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ABSTRACT 

J e ssness ' research program focused on developing the 

Jessness Personality Inventory (JPI) to assess eleven 

personalit y characteristics of the adolescent. His research 

contrasted personality profiles of normal adolescents with 

those of juvenile delinquents. The JPI has been used to 

assess treatment effectiveness of correctional, inpatient 

treatment, residential treatment and outward bound programs. 

This investigation attempted to determine the personality 

characteristics of court-referred status offenders and 

juvenile delinquents, how the characteristics of the status 

offenders differed from those of the juvenile delinquents, 

what changes in characteristics occurred as a function of 

treatment, and whether the changes were different for status 

offenders than for juvenile delinquents. The results showed 

no differences between the groups prior to treatment or 

within the groups as a function of treatment. The 

conclusions indicated that categorizing a communit y mental 

health center population according to offense was not 

desirable and it might be more desirable to differentiate 

treatment groups according to their pre-treatment personality 

characteristics. In addition the discussion called for 

ft h hi. ch would adequatel y differentiate groups u ure researc w 

· h t · sties conduct pilot according to personality c arac eri ' 

· t t ' al for effectiveness. treatments to determine po en i 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

Carl Jessness develop d · 
e a research program in the early 

1960s to evaluate the effectiveness of institutions as 

treatment centers for young delinquents . He developed the 

Jessness Personality Inventory (JPI) to assess personality 

characteristics of adolescents prior to treatment and 

following treatment. The JPI has been used to differentiate 

levels of delinquency in institutional programs; outward 

bound programs and residential treatment programs, and to 

assess the effects of treatment in these programs. 

Adolescents in community-based treatment programs have not 

been studied . Furthermore there have been no comparisons 

between status offenders and juvenile delinquents . 

The purpose of this study is to extend the use of the 

Jessness to a community-based treatment program for 

adolescent status offenders and juvenile delinquents. The 

investigation was a systematic replication of Jessness 

research using a multivariate design to assess whether the 

personality characteristics of status offenders and juvenile 

delinquents differ and whether personality characteristics 

change as a function of treatment. The result s were intended 

t t d J , theory that the JPI differentiates the o ex en essness 

. th and the typology is delinquent and nondelinquent you 

sensitive to treatment effects. 

1 



2 
Review of the Literatur e 

Th e JP I was c o nstructed to fill the dual roles of 

distingui s h ing d e linquent th f you s rom others and providing 

pe r sonality data for both delinquent d an nondelinquent 

ado l e scen t populations . The test is a bri e f, objective, 

pencil -and-paper measure standardized on youth of both sexes, 

aged 8 to 18 years. The samples used in the Inventory's 

deve lopment consisted of 970 delinquent and 1,075 

nondelinquent males and 450 delinquent and 811 nondelinquent 

females (Jessness, 1966). The JPI consists of 155 true-false 

items designed to measure 11 personality characteristics of 

adolescents. One objective was to include items that would 

distinguish delinquent or disturbed children from others. 

Another objective was to include items covering a variety of 

attitudes and sentiments about self and others in order to 

provide the basis for a personality t ypology for use with 

adolescents . The original item pool consisted of 250 

questions which was reduced to 155 by eliminating items that 

were too difficult for adolescents to comprehend or were 

generally nondiscriminating (Jessness, 1966). 

The instrument prov ided scores on 11 personality 

characteristics. The Social Maladjustment, Value 

Ori entation, and Immaturit y scales were constructed 

· · For these scales an item pool was administered empi ricall y . 

b were divided into subgroups 
to criterion groups whose mem ers 

according to appropriate dimensions. The Social 

We re trust-distrust in authority , 
Maladjustment dimensions 

hi. gh-low hostility, and acceptance of 
high-low s elf -concept, 



3 

antisocial behavior. Dimen · f 
sions or Value Orientation were 

troubl e , luck , thrill motifs , fear of failu r e , gang 

orientation , toughness ethic , and desire fo r pr emature 

adulthood . For the Immaturity scal e a series of que stions 

was gi ve n to normal chi ld r en and adol e sce nts . Positi ve 

answers r ef lected t hat the adol e sce nt shar ed a t t itude s more 

common among pe rs ons of a younge r age . Th e primar y di me nsion 

was o ne of r ep r es sing or s up pr e s s i ng probl ems . The items 

that bes t differentiate d th e subg r oups we re r e a ined 

(Je ssness , 1977) . Se ve n s ca l e s , incl di g A i sm , 

Alienation , Mani fe st Agg r essi on , i hdr awa , Soc i al A xi e ty , 

Rep r e ssion , and De nial, we r e cal c a eds a i s ica l ly f r om 

cluste r analysis . Th e r espon ses o a g r o 0 0 el inq e n 

mal e s formed the basi s of the c s e r a a s · s , c r ea ing 

s cal es that maxim i ze d i e m in e r co rr e a i ons w hi cl s e rs 

a nd ind epe nd e nc e be tween C s e r s . i al sea e , he 

A s oc ia 1 Inde x, was mea n t 0 be r ed i c i . eq a 0 o r 

de l inqu e nc y d e ri ve d f r om a m i e d1sc r ml a a a s s 

nin e of the subscal e s (see A e n ix Al . 

function , d e ve lope d by Fi she r ( c i e 1 

a statistical tre atme nt de scribe as e i 

s distinguish be twe en s pec i fi ed gro 

measu r eme nts are availabl e (Joh ns o n s s 

Jess ne ss , 196 6) . It took into acco n 

s 

ess 

a 

e r e 

sc r minan 

ess , 6 ) ' 

e 0 

commo n 

e in 

a l e a mo nt 

o f 

as 

o f 

information provided by t he 10 I en or sea es a d comb ined 

e l a i ons . the information using int e rcorr 

d by J essne ss ( 19 66 ) 
The r eliability data reporte 

and stabi l ity included both inte r nal consi stenc y 



coeffic i e nts . 
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For the three 
empirical subsca l es f f' · c oe 1c1 e nt s 

ra nged f r om . 63 to . 88. For the s eve n 1 c ust e r subscal e s 
r e liabil ity coe fficie nts r a nged 

from .64 t o . 82. 

The s t ability coe fficients 
consisted of data from 131 

de linquent s , ages 14-21, wh 0 were retested approximatel y 

eight months later. Th t b ' l • es a 1 ity coe f fi cients for the three 

empiri cal subscales ranged from .60 to .79 and _40 to _76 for 

t he seven cl uster subscales. In a comparison of the JPI with 

the California Personality Inventory (CPI) the construct 

validity coefficients ranged from .45 to .75 (Jessness, 

1966) . 

The JPI claims to yield reliable and valid results; 

therefore, it is used to evaluate changes in adolescent 

personality traits and to predict delinquency. Kelly and 

Baer (1969) used the JPI to measure changes in social 

attitudes among 60 delinquents aged 15-18 years who were 

participating in an Outward Bound program. They administered 

the JPI before and after the Outward Bound experience and 

their results indicated improvement in a positive and 

statistically significant direction on the Social 

Maladjustment, value Orientation, Autism, Alienation, 

Manifest Aggression, and Repression subscales. Their 

an instrument sensitive to conc lusions supported the JPI as 

h rt Period of time but provided personality changes over as o 

1 . the Asoci'al Index as a major predictor ittle information on 

Of d 1 . d / response to treatment. e 1nquency an or 

Study Conducted by Martin (1981) 
The results of a 

demonstrated that the JPI was not onl y sensitive to 
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diff e r nces be wee n groups of d 1 e inque nt s and nond e l i nqu e nts 
bu t was a l so us e ful i n ma king d ' 

pr e ictions of de li nque ncy 
bas e d upon the Asoc i a l Inde x . 

Us ing t he J PI pe r s onali ty 

patte rns of two l eve ls of institut · 1 . . 
iona ized del inquent s , 

those fo rmall y adjudicated d h a n t ose no t fo rma ll y 

adjud i cated , we r e compared with a soc ial ly ac t i·ng out group 

and a contro l group . Means we r e calculate d for e a ch of the 

fou r g r oups a nd anal ysis of variance was done to asse ss 

ove ra l l group diffe r e nc es. The results indicated 

statis t i c a ll y significant differences between the three 

gr oup s wi th the delinquent group scoring higher on the Social 

Maladjus tment, Value Orientation, Autism, Manifest 

Agg r e ssion, and the Asocial Index scales. The control 

subjects consistentl y had the lowest scores falling within 

the normal range. Martin concluded that the JPI was a valid 

and reliable instrument in differentiating delinquent and 

nonde linquent populations and that the Asocial Index was an 

accurate predictor of delinquency. 

Another study supported the JPI as an instrument that 

differentiated levels of delinquency . Kunce and Hemphill 

(1983) administered the JPI to 1122 male delinquents upon 

admi s sion to a midwest training school for juveniles. The 

scor e s on the Inventory were correlated with the indices of 

t a nd frequency of ' prior del i nquent behavior, prior arres s, 

institutionalizations. A correlational procedure was used to 

explo r e t he r e lative importance of the various scales in 

d Upon number of prior arrests. 
pr edicting chronicit y base 

Index subscale were examined 
Also , scor e s on the Asocial 
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accord ing to l eve ls of delinquent 

be havi or. The r e s ul ts 
indicated that the scores o n f i ve 

o f the 10 subscal es , Soc i a l 
Maladjustme n t , Value Ori e nt a ti· on 

, Autism, Manif e st 

Aggres sion, and the Asocial Ind 
ex, corre late d positivel y with 

both fre q ue nc y of prior ar t 
res sand number of prev ious 

in s t ituti onalizations. 
This study prov ided additional 

support f o r the diagnostic uses of the JPI. These authors 

pur porte d that because the scores on the JPI related in a 

statistically significant manner to the severity of the 

delinquent behavior the Inventory could serv e as a useful 

research tool in e valuating attitudinal changes of 

adolesc e nts following treatment. 

A study by Saunders and Davies (1976) examined the 

Inventory 's ability to differentiate levels of delinquency . 

Two groups of offenders were administered pre-te sts and post­

tests of the JPI. The first group consisted of 400 boy s who 

were adjudicated in detention centers for adolescents. They 

were administered the Inventory upon admission and again six 

months after discharge from the center. The second t ype of 

offender was 507 adolescents adjudicated for de l inquent 

offenses but were onl y gi ven probation inste ad of being 

pl ac e d in detention centers. They we re administere d the 

Inventory at the beginning of their probationary period and 

again after satisfactory completion of probation. Results 

indicate d fi v e of the subscales, Social Maladjustment, Value 

and the Asocial Index, 
Ori e ntation, Autism, Alienation, 

. d delinquents and those on 
diffe r e ntiated institutionalize 

pro bation. Also, results indicated that six of the 
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subscal e s , Social Maladjustment 

'Value Orientation , 
Aliena ti on, Manifest Aggression, 

Denial, and the Asocial 

I ndex , we r e found to differentiate those who 
later committed 

delinquent acts from those who did 
not. The researchers 

suggested that since the Inventory was sensitive to 

differentiating degrees of delinquency and had good 

predictive qualities its use in evaluating effects of 

treatment on delinquent offenders should be examined. 

With the onset of residential treatment centers (RTC) as 

an alternative to institutionalization for disturbed or 

delinquent adolescents, research was initiated to examine the 

JPI as a predictor of success in this type of environment. 

Munson and LaPaille (1984) were interested in the JPI as a 

tool to screen out applicants for residential treatment who 

might have an undue negative effect on the residential 

treatment population. Their study compared mean scores of 

two groups of adolescent females: one group who 

unsuccessfully completed the program and were discharged and 

another group who successfully completed the program and 

graduated. They hypothesized that the girls who completed 

the program successfully would score significantl y different 

from those who were discharged due to their failure to 

respond to the program. Results indicated that the 

unsuccessful adolescents scored significantl y higher on the 

Value Orientation, Autism, Alienation, 
Social Maladjustment, 

and Manifest 

Index. They 

11 as the Asocial Aggression subscales, as we 

ld be used to screen 
concluded the Inventory cou 

f m treatment. 
Unsuccessful adolescents ro 

out potentially 



Thi s screen ing would decrease th b 
e num er of unresponsi ve 

adolescent s in t r e atm t 
e n and thereby increas e the 

effec t ive ne ss of trea tment p rograms. 

Anot he r s tudy that found the JPI 
as having the validity 

to di s tinguish between delinquent and nonde linquent 

adole scents and to be sensitive to changes due to treatment 

wa s conducted by Munson and Revers (1 986). The y compared 

mean scores of 30 female residents at a center for 

emotionall y disturbed status offenders who had successfull y 

compl e ted the program with 141 female adol e scents from a 

8 

girls Catholic high school who had not encountered any 

unusual adjustment probl ems. The subj ects were divi ded into 

age groups of 15, 16, and 17 years. The y hypothe sized that 

a f ter successful completion of the program, the treatment 

group would exhibit JPI profiles similar to those of the 

control group . It was predicted that there would be no 

statisticall y significant d i fferences betwee n treatment and 

control groups. There were signi f icant di ffe r ences be t ween 

treatment and control groups var ying across ag e groups. Onl y 

the Asocial Index was found to be a consi s t ent indicator of 

significant differences at e very ag e e xamined. Thei r r e sult s 

indicate d that improvement on subscal e s occurred i n t he 

treatme nt group from onset to completi on o f tr eatment. 

d h JPI as a valid i nstrument in conclusions supporte t e 

Their 

from nondelinquent adolescents and distinguishing delinquent 

provided further support of the instruments ability to 

assess attitudinal change s in a relati vel y short period of 

time . 



Th e JPI has been us e d to 1 eva uate attitudinal 
diff e rences between delinquent 

a nd nondelinquent adolesce nts 
in institutions , outward bound 

programs , and r es idential 

treatment centers. It has been demonstrated 
to be sensitive 

to changes in personality over a shot . 
r period of time, an 

accurate predictor of further deli' n quency, and in 

diffe rentiating degrees of delinquent attitudes. Because of 

these assets the JPI would seem appropriate in evaluating 

short-term outpatient treatment effectiveness for delinquent 

as well as status offenders. However, the literature 

revealed no studies that have assessed the effects of 

community-based treatment provided to these two populations. 

Problem 

9 

Three propositions arose from the literature and were 

addressed in this study. The first proposition was that 

status offenders and juvenile delinquents who were seen in a 

community mental health center would differ on the 

personality characteristics of the JPI prior to treatment. 

The second proposition was that personality characteristics 

as determined by the JPI would change as a function of 

treatment. The third proposition was that personality 

characteristics of the adolescent status offenders would show 

changes due to treatment that were different from the changes 

shown by the juvenile delinquents. 

Four hypotheses emerged from this review. 

Hol: dl.fference between the There will be no 

of status offenders and juvenile 
personality characteristics 

as measured by the JPI. 
delinquents prior to treatment 

., ,. 
" .. 
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Ho2 : There will be n o difference in the personality 

characterist i cs o f status offenders as a function of 

treatment as me asured by the JPI. 

Ho3: There will be no difference in the personality 

characteristics of juvenile delinquents as a function of 

treatment as measured by the JPI. 

Ho4 : Personality characteristics of status offenders 

will not differ from those of juvenile delinquents following 

treatment as measured by the JPI. 



subjects 

CHAPTER 2 

Method 

There were 40 subjects selected for 

Twe nty were status offenders and 20 were 
this investigation. 

delinquents, aged 13 
through 17 years. These subjects were referred for treatment 

to the Harriet Cohn Mental Health Center by the Juvenile 

court of Montgomery County. Th ' t · is cen er is a comprehensive 

community mental health center providing a continuum of 

assessment and treatment to all children and youths from 2 

through 18 years of age. 

Instrument 

The Jessness Personality Inventory was purchased from 

Ps ychological Consultants Corporation in sufficient quantity 

to allow pre- and post-testing of all subj ec ts. Social 

Maladjustment, Value Orientation, and Immaturit y are 

empirically derived scales that indicate the similarity in 

attitudes between the person being tested and sociall y 

deviant persons, persons from the lower socioeconomic 

classes, and persons younger than the subject, res pective l y . 

The seven scales created by cluster anal ys is are Autism, or 

the tendency to distort reality according to personal needs; 

Alienation, or distrust in persons attitudes; Manifest 

Aggression, or tendency to act aggressivel y ; Withdrawal, or 

isolation from others; Social Anxiety, or discomfort with 

Or exc lusion from awareness of feelings 
people; Repression, 

. normally expect to experience; and an individual would 

11 

,, ,, 
t( 
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oenial , or r el ucta nc e t o acknowl edge 

unpl easant events. The 
Asocial Inde x was c r eate d by dis • . 

criminant anal ysis a nd 

indi cate d a di sposition to resol ve soci·al 
problems in wa ys 

t ha t s how a disr egard for social rules . 

de scribed in detail in Appendix A. 
The subscales are 

pr ocedure 

A clinical intake interv i· ew was 
compl e ted by a qualified 

cl inician prior to treatment. Based upon this intake , the 

disposition at Juvenile Court, and other relevant a vailable 

information, a diagnosis was rendered by a ps ychiatrist . 

Subjects who were diagnosed as psychotic or hav ing a 

pe rsonalit y disorder wer e excluded from the treatment groups 

for status offenders or juvenile delinquents . Subjects with 

adjustment disorders, alcohol and drug diagnos es, 

oppositiona l disorders, or identity disorde rs were included 

in the treatment groups . 

According to the legal s ystem , a j uveni le delinquent is 

defined as one who has committed an offe ns e t ha t woul d be 

considered a crime if he / she were an adul t . A status 

offender is classified as an indi vidual who had committed an y 

offense that was onl y illegal because it was committed by a 

person who was under ag e 18 . For examp l e , t r uanc y a nd 

unruliness are status offenses . The s ubj ects were assigne d 

the J·uveni l e de linquents to the status offenders group or 

group based on the aforementioned criteria, especiall y the 

disposition of the court. 

in the respecti ve group and 
Each subject was enrolled 

. o f his / her group . 
att ende d the next scheduled session 

At the 
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fi r s t sess i on the l eve l of r eadi . 

ng compr ehens i on wa s a ssess ed 
and th e JPI was admi ni ste r ed if th b ' 

e su Ject was qualifi ed t o 
read the tes t. 

I f the subject ' s reading level was 

insuff i c i e nt he / she was not included · th ' . . . 
. in is investigation 

but still received treatment. F 11 · 
o owing testing the subjects 

atte nded one a nd one-half hour treatment sessions once per 

wee k for 12 weeks. On the thirteenth week the JPI was 

readministered. 

If the subject needed additional treatment the case was 

staffed and additional treatment was arranged or the 

adolescent was referred out of the center for more intensive 

treatment. However the subject was no longer a part of the 

study after the post-test was completed. 

All records were maintained as medical records of 

Harriet Cohn Mental Health Center and were subject to the 

standards of confidentiality of psychiatry and clinical 

psychology. The clinician conducting the study and one other 

clinician who was obligated by certification of 

confidentiality had access to the test results. The names of 

the clients were protected during scoring and computer 

analysis. 



CHAPTER 3 

Re s u 1 s 

l\ 11\, 0V A wa s • s e d 0 anal yze the data and the fo ur nu l l 
hy o hes s fo r his inves igat i on were no t r e j e c t ed . Table 1 

summariz s the MANOVA compa ri sons a nd s hows no main effec t 

· 1::Ee r e n e s ( see Ta b le 1) . The 
r e we r e no dif fe r ences in t he 

e rsonal i ty charac t e ristic s of the status of fe nders and 

ju venil e de l i nque nts pri or to tr eatmen t (H 1) o ; no r we r e the r e 

any diff e ren c e s be tween status offenders d -d 1· an e inquents 

follow i ng treatme nt (Ho 4). Furthermore there were no 

di fe r ence s in the pe rsonality characteristics of the status 

offende r s as a func tion of treatment (Ho2) ; nor were there 

an y d i ffe r e nc es in t he pe rsonality characteri stics of the 

juven il e de linquents as a function of treatmen t (Ho3) . 

Statist icall y post - hoc analysis is not va lid when main 

effects a r e not significant . Howeve r students t tests were 

conduct e d fo llowing the study to provide some information 

r egarding possible directions for future res ea rch . Th ese 

te sts had no r e lation to the hypotheses posed in this study . 

It is important for future r esearch to de termine if 

sta t us of f e nde r s are diff e r en t from juvenil e delinquents on 

t he sca l es prior to trea tmen t . Tabl e 2 compared pre­

trea t me nt means fo r status offenders and juvenile delinquents 

(see Table 2 ) . It is also important to dete rmine if status 

offenders we r e differen t from juve nile delinquents afte r 

d ost-treatment means for status 
r eatrne nt . Ta b l e 3 compar e P 

f J
·uve nil e de linquents on the 11 scales 

of f e nde rs with t hose o 

14 
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Tabl e 1 

Multiple Analyses of Variance (MANOVA) Tests of Significance 

fo r Pre -Post Treatment , Groups , and Groups by Treatment 

Differences 

Hypotheses 
Wilks Multiple Degree of *Signifi-

Effect LAMBOA F Fredor cance of F 

pre-Post 
Treatment . 66898 1.2593 11. 00 . 297 

Group . 79551 .65432 11 . 00 .767 

Group by 
Treatment .62398 1.53391 11. 00 . 175 

*P < . 05 is an acceptable level of significance. 

) 

l 
4 



Tabl e 2 

Mean Pre-treatment T Scor es and Std , 
u e nts t Va l ue s f or t he 

status Offe
nd

ers a nd fo r the De linquents for the J es sness 

personality Inventory Scal e s 

scale Status Delinquents t 
social Maturity 56.2 62.0 -1. 36 
Va lues Ori entation 54.0 57.0 - .87 
Immaturity 58.S 56.2 . 61 
Autism 59.7 61. 3 .45 

Alienation 59.2 63.1 -1.13 

Manifest Aggression 54.5 58.0 .86 

Withdrawal 51.1 49.5 - .87 

Social Anxiety 47.8 45.3 . 80 

Repression 50.7 48.4 . 6 3 

Denial 47.0 41. 9 1. 4 7 

Asocial Index 50. 3 58.5 -2.27* 

*P < .OS 

16 

l 

') 
~ 
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(see Ta b l e 3 ) . The r e we r e s i gni fi' cant 

changes in t wo 
Pe rsonali t y scal e s . The J·uveni· 1 d 1 -

e e inque nt s ' Asocial Index 

was s i gni f icantly gr eater than that of the status offenders 

prior to treatment. A closer evaluation showed that juvenil e 

deli nquents scored higher on the Asocial Index prior to 

trea tment but wer e not different from status offenders afte r 

treatment. Secondly, status offenders scored significantl y 

higher on the Repression scale than the juvenile delinquents 

following treatment. The difference was due to greater 

repression by status offenders following treatment than prior 

to treatment. The Repression score of the juvenile 

delinquents remained the same pre- to post-treatment. 

A question of concern was whether treatment produced 

changes in the personality characteristics of status 

offenders. Table 4 addresses this question by comparing pre­

treatment means with post-treatment means on the 11 scales 

for status offenders (see Table 4). Table 5 addresses this 

same question for juvenile delinquents by comparing pre­

treament means with post-treatment means on the 11 scales for 

juvenile delinquents (see Table 5). These data show none 

the separate t values for any of the 11 scales are 

significant. Neither the scores of the status offenders 

dl' ffered as a function of treatment. the de linquents 

of 

nor 



Tab l e 3 

Mean Post - Trea tme nt T Score s and Students ' t Values for the 

status Offende rs and for the Delinquents for the Jessness 

Per s onality Inventory Scales 

s cal e Status Delinquents t 
soc ial Maturity 55.2 60.3 -1.40 
val ues Orientation 51. 5 53.4 - .54 
Immaturity 56.5 57.6 - .28 
Autism 57.3 62.3 -1.83 
Alienation 56.7 59.3 - .76 

Manifest Aggression 53.6 53.3 .10 

51. 5 52.9 - .54 withdrawal 

46.4 46.5 - .02 Social Anxiety 

Repression 53.5 45.7 2.17* 

Denial 43.8 43.6 .07 

Asocial Index 51. 6 57.8 -1. 4 7 

*P < • 0 5 
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Table 4 19 

Mean Pre-trea tment a nd Post - treatment T Scores and Student s ' 

t va l ue s fo r Jessne ss Personality Inventory sca l es for the 

St atus Offenders 

Pre - Post -scal e Trea tment Treatment t 
social Matur i t y 56 . 2 55 . 2 . 41 
values Orienta t ion 54 . 0 51. 5 1.00 
Immaturity 58 . 5 56 . 5 . 7 2 
Autism 59 .7 57 . 3 1. 19 
Alienati on 59 . 2 56.7 1. 31 

Manifest Agg r e ss i on 54.5 53 . 6 . 36 

.13 51.1 51. 5 -withdrawal 

Social Anxie t y 47 . 8 46.4 . 65 

Repression 50.7 53 . 5 -1 . 26 

Denial 47.0 43 .8 1. 27 

Asocial Index 50.4 51. 6 - . 3 3 

•I 

I 
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Table 5 20 

Me an Pr e -Treatment a nd Post-Treatment 
Score s and Stude nts' 

t val ues fo r t he J e ssne ss Pe rsona1
1
·ty 

1 _ nventory for 
De l inquent Of fe nde rs 

Pre- Post-sca l e Treatment Treatment t 
social Maturity 62.0 60.4 . 51 
val ues Orientation 57.1 53.5 1.1 3 
Immaturity 56.2 57.6 - . 69 
Autism 61. 3 62.3 . 38 
Alienation 63.0 59.3 1. 36 

Manifest Aggression 58.0 53 .2 1. 60 

Withdrawal 49.6 52.9 -1. 31 ,I 

,1 
, I 
.1 Social Anxiety 45.3 46.5 - . 46 ,, 
, 1 

;. 1 Repression 48.4 45.7 1.04 • ' ., 
Denial 41. 9 43 .6 - . 48 

Asocial Index 58.5 57.8 . 21 



CHAPTER 4 

Discussion 

The null hypotheses 
were that there would be no 

differences between status offed 
n ers and juvenile delinquents 

on the 11 personality characterist· . 
ics prior to treatment and 

following treatment, and there 1 
wou d be no changes in the 

personality characteristics of status offenders or juvenile 

delinquents as a function of treatment. None of the null 

hypotheses were rejected. The status offenders and the 

juvenile delinquents were not different on 10 of the 11 

scales prior to treatment. A review of the normati ve data 

from Jessness (1966) revealed that on six of the 11 subscales 

the status offenders in this stu~y scored like the juvenile 

delinquents in the normative sample, and on four of the 

subscales the delinquents in this study scored like the 

normal populations of the normati ve sample. On the Asocial 

Index the delinquents ' score was higher than the delinquent 

norm and the status offenders scored at the mean of the 

normal adolescents in the normative sample. 

Therefore categorizing adolescents according to t ype of 

offense for the purpose of this study seemed inappropriate. 

One possible conclusion from this study is that persons 

working with adolescents should be cautious about using 

. for the two groups delineated by different treatment regimens 

V ersus delinquent offenders. the courts as status offenders 

community mental health model 
It might be wise to change the 

according to personality to one that preclassifies 
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characteristics and uses diff 
22 

e rent treatment regimens which 
are based upon the personality characterist1.· cs 

displa yed by 
the individual prior to treatment. 

There were no changes in personality characteristics of 

delinquent offenders as a function of 
treatment nor in status 

offenders as a function of treatment. 
The s ubj ects in this 

study were treated in an outpatient setting wit h one group 

pe r week over 12 weeks. for both status off ende rs and 

delinquents. Studies which ha ve shown cha nge s in pe rsona l ity 

characteristics have been conducted on ado le scen ts who are in 

24 - hour prog rams for six to 12 months e ither with i n 

institutions or residential treatme nt ce nters . In one study 

60 delinquents were treated in a n Outward Bound program which 

wa s extremely intense but o f s horter duration than 

institutional or reside ntia l pr ograms (Kelly and Baer , 1969) . 

Ther e were significant change s in the positive direction on 

six of seven subscal e s. Th us i ntensity rather than length of 

the program may have bee n t he most critical factor . 

Therefore a possible exp l anation for the lack of measurable 

treatment effects is that t he trea t men t was not intense 

enough to produce change s in pe r so nality characteristics of 

adolescents with status or de linquent offenses . Moreover , in 

low l· nt e ns1· t y , community - based programs a general sense, 

h establ ish t he goal of altering s ould not expect to 

personality characteristics. 

data was r eflected on the 
One excsption to the present 

Repression scale. 
s eemed t o be more The status off ende rs 

treatment and t he de l inquent 
Prone to Repression following 

, I 
I 



24 
adolesce nts seeme d to be less 

prone to Repression. It was 

Poss i ble that in the course oft reatment th e status offenders 
became more likely to unconsciously 

repress feelings of 

anger, dislike and rebellion and became 
more uncritical of 

themselves and others because the 
group treatment made the 

adolescents realize the impact of such 
feelings on others and 

became more unwilling to explore these feelings. On the 

contrary, the delinquents' treatment exp · erience focused on 

awareness, expression of feelings, constructive criticism of 

others, and problem solving. This form of treatment might 

have been expected to eliminate the need for repression and 

caused the adolescent to explore feelings and act 

appropriately. 

The Asocial Index scores were different for the two 

groups. However this single pre-treatment difference for the 

sample in this study stood alone. The two separate groups 

were far too similar on the other categories to argue that 

the Asocial Index was a valid indicator of group differences. 

Some investigators had indicated that the Asocial Index was a 

useful single indicator of group differences. This study 

should serve as a caution to other investigators to use 

several JPI scales as delineators of group differences rather 

than just one. 

Summary 

Although none of the null hypotheses were rejected, the 

an extension of research on the 
present study was valuable as 

in the groups as a function of 
The lack of differences JPI. 

ht 
' f the goal of treatment is to 

treatment suggested ta i 



cha ng e persona lity chara cteri s ti cs of adol e s ce nts 

treatment reg i me ns ma y need to be devised. 

Futur e r es e arch should focus on pr ope r diff e r entiat i~ n 

of group me mbe rship prior to treatment . Once sati sfac t ory 

24 

~ 
groups ar e estab l i shed several treatment regimens shoul d be 

attempt e d to assess the probability of effectiveness. After ; 

the s e l e ction process, the treatment regimen most likel y to. ) 

produce change should be e valuated in a doubl y multi variate 

repeated measures design which includes a treatment group and 

control group that are matched for possible corresponding 

variables prior to testing. Both groups should be pre ­

tested , then the treatment group should receive treatment 

while the control group should receive sham tieatmen t . 

Following treatment both groups should receive post-test ing . 

such procedures should allow the hypotheses of the present 

investigation to be adequately reinvestigated. 

• I 
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Appendix A 

These a r e the subscales as described in the JPI manual 

(Jessness , 1966 , pp . 3- 4 ) . 

Social Maladjustment Scal e ( SM )- 63 i tem s . s ocial 

Maladjustment refers her e t o a s e t of a it des 

associated with inadequate o r dis rbed s oc · a iza io , 

as de fin e d by the e xt e nt t o whi ch a o h s har e s he 

attitude s of persons who do no mee e · r on e a 

demands in socia ll y ap ro e wa ys . 

Value Ori e n a ion Sea e ( 0 ) - 3 i e s . 

Or ie ntation r efe r s t o a e n e c y 0 s are a l 

op ini ons charac e r is ic 0 e r so ns he owe 

soc i oe c o nom1c c l as ses . 

Immat urit y Sc l e ( I m) - 5 e s . r 

r e fl e c s th e e nd e nc 0 1S 

e r c e i o ns 0 s e l 0 e s or 

r so ns o f yo un ge r e h C 

Auti s m Sc l e ) - s . e s es 

t e nde nc y , in hi n in n e r ce1 star 

C ording 0 o ne s e rs o a es r es o r s . 

' 0 Sea ( A ) - t:e s . "'· Ali e nati o n e 

o th e pres e nc e of i s rs est e 

e 

e 

e 

re 

pe rson ' s attit de s oa r o he r s , es e o · r 

ho r i y . 

a 

ers 

those repr e s e nting a 

1anifest Aggr e ss ion 5 e ( . A ) - 3 e. s . ~a i e s 

y 

ar e ne ss of Aggression reflects an a easa fee i gs , 

2 
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especial l y of anger and f r ustrat · . 

ion, a tendency to react 
readil y with these emotions ; and an 

obvious discomfort 
concerning the presence and control f 

o t hese feelings. 

Withdrawal Scale (Wd )-24 items. Withdrawal 

indicates the extent of a youth' s dissatisfaction with 

s e lf and others, and a tendency towa rd isolation from 

othe rs. 

Social Anxi ety Scale ( SA) - 24 items. Soc i a l Anxi e t y 

refers to conscious emotional discom f ort in ge tting 

along with people . 

Repres sion Scale ( Re p ) - 15 items . Repression 

r e flects the exclusion from consc ious awareness of 

f ee lings and emotions that t he i nd i id al norma y OU 

be expected t o expe ri e nc e ; or i r eflec s his ail re 

labe l these e motions . 

Denial Scale (De n ) - 20 i tems . Denial ind · ca 

r e luctance to acknowl edge u leasan e ens or 

conditions e ncountered in da i ly li ing . 

es 

Asocial Inde x . As oc i alization r efers o a 

ge ne ralized dispositi o n to r esole social or perso a 

bl . ways that s how a d is r egard pro ems in o r social 

customs or r ules . 

a 

d 

0 
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