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‘ Sikty-four juvenile male offenders were administered the
‘Halstead- Reltan Battery 1n order tof1nvest1gate the relat10nsh1p

between neuropsycholog1cal deficits and v1olence. Degree of

viocYence was assessed by reference to peer nominations, -

- i

‘._1nst1tut10nal behaviour, and’official ériminal histories.~Factor‘

s

ol
g
S

analys&s produced {ourﬂfactors suggestlng that sexual*offendersr""rr'*

o »

were more 1mpa1réd neuropsycholog1cally than other v1olent (but
not sexual) offenders, although the latter group recelved a
small loadzng for impairment. Multlvarlate analy51s of var1ance
showed that the v1olent offenders, 1nvgeneral produced more o
1mpa1red mean scores on tests 1ncluded 1n the Hilstead Reltan

Battery than nonv1olent offenders. However, the w1th1n group

' Hvarlablllty‘amongst the v1olent_offenders suggests that furtQ@r»

subclassifications of violence are needed Violent offenders -

'appear to be a heterogeneous group. D1scr1m1nab1llty may be ;

1mproved if more homogeneous subtypes, such as murderers and:}
rapists are used. P1nally, a global*measure;of;inpairment was
more successful,invdifferentiating the violent and nonviolent
groups than either multivariate oriunivariate analyses of the'

individualitests included in the neuropsychological battery.
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For decades, researchers havé'bééh attemptlng to ‘identify -
the caoses and correlatee of crimekano dellgquency. Soc1ologlca1’
~ and péychological theories abound, yet‘theppredjotion of " -,; S
crlﬁlnal offenses remains at v1rtually caance ieVe1s (Hail;’
'1984 Menzies et al., 1985 Mulgey & lez, 1934}75ch;es{nger,
71978;7Wettstein, 1984). Correlates of cr;me;andfaelithencyﬂ,;aa;a_,,
such as broken ana/or disorganized homes;pphysﬁtai punishhent.
band.aouse, and lower intelligence or iearpigg;disabilities
(Conger, 1877; Gove-and Crutchfield, 1982;Lkarnis;i et al., .
1982} Koerin, 1978 Konopka, 18966; Reid, 1976), have beeh found
tovbe‘predictive of poor psychosocialvadjustment but they do Lo
not, discriminate offenders from other maladjusted 1ndlv1duals _ |

(Koerin, 1978 Robins, 1966).

In genera1

" the crlterlon of 1nterest Dellnquency is a very broad concept
For example, crlmlnar offenses for thlS age- group range fTom R
truancy and drlnklng under age to premeditated murder These
acts are-subsumed under the common‘label of del;nquency becauseV\
~ they haje.a\single characteristic‘in common : fﬁETbehavﬁours'are
prohibited Ey law. Obviously, delinguency denotes a very
heterogeneous class of behaviours. This oiversiry renders
.accurate prediction extremely»éifficult?to obtain. In order to

increase predlctlon accuracy, it is necessary to restrict the

range of behaviour that:-one is attemptlng to predlct This study

5



~violent individual.'\;

/
’/
. /. ) ' f .
: WIll focus on the more serlous end of the cont nuum_ of'

dellnquent offenses-'namely, v1olent offenses.»Psychologlsts,

-

partlcularly those worklng w1th1n the criminal justlce system,

1 ¥

are frequently asked to make predlctlonf of the‘Thture

v1olence potentlal or dangerousness of . 1nd1v1duals. Although

<

thes undertaklng may pose con51derable d1ff1cult1es,:the soc1al

economlc, and emotlonal costs of v1olence are hlgh i .

3

Understandlng and accurate;predlctlon of v1olent,behav1our hasmﬁa,ﬂ,;

many benefits both for the publ1c, and pOtentlally;fo; the
V ' - \1 - . . . . S T4 - . v - ;;if'—i" PO P
However,,even witth the restrrct1on of the ‘topic to the

category -of v1olence\ problems abound There is dlsagreement

regardlng the deflnlﬂlon of v1olence, and dlfflculty %9 l

F

obtaining adequate measures of v1olence once a deflnltlon has

been chosen Also, vlolence is a low base rate phenomenon,

creatlng statlstlcal d1ff1cult1es forrpredlctlon.‘

/{) Y . C B -
/[ : ' L S

Deflnltlons of Vlolence S T RN

. y , - ’ . e . B ‘? %

T - »

Flrst, Iegard%ng the deflnltlon 7f v1olence,_con51derable

dlfferences are epldent Many researchers 51mpl%/state that they

are contrasting vlolent and nonv1olent offenders w1thout mak1ng

a definition of vlolence explicltu Althqugh 1t*1s_%1kely that

. - .. o g s .
g1ven'a*3escr1p ion of an act, most 1ndlv1duals would agree-on

3 7 ) w - /‘ T
its cla551f1cat on as nonv1olent or v1olent the failure to
-

exp11c1tly deflne the concept (or ﬁescrlbe the characteristi:s

\
4



probablllty of resultlng,ah‘harm to others,'self property

Tw

"This deflnltlon tends to be vague and overlnclu51ve-~Dangerous

i_,' AR ~

der;ng may result in harm to others. Vandal1sm results 1n harm L

to property Drug usage may resultrzn harmwto one s 5elf

Certalnly these ‘acts may have some pefxpheral assoc1a@10n u;bh~

',1mp11c1t concepts of violence, but they Lall_to tap thevcore'of"v-

the cdnstrd;t.

..' -v 7 ;, . ) E - . . i . . _.* B
Finally, some authors classify specific offenses as violent

s <

,‘;3

) o . . '_,
-, "y

or nonviolent. Incidents that are-usually classified as violent .

e ,}g,,

include acts of murder‘ assault robbery, rape, and atrson. =

a

Although this deflnltlon may reflect. an 1mprovement gver those

s . e

prev1ously mentloned dlsagneement Stlll EXIStS For'example,3

[

4

”f?HolI1n1and’WheeIeffT195z;

purely violent of fenses.

Measures of Violence

%

e Even 1f agreement existed ﬁegardlng which offenses are

suggest, that rape and arson may not be

1

Tt

‘violent~1n nature, research problems remaln. Violence may be

-q.;»»

difficult to heasure accurately, Frequently,foff1c;ai records

. have been utilized to ascertain offense incidence. However, it

is well known that the vast majority of crime “Goes unreported,

T

particularly if it occurs within the family (Gibbons, 1979;‘60ve7e5
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R 4 ‘Crutrhfi’elda '!.9é2: Ha?l er al , 198'4' R»id; 1976; Spreen,

~

zgsz- Teppermaﬂ 49?7 memerman S Broder, !SBQ)Q»ForMéxampié}f'

- e o -

i?&é} found tha; only tao of. nznetv four a:restable
. ocffenses commizzed cu:zng the,naziod of their SuUd} vere

, ‘recorded ir .che o.-;ciélnr cords. Thev go on to cate‘fhe
o S ) . - = . EX A

Razioﬁazvviézimization Panel repbrt*i!Q?S), wherexn it was found

. * .
S . S

tna'VOﬁxy agout one~half of violent crxmcs are reported Of '

m A

, ~those, one- g}rd :esnly,xnga:rest Aand only about 2%—of all g
'cémpiaint; ;%zmsnate 1n‘convxctzon; Hall et al suggeSt, ‘»“,\\H/);V
:héréibre,';hatfarrest informatfon is essentiall?"usekess,in . |
L4 - L . R - ‘ ’
ccurately reflecting the nature and extent of an individual's

viclent behaviour.
v

s
/

" Although ynderestimating the degree of viclence manifest,
% . . - . . L
- cfficial criminai histories may be useful in determining the

presence or absence of vxo’ence, and may give some 1nd1cat10n of

7§ggree24§ ors in CAassz‘xcatxon of 1nd1v1duals wzll occur in

that some sndaviduais vho are violent will be classified as

nonviclient, because they have not received a. charge for a

‘icient offense. However, extremely violent and repetitively

assavlitive individuals are likely to be detected. -

-
.

A — De:e;f&on‘02 %ggressive‘brvuiolent pehaviour may be
o T 4 , Saind ,
En:?easeé vhen records of behaviour are.available, or wheh
information ffpm signi{ican: others is bbta;ned. When
:ndividuyals ére incarcerated, fecbﬁds of‘daiiy living unit . .

b

"
4
-

iour, or specific untoward incidents (often referred to as

ical 1ncident reports'), may be kept. Aggression against

T

)
i |
[N
(ad



—

'Q4xxu:L;u;sxgiigﬂ}llfahpeaxfin—%hese—%eeefés—fééafd%éss of

whether the incident resulted in the laying of a criminal

charge. Furthermore, staff and peers come to know individuals,

and carn, therefore, provide judgments regarding their violent or-

nonviolent nature.

.

As noted by Pekarik et al. (1976), ratings made by peers

‘ have shown substantial convergent validity when compared to the

Jfétngsi6f teaéhefs,réiiﬁié{éhs, and ﬁarents. Peer evaluations.
‘alsd corfélgfe well’withlbéhav;oural opéervation, and are
effective predictors‘of;future maladjusﬁment. Cowen et al.
(1973) foﬁnd p(erkjud;henfg éq be sensitive predictors of later
gsychiatric difficu;tyi Peer evaluations of aggressive beﬁaviour

have consistently been found to correlate well with teachers’

ratings-(Lesser, -19539; Pekarik et al., 1976; West-& Farrington,

1573), and to' show consistency over time (Cairns & Cairns, 198%;

-

Qlygu517197702 N - : S ﬁ~m¥~;wf>— S

¥

The Problem of Low Base Rates - | S

)

'*"Giﬁen an adequafe dqﬁinitidn of violeﬁce,-and'appropriate
¢etﬁods of measuring this variagle; the problem of low Lase
rates rema{ns. Most violent offenses are committed by a §mall, 
number of individuals (Hall, 1984} Hanson et al., 1934; Lbeber,
?3225.-This creates difficulties for prediction in that an
'essentially'perfect p;ediptor isvfequired inroéaer £6 fgduqe
error fétes to_an acceptable level. As agg;gssion hasAbéén found

[y




to_be;affe&at&ve%y—stabie—chafaéter%st%ggof—in&ividgals ,

(Clarizio, 1968; Loeber 1982; Spellacy, 1977), the base rate for

1

violence amongst aggressive,iﬁdividuals is mHChhhigheg’than that

in thelgeﬁeral populafion (Hall, 3984). This'sitﬁatioh led Hall Y
et al. (1984) to cdnciude that predic;ions Of‘violenCe shoyid ,.‘
nevér be maae in the absence of a past history of violéence.

Although this cqnsideration circumvents theréroblém‘of low base

rates, it renders early intervention andpreventionvirtuaigy'

g

impossible. If eafly identification of violence-prone

A
¥

individuals is desired, it is imperative that oné-search for

prediétor'variables that are independent' of the criteria to be
predicted. The first step in this process is to identify
variables that reliably discriminate between violent aAd

o

nonviolent offenders.

— A, i
v L
BRI 7

Discriminating Variables

»

5

Past research on factors that\djscriminaté betweenvviolént
and nonviolent offenders has beén_plagued with indonsistent
results, and discriminators that explain too little of the
variance to be 6prracticai utility. Whether studying a broad

-ranée of demographic, behavioural, and,environméntél‘factors,
individual -personality characteristics, psythopathological

symptoms, or neurological and neuropsychological functioning,

failure to replxéate <he findings of others appears tque the e

' Use of the word independence in the context of predictor
variables is meant tc imply the absence of criterion
contamination, rather than statistical independence.



{ and nonviolent offenders. Twelve would be expected to be'

-

rule rather than the exception. B

Comprehensive/Studies B
' B
Heller and Ehrlich (1984) conducted a comprehensive
actoarial-Study of 245 demographic, developmental; clini¢al,
soc oeconomic, and criminal/legal variables gleanEd from'1525

,,,,,

discriminated between violent offenders, violent rec1d1v1sts, \
statistically significant by chance, 1f all of the variables
were independent.? It is obvious from the variables reported
that independence was not achieved.vFor example, three of the
variables that discriminated were socioeconomic status, adequate»
housing, and incidence of neighbourhood crime It 1s very

probable that these variables are correlated Furthermore

previous convictions regarding weapons, another discriminating
variable, is so highly related to violent crime as to be useless

as a predictor, independent of the behaviour being predicted.

Perusal of the tables presented by Heller and Ehrlich.(1984)
suggested that there was considerable overlap between the groups

on all of the variables identified as significant

discriminators. Ir order to determine }he actual magnitude of
the associations, this author worked the statistical tests

packward, 1t was found that all of the‘correlations tended to be

—— . ——— i ——— — i —————

2 In this instance, independence refers to a lack of statistical
association between the variables.



~of zero- order magnltude. Obv1ously, the statlstlcal 51gn1f1cance

of *he varlables was a. functlon of the sample 51ze (N*1525)

Schle51nger (1978) studied thlrty varlables that had

prev1ously‘been 1dent1f1ed as correlatlng 51gn1f1cantly w1th
‘v1olence in samples of chlldren He conducted 124 analyses
utlllzlng.these variables, None of his analyses ptoduced
vstatistfcally sfgnificant results.

.Personality-Variables
Research utilizing‘the MMPI to identify{vioLent of fenders
has been 1nconclu51ve Mungas (1984) found that scales F and 9

dlscrlmlnated between nonlncarcerated v1olent and nonv1olent

”offende;s at the .01 level. However, only 51 per cent of the
classifications were correct; Valliant et al. (1984) found that

‘an1844~6 profile'discriminated between offenders. and'

nonoffenders but falledgﬂp dlfferentlate by type of offense

‘within a crrmlnal psychlatrlc fac111ty. Violent 1nmates,were
ot ; ,
found to score substantlally hlgher on scales F, 6, 7, and 8. by

Jones et_al.‘(1981). Whereas, Persons and Marks (%971) found

" that dnnates with a 4-3'high-point-pair significantly exceeded
the 1nst1tutlo~na1 base rate. fot hoth current and past violent
offenses They also fOund that those inmates with 4-8 code types

had 51gn1f1cantly fewer current v1olent offenses than the

-

1nst1tutlonal base'rate. In contrast, Lothsteln and Jones (1978)

.

suggest that.an 8-4 high-point'pair descrIbes the violent

<,



“

offender and that the 4-3 code tzpe,does,not+4$hese/au%hossg——~——'~—

also suggest that elevatlons on scales F 4, 8, 9, 7, and 6 may

describe the criminal population inygeneral. Further, they warh

that considerable overlap between-violent and nonviolent

offenders on scales 4, B, and 9 prevents accurate prediction.

=

: Finally, Spellacy found that multivariate analyses of’MMPI

_ proflles failed to dlfferentlate between v1olent and nonv1olent

CE

- adolescents (1977), but did 51gn1f1cantly dlscrlmlnate in addlts

(1978). Univariate analyses produced 51gn1£;qant dlfferences on
four scales for the adults (F, 6, K, and 5), and six scales for
the adolescents_(F 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8). However, all oE the mean
code types are similar. Violent and nonv1olent adolescents both
produced mean code types of B-4-9, and the adults were descrlbed
as 9-8-4, and 4-9-8, for Mne violent and nonviolent offenders

tespectively As can be ifen from the above, almost every scale

nonvzolent offenders in some sample, but none have consistently

dlscrlmlnated between these groups
\P

While rejecting the use of the MMPI for the differentiation'v/
ofiviolent and nonviolent offenders,‘Lothstein and Jones (1978)
suggest that the Buss-Durkey Hostility Inventory (BDHI) might be
useful.- However, Syverson and Romney (jggb) found that the BDHI
failed to discriminate between violent and nonvioclent youth
whether utilized individually, or in combination with other | _ | -

measures (Romney & Syverson, 1984),°

—— - ———— ——

* In fact, they obtained an F esseniiaL&y equal to zero between

S



APersonaleeyfia;%o;s/wefe;aise*%ﬂe}ﬂded—as—a~eompoﬂeﬁt—of*thef——eff

assessment device de51gned by Men21es et al (1985) to

dlfferentlate v1olent and nonv1olent offenders. Although'

~successful, thelrblnstrument only accounted for 12 per»cent/oféf’"

| Smm s

the variance.

“y

In summary, personalitY‘testsrand measures, in general have

'not as yet been shown to rellably dlscrlmlnate between v1olent

% -

and nonviolent offenders. Does psychop: thologlcal symptomatology
Eire_any better?'- 5 N

Psychopathological Symptomatology ' B | R ‘ | E%?
- T _ . : . - )

Hollander and Turnefy{1985)'attemptedfto discriminate

“violent and nonviolent youth by virtue of psychiatric didgnosis.
They found that the diagnosis of,c0nduct disorder

(undersocialized typel was,hlghly associated with aggne551onﬁg{f'—=—¥f—

~Considering that this diagnosis 1s‘largely based on a past -
history of violence (Lewis et al., 1984), and that tﬁe social
-and criminal history was incorporated into-the diagnosis, fheir
results are somewhat less than enlightening. This_hethodologiéal
shortcoming renders tne predictiée utility of tnefr ﬁindings |
questionable; As stated above, it 1is neCessary;énat‘predictof_
variables be independent of the criteria to be predicted.v
Obviously, the diagnosis of conduct disordef fails tovmeet this

requirement. v - : .
3{cont'd) groups on the hostility factor produced by their
measures.
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Yateseet aiT'Qi9334—3%%&m?%€é‘%ﬁ‘dTSCTTmTﬂatekbEtWEEn

lmurderers, other viclent offenders (against persons)- and

%

property offendersv Dlscr1m1nant analy51s resulted in correct
"“cla551t1catlon *ates of 606f 49%, and 71% gespectlvely The |
‘authors note that there was. considerable overlap between the»
murderers and other person offenders.‘However dlscr1m1nat10n
between v1olent and property offenders was aghleved The

researchers found that the person offenders vere psychologlcally““‘*r

healthier than the property offenders.

In contrast to the resultslof;Yates et al. (1983), it\does_
not appear unreasonablerto suggest that'lndividuals who are
acotely psychotic,.part;cularlytifdthey are-paranoid,‘might be
at risk of;committing violent offenses. Cases'ot'violence dufino-,
- psychotic episodes have been docnmented (forrexample,,see
Pontius, 1984). However, the QUestionvis,not whether these
individuals are'potentially;yiolentj'but whetherfthesewsymptomsuf—————
are‘characteristic of o&olent individuals in.general; Again, the |
results are incontlusive;‘HellerMand Ehrlich lt984) found that a
‘diagnosis of psychosis”failedito discriminate between Violent
cffenders, violent recidivistsj and nonviolent offenders,
although some of the presentlng symptoms of "this disorder d1d

} However, when the magnitude of the assocratlons was assessed it

was found that they tended tc be zero-order correlations.

h

In contrast toc the results of Heller and Ehrlich\ (1984),
Lewis et al. (1980) found that 29.3'pervcent of the variance in

their multiple regression analysis was accounted for by paranoid

11




, symptemate%egy—riﬁtefestiﬁg%ys—symptoms—snch—as/iOOSe ;ﬁ

assoc1atlons, which had dlscrlmlnated 51gn1f1cantly between more.

and less violent youth, failed to add 51gn1f1cant1y to_the

predictiveVacturacy.isychetic and paranoid symptomatelogyjmay
~not contribute very much to the discrlmlnatlon between: v1olent
and nonviolent 1ndfv1duals when groups are con51dered However,

the presence of these symptoms may 1ncreese;the probability that

A"

a vi‘feﬁtfoffensé will be committed. 'Certainly”reviewerS”in*thE’”"

»fleld tend to believe that these symptoms do contrlbute to‘
‘violence potential (Hall, 1884; Mulvey &,Lidz, 1984 Wettstein,

1984). Furthermore, psychotic symptomatology may be associated

2® -

with neufologieal and neurOps;Ehological impairment, another

area which has been investigated in regard to the prediction of

violence.

' Neuropsychologlcal Studies

-

a N
Bryant et al. (1984) successfully discriminated between -

violent and”nonyiolent groupsxusing the iuria-Nebreske ”
NeurpééycnologicalABattery (LNNB).‘Utilizing quden-et ei.fs
criterion (19805.Qf deficits on three or mere scales as being
indicative of brein.impairment, these authors found that 73 per
cent of the impaired group had committed violent effensesj
whereas only 28 per cert of the nonimpaired gfoup had,.
Furthermore, vielent and'nonvioient groups were found to be

significantly different on ev scale and summa;yiscore

included in the LNNB. Although®visual inspection of Brickman et
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al.'s. (1984) data- seggests%h&ktherﬁmsﬁtﬂgree with- tlﬁe

'of Bryant et al., these authors: found that only two scales on

'the LNNB significantly discrlminated_between violent and
nonviolent .groups. More violent youth were impaired on the

expressive'speech scaleL and the violent adolesceni:s obtained a

worse mean score on the memory -scale than the nonviolent group.

In studying both adolescent and adult offenders, Spellacy .
(1977 19f8) found that with. multivariate analyses,
neuropsychological tests. 51gn1f1cantly discriminated between

k —
violent and nonviolent offenders. However, the multivariate Fs

tended to be sm 1 (2.3 and 2.85 respectively), and.appear to\be‘
;discrepant with the stepwise discriminant'analyses. The latter

analy es are reported as accounti:g fer 8é.3 and 83lper cent of

the rriance respectively.iUnivariate analyses indicated 'that of

31 neﬁropsychological variables, 12'diScriminated in tne

adolescent sample, .and 21 in the- adult groups- However771n~bothﬂ—-f—'*
cases some of these variables were redundant, For example, Full

Scale, VErbal,'and Performance IQs are included in%tneianalysis

in addition. to the subtests from whieh they were estimated.

-In addition to asseSS1ng psychotic. symptomatology, Lewis et

(1980 also reported in Lewis' book, 1981) onducted
neurological and neﬁropsychological‘assessments.of their
subjects. Although able to discriminatevare and less violent
youth on the basis of neurolo%fcal signs, many |
neuropsychologieal:measures did not significantly discriminate

between the groups. However, visual inspection of the mean

-
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perﬁormance oiAthese—g;oupsuongneu;ogsyeheleg%ea%—measufeg'{

suggests that these tests shouigxa&jp be/dlscrlmlnatlng between
the groups. Furthermore, when the sexuai offenders are separated
from the other more violent offenders’/Lew1s et al., 1981b), it
appears that they are morg.lmpalred neuropsychologlcally than
the remainder of the group from whlchth;§ were drawn, although
they were not_sighifieahtly diffetent.“However,‘the sexualv

offenders were found to be sighificahtiy more impaired -

neuropsychologically than the less violent subjects.?,”‘

hAlthbugh the Lewis et al. (1980) data suggests that the more
violent offenders may be'less intelligent than the-less violent
offenders< this could in part be the result of inciuding the
jsexuai offendere with the other more violeht oftenders, A

subeequent‘analysie (Lewis et al., 1981b) suggests that the more

* Older studies. of heterogeneous groups of eexual offenge:s
found that they were more likely to be mentally defec e than

other offenders. Clemmer (1958) reports that 29% of the -sexual
offenders in his study were mentally defective, and a further
22% were borderline, compared to an incidence of 15% in the
total prison population. Atcheson and Williams (1954) also found
that juvenile male sexual offenders were twice as likely as
nonsexual offenders to have IQs less than 80 {an incidence of
25.2% in the sexual offender group). Their sample included a few
subjects charged with exhibitionism, immorality, promiscuity,
etc. The incidence in those charged with: 1ndecent or sexual
assault, or indecent acts could have been higher, but cannot be
determined from the information given. In contrast to the above
results, Abrahamsen (1960) found that adult sexual offenders
were of average intelligence. However, he notes that the prison
where the study was conducted did not accept mentally defective
criminals. He did find that all of these subjects were suffering
from mental or-emotional disorders.

5 On many of the measures the difference in means between the
sexual and less violent offenders is at least 1.5 times the
"difference between the means of the other more violent and the
- less violent offenders. However, the authors emphasize the
similatity between the sexual and other more violent offenders.

14
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~severe 1mpafsmentf1&*the—sexuaf—offenderS‘TS/act1ng to pull

‘i—-

down the mean fox the overall group of more violent offenders.‘
The suggestionbofjmore severe impairment amongst theksexual,'

offenders mgy partially e;plain the'discrepant findin £

- Hollin and Wheeler {1982). These authors found v1olent of fenders

to be more intelligent than nonv1olent offenders, but they

excluded sexual offenders from the1r violent sample.

| Krynicki'(1978) compared repetitively assaultive,
nonpsychotic adolescents to an infrequently assaultlve group,
and to subjects sufferlng from_organlc'braln syndromes (OBS),
The frequentlyﬁassaultfve and OBS subjects tended to show
evidence of brainbimpairment on either electroencephaiograms_
(EEGs), or on therBender Visual-Motor Gestalt'test. Furthermore,'

both of these groups tended to be more perseverative thanethe

infrequently assaultive group.

" Taking a different approach to the problem Spreen (1981)

conducted a prospective study of subjects who had rece;}eg\\v.,

.

extensive neurological and neuropsychological assessmefits when
they had‘been referred for learning,difficulties..He'folloued-up

subjects who had been classified as definitely evidencing hrain

impairment, those manifesting signs suggestive of brain
; S 7

impairment, and those with learning disabilities in the absence

of neurological and neuropsychological signs. He contrasted_

these groups with a group of normal learnzng controls.
comparing the groups on type of first offense, he found that the

1mpa1red groups were more 1nvolved in the more serious offenses

Y



‘groups were more llkely to have commltted vehlcie drlv ng

"Methodological Issues- - B -

. assessments were conducted blindly. In fact, even more

- Lo —— 2

(whiéh~iﬁcluded4one"personfoffenﬁ%%afwhereaS‘thE‘non*ﬁ%airedf

A8

offenses. However, he stresses that the: cantrol group was

51m11ar to the neurologlcally impaired groups z&n add1t1 n, he

A

found a trend for the more serious crlmes to have been ¢ mmitted

[ »

by those with lower IQs, but dropped from his analysis aLl

subjects with I1Qs less than 70, thereby restr1ct1ng h1s range. ‘

£

Although the results of the neuropsychological studies do

not show perfect con51stency, .they appear to be'more oonSistent'

'than the studies of personal1ty characterlstlcs. The con51stency

is apparent in that neuropsychologlcal def1c1ts do appear more

frequently in violent than 1n nonv1olent groups. At least some

_of the 1ncon51stenc1es may be a functlon of methodolog1cal

Y

h3

dlfferences and/or shortcomlngs in the studles.

. “.ﬁ :.,‘. ' -

First, many of the studies have-noé'been conducted blindly.
Although neuropsychologlcal test1ng may not be as prone to ’
react1v1ty as some other assessment technlques it is still
possible that the experlmenter may influence the subject's
motivation to perform well. Apparent‘def1c1ts could be created
where they do not actually extist, or impairment that exists
could he exaggerated. However, Brickman et al. (1984) did ffnd

differences between violent and nonviolent groups when.
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;results. Was the failure to rellablygdlscr1m1nate between the

lmpalrment_mlghtehavegbeen—éound—%nr%hers—vﬂa{

educatlonal adjustments had. not been made tas th(’-procedure'

would result in a conservatlve estlmate of.1mpa1rment 1nvthe

.‘youth.

A second dlfflculty in many of these studles 1s the pronleh_'
of highly dlscrepant sample sizes. Large dlfferences in group

sizes w1ll result in a loss of power to detect dxfferences that o

exist, and may help to,explaln the lack of expected 51gn1f1cant ,
differences in the Lew1s et al. studles (1980 ,1981b) In the |
former study more. and less v1olent groups were composed of 78 : N

and 19 cases respect1vely, ‘and 1in the latter study, 17 sexual

of fenders were compared to 61_other more violent offenders.

‘Third, sample siaes may be. small, which also resul s in'a

lack of statistical power.' For example,rKryn1ck1 (1978) studxed

only 21 subjects, that were then separated ihtb.three groups.

The small sample studled leads to questIOns regardlng

violent and'OBS subjects a function onthe lack“of pouer?‘On the

_other hand, were the dlfferences between the former groups and

the less frequently vlolent group of such magnltude tha{—these

~

differences were detected even in the facerf low power?

Finally;-sample characteristics differ across studﬁes.;For
example, Krynicki (1978) restricts the repetitively assaultive ..-

group to those who are not é%ychotic) then assesses

neuropsychological functioning. Whereas, Lewis et al. (1980,

17
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| —é%&#b%~s%ﬂé#—ﬁsvchot%f¥$vmptcmato}ogy—ﬁs;agpaﬁsfﬁié 'j R

; czsfzzmzna xng varzabi!'betueen vquent and nonvzolent youth in

déi:zoﬂ to neu’opsychologzcal and neurologxcal factors.

~

Comparab; ity of the samples 1s in guestion.

These methodological and statistical differences or

gdi f!zcultxes are not restrlcteﬂ to the neuropsychologxcal

studies. Yates et al. (1983) indicate that thexr sample 1ncluded -

‘ mostly gang youah,'to vhom v1oleﬁce may be considered

acreptable, :f not., expected, behaviour. Their sample may not be

comparable to i1ncarcerated populations in general. Nor would

Hollin and Wheeier's (1982) sample taken from_i psﬁchiat:ic

facility be comparable to the aforementioned groups. These.
studies also suffer from further difficulties in that Yates et
al. have highly discrepant sample sizes (murdcrers = 46, other

person coftenders = 262: and property effenaers = 31): Hollin and

- Hbeemponbu st u&eﬁ—zo sub}ee ts in total. V—Se—hrlesaﬂ ger's—(1978)—— —

'esoar¥h may alsc have suffered from 2 lack of power due to

‘discrepant sample sizes. Out of a sample of 122 youth, only 19

- had been referred for viclent offenses.

Conzclusions .

Regardiess of the difficul:ies, overall, review of the

sterature suggests that neurologzcal and neuropsychologxcal

e

.;ab‘es may be potent5ally useful in the d scrimination of

vicolent and nonvialent offenders. There is aiso some suggestion
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umtpﬂmMﬁmem4nanMAwmxmma%mﬁqmy4e4mHE&$me%————

in v1olent groups. However, ‘some dlsagreement Stlll exists,

regard1ng~wh1ch~spec1f1c def1c1ts may dlscrlmlnate.between these
groups (B*lckman et al., 1984— Karnlskl (1982) Fihally,‘nany>of _h
the def1c1ts identified do not have an obvious clinical or
'theoretlcal-relatlonshlp w1th v1olence” For example how wouid
_ambidexterity‘(Riyhicki, 1978) contrlbute to the potential for
v1olence7 In what. manner would dlfflcultles in- arlthmet¢c~~Wj~;wﬁFﬁW—f
(Bryant et al., 1984)»1ncrease the dangerouaness of an

individual?

One possihle explanation for.such'aeficitshappeatinguto,be
more common to violent offenders is that any type of deficit |
reguires compeneation. As the number of deficits incteases, the
coping abiIities of the;T;dividual-ﬁay.be overtaxed. This could
result in frustration, which could then potentiate violence.

This' saggestion is certainly not new. In the 1930s, Dollard et

al. (1939), in their extension of Freudian theory, suggested'
that frustration could lead to aggre551on‘~81m11arly, Cohen
(1955) 'has theorized that the frustratlon experienced by lower
‘class youth when they entered the middle class 1nst1tut1on‘of-'
the school could reauIt in delinguency. And yarious,aﬁthors
(Fitzhugh, 1973; Karniski et al., 1982; Reid, 1976; Spreen,
i981; Tarnopol, 1970; Vetter &‘Silvefman, 1978) have noted that
7learning disabilities may result in frustration, which

culminates in delinguent behaviour. , ' -

19
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_Learning disability ha,s;,bseen45,11,<zgn4j:s24,Q,c;;;sgt;,mszm:;,ﬁ:_es:_’;1.1;3111:1;1444,4T

Hollander & Turner,

in delinguent populations (Fitzhugh, 1973;

'1985;‘Hutwitz‘et al., 1972; Ka:niski et al; 1982 ;preeh, 1981;
Tarnopol,;1910;'Voo§hees, i98f;‘Wolff'et al., 1982; vs. Shaﬁok
etaal.,71983).»Hbéever;git may not discriﬁinateebetween violent
and nonviolenttoffenderar(Bryant et al., 1984). For these
reasons,'lt would appear that v1olent and nonviolent youth may

_be better dlscrlmlnated by global measures of neuropsychologxcal ffffffff

deficit, than‘by ‘the specific deficits that the groups dlsplay.

‘ The ptesent study wiil inVestigate whether
neuropsychological functioning‘andbadmissien of'paranoid and
psychotic symptomatology Qill'di5crimihate between violent and
nonviolent young offenders. Discrimfnability of specific
éeficits Setween groups aill be‘compared to a‘global-measure of

- neuropsychological impairment. Furthermore, in an effort to

V,_f~identify possible sources of igpairment;,sgpjegtg,gil;;pegffggmﬁggirgi

interviewed regarding adverse life events.®

LN

¢ There is some evidence suggesting a hlgher 1nc1dence of*
- adverse events in the histories of violent than in nonviolent
youth (Lewis & Shanok, 1977; Lewis et al., 1981a; Lewis et al.,

5

1982). i
. ‘ : (

20



Subjects - - , . : .
The current study waéchnducted as part of a comprehensive

project studying violent young offenders. Seventy adolescent

‘males’' at the Willingdon Youth Detention.Centre (YDC) took part,'

in this portion of the research project. All SUPjects'wereQthwmﬂﬂ;;%f*
least 15 years of age. Those subjects selected,’ were askeé to H
undergo neuropsychological testing. Five subjects refused?iFour

of these five 'refusers’ had a positive history for violent

offenses; one for murder, and one féf sexual assault, One

subject was dropped;from the study because of incomplete

data.? .

The overall ﬁroject'included:onE*hundfed and twenty-five

male youth. The average age of the subjects. in thﬁi,qy,enallﬁffudy,_ﬂff
was 16 years, 9 months (M = 201.3‘months, s,; 72.2). The mean

age éf the subgroup receivinc the neuropsychological testing was

17 yéqrs, 0 months (M = 204.C months, s = &0.4fq‘The averagevage

is slightly higher in the subgroup as no subjects:under the age-
' ]

' No females were inciuded in the study due tc the small number
who are incarcerated at any given time, -

i Selection was based primarily upon availabilkty. Some subjects
had left the institution before they could be sted.
Furthermore, the author attempted tc avoid interference with
‘institutional programs as much as poscible.

! This subject terminated a test in the Halstead-Reitan Battery

which made it impossible to calculate an Average Impairment
Index as this test contributes three of the seven scores.

2°



of 15: years,mayubeftestedhuithethegaduitgve 2rsion—of the

itﬁalstead Reitan Battery (see Table ).

Subjects 1ncluded both contalned youth and those on
remand.® Sixty- two per cent of the overall sample were
contained, whereas s1xty nine per cent of-the. subgroup were

conta1ned Due to the length of time required for the p

'emand youth had left

neuropsychologlcal testlng, many of the

the institution beforefthey could'be sked to partlclpate in the

study. Also, since recidivists are fére likely to be sentenced

S~
and contained youth remain in the ipstitution longer than remand

youth, there is a tendency for the subjects in the subgroup to

have been deta1ned more frequently( and therefore, to have been 1

s r—— e

in detention more days in total. This is also reflected in the
higher means for the subgroup for both number of shifts for

which information was’aVailable, and the number of other youth

who indicated that they knew the _subject® (see Table Ve

Three subjects in the subgroup were receiving psychotropic

medication,® and three were receiving antibiotics.

Forty-eight subjects in the subgroup were Caucasian, .ten

were Native Indian, and one was black. Information regarding

- - — i ——— i —

' Youth who have received sentences to the detention centre are
referred to as 'contained'. Those who are awaiting trial or,
sentencing are 'remanded' into custody.

* Youth who have been in the institution for longer periods of
time would be expected to be better known.

¢ One subject was receﬁving chlorpromazine, one was receiving
alprazolam, and the final subject was receiving desipramine.

—~
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Table 1: Campa:iSQu”oi#Subsample—aﬂé—Rema%ﬂdef4ﬁf1EnfifegsampiEf‘f“’f

Subsample = Remainder T
- Mean sd Mean ‘sd t P
age (in months) 204.0 10.4 198.5 13.4 2.55 p<.0!
N ' 64 - 60 ‘
© Number of times " -
’ at ¥YDC 4,25 2.88  3.33 2.47 1.85 p<.10 :
N _ 63 57 . ) B
Total days spent : . ' T T
at ¥DC s - 142.6-156,3 98.6 117.8 1.75 p<.10
N - 63 ' 57 ' '
Continuous days ‘ ' L&
(current) £1.9 48.9.  53.5 79.6 .69 p<.50 ¥
N o 63 57
Number of shifts : B
(on file) 104.7 61.3 79.2 59.6 2.13 p<.05
N , 60 44 ,
Number of peers - ' , ' Co
known by 44.8 15.7 37.4 15,5 2.63 p<.0

N 64 61

-~

" race was not on file for five subjects.

Setting

The Willingdon Youth Detention Centre 1s a medium toc maximum
’ ’ ’ L)
security correctional institution for adolescents. It provides a .
remand and containment facility for the province of British

Columbia. Currencly, there are one hundred to ofe .hundred and

T
forty residents at the facility, whc reside in 'closed’ and

¥

'open custody settings. Approximately‘10% of the residents-are -

female. Two-thirds of tle residents are contained and one-third

»

are on remand.

23



The instituLianhasmyazicusgugﬁisgp:oyidiﬁggdiiiegen£—;eveisg¥f—~—

of security. Unit security ranges £from individual cells, similar

to those found in adult prisons, to an 'open custody' cottage,

where considerable freedom of movement is allowed.

Most residents have the option of attending school within
the institution. Other programs and activities include indoor

and outdoor recreation, living skills, church, cooking, crafts,

games and movies. : : ‘ .- ~

w.

Finally, a token economy system isAiﬁ place. Residents earn.
points which they may trade for tigarettes, candy, and pther
goods. 'Movement to' and placemént in ﬁore privileged and less
secure units alsb is determined by perforﬁance‘withﬁn this |

system,

Instruments

' Measures of violen;e inciuded peer nominations, oﬁficial
criminal histories, and institutional records ofvliving‘unit
behaviour. Neuropsychological assessments,utilized the
Halstead-Reitan Eattery, and the Vocabulary and Block Design
subtests from either the WAIS-R or the WISC-R,Adepending upoh
the stject's age. Paranoid and psychotic symptomatology were
assesséd with the SCL-90-R, and reports of adverse life evénts

were elicited through interviews:

24
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\_ Peer nominat}on items were taken from Milich and.Landau

(1984) and Mitchell (1956) ‘and addltional items were added by

the researchers (see Apptndix A). Soc10metr1c ratings_have-been
. shown to be highiy reliable (Olweus ng7) valid (Lesser, 1959;
Milich et al., 1982 Pekarik et al., \_%6) and predictive

(Janes et al., 1979; West & Farrington, 1973).

| A;though'expected to be}an underestimation of actnal
offenses, official criminal records“for each youth were
obtained. In an effort to deriVe‘the-most'accurate criminal
“history for the individual, all charges, rather than just |

convictions, were recorded,

Daily records of-living unit behaviour were also_recorded;
For each shift, staff are required to indicate the prominent
behaviours displayed by each incarcerate-on their unit during

that time period. These records supply a much more accurate

picture of the adolescent s behaViour than cr1t1cal 1nc1dent
reports (reports submitted to the administration when especially
untoward events occur), as the latter may be as much influenced
by the staff member's mood as the adolescent’s behaviour.’
Furthermore, critical incident reports are only filed for
particular types of behaviour such as aggression or .

self-mutilation, whereas daily behavioural reports span the

range of possible behaviours from model to uncontrollable.

7 Garrison (1984) sugges*s that staff may also be more likely to
report aggression if they themselves are the victims of the act.

- 25



The abo¥e~meaSULesmxere;obtaineé—£or—aii—possib%e—subﬁeets———~—ff

(up to 125 1nd1v1duals) whereas the following measures- were

N

adm1nlstered only to the subgroup (64 1nd1v1duals) ~the
Halstead*Reltan Battery, the Vocabulary and Block Design

subtests, the heéad trauma interview, and the SCL-90-R.

. The Booklet Category Test, Tactual Performance Test,
Seashore Rhythm Test, Finger-tapping, and Trall Maklng tests
(Parts A?and B), from the Halstead- Reltan Battery (HRB) were
admlnlstered. These tests produce seven scores whlchventer into
the Average Impalrment Index (AII), which is the ratio of |
1mpa1red test scores to the number. of tests administered. Ratios
reflectlng 1mpa1rment on one-half or more of the subtests
suggest‘brafn damage. ® The HRB is a_freguently usedﬁand;reliable
instrument for assessing brain damage. For example, in aAStudy
comparing the usefulness of the HRB, the LNNB, and the WAIS-R,
"in identifying- 1mpa1red _individuals, the HRB correctly e
classified 82.5% of the impaired individuals and 77.4% of the |
overall sample (Goldstein-& Shelly, 1984).° Furthermore, Heaton'
et al..(1978) found that thehmajority of the tests in the HRB
are not particularly susceptible to fakihg amongst traumatic
head injury patiehts. As Spellacy (1978) states, the

"effectiveness of psychological tests of cognitive, motor and

-

® High AII ratios suggest that some form af neuropsychological
impairment may be present. However, use of the term global
measure, when refering to this index, should not be interpreted
as 1nfer1ng that diffuse damage to the brain, or global . '
impairment, 1is present. : o »

3 See also Yeudall (1977) for a short review of the success of
this instrument in the identification of brain damage.
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perceptual abilities in the identification of: brain injury

typically equals or exceeds medical technigues such as the EEG"

(p.50).
. i

- The Vocabulary and Block Design subtests of the WAIS-R or
the WISC-R, as appropriate, were administered. These subtests
correlate most highly with Verbal and Performancé 1Qs .

respectively. Furthermore, both correlate substantially with

¢ [

Full Scale IQ.'° In addition, the Block Design suEteSt,ié_qﬂité

sensitive to brain damage (Blatt &VAllison,‘1981;~Maloney &

Ward, 1976).

Subjects were also interviewed regarding incidents that{may.

have resulted in neurological trauma (see Appendix B). Alfhdugh |

the reliability of this self-report information is unknown,

medical histories could not be accessed.

indicate how much distress each éfmpﬁom Has caused hiﬁ/her in
the past week., Distress ratinés are made on a-5 point scale. |
Although the‘factor structure dffthisvinstrument is
statistically gquestionable (the scree test might suggeét one’
factor), the factors tend to be replicable (Derogatis & Cleary,

187%; Evenson et al., 1980; vs. Hoffman & Overall, 1978), and

appropriately disappear depending upon the degree of homogeheity

——— T ————— ——

WISC-R are respectively: Voc and VIQ, r=.85 and r=.78; BD and
PIQ, r=.70 and r=.68; Voc and PFSIQ, r=.81 and r=.74; BD and -
FiSQ, r=.68 and r=.68,
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- and composltlon“oimthe_samplefiefgfgﬂoleemb/et—aiﬁ 1983) -~

Convergent valldlty has alscﬁbeen shown (Derogatﬂs, 1983

-
Dlnnlng & Evans, 1977).

The scales of interest from the SCL-90-R are Paranoid
- \ , |
Ideation and Psychoticism. As the Psychoticism scale contains’
both Schneiderian first rank symptoms, and items reflective of a

schizoid‘lifestjle, and since the former tend to be more 

replicable fhan the latter (Clark & Friedman, 1983 Derogatls &
Cleary, 1977), only the first rank symptoms were utilizéd in the

analysis.
Procedure

Permission to conduct the study at the YDC was obtained from
the Admlnlstratlve Judge of *the Youth Court and the

1nst1tut10nal administration. In addition, subjects. s;gned

individual consent forms to participate in the overall study, as

did the subgroup, for the neurdpsychologicalftesting. Subjects
were assufga of confidentiality, and that their agreement to
participate, or refusal of the same, would have no. effect on

their status or privileges at the institution.

- — - ———

"' Also, it should be noted that in all of the above studies

only patients have been included. The inclusion of nonpatients
{normals) might increase the heterogeneity of the sample

sufficiently to overcome what may be considered a single psychic

distress factor. Although Derogatis (1983) reports inclusion of

. nonpatients in the normative sample, it does not appear that
they were included in any of the factorial validity studies.
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Peer nomirations were conducted-in institutional offices or

on the living udits. Each subject'was,firstmasged%to identify
all'those‘jncarcerated youth who,were knowh to Him from a list
of all male fouth detained at the institution over a three day
period. ‘He was then asked to name as many of these youth as he‘
erlt fit the description for e%%h 1tem (see Appendix a). Ail.
nominations received by a youth were divided by the number of
individuals who had indicated that tHey knew the subject, in

order to place the scores on the same scale.

Official criﬂinalrhistories were obtained from the
Correot' ns Branch. Charges fot each type.of offense were
summed, regargless of the outcoﬁe of adjudication. It is
unlikely that this would result in an‘overestimation of criminal
behaviour as failure to obtain a conviction can result from a
number of factors guite 1ndepend%nt of the behavzour itself
Furthermore, it, is well known that -the number-of-charges-laid, — -
and convictions obtained, are far surpassed by the-amount of
_criminal behaviour that is actually committed. Totalvnumbef‘of
offenses within the categaries of automobile, property, person,
sexual, and‘o;der‘( .g. disturbance of the peace) were also
calculated (see Apgpendix C fo; a list of those offenses included

in each category’. ' .

Daily records of institutional behaviour were recorded and
coded for for the type of behaviour displayed, such as physical —
assault, verbal aggression, and victimization (see Appendix D).

incidents for each type of behaviour were summed and divided by
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the _number of shifts for which»information on the youth was

'évailable.gThis placed all of the behavioural scores on the same

‘scgie.' fff’ : - e
Thg$autﬁof adminisgéred‘tﬁe'HRB, the SCL-QO—R, aS weilbas
the Vocabqlary and Block'beéign subtests, and also conducted the
head tréuma ihterviéW'withvthe subgroup of‘subjéexs. At the‘time
of testing, she was blind to all of the prewously mentiohed = = =
measuré§;andvremaiﬁéd blind uhtiliall scorjjb and coding of the B

latter measures was completed.

- Youth in the institutibn earn access to more desirable units
by virtue of their performance in a token ecornioqy system. :
Regardless of the youth's offense,fappropriate behavicur within

the institution results in his progression through the levels.

Therefore, unit plécement'in no way suggests the offenses of the

‘individual. .
The subgroup of sgﬂjeéts were seen in‘bfficesbatithe

detention'centréngwere-subjeéts were seen in the morning,
twen:y—éight in-the afﬁernoon, and»twenty4fqur in the evehiﬁg.
More sgﬁjecﬁs were seen later in the day due to their
évailability. More activities, such as school,roccur in the
’,morning, and biocks of available time sufficiently 1arge'to
complete the battery are mofe frequent later in the day. @
About an hour and a half was required,fof'administration of -
| the neuropsychological battery ard aésociated measures (M = B3 .

minutes, 5 = 13). The HRB,VVOCabulary and Block Design Subtests
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‘were administered under standatfd procedures (DeFilippis &

' McCampbell, 1979; Reitan, 1959; Wechsler, 1974 & 19§1). The

choice between the WAIS-R and the WISC-R subteéﬁééwassbased,on

age. As the'WISC—R,provides more precise age'normé, aillsubjeéts,;

L3

under the age .of f7-years received tﬁg subtéStsAfrdm this
"version. All scale scores -for both the WAIS-R and the WISC-R

were taken from specific age norms in order to maximize the

-comparability of the scores across ages and .instruments. -
‘Thirty-one subjects were administered subscalés from the WLSC;R

~and thirty;three from the WAIS-R.

%

in-approximately one-haif of the cases, the. items from the

SCL-90-R were read to the subject, due to e sﬁbject'g limited

reading skills. Responses did not appear to differ between those -

who were read to and those who read the items themselves.'?

- g

Bach incident reported during the head trauma interview was

given a score from 0 to 5 based on severity (see Appendix E).
These scores were summed. Although it appears that even minimal
head injuries are cumulative'in.effect'(Gronwall & Wrightson,

1975; see also Boll & Barth, 1983), it is not known whether, and
= o . | _

it is unlikely, -that they are linearly additive. However,kas the

true function is unknown, and a linear model is probably

conservative, thihs method was utilized.

As it was not known in what manner symptoms such as

dizzinesst=birth complications, and seizures, would contribute
. t

L b . w

__________________ R Y .
~

'? Derogatis (1983) reports that no consistent biases were foung
for this change in the administration procedures.
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scores; !:equent Lalntness/dxzzzness derearization, birth
:cmpiications, family history of epilepsy, and history of
seilzures..

A3

The final gQuestion in tﬁe interview; regarding parental
dzsczpl:nary methods, provided information regarding phy51cal
Vabusea Spankzngs vere not coded as abuse but suggesﬁlggwdfi
punching, throwing the chzld, or o;herwxsg beatlng‘thevcnlld was.
coded 1 for poss:ble abuse. When xnformatxon in the files |

1nd:cated that allegations of abuse had been corroborated by

outside sources, the subject received a score of 2.'

. . One subject received an estimated score for the Booklet
zegér§'TestJ(as per the formula supplied in the addendum to _

the manuali, as h% terminated thxs test prxor to completlon One

L irem respcnse ¥as estzmated for the Paranoia écale of the

SCL-90-R, as the subject skipped an item. The response that

least altered the mean for this scale was utilized.'

*! Note that abuse was corroborated in 9% of the sample, which
is essentially equal to the incidence of 8.6% found in the
hospital records of delinqguents by Lewis and Shanok (1977).

** In total twelve item responses were estimated for the
SCL-90-R, eight for a missed item, and four for more than one
response :c an item. However, only the single item mentioned
above affected a score which was entered into the ana1y51s.
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RESULTS

Descriptive analyses were conducted to assess the

N

distributional properties of the variables. These analyses were
followed by data reduction through factor énalyses of specific
groups of -data. The reduced number of variables were éntered

into a furthéf'faépor aaa1ysis to assess the association betwe’en~
the;Violence_measures,‘neuropsychological imﬁairment,—parahoidfiwﬁv4fu¥
‘and psychotic symbtomatology, énd adverse lifé events in the

<

histories of the subjects.

Sﬁbjects were then classified as violent or nonviolent. Thié
gfbuping was done in order to compare the results of the present
study to those of ﬁreviéus studies, as well ‘as allowing a |
comparison of the discriminability‘of specific deficits to that

of a global measure of impairment. Both mutivariate and

univariate analyses were conducted.

Preliminary aeécriptive analyses indicated that thevpeef
noﬁination scorés{ daily behaviour scorés,'and official criminal
records ail produced skewed distributions. Therefore, sguare
'roots were ta&eﬁ for each of these variables in order to

normalize the distributions.

In order to reduce the number of variables tc a manageable
guantity, s#ich subgroup of data (behavioural, peer nomination,

and official criminal histories) was factor analysed. Trial runs -

indicated that the resultant factors did not differ depending
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:“f(‘ were utlllzed as 1nput Furthermore, changlng from pr1nc1pal’

w upon whethereEearsongcorrelailon coejflclenrseorexendallcsctausggggg———

components analy51s to common factor analy51s falled to produce
any significant changes in the factore, nor d1d a}change from

ﬁ_orthogonal to oblique rotations{

As the primary reason ror conduccing the'above analyses wes
to reduce data, the factor solutions adopted utilized a |
V‘principal components'enalysie with an_oblique rotation (direct

quartimfn); This choice retained'as mdch of'bhe originalv

a

variance as possible, and did not restrict the solutions to~

uncorrelated factors. " *

' The analysis of the official criminal histories utilizing
individual'’ offense types failed to produce a clear scree, and
d1d not appear to produce ‘a ga1n in clarlty over the total S

scores for eacg\offense category, Therefore, the factor analyéis

of the indivigdual criﬁiﬁgigofTEEEegmﬁgé’abéﬁdoﬁedTménd the

totals mentioned above were utilized. These totals produced

scores suggesting the degree of 1nvolvement in the various.

e

offense categories, ratner than a dichotomization of subjects

into violent and nonviolent groups. : , o~

Utilizing the scree test to determine the number of factOrs

vy,

tc retain for the peer nom;natlor data and the dally ‘behaviour

daté resulted in two factors being kept for each of these

subgroups. The 1n+ercorrelatlon= obtalned between the factors

were .06 for the peer nominations and .09 for the behaviour



measures. . L

.- The ‘peer‘nominatims pfoéueedftwo ‘factors.*'rhf"'hf'rfgﬁmﬁﬁ—*

described the fighter, and the second factor described the odd,
withdrawn, and genéfally dislikediindividual. These factors
~accounted for approximately 56% of the original variance (30%

and 26% respectively, see. Table 2).

Table 2: Peer nomination factor loadings « - - oo

Variable / - ' © Factor 1 - Factor
Like most - . .662 -.284
Don't like ' ‘ - .357 : - .738
Mean = o - .700 .290
Keeps to himself- » -.169 .330
Fights/punches . 769 .256
"Bossy , : © .845 - L1077
Gets mad easily .663 .366
Too shy to make friends "-.382 .472
Especially nice .430 ~ -.409
Helps  others - 559 S =.275
Never has a good time -.093 , .720 .
- Bverybody likes o760 -.345
. Gets so mad : .593 ‘ . 440
‘Starts fights - .702 - .336
- Threatens’ ‘ : . ..836 . w210
Goof- ’ - .246 S .816
Whiner ' _ -0 ‘ .80C .
Toughest .765 . -.172
- Had a fight with : .353 : .486
- Would like to beat up L0 . 347 AR
- Strange . R .007 - - .706
Has lots of problems - .008 R . 805
.S ' , .
Variance "accounted for: 6.494 5.7z1

The daily behaviour measures also produced 2 factors,

accounting for approximately 36% of the original variance. The



first £ac£QL,desc:ihedltm&iquuxﬁmuyeT:di5EUPti¥e~iﬁdi¥idual’4*44/‘f

(23%) and the second factor described the victim (13%, seékTable

3).
Table 3: Intrainstitutional behaviour factor loadings

o

Variable Factor 1 - Factor 2

Assault - staff .495 ' .039 /
- resident .476 . —.055

Resistance of staff ' .340 -.093 c :

Mutual combat .394 .318. S e

Threatens staff .608 -.156

Threatens residents . .507 -.258

Agg. verb. exchange .504 ) .015

Verbal outbursts - staff . .621 . -.057

Verb. outbursts - res. ' .384 : 55%

Verb. outbursts .794 .048

Dominance . - .358 ¢ -.304

Irritable, bad tempered .555 ' . 193

Manipulative, scheming- .532 - 171

Disruptive- S .608 .164

Demanding, immature .446 .41

‘Restless, hyperactive " .606 .244

Withdrawn ~.164 , .077

Unusualness. .325 . .238

Property offenses .645 ©.078

Self-inflicted injury .222 : . 181 A

Victim of physical agg. = .003 .870 . -

‘Victim of threats -.038 _ .767

Victim (non-specific) . -.028 S .884

AWOL , . 138 - —-.159

Good behaviour ~ -.687 -.454

Incident Reports .702 .144

Variance accounted for: 6.028 3.416

Factor analyses for the above were conducted using all
subjects for which the data in Question were available.
Therefore, the peer nomination factors were based on a sample-

size of 125, and the daily behaviour factors on 105 cases.

o~
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Measures og,sub'ectsLmbehayiour44neurops¥chological

-functioning, 1nter11gence, adm1551on of psychologlcal dlstress,.

and adverse life events, were entered into a further factor

analysis}‘ Behaviour measures 1ncluded the factor scores-from,t.
“the Deer-nominations (fighter and disliked), factor\scoreafron(‘
.the 1ntra1nst1tut10nal behav1our records (aggre551ve and }.b

| v1ct1m) and total scores from\%he five classes of . offenses

Neuropsychologlcal functﬁonlngvlevel was~reflected71n,theiAIIwof~~ -

‘the HRB, and the‘Vocabulary and Biock Design subtest scale

scores were used as measures of intellectual functlonlng The

Daran01d'1deat10n ‘and Psychot1c1sm (Schnelderlan symptoms only)
scaies of the SCL- 90 R measured adm1551on of psycbologlcal
dlstress in these~areas. The ‘seven scores derived from the
interviewiprovided gata reflecting the occurrence[Of adverse .

life events.?
m -

A principal components analy51s w1th vaplmax rot;;;ojw_;W;am;
produced four factors which accounted for 47- 486 of the variance
dependlng upon whether those gou*h who were rece1v1ng

psychotropic medlcatlon were .included. Ind1v1dually, the factors

=

accounted for 10 to 3% of the variance <gee Table 4).

Complete data was only available for 55 to 57 subjects for
this analysis. Daily behaviour data was missing for four .
subjects (one of whom zlsc did not complete the SCL-90- R}, the
official criminal-history for one, and two were missing portions
of the interview (one of whom was receiving psychotropic
medication). ' = ’ ,

Z Bach offense type total‘was sguare rooted due tc skewed
distributions. , ' : '

3 Sguare roots were alsc taken of the head injury score as the
distribution was skewed,
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Tablgfﬁ Factor loadlngs for behav1our and
' ‘ neuropsychologlcal variables

Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
. Aggressive .824 . 255 .093 . -.005

Victim : - -.194 .776 -.064 -.030

Fighter } .583 -.229 .437 -.145

Disliked .158 .788 -.070 " -.093

Vocabulary ‘ -.20¢ -.405 “.514 -.256

Block Design -.380 ~.309 .335 .104

AII © .255 .518 + -.377 -.169

Abuse .397 .341 .262 B -

‘Head injury .196 . .033 .629 .029 . ST,

Faint/dizzy - -.015 .096 .626 .091 ,

Derealization -.000 -.075% " .445 .332

Birth Comp.s -.115 -.002 .376 -.125

Epilepsy (family) -.138 .036 .048 -.449

Seilzures 7 .153 .368 .550 -.057

Paranoia -.065 -.088 073 .858

Psychoticism .048 -.087 127 .825

Property off. .663  -.264 = -.224 .079"

Sexual off. -.173 .700 - .186 - .061

Automobile off. -.071 L1101 -.294 - =-.059

Order off. .819 -.043 .073 .026

Person off. - . 207 -.187 - ,056 -.426

Variance ’ A
‘ accounted for: ‘}.778 2\2;;\) 2.429 2,170

- *The above factor results include 2 subjects who

were receiving psychotropic medication.

The first factor described the aggressive individual.® The

5

aggressiveness was evident from peer and behaviour data, and

from official offensés.® Although some deficits were evident,

e et g .‘,;

* The attribution of characterlst1c= to individuals should only
be read as reflecting the expectation that high scerers on a
factor would be characterized by the traits and behaviours that
define that factor. Factors are defined by both high positive
(trait present) and high negatlve (tralt absent) loadings.

® This is the only factor on which person offenses loaded
positively to any degree.
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the amount of variance on this factor accounted for by

on the second factor.

The .second féctor described the individual, whc was

disliked, considered unusual by peers, was victimized in the

——

institution, and manifested neuropsychological deficits, as

reflected in the AII, and low IQ. Séxual of fenses also~loaded'on

this factor. This paitern could indicate that the sexual
yof fenders were more impaired neuropSychologically than the other

juvenilé?incarcerates. On the other hand, this'variable’may be

~

ioading on this factor because sexual offenders are rejeCfed'by

. -

‘their peers. Perusal of the AIls of the sexual offenders

suggests that, on average, they appear to be ' N

>

neuropsychologically impaired.

RN

The third factor to emerge from this analysis describes an

individual who is considered aggressive by his peers. He may

have committed sexdal offenses. Thfs individual is not
: '

identified as impaired by the AII, but he does report a

significant history of head iHjufies, freqpent faintness orf

dizziness, feelinés of‘derealization, and a history of seizures.

Although it wés expectéd that report of these symptoms and

adverse incidents would correlate with neuropsychologiqal

impairment, the expected associlation s not obtained. This

individual may be sufferirg from difficulties to which the HRB

is insensitive. On the other hand, this pattern of results could

suggest a lack of any impairment in this individual as the
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self- report head 1nJury scores tend to correlate p051t1vely w1th

the Vocabulary subtest. Paradox1cally, self-reported head

injuries may'be a measure of good memory, or wiiiiﬁéness ro
self-disclose ‘physical symptdﬁs.‘ Subjects that report numereus
adverse events,in}their iiveS'may have better recall than those
who report fewer incidents. If a severe head injury had R
occurred, it could resﬁlt in a.subject ﬁanifesting memerfy
difficulties which‘could culminate insﬁeyer,incidentsﬂbeingﬁ;,,wieiﬁ
/reported On the other hand the offenders receiving‘high scores 

on this factor may be separated from the sexual offenders on the
second factor because they'are not disliked by their peers.7

They may be less disliked because they are not

neuropeychologically impaired.

»

The final factor from rhis analysis déscribes the individual

that reports considerable psYchological distress.® He is

impaired on verbal tasks which suggests a verbal -performance

® Note that Lewis and Shanok (1979) found that violent offenders
tended to minimize head trauma events and severity. Higher |
incidence and greater severity of injury were recorded in the
subjects' medical charts. It remains debateable whether the
discrepancy between the self-report information and the medical
records occurs because of an unwillingness to self-disclose, or
because of difficulties with memory processess.

—

7 Note that Clemmer (1958) found a difference in the acceptance
of sexual offenders by their peers depending upon the particular
offense committed. As he states, "Men who have raped\little

. girls are universally viewed with disgust, while men who have
raped adult females are tolerated. Abnormal behav1or with boys
is condoned by many inmates.” {(p.254)

® Although only paranoia and psychoticism items were entered
into the analysis, subjects with high scores 0. this factor also
tended to have high scores on many other SCL-90-R scales.
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“"discrepancy?® (often fquhd in juvegﬁle delinguents, or with left

hemisphere damage), and he appears to be nonviolent. This factor
appears to be deScribing the maladjusted, nonviolent (or less

viqlent) offender.

It should be noted that physical abuse loads positively on

all four factors, although accounting for more of the variance

for the aggressive (sexual or otherwise) typés thaﬁ”fof'tBé””**
’psychologically‘distressed. Note that Tarter et al. (1984b)

found that 44% of abused delinquents were violent, whereas only

16% of the nonabused were.’

The self-report interview aata does not have an established
degree of reliabiiity and has questionable validity. Dropping |,

these variables (except abuse) from the analysis does not change

the pattern'of results. Furthermore, utilizing Kendall's taus

=T

rather than Pearsonlsfcop;elationmeoefficientsqddesnnotfproduce~"4‘4*

any significént change in the pattern. Factor loadings for the
AII with Vocabuléry (as the best estimate of Full SQQl}jTQ){
partialed out .were also estimated'® to insure that the results
were not simply a fuhctiOn of low IQ. This part{aling resulted
in new AII loadings for the four factors of .187, .385, -L180;4
and -<303, respectively. Again, ther%\was no change in the

’ggttern'of results.

———————————————— ———— t

5 Perusal of the differences between the Vocabulary and Block
Design scale scores for those subjects who obtained very high or,
very low scores on this factor confirmed this suggestion.

10 The formula used was 1';, =1, - l,r,,
Yy 1 - réyy

N

41



-

In order to compare the results of this study to previous =

work, a multivariate'analysis of variancef(MANoVA) was

conducted, using the: Vocabulary and Block De51gn subtests, and
all tests from the HRB.'' Subjects were classified as violent or

nonviolent on the basis of person offense charges included in
the official criminal histories.'? No distinction was made

between sexual and other violent offenses for this analysis.,

Although three of the subtests i%7the HRB produce dlscrete
values, therrange was cogsidered sufficient to{conceptuallze
them as essentially continuous. The Multivariate F was less than
oneéﬁp=.568). This pattern was also obtalned for many of the
,unirariate Fs (see Table 5). Although the assaultive group
obtained more imparred means on all of the scalesvof the" HRB,
;thé differences between means were so small that they were |
vovercome by the variability within groups. The assaultive group

tended to do as well or better than the nonv1olent subjects on:

the VOCabulary and Block De51gn subtests.. However, one F
obtained was again less than one. Due to this difficulty,

nonparametric tests were attempted. Mann-Whitney U tests . v
. V . e
produced essentially the same pattern of results. However, with .-

v _ R . , : «

the nonparametric analysis, the violent subjects appear more -

o

'' Square roots were taken for the times for Trail B as the
distribution was skewed in the .violent group. This
transformation reduced the heterogeneity of the variances, and
helped to normalize the distribution in the violent group, '
although it remained somewhat skewed.

12 Note that the violent group is considerably larger than the
nonviolent group (see Table 5). However, the discrepancy in
sample sizes is much smaller than that seen in many other
studxes. :
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Table 51 Mul;;va:;atﬁgcbmparlsen of violent

and nonviolent youth

5

Variable Violent Nonviolent
) Mean  sd  Mean sd T p
Vocabulary ?.10 2.55 6.39 2.6 t.1y o L30
Block Design 10.35 2.98 10.48 3.00 .03 .87
Category 61.78 27.73 52.78 22.58 1 75 .19
TPT - time 721.9 296.5 653.6 181.4 .00 .32,
- memory 6.63 1.58 6.96 2.16 - .49 © 48
- location 3.58 2.47 4.22 2.88 .88 .35
Rhythm » 7.13  3.28 5.91 2,78 2.22 .14
- Finger-tapping 45.45 5.69  46.41 4,37 .48 .49
Trail B (sqrt)  9.48 2.59  8.74 1.24 1.67 .20 v
N 40 » 23
Multivariate F = .857 p = .568

impaired, on average, than the nonviolent subjects, on the Block

'Design subtest (see Table 6).

In order to address the guestion of whether a glocbal score
would have as much or more discriminability <han the full
. pattern analysis, the AII was tested between groups (see Table

7). It can be seen that this scale discriminated bette;'than the

full pattern analysis {(as reflected in the Multivariate F),
N . ‘ : :

~ better than all but one of the individual tests (as showr by the

univariate Fs), ancé better than all but two of the individual.

tests {(as reflected in the Mann-Whitney U tests). When the AIlI <

is tested between groups using the Mann Whitney U test, the

pattern is similar.,

v’

e
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_Table 6: CQmpa:;sgngcigylcleBIAandgnonylolenf yo;th

‘utilizing Manfi- Whltney U Tests

Variable - fVioient
_ Mean{rank" Mean.rank
Vocabulary . 53.71 29.02z
- Block Design 31,14 33.50
Category - 34.40 - 27.83
TPT - time t 32,22 29.87
- memory . - 30.46 34.67
- location 30.65 34.35
Rhythm 3¢. 27.24
Finger - tapping 30. .. 34739
Trail B 33.5 29.35
N 40

-Nonvioient

23

391

- 425.
364.
.0
398.
406.
350.
405.
399,

411

.5
5.

0

5
0
5

0
0.

.32

.62
<17

.48

3T
.44

.11
.43

- .38

Table 7: Comparlson of violent and nonv1olent youth
using the Average Impalrment Index

". ) ’ %

Violent : ,Nohviqlent
Mean - sd Mean sd
.21

.53 .25 .44

Mean rank

Mean rank

34.29 : 28.02

368.5

S

Disctepancies between the factor analysis and the MANOVA or

Mann-Whitney U tests, are more apparent\than real.
recalled that the latter analyses used on)y official criminal

offenses in determining violent status, whereas the former.
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utilized this measure inaddition to institutional behaviour and

sociometric ratings. The former analysis treats all violence
measures as continuous, whereas the latter dichotomizes on

violence, and combines sexual and other violent offenders.
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I DISCUSSION

The zésults of this study tend to agtee with prévious
studzes :hat have attempted to dzscrxmxnate vzolent and
nonvzolen’ offenders on the baszs of neuropsychologxcal
iunctioning. The mean scores of the violent subjects on most of
the neuropéychological tksts a#pear, when visually inspected, to
sgéw morerimpaifment than ip the‘ncnviolent}group;‘Hoﬁeverrﬂtheﬂmmmm@*
groupéAare not reliablf difge}ént; One possiblé explanétfon for -

these results is that the violent offenders do not represent a

homogeneous group. : ' :

¥ ] ’ .
f”/r 1f violent offenders are as similar to each other as

nonviclent offenders are to each other, the standard dev1at10ns

within these groups wouid Oerexpecteﬁ to reflect eguivalent

deg%ees ot homogeneity. However, it was found that the standard
de!ia;iqns,for nume:ous;yaziablesmre;eyconside:éblyﬁlazggzgi1n;_ff;—~f
the violent group. Reviewlng Studies whereiﬁ stanﬁard_ﬁeviations

verr reported suggested that this pattern was frequently

obtained. in 68 per cent of the studies reviewed, the violent

groups obtained larger standard deviations than the nonviolent.
groups. In cne third of these, the standard deviations in the
violent groups vere at least 1.5 times greater than those 1in the

nonviolent groups.’ An exception to thisrpattern is the study by

- e v .~ —

' Comparison of del1nquents in general to controls may , S
aggravate this problem. For example, standard deviations '
reported by Voorhees (1981) indicate that the delinquent group
~obtained larger standard deviations than the ‘controls on seven

of ten measures derived from the LNNB. In six of these cases the
varxabllxty in the delinguent group vas at least twice that of
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;Hollinuandaﬂheeler;i49B241ﬂHeweverjfthese’authors—eaeludcd

sexual offenders from ‘their violent sample, possibly .increasing

the homogeneity in the violent group.

Separating the sexual and other violent foenders in the
preéent study produced é'pattern.of results that suggested that -

the sexual offenoers were m¢re 1mpa1red netropsychologlcally
|

\than the cther v1olent offﬁnders. Not only do these groups

appear to differ neuropsychologlcallyy they also appear to

differ in thelr behav1our w1th1n the 1nst1tut10n ,.and 1n the1r

relatlonshlps with others Sexua‘ o}fendefs tend to be

victimized and disiiked, whereas other violent offenders,are:

documented as behaving in an aggressive manner, and are

"considered aggressive by their peers. The violent, but not

-~

‘sexual, offenders are not necessarily disliked. Although these

' conclusions must be considered tentative due to the small number

—

-of sexual offendensﬂineludedtin,tbeﬂstudy,LNN=,JﬁJfﬁtheepaetern—m;;m~—

suggests-that violent offenders are heterogeneous on numerous
dimensions.

In contrast to other research, but in agreement with Hollin -
and Wheeler (1982), the violent subjects, in general, appeare&
to be more intelligent than the,nonviolent offenders. The

average scale score for Block Design was equivalent between the

groups, but the violent group obtained a less impaired mean

——— - — e - - - —

'{cont'd) the controls, and in one exceptional case, twenty-five B
times larger (namely, reading and writing). : -
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ey ‘ ' ; — : —
‘Vocabulary scale score.? It was suggested above that the resultsA‘

yiof Hollln and Wheeler mlght be expla*ned by their exclu51on of -
sexual offenders from thelr v1olent ‘group. Perusal of the
Vocabulary scale scores of the sexual and other v1olent
offehders in the present study suggests that the sexual
offenders served to reduce the overall mean for the v1olent
group in general It is p0551ble that if other studles 1ncluded
‘a larger proportion of sexhal offenders 1n their v1olent groups:
that these subjects could pull down' the,meanS»suff1c1ently to) 

reverse the direction of the findings.

However, shch an outcoherwould‘not exblaih‘the pattern of
results obtained~by Lewis et al. (1981b), wherein the mean |
Verbal_iQ for the more violent offenders fell between the means_
df the sexual offenders»and the less violent suhjects. Two

posszble explanatlons for this dlscrepancy ex1st. F1rst the

sample tudied by Lewis et al. were descrlbed as 'less violent' .

rather. fhan honVioleht}>The eight subjects_who were  considered
to be absclutely nonviolent may not heve been representative of
nonviolent offenders in general. Second, it is possibletthat the
separation of sexual offenders from the other violent offenders

in the present study was not sufficient to produce a homogeneous

grouprof'violegt offenders.

¥

i ——— ——— ——— —————

2 This is not to say that no deficits were present, as the mean
Vocabulary scale score for the entire sample was 6.9, consistent
with other studies of juvenile incarcerates (Lewis et al., 1979
Tarter et al., 1984a, Tarter et al., 1984b)
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-.murder. Although there were only four subjects in'the current

. considered separately are those charged with attempted murder or

.or not these subjects are representative of murderers, or

_‘fdr four of her eight subjects. All of these subjects were

knother*subgroup*of*yioient‘offenders‘fhat may needvto be

:study who were charged with these offenses, it is interesting to
note that none would be classified as neuropsychologically
impaired u51ng the Average Impairment Index (AII) of the
Halstead Reitan Battery. Furthermore, these subjects tended to
_be brighter on average than any other type of offender’StﬂdfedT” T
They obtained better mean ‘scale scores on both the Vocabulary

and Block De51qn subtests’ than the other v1olent offenders and

the nonviolent group. Although 1t cannot be determined whether‘

adolescent murderers, in general, they may be comparable to the
murderers studied by Pontius (1984) and those studied by Yeudall

(1977).

Pontius only mentions-the-level  of intellectual functioning———

considered to be functioning in the normal range. Yeudall
separates his sample of psychopaths into those who were
homicidal, otherw1se assaultive, and rapists.,Mean Full Scaleb
1Qs for‘these groups are reported'as 98.8, 95;9,vand 94.8
respectively. This pattern of results parallels that found in

the current study. Although in the current study and those of

@ . L]

Pontius -and Yeudall, the sample sizes are small, the consistency
of the results is intriguing. This pattern strongly suggests

that violent offenders are a very heterogenous group of

4 9 ’ i




individuals.

The lack ot hompgeneitf'invthe-violent’grouﬁvwasvaiseovered

) serendipitqusly'whﬁle investigating the>duestion of~whethet a ‘7
giobal index of impaifment,would discriminate'between violent
_'ana-nonvielent'offenders more reliably'than individual measures

.of neuropsychologzcal functlons, or mult1var1ate patterns

amongst these variables. ‘The results of this study suggest that,_;f;;t
,a ;lobal measure may be more appropflate. Although one subscale
asurpassed this measure in lowerlng the probablllty that the |

groups were 1ndlst1ngu1shable using an ANOVA, and twoiwhen

utilizing nonparametric‘statistics, the trend in the literature

is for the‘particular discriminating variables to change from

study to study. Y

The rhythm scale, which obtained the iowest»probabilitytof

ex1denc1ng equ1valence between the groups in—the current study,

has itself been,the subject of conflicting results. Berman and
Seigai (1976, c1ted in Brlckmap et al., 1984) found that
v1rtually every test on the HRB 51gn1f1cantly dlscrrmlnated

" between delinguent and nondelinguent youth. Rhythmic processes,
howevet,,were,ene of the fewrthat were unimpaired in
deiinqpents. In contrast,.Hurwitzhet al. (1982) found
Vdelinquents to»belnorse than normal controls on rhythmical
vskills. Brickman et al,’(1984) found impa{rment on rhythm in
their violent.g;oup, whereas Bryant et al. (1984) found that
'their‘niolent subﬁects functioned in the nonpathological range

on this measure. Deficits in rhythmical abilities have not" been
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found consistently amongst violent offenders, nor even amongst—

delinguents.

?

The. AI1 not only surpasses the individual measures in | .C\
discriminating between the groups, it discriminates better théﬁ
the full pattern a§a1y§i§} as reflected in the low Multivariate
F. Furthermore, the standard deviations for the violent and
nonviolent groups are much more similar for this variable than
they are for ‘many of the individual neuropsychologlcal testgj”“IA”rw
However, given the substantial ;ndlcatlons, noted above, ;hat

the violent group is not homogenequs, one mightasuggest,that'the.
investigation of individual deficits may procede if violent
offenders are first subtyped.?® This may be possible. Certainiy
Pontius' study (1984} ofreight men who had committed or |
attempted murgder, suggésts'a'considerable degree of homogeneity
~within her well defined group. All of heé subjects nanifested

signs of frontal lobe dysfunction. However, Yeudall (1977) S
states that impairments suggestive of temporal and frontal lobe
dysfunction, parﬁicularly of the dominant hemisphére, were
common to many of his psychopaths (including mu:derers; other
assaultive subjects, and rapistg).?ln the present study, none of
the murderers manifested significant deficits on the Tnéil
>Making Test - Paét ?, a test which Pont?us (1972) recommends

pecause it is particularly sensitive in detecting difficulties

in the ability to switch between principles during ongoing

3 This argument could also be applied to the continued study of
personality characteristics of violent offenders. More
consistent personality profiles might be obtained for more
homogeneous subgroups of v1olent of fenders.
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activity (atirontal,lobe,iunctlonl+4mhese,results—suggestftnat'

the. global 1ndex of neuropsychologlcal 1mpa1rment may be

——

preferable, at the current state of research, regardless of the
- N ) "-V -

homogeneity of the group~beingkstudied.

In addition to hypothesizing that the v1olent group would be
more 1mpa1red neuropsychologlcally than the nonv1olent group, itfl

was suggested that the violent offenders mlght also manlfest

‘more paranoid and psychotic symptomatology, as 1nd1cated by
admission of d;stress. Exactly the opposite pattern of results
was obtained. The nonviolent group admitted to more )
psychological distress than the violent group.® Two explanations
- are possible for this result. First, paranoid individuéls.may
find the items on the SCL-QO—R too obvious ‘in theair ¢ontent, andi
therefore, deny tbat the; are distressed by these symptoms.sj
VSecond,_nouuiolent offenders may be less psychoiogi;allybhealthy‘

than the violent youth, Yates tjél; (1983) suggested”theNlatter,__ig;

explanation for their results.thy might this pattern occur?

-

A concerted effort is made to keep juveniles out. of
detention facilities. If they are violent, it is in the public -
interest to remove them from society. However, if they-are

nonviolent, decisions regarding sentencing options may be based

- —— g —— —— e ——

* As noted earlier, in addition to admitting distress on the
paranoia and psychoticism scales of the SCL-S0-R, subjects
obtaining high scores on the fourth factor (the nonviolent
offenders), also tended to admit significant distress on the
other scales of this inventory. '

"3 Unlike the MMPI, wherein excessive denial can be assessed, and

the differential endorsement of obvious and subtle items can be
checked, the SCL-90-R has no valldlty checks. :
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on factors such -as the-degree—of stability or discord of:

relations in the youth's home. As was noted earlier, factors

such as broken and/or disorganized homes (which may be the
result of psychopathology within the family) may be predictive
of pnor psychosocial adjustment. It is possible that?the
maladjustment of the youth, manifest at least partialiy in

criminal behaviour, combined with an unsuitable home situation,

culminates in his receiving a sentence to a detention facility.

e

.In sgggggyTﬁthe suggested relatﬁonship of paranoid and
psythotic symptomatology with violence was not suppor;ed, in
that admission of psy¢hological dist;ess was more common to the
ﬁonv}blent than to the violent group. Neﬁropsychologidal
impairment did appear to be related to violent offensesf_
particularly when they were of a sexual nature. Herver, this
was overghadowedrby considerable evidence suggesting that

violence is a heterogeneous class of behaviour.- - o e B

Regardless of the aefinition 5r éubclassifiéation of
violence that is‘adépfed, it is suggested that future studies
include less delinquemt or nondelinguent youth, as juyenilé
incarcerates may presént tar too homogeneousra group of
subjects, -both in terms of 'the number that are violent, aﬁd the
incidence of neurgpsychological deficit. It appearé that efforts
to keep juveniles out of'detentién facilities may result in an
overrepresentation of vioient youth amongst youthful 17 -

incarcerates. Furthermore, the judicial process may also create

an overrepesentation of neuropsychologically impaired
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! individuals within these same faciltities. As Yates et al.

X <. ' ) " . . .
(1984) suggest, "organic-.disorders may not be characteristics of

- violence as much as they are contributors to being apprehended."
(p.138). Iﬁ agreement with other studies of youﬁg of fenders,
approximately one~half of the present sample evidgnced
sign{f;cant deficits (Brickman et al.,‘1984; Karniski ét al., .
1982; Tarnopbl; 1970). Althéﬁgh inéluding7nondelinquent and less
delinquent'youth’wou%d reintroduce the difficulty of low base -

&ates for violence, it would remove thé,diffiCUIty'of
restriction of ranée,inherent»ih fﬁis'study; However, the more

immediate task may be to begfn-utilfiing'subcléssifications of

violent offenses within. our research.

-

In cénclusion, this author concurs with Garrison's (f984)
suggestion that "preéiction will bé maxihi;ed only througﬁ
continued efforts to idéhtify more . homogenedus suthpes"of‘ . .
violent persons, and ,k;y,,éfm,o,ggﬁggngr,al,abandgrim,ent of the

popular conception that all ‘forms of clinical aggression can be

~

—-explained by a single theory" (p.237).

-
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__ APPENDICES

Appendix A: Peer Nominations

1. Whorare the residents that you know?

2. Who is the resident that you like the most?
— 3. Who don't you like?‘ |

4, Who is mean?

5. Who seems to keep to himself?

6. Who fights, puﬁéhes, or hité a lot?

7. Who is bossy and tells others what to do?.-

8. Who gets mad easily?

9.VrWho4is too shy ﬁo make friends?

10. Who is especially nice? | \

s

11. WHB”H?ips other residents?

12. Who never seems to be having a good time?

13. Who does everybbdy like? e

14. Who gets so mad at times that he doesn't know what he's
doing? | A

15. Who starts fights over nothing, or is always looking for a .
figh&? |

16. Who threatens other reéfi%nts? D '

17. Who is a goof? -

18. Who 1is a whiner?

f9. Who is the £6ughesté -

20. Who have you had a fight with?

21. Who would you like to beat up?

L}
-
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22. wWho is strange? . .. .

23. Who seems to be having a lot of problems?

ItemS 2 to 13 are derived from Milich and Landau (1984),

items 14 to 16 from Mitchell (1956), and items 17 to 23 were

added by the rese¥xchers.
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Appendix B: Head -Trauma lnterview

1. ~Have you ever been in a serious accident?
a, 'Describe the accident.
‘b. What injuries did you receive?

2 /Have you ever been in a MVA? " S ' o
a. 4Wha£-happened?

-

b. What injuries did you receive?

3. Have you ever had to see a doctor orléone to”thé'hdspital
afger anvacgident? -
a. Why were you hospitalized?
b. How long were you there?

4., Have you'receiveé any other injuries?
a. Injuries to youi head or faﬁe?

'5. Have you expérienced any fainting spells or dizziness?

a. How did you feel afterward? )

6. Have you ever beenwknockedwout},blackeé'out or lost” — S
c;nsciousness? . o

a. What happened?

b.

~ How long were you unconscious?

c.. Did you notice any changes in your thinking, mood,

— sﬁeech, memory; or coofdination?

7. Have you ever had a cohcussion?

8. .Have you experienced any periods when things did not seem
real to you, as if you we}en;t thefe? kNot on drugs or

alcohol)

8. Do you know if there were any projflems/complications with
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10.

11.

12.

d. :

b.

Are

. mr,,pirth7 : ; ?\:

What were they? -
Were you premature?
you on-any'medication?

What is it for?

anyone in YOur family had épilepsy?
'Have you ever had a seizure? '

did you parents/guardians punish you?

-
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Appendix Ei§pecg;%\5ff?§ses included in each offense
. - A Y BN -_— - s .

,classifi;étion ’ S
1. Prépeétyvqffenses;°i R : ‘ ’ o
a. bgeak and entér
b. theft under 200 - .
c. theft over 200 - | e |
d. theft under 1000
e. theft‘ovér 1000
£ possessioh of étolen’property ‘
g. ‘poségésioh of a break and eﬁter‘i}sﬁfumen£
\h. forgery o L ;
i, Vfraud' | - ,
j. other properiy 6ffen§es (unspécifiéd)r
2. Person offenses“i’ | :

‘a.,,aésaﬁlt B o : . B

|

b. aggravated a%saultm**”*"*”>j"" -
c. *harrass and threaten
d. kidnapping, unlawful confinement

L. es ';beery

kﬁ. agsault'with a weapon i
g. <attembteé;murder' | o I -
h. ménélaughterv

4. . murder : ' - e

j. use or possession of a weapon
"> k. arson ) . I

1. other person offenses (unspecified) ¥




‘a. mischief, willful damage

o

[ . s

. Sexual offenses | -
a. indecent assault T
b. indecent act = = )

C. Q4ross indgtency‘
oA /

d. sex with a female under 14

3
f .

P I3
e. sexual assault

‘f. other sexual offensgs_(unspeci}ied)

Automobile 6£fénse5’ o N

a. take,automobile‘without cénsent

b. failure to, stop R
c.’ neéligence o )

é. imﬁaired driving

e. dangerous driving

f. other automobile offenses (unspecified) -

Order offenses

b. causing a disturbance = ‘
c¢. breach
d. escape, at large

e. other peace and order (unspecified)
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Appendix D: Coding for intrainstitutional behaviour —

»

AN

1.

Assault

a. agaiﬁst staff : - ' - s

b. against residents

c. physical resistance of staff ('had to be escorted to his
;qum*J'forcibly restrained', etc.) |

d. ﬁutual.physical'combat, instiga;&g notnotea

Verbal Aggression ' o

a. rthreatens'staff’

b. threatens'other'resident((specific»ihcident, other
resident is.psually named, éiéo includes 'picks on ..')

c. éggressive verbal exchénges'(incfudeé 'had_wd;ds wffﬁ',
"had a run-in with', 1almostvih a fight Wifh', etc.)

d. verbal outburcts or remarks to staff ('swore at staff',

'verbal abuse of staff'----threats arévexCluded:’séé

2.3—--4'mouthym;ofsta££i4;w—ﬂ»~ferfffraiif—ln, .
e. verbal:outbursfs difected at other,fesiﬁénts  V'J'V o -
f. non-specific verbalioutbur§ts-('ﬁouthy',v'lbud'; “foul

mouth') ) | o o R
Dominanée )
a. look for terms such as 'pl;ys.the heavy', 'thinks he

owns the place',;'unit’heavy', 'bicks on youngér

(smaller) residents'»(specifiC‘residents.not,mentioned, :
: se;>1.b or'Z.b), 'plays the role', etc.
Irritable, bad tempered

a. 'bad temper', 'needs to control his temper',
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—*short-fuse; '1rr1tao¢e , - got out of the wrong side of
etc

_the bed’, ‘bothered by other residents’

Manipulerive, schemlng

a. 'scams' (esp. smokes),’;plays head games',,‘instigates
other residents’, ‘devious' 'sneaky' |

Disruptive of routines (usually pa551ve aggre551ve¥

a. slow.to,respond', 'fails to do chores' 'has to be told

“over and over‘;"fails to cooperate ]'“fallg”to”étféhaﬁ

programs or school', 'poor attitude'

Demanding, immature

a. 'demanding at times', 'always bothering‘(oriasking)w

a.

staff for ...', 'a real pest at_times',"qhiney' '
whiner', 'complains a-lot', etc.
Restless, hyperactfve _ — O
a. -'hyper', 'too much horseplay', 'horseplay at times'
'zeroes for horseplay', 'wouldn't settle down , etc.
Withdrawn | *“"ij*““’*‘*”"**** : -

;@. 'appears depressed', 'kept to himself', 'very quiet all

shift', etc.
Unusualness (usually the kinds of things associated with
more severe psychopathology) : .-

a, 'bizarre at times', 'says odd things', 'srrang

'weird', 'inappropriate sexual behaviour'
‘flipped out', 'pronounced problems with per
hyg;ene', etc.

Property offenses

a. 'démage to property', 'writing on walls or desks', “im—
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: ”~p0sseséion*of*con;raband**fcdntrﬁband~includes'drugs)r 

[arson'b(note that arson is:tpiplg codgd——f?i;a, 1.bf
10.a, 11.a), 'smoking when not allowed to' R
12, Self-inflicted injury
a. slashing,,head-bahging, suiciae attempt’
13. Victim . | |

a. victim of physicéi aggression

b. victim of verbal threats and verbal abuse .

c. non-specific {'victimized by ..,',;':eceived peer
pressuré‘; ' poor péer}relatioﬁsf (where it,is'gléar’that
this refefs tO‘victimization)lw. | '

1.4'. AWOL |

,8. AWOL, attempted AWOL

15. Good behaviour

a. 'good shift‘, etc.

16. jncident reports (summed)

S
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Appendix E: Scoring-criteria for head injuries
=

1. Very Mild = 1t

4. lacerations : o .

a. Loss of consciousness < 1 min.

b, alcohol/drug blackout

‘c. slight headache/dizziness

Mild = 2-
a. Loss of consciousness 1 - 15 min.

b. headache, 'dizziness, nausea

vehicle incidents
Moderate = 3
a. Loss of conécfbﬁsﬁéss 16 - 60 min,
b. éoncus;ion

¢. high fall.

d.- hospital - overnight N\

Severe = 4 -
a. Loss of consciousness > 1 hour
b. hospital - weeks
é. numeroﬁs.sequelaé

Very Severe = 5

a. Loss of consciousness - many hours

b. hospitalr— months

c. numerous sustained sequelae
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