 5.

I T E

Exceptionally out
going and friendl
Likes _practically
everyone and want
them to like him.

)
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- Appendix &

Adolescent Interview Schedulel

1. Have you:lived with your parents all your life?
a. (IF KO) How did that come about?
b. How long were you away from your home (mother, father)?
c. Bave you been separated from either of your parents at
any cimeT (For how longl How about during the war?)

2. Hov do you feel about your (high) school? How are things coming
along there?
a&. What kind of grades do you get?
b. Have you ever felt you'd lxke to move to another school?
c. How about the teachers you've had? Hov do you feel about
them?
d. Do you think high school teachers are 1ntetested in helping
- youl Why do you feel this way?)
€. A4Aze there any teachers you especially dislike, and flnd
it difficult to get along with? (What have you disliked
sbout them?)
£. Have there been teachers you've really- enjoyed working
with? (Hhat did you like about them?)

3. How often have you felt that a teacher haa given you an unfair grade?
a. Are there any (other) ways you've felt teachers have
.+ treated you unfairly? .
b. When this sort of thing happens, what do you do? Say?
€. Suppose a teacher punishes you un;ustly, what do you
do about it? (What do you sayl)
d. %hat {f he. gives you too much howework? Tello you to
do someéthing you thiok is unreasonable? (Do you express
: yout feellngs sbout this to him? What do you sayT

4. 1If you dialike a teacher. do you ever try to get back at him?
(What do you do? How often?)

a. When did you last get mad at a teachet? (Hhat did you do?)

*+ When was the time before that? (What did you do then?)

b. Have you ever struck or throwvm scnething at a teacher?
(How often)

€. Slammed doors or desks and things like that? (Hav often?)

d. Swvorn at them?! Answered them back?

‘e« - Bow often would you 8ay you got mad at a teacher?

£. What have you found’ the best way of dealing with a teacher
you don't like?.

8- Have you ever transferred out of a class because you didn't’
like a teacher? (Complained to the vice-principal or a
coungelor?)

lCopied from Bandura and Walters' Adolescent Aggression.
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When you've done something to annoy a teacher, how do
you feel about it afterwards? (Do you just forget about
it, or do you sometimes try to make up for it in some wayl)

sometimes do things openly in school for which you knov
get told off or punlshed?

What sort of things? (How often?) o
Have you evern been told off for clowing 1in class? (What
sort of things have you done? How often?

How about asking silly questions on purpose? Haklng funay
remarks?

Are there any other things of this sort that you 've done?

Now, 1'd like your opinion of the fellows you've met at high school.

‘How, in general, do you feel about them? (Do you enjoy their

companyl)

a.
b.

(-

3.

What kind of thtngs mgke you like a fellow? )
What kind of things make you dfslike a feilow? .(How do
you deal with this kind of guy?)

How do you deal with the kind of guy who likes pushing his
weight around? What do you do if he starts on you?

" (Suppose he keeps on at. youl)

What about the sort of fellow who blovs his top at-you or
says things about you you don t like? (How do you deal
with himl)

When did you last hit a guy? (How did that come about?)

"How often do you f£ind you do this?

How often have you gotten into a fight since you've been
at high school? (How about grade school?)

How about blowing your top at a guy? When was the last’
time you did that? (How often does this happen?) °

Do other fellows ever get mad at you because of thinge
you've said to them? (Bxamples?) How often?

Do -you ever feel like doing something mean to -another
fellow? (What sort of thing makes you feel thia way?)
What do you do vhen you feel this way?l (How often does
this happen?) :

When you've got mad at a guy and hit him, how do you feel
aftervards? (What if you've said something urpleasant to

- bim?) What do you usually do in a case like this?

Suppose some'fe}lov plays a real dirty trick on you. " How do you go
about getting even with him? (Can you give me some examples?)

a.

What have you found the best way of dealing with a guy
who gets you into. c:aubla? (Suppose he did this on purposel)

Do you careé very much what other guys think of you7 (What about
your really close friends?)

How do you go about trying to get them to like youl

Among the fellows you go ardund with, what sorts of things
make & guy Fespected and looked up to? (Hov much do you
t:y to do these things?)

a..
b.
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c¢. 1f your friemds don't like some ways you act, do you try to
change, or do you think that's your business and not theirs?

4. Do you ever find that you can't be quite honest to your
friends about things you've done or how you feel, because
they might dislike you 1f you were? (About what sort of
thinga?)

9. Have there ever. been times when you've felt you've got to do something
foolish just for the hell of it, for example, driving a car at. 90 w.p.h,
" or starting a brawl or smashing up? .Are there any (other) things of
this sort that you've done? <(How often? How do you feel afterwards?)

10. Whea you do something your parents don't like, or haven't done something you

should have done, who usually handles this, your mother or your father?

a. If you do something your father doesn't like, something
he thinks wrong, what sort of things does he do? (What
if you don't obey him?) - )

b. Has he ever slapped you or given you a licking? (How
often? How gbout when you were younger?) :

¢. Taken something away from you or stopped you doing
something you wanted to do? ’ )

d. Made you look silly in front of other people? (Called
you a baby or stupid or‘dumb.and things like that?)
(Tried to mike you feel ridiculous?) . ’

©. Does he grumble at you very much? ‘Keep on nagging you
about things until you do- as he wants? (About what
things? How much?) . :

£. Has he sometimes ignored you or refused to speak to you
until you did aas he wanted? Told you you were ungrateful
or that you didn't appreciate him enough or told you all
“he's done for youl- Told you he didn't want to have any more

. to do with you until you changed? i .

" 8« When he's displeased with you which of these things is he

most likely to do? - .

h. 1f you do something your mother doesn't like, what sotrt of
things does she do? . ’

1. Has she ever slapped you or given you a licking? (How

"~ often? How about when you were younger?) v »

3. Taken gsomething awsy from you or stopped you doing something
‘you wanted to do? . : - ,

k. 'Made you look silly in front of other people? (Called you
babyish or dumb or anything like that?) (Tried to make

- you feel ridiculous?) . .
1. Does she grumble at you very much? Keep on nagging at
: you until you do as she wants? (About what things

How much?) : : .
m. Eas ghe sometimes ignored you or refused to speak to you
until yos did as she wanted? Told you you were ungrateful
. Or didn't appreciate her enough or told you all she's ‘done for
youl Told you she ‘didn't want to have any more to do .with
you until you changed?
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- n. When she's displeased with you, which of these things
she most likely to do?
o, How do you feel about the way your mother has dealt .
with you in regard to punishment? (Do you think she's
‘been pretty reasonable, or do you think she's given
#0u & rough time?)

1i. How honest do you feel you can be to your mother about where you have
been and vhat things you have done? ] '

a. How honest do you feel you can be to your father?

b. Does it ever seem especially important not to tell
your mother where you have been and what sort of
things you've been doing, even though you know she
von't disapprovel (How often do you feel this way?)

c¢. Do you sometimes feel this way with your father? (How

- often?) .

d. After sou've done something that your mother disapproves
“of without her knowing about it, do you ever feel sorry
and go and tell her afterwards?

e. What if you fail to do something you were supposed to
do, how docs this make you feel? What do you say? What
do you do? '

f. What {f you do something you know your father disapproves
oft (Do you ever feel sorry and go and tell him after-
wards?)

8. What if you fail to do something you were supposed to
do? What do you do? What do you say? :

12. I guess everybody gets angry with their parents sometimes. What sort
of things make you angry with your father, for example? .
a. What do you usually do when you get mad &t him?
b. Have you ever struck your father? Thrown things
around the house? Sworn at him?! Shouted at him?
Ialked back? Stomped out of the house? Slammed
doors and things like that? »
c. What sort of things make you angry with your cother?
d. What do you usually do when you get angry with herl
e. What other sort of things have you done when you've
been angry with her? (Repeat probes used for father.)
£. How often would you say you get angry at your mother?
g- After this happens, do you sometimes feel very sorry and
try to make it up, or do you usually just let things go?
(How do you do this?) :
h. How often do you get angry with your father?
i. Do you sometimes féel,vgry sorry after getting angry with
* him and try to make it up? (How?) .

- 13. Suppose you could change anything in your life, what would you first
- like to change? (Why do you put this first?)
a. Are there any other things you'd very much like to changel
b. Are there any (other) things about yourself you'd very
mauch like to change?- ’
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Are there things about yourself you're proud of, and
wouldn't want to change?

Are there things about yourself that make you feel
angry or ashamed?
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Rating Scales Applied To The Adolescent Interview
(Bandura & Walters, 1959)

Scale 1. Boy's report of direct verbal aggression against teachers.
' Q. 3,4)
This scale measures the extent to:which boy expresses aggression directly
to teacher by verbal means, -e.g., swearing, argying back, refusimg directly
to obey orxders, protesting against creatment, etc. .

1. No instences.

2. Some instances; infrequent, mild.

3. Occasionally objects or argues with teacher.

4. Prequently objects, protests,argues. May express anger.
5. Prequent strong verbal protests. Loses control.

Scale 2. Boy's report of direct physical aggteaslon tovard teacher.
(Q 3,4)
Include only instances of boy 8 atriking teacher or throwing things at him,
or other similar forms of physical attack.

1. Ro- lnstances.

2. One ox two incidents of this kind.

3.. A few incidents.

4, Occurs often; three or four times every year.
5. Occuta very often, :

Scale 9. Boy's raport of verbal agresaion toward peers (calling names, bloving
bhis top, teasing, ete.). (Q. 6,7)
Take account of Q.8 algo.

1. No instances of verbal aggteaaion tepotted . T

2. One or two instances, but these mild in nature. In general aveids this.

3. Adoits to verbal -aggression when angry. ‘

4, Several 1nd1cations of verbal aggression given. Admits to provoking
others on occasions, or retorts strongly when angered.

5. Several indications of verbal aggression. Boy on occasion provokes
othexs. "

Scale 8, Boy's report of phyaical aggression agalnat peers (fist-fights,
hitting, pushing, etc.). (Q. 6,7)
Take account of Q. 8, also.

1. No instances of physica! aggression reported.
2. Has been in one or two fights during high school years and reports no
‘other Lnstancea of physical aggression, or has been in no fights and
. reports one or two other instances of physical aggression. .
3. Has been in one or two fights in high school and Teports one or two
other instances of physical aggresaion, or reports 'several instances
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of physical sggression other than fighting. ‘
Several instances of physical aggression reported, including fighting.
Not as favored a response as in (5). -

Reports several instances of fighting and other kinds of physically
aggresaive behavior. Explicitly says he initiates attacks on other
‘boys, or would respond with phyeical sttack when his opponent is

orily verbally aggressive. '"Best way of dealing with people,” etc.

35. Boy's report of direct verbal aggression toward mother.

Q. 12)

No instances.

Some instances, mild.

Occasionally objects or argues with mother.

Frequently objects, protests, argues. May express anger.
Frequent s:tong verbal protests. Loses control.

37. Boy's report of direct physlcal aggression toward mother.
Q. 12)

No instances.

One or two incidents of this kind,

A few incidents.

Occurs often (three or four timel evety year)
Occurs very often.

36, Boy's report of direct verbal aggression toward father.
(Q. 12) (Same as for Scale 35y -

38. Boy's report of direct physical aggteselon toward father.
(Q. 12) (Same as for Scale 37)
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TAT Scoring System Used by Mussen & Naylor, 1953

: b;gggtigng for Scoring TAT

The basic scoring principle is that only the presence of any par~
ticular aggression need or punishment press within one story is checked;
frequency within one story is disregarded, e.g., "He broke into the
‘store and took five dollars from the cash régister. Next night he went
back and robbed the store again." g Acquisition is scored once; the
repetition is disregarded.

Score only what is expiicitly stated. We are interested in scoring
manifest content only, hence interpretation is avoided. Analyze only
in accqrdgn;e_vith the directions for wuse of categories given below. ...

Our focus of attention is the hero. We are only interested in his
. behavior, deeires, and drives which may be termed aggressive (scored as
‘aggression need, n); and the environmental stimuli impinging on him,
interpersonal relations, motives, and behavior of others in regard to
the hero which may be teramed punishing (scored as punishment press, p).

AGGRESSION NEEDS

n L. Bhysical, pocial. To fight or kill in self-defense or in’
- defense of a loved one, To kill someone accidentally without hostilfity,
. @.8., vhile hunting. To avenge an unprovoked (unjustified or criminal)
iogult or fnjury. To fight for one's country in a war. To punish a
mledemesnor. - Aggresslon expressed in game form: boxing, mock vars,
cowboys and Indians. To catch and izprison an enemy or criminal.

Aggresgion 2. Phygical, fmocial. Criminal assault. To hold up, ‘injure,

or kill & human being unlawfully, To initfdite a fist fight without due
cause; to avenge a felt injury with unusual gseverity or malignancy. Hero
is described as a gangster. If hero is described simply as fighting, n F3:2:3
2 aud p agg 3 are both scored. ) . o e

" Aggressjon 3. Emotions), verbal. To get angry or to hate someone (even
though the feeling is not expressed in words), To engage in verbal
quazrrel, To curﬁg,criticize, belittle, reprove, blame, ridicule. To
excite aggression againap an individual or group by public criticism. To

. ‘accuse falsely or report activities of someone. To testify againsgt some-

one. To make someote "feel bad” by vérbal means., -

Aggresgfon 4. Destruction.  To actﬁck or kill an animal. To break, smash,
burn, or destroy a physical object intentionally.
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Self pupighment }. PhxgjggL; Suicide or self-injury.
Self punighment 2. Verbgl. Self-depreﬁation, self-recrimination.

Sglf punishment 3. Emotional. To feel anxiety, apprehensién or to worry

about some thought or act already committed or being contemplated. To
feel guilty, deapairing, depressed, sad; "to feel bad™ for these reasons.

PUNISHMENT PRESS

Aggression 1. Physical, social. The hero is in the wrong (he is an
aggressor or a criminal) and an individual defends himself, retaliates,
pursues, or perhaps kills the hero. If he is killed or wounded in a war
this 18 scored p azg 1.

‘Aggxesafon 2. Iggighgggc, The State, police, a parent, or some other
legitimate authority punishes the hero or threatens punishment for mis-
conduct. It {s stated that the hero's parents are very strict and that he
fears punishment for misconduct. "He stayed out late and ttled Lo sneak
into the house because his parents were very Btrict about thls

f_gg;gggigg 3. 2 ygical, asocial. A person or gang assaulta, injures or
kille the_héro. Anocher person starts a iight and the heto defends himself.

Agpressfon 4. Emotional, xg;hgl "Someone ge:s angry at the hero or hates

hinm. “Someone argues or quarrels with the hero. (Thus, when the hero .
engages in a quarrel with someone, this is scored n agg 3 and p. 828 4.
The béro cursed, criticized, belittled, reproved, reprimanded, ridiculed.
Someone slanders the hero behind his back or falsely accuses or unjustly
suspects him of being guilty of a crime. Someone threatens the hero.
Someone ‘reports his actlvlties or misdeeds.

Aggxggg;gn 5. 'Destruction. Something belohging to the hero is intentionally

damaged or destroyed.

. To steal, cheat, swindle, take something by force or against
hero 8 will from hero.

Deprivation, The hero is deptived of or has withheld some specific prfv-'
ilege, object, food, or comfort. He is deprived of freedom, forbidden to
go out, locked up, or put in jail for some misdeed.

: ggmgngngg L. Cogrg;g . Someone forcea or tries to force the hero to do -
something he doesn't want to do. He is exposed to harsh comzmands, nagging,
hypoosis, or strong’ arguments from a parent or an authority.

Domjinance 2. gggtrain . Somecne prevents or tries to prevent the hero from
doing something. - He is expoged to nhzcks, prohibitjions, and restraints.
Hesitancy in granting a request, temporary denial.
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Acquisfition. Asocfal. To steal, to cheat, swindle, forge a check. The aim
may involve woney, a valuable object or even a person, as in kidnapping.

Autonomy 1. Freedom. To escape of avoid regions of restraint or coetcion.

To escape from some confining space, to break out of prison. To run away

from home, or school. To quit a job because of restrictions, obligations,
duties. To leave or break off with someone in order to escape the obligations
of relatlonships. The determination to remain independent, avoid all en-
tangling alliances or limiting prohibicions. To go off and do something which
is legal and yet contrary to parents' wishes.  To resort to tricks and deceit
to escape the situation or environment, If hero leaves to go to war, n. aut 1
1s scored as well as n agg 1. : :

Autonomy 2. x;;xg;gggg. To resist coercicn. The hero refuses to do or
sigply does not do what is demanded of him. To argue against the Jjudgment

of a superior. To be contrary-minded, negativistic, argumentative, un-
yielding, resistant to authority. The hero leaves or goes asome place in
spite of another's desire to keep him from going. The hero disobeys.

Autonomy 3. Asocial. To do something that is not allowed, severely criticizable,
or punishable to a sericus extent.” To misbehave, to be disorderly or unruly.

To run counter to social or woral standards; lying, cheating, gambling, dtink-
ing, going out with cther women, staylng out late, etc. To get into “trouble”

or do something "wrong." .

Dominance 1.  Coexcion. “To :ry to influence or forcibly change the behavior.
or sentiments, or ideas of others against their wlll. To command, to hypnotize
someone, to domineer or bully others. S

nggngngg 2. Egg;;g;_;. Hero prevents or tties to prevent someone from
doing something. Restratna, checks, prohxbits.

Losg. Loye gbiegt. Parents or other love cbjects are dead or. die in s:ory.
Must be stated that- person is loved or that sorrow-or regret ‘is felt.

. Logs. Other. Someone for whom ;he hero has not expressed love, concern, or
Tegret is dead or dies in story.

2h11_ggl anger. Love pbject. Some love object of hero is threatened, exposed
to sickness, physical injury or danger. ' Hust be stated that person is loved

or that anxiety or fear is felc for person 8 safety. i

Bhysical ggggg[ Other. Someone for uhom the hero has not expressed love,
concern, or regret is threatened by physicel danger.

ggigggigg The hero rejects; scotna, ‘loses respect for, repudiates, or turas
-away ‘from. someone. Hero refuses'to pay attention to demands of someone oOr
refuses to help n help is needed.  Hero sends person away, tells him to
leave -or “get it » a
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. Losg. Love objecc. Parents or other love object are dead or die in
: the story. Hero loses one or both parents through divorce or separation.
Must be stated that person is loved or that sorror or regret is felt.

Physical dagnger. Pergonal. The hero's physical well-being is threatened.

He is exposed to sickness or physical danger and injury from human or
non-human ‘objects (animals, auto or plane accidents or wmechanical difficulties,
stormg, falling, etc.). The hero dies.

ghxsxcal hgn&Lcag. The hero .is handicapped in some way--crippled, blind,
deaf, etc. It L8 stated that the hero is hurt, has sores, broken limbs, ‘or
1s' very tired or {l1. .

T

Physical danger. Love obiegct. Some love object of the hero (patent, child,
vife, sveetheart, pet) is threatened, exposed to sickness or physical

injury or danger from human or non~human sources or objects. Must be
stated that. person is.loved or that fear or anxiety 13 felt for person's
safety.

Rajection, A person tejects,.scorns, loses respect for, repudiates, turns
" away from, or leaves the hero. Someone refuses to pay attention to the
demands of the hero or refuses to help when he needs help., The hero is
sent. away from home or is not allowed into his home or place of employment.
Hero's request is denied. - The hero is not glven attention at home. The
hero's wife 1is unfaithful to him., Hero has "no ome left fn the world."”

Self punishment 1. Physical. Sufcide or self-injury.
Self punighment 2. VYerbal. Self-deprecation, délf-recrlmination.

Self gugxahmggg 3. ggggxgnnl. To feel anxiety, apprehension, or to worry

about some thought or act already committed or being conteuplated. To
feel guflty, despairing, depressed, sad; "to feel bad" for these reasons.
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28

43

45
49
85
100

111

129
146
149
158
171

191

207

214

230

253

268 -

297

299
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"Overcontrolled” and "Undercontrolled” Adjectives from

Overcontrolled
C;Qtious
Conscientious
Considerate
Cooperative
Fearful
Gentle

Helpful
Inﬁtbited
Mannerly
Meek

‘Nervous
Peaceable
Quiet
ReFiring
Se;E-contrqlled
Shy N
Submissive
Timid
Withdrava

Worrying

the Gough Adjective Check List

No. Undercontrolled

7
14
17

- 23
24
52
59
70

114
121
138

T 144

152
168
188

197

- 210

211

227

211

Aggressive
Argumentative

Assertive

. Boastful

Bossy

Crugl

Demanding

Dominant

Hostile

Impulsive
Irri;able
Loud
His;htgvous
Outspoken
Quarrelsone
Rebellious
Rude
Sarcastic

Show-of £

Tough
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