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PROBLEM 

Female offenders are a long.neglected criminal population. Most 

criminologists have had little to say about the etiology, treaonent, 

institutional i~pact, and outcome of female offenders. This study pro-

poses to fill at least part of that void. Perhaps, the deficiency in 

explanations of female criminality is centered in the assumption by 

many that theories Of male criminality are applicable to females. 

Reckless calls attention to some of the specifics that character-

ize female criminality: 

To think of criminality of women in the same order of phe
nomena ao crtme in general is to cloud the issue. 

Although crime as a behavior problem or a social problem is 
complicated and not easily understood or controlled, the 
criminality of women is even more c'omplicated and' less 
understood and not subject to easy control. If the crimi
nologist, he fore propounding or Lccepting any theory of 
crime or delinquency would pause to ask whether that theory 
applied to women, he would probably dlscard it because of 
its inapplicability to women. One therefore should be 
prepared to have current theories, explanatory formulations, 
hypotheaes, or compilations of causative factors fall far 
shorter in explaining criminal behavior of women than in 
accounting for criminal behavior of men. Tbe reason for 
this ia to be found to some extent in the biological make
up of vomen and still more in the social role \lomen \,lay 
in societies of ru41~ dominarce. It ia almost as if the 
vema!! must play her own self and play up to, for, or with 
men, vith the latter role adding a second self to an 

1 



initial self. IJ other words, in most countries of the world 
a man can more nearly play himself. 1 

The pioneer work on the female offender was done by Lombroso, the 

2 

Italian physician, and anthropo1ogist~ who contended that the female 

offender including the prostitute, is le~s likely t~ be a born criminal 

type than the male criminal, and is more likely to display the charac-

teristics of an occasional c~iminal. In other words, ~he majorit~ of 

female criminals, according to Lombroso are occasional criminals, which 

today might be termed situational offenders, or offenders of 

opportunity.2 

The "origin of her reluctant crime" is suggestion by a lover, 

husband, father, or occasionally a female associate. 3 The occaaional 

criminal has an absence of anomalies, or signs of degeneration, and 

she possesses good moral character. 4 

Excessive temptations were thought to account in _part for the 

property crimes of occasional female criminals; shoplifters, domestic 

servants, and others who are placed in the way of excessive temptation 

while playing their female roles. 5 Parental neglect, and desertion 

lWalter C. Reckless, The Crime Problem (New York: Appleton
Century-Crofts, Inc., 3rd Edition, 1961), p. 78. 

2Cesare Lombroso and William Ferrero, The Female Offender (New 
York snd London: D. Appleton and Company, 1916), pp. 109-147. 

3~., p. 196. 

4Ibid., pp. 192-193. 

5lbid., pp. 206-207. 
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during infancy, and childhood were recognized by Lombroso as ilapo'rtant 

causative factors, leading to early thieving, and prostitution on the 

part of the female, more than on the part of the male. 6 

There are often local patterns of female crime, due to CUSt,Om:i, 

and conditions of various countries, that are avenues of criminality 

3 

for the occasional rather than the born female criminal. Lombroso ub-

served that infanticide in Sweden, abortions i~ the United States, and 

shoplifting in the big stores of Paris, are representative of such 

local patterns of crime. 7 

Perhaps, the next important study of female offenders is the one 

by Fernald ~n 1920, using the inmates (mainly prostitutes) of the New 

York Reformatory ,for Women as its sample. This work presented no 

theory. It merely emphasized the impoverished backgrounds of the 

WOClcn. 

• • • ewo lines of influence which seem to have a bearing 
on the problem of delinquency among women, namely: (1) 
poor econ~ic backgr.o~nd wi~h few advantages or opportuni
ties, including such conditions as poor homes, very limited 
school opportunit3 , early age at stsrting work and meager 
industrial training; and (2) a somewhat inferior mentality.S 

In a much less factusl, but more systemati~ way, Thomas viewed the 

sexually delinquent gil:l as an unadjusted girl, somewhat on the amoral 

6~., pp. 210-211. 

7Ibid., p. 213. 

SMabel Fernald, at al., A Study of Women Del~nquents in New York 
~ (New York, The Century Company, 1920), p. 525. 
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aide, who is attempting by usinR sex as capital to satisfy her dominant 

wishes for recvgnition. new experience, ana response. At the time, 

Thomas contended that human cotives could be reduced to four basic 

wishe3 which are generated by the social situation. and defined by the 

individual's definition of the situation. The wishes are for the most 

part on the conscious level. In applying his formulation of mot~ves to 

delinquent behavior Thomas stipu~ated several relationships between 

wishes, and delinquent behavior. 

individuals turn directly to delinquency'~r stumble into 
it to get their wishes satisfied. 

individuals may resort to delinquency as a result of 
blockages in the satisfaction of wishes in normal channels. 
• •••• more or less as compensatiDD, or behavior of protest. 
• •• failure to get the wishes satisfied in some measure often 
results in extreme unrest and demoralization. 
• • • concrete wishes of the same class or type may have a 
totally diiferent moral quality, depending on the modes of 
realization. 
• • • the predominance of any type of wishes in persons depends 
on temperament, which in turn represents the chemical organi-
zation of the body. 
• • • the expression of wishes is influenced by the ordinary 
devices of control and regulation in society, such as 'gossip, 
approval. and punisbment.9 

An ambitious piece of research on women offenders was done by the 

~luecks in 1934, in which they assembled case folder information on a 

consecutive sample of 500 women admitted to the Massachusetts Reformn-

tory for Women. 

Thc Gluecks' did not proceed on the basis of testing any theory 

or hypothesis about the fecale offender. They did, however, single 

out five factors beari~ the highest association to non-recidivism. 

;William I. Thomas, The Unadlusted Girl (Boston, Little, Brown 

aod Company, 1923), pp. 1-69 • 
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• • • the following five pre-~eformatory factors in the 
careers of ~ur women were utilized in the construction of 
the prognositic tables: retardntion in school, neighbour
hood influonces within a year of commitment, steadiness of 
employment, economic responsibility, mental condition 
(abnorcality).lO 

The 'WOCIen arc theillseives on the whole a sorry lot. Burden
ed with feeblemindedness, psychopathic personality, and 
marked emotional instability, a large proportion of them 
found it difficult to survive by legitimate means. II 

This svarm of defective, diseased, antisocial misfits, then, 
comprises the humsn material which a reformatory and a 
parole system are required by society to transform into 
wholesOt!le, decerit, law-abiding citizens! Is it not a mira
cle that a proportion of them were actually rehabilitated1 12 

In 1943, Kemp sUlIIDwrized the case history findings of 530 

prostitutes treated in a Copenhagen Clinic. They were found to be 

5 

socially, medically, and psychologically below par. He contended that, 

Prostitution may be produced by external causes having noth
ing to do with congenital and inherited characteristics of the 
prostitutes themselves. Again it may be due almost entirely 
to hereditary factors. 13 

Psychiatric examinations revealed that these prostitutes had the 

following attributes: 

Most of them 'Who could not be classed as abnormal had limited 
mental capacity or difficult characters. Among both the 
normal and abnonlal were found alcoholism, criminality, work
shyness, ''Wanderlust,'' mental instability, weakness of 

lOSheldon and Eleanor Glueck, Five Hundred Delinquent Women 
(Nw York, Alfced A. Knopf, Inc., 1934), p. 288. 

llclueck, loco cit., p. 299. 

12Glueck, loco cit., p. 303. 

13Tage ~p, Physical and Psychologic,!l Causes <If Prostitution: 
A StUdy of Measures Adapt~d or Under Consideration Particularly with 
Regard to Mino~~ (Geneva, League of Nations Advisory ~ittee on 
Social Questions, PT IV, Official, No. 26, May 26, 1943), p. 53. 
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character or rudimentary sentiment development. In a few 
cases, hypers~xuality and other sexual abnormalities were 
observed; but these were not particularly characteristic 
or frequent. 14 

6 

Kemp assigned causation to depressed social, physical, and psycho-

logical 'conditions through ~hich these semi-criminal women had found 

their way into prostitution. No theory was proved or disproved by 

this study. 

1he most recent definitive work (1950) on the female offender was 

exec~ted by Pollak, an American soc1.ologisc ~ho undertook in a system-

atic way to explain why female criminality was so much less reported 

than male criminal behavior. Pollak found that female criminality is 

under-reported, especially such offenses as, shoplifting, thefts by 

prostitutes, thefts by domestic servants, abortions. perjury, disturb-

ance of the peace, offenses against children, and homocide. Offenses 

such as homosexuality, and exhibitionism go practically undetected, if 

committed by women. Men victims protect female offenders. In view of 

the fact chac women playa much less active role in society thaq men, 

they are often instigators of crimes committed by men; as instigators 

they are hard to detect. The female role as homemaker, rearer of 

children, n~rse, wife, mistress, and other related roles, place her in 

the pOSition to commit crimes, and yet screen those crimes from public 

view. Law enforcement officers, as well as, judges, and jurors, are 

much more lenient in dealing with women than with men. These assucp-

cions lead Pollak to state that the criminality of women is "largely 

14~, p. 49. 
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IXUUlked criminality," Consequently, crime reports would be expected to 

under.report female criminality. the real measure of female criminality 

muat be sought from unofficial sources',lS 

Women offenders use deceit and indirection in the commission of 

their offenses. Sexual mores dictate concealed female behavior. ~emale 

offenders have a restricted focus on victims, such as children, husband~ 

lovers - • those ,.,ho are close to them. Such a focus on victima is 

consistent with the various roles that woman plays in society.16 

Cohen has touched on the fczale delinquent incidentally in his 

analysis of delinquent (male) subculture. 

Authorities on delinquency are agreed that female delinquenc~ 
although it may appear euphemistically in the records as "un· 
governabil1 ty" or "-running away" is mostly sex del~nquency.17 

Iwplicit to this theory is the theme that the female delinquent is 

much more likely to be involved in delinqu~ncy because of her adjustment 

to males, as the bulk of her behavior is "sex-connected" rather than the 

stealing and/or the "1Il<Il.icious hell-raising" of her male counterpart. IS 

The occasional offender tbeocy (Lombroso), the wish satisfaction 

theory (thomas), the masked behavior theory' (Pollak), and the man f s 

woman, or boy's gir'l theory (Cohen) represent the principal attempts to 

lS0tto Pollak, The Criminality of Women (Philadelphia, UniversitY 
of Pennsylvania Press, 1950), Pl'. 1-7. 

16.!l!!.!! •• pp. 8·14. 

17Albert ~. Cohen, Delinquent Boys: The Culture of the Gang 
(ChicagD. IllinoiS, The ~ree Press of Glencoe, IllinOis, 1955). p. 45. 

18ru£., pp. 44·48. 



8 

explain female crYninality. None of these was supported by data ex-

pressly collected to test an hypothesis. This study is designed to 

test certain hypotheses regarding female criminality. 

Obviously, none of the studies of female criminality, whether or 

not it had a theoretical orientation, bas attempted to understand how 

she conceives herself. This study will address itself to (1) the direc-

tion of the female offender's socialization, (2) the extent of her 

feelings of alienation, (3) and the effect upon her of being institu-

tionalized (i.e., institutional impact). 

Probably female offenders arrested, but ~t booked and held for 

court, are different from those booked and held. Those sent to the 

workhouse probably differ from those sent to prisons or reforcatories, 

and from those placed on probation. It was decided to liQit this study 

to adult female offenders sentenced to a state reformatory (prison). 

This eY.position will be limited to differential self perceptions 

of female cffenders.co~itted to a state prison or reformatory, usually 

as felons, most frequently receiving a sentence of lI).Jre t'ban one year 

for offenses considered by the criminal code as more serious than 

drunkeness, disorderly conduct, vagrancy, prostitution, petty theft, 

and so forth. 

Baving in mind a s~udy of certain aspects of the way the female of-

feuJers view themselves, and more particularly the direction of their 

socialization, the extent to which they feel alienated, and the per-

ceived impact of the institution itself, 12 major hypotheses suggest 

themselves. 



1. Youth is inversely associated with socialization. 

2. Youth is invers~ly associated with alienation. 

3. Youth is associated with institutional impact. 

4. A greater number of arrests is inversely associated with 
socialization. 

5. A greater number of arrests is associated with alienation. 

6. A greater number of arrests is inversely associated with 
institutional impact. 

7. A shorter length of incarceration on the present sentence 
is inversely associated with sociali~~~ion. 

b. A shorter length of incarceration on the present sentence 
is inversely associated with alienation. 

9. A shorter length of incarceration on the present sentence 
is associated with institutlonal impact. 

10. An early age of onset into illegal behavior as juveniles 
is associated with socialization. 

11. An early age o~ onset into illegal behavior as juveniles 
is associated with alienation. 

12. An early age of onset into :I.1legal behavior as juveniles 
is inversely associated with institutional impact. 

9 

A recent study by Clark of male prisoners at The Ohio Penitentiary 

included data on socialization, and alienation; it will, therefore, be 

possible to make comparisons between female and male offenders at those 

points where tbe Clark study and the present study collected comparable 

data. l9 To this extent, the present study will contain the first sys-

tematic comparisons between a comparable group of female and male 

19John Pradbee Clark, "Blame At:ceptance Among Ohio Prisoners" 
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation), The Ohio State University, 1960. 



,.J 

10 

offenders (felony prisoners) on self perceptioqs. TWo major hypotheses 

which test these cocparisons are: 

1. Female offenders are less negative in socialization than 
male offenders. 

2. Female offenders are more alienated than male offenders. 



CHAPTER II 

MEn!OD 

The data for this study of female offenders were secured from 324 

inmates available on February 5, 1961, and whe. were able to complete the 

schedule at The Ohio Reformatory for Wooen, Marysville, Ohio. This 

sample comprised practically the entire inmate population of the 

institution. 

The Ohio Reformatory for Women is an open facility (no fence) which 

receives all committed female felonG from the common pleas courts of the 

State of Ohio, as well liS, a limited number of "contributing" cases 

(i.e., contributing to abuse, delinquency or neglect of a minor), from 

counties where facilities are inBGequate to hold those prisoners who re

ceive a flat one year sentence. 

Procedure 

Data were collected from two sources: from the responses of each 

inmate to a standard schedule, and from individual case records (offi

cial reformatory files). On February 5, 1961 the schedule was admin

istered to the entire available population by testing three consecutive 

groups in the auditorium at the institution. The inmates were seated 

in alternate seats, so that communication among them was minimal. Slow 

readers, semi-literates, and illiterates were removed from their living 

areas prior to schedule administration to the first group, and taken ~o 

11 
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a recr~4tion lounge to prevent contact between them and the groups re-

turning ftam t.he testing area. The remainder of the population was 

taken in t.wo convenient groups of approximately equal size, consecutively. 

A written anr.o~ncement was read in the living units early in the 

morning of February 5th, informing the inmate population that they were 

to have the unusual opportunity of participating in a study of the fe-

male offender that afternoon. It was further stated that only through 

this type of proc~dure, and their full cooperation would it be possible 

to gain a better understanding of the needs of female inmates, and that 

this was the first study of its t}~e. In general the population appear

ed to be cooperative, relaxed, and seriously interested in the proj~ct.l 

In order to standardize the testing procedure, the writer read 

each item to each group, answering quastions of interpretation where 

neccs~ary. This appeared to be an effective procedure throughout the 

test administration. The slow readers were taken as the last group, in 

order to give them sufficient time, and attention. Interestingly 

enough, not one schedule was discarded from this special (slow) group 

because of incomplete or erroneous response. 

On the date of schedule administration the total inmate population 

was 352. The study population of 324 represents 92.1 per cent of the 

IFour persons were chosen to assist the writer with administration 
of the schedule by circulating through the groups: Miss Wheeler, super
intendent, ~~. Straubing, institutional psychologi~t, Mr. Troesch, 
director of education, and Miss Hartman, assistant professor at 
Wittenberg University. ~ese individuals demonstrate~ excellent ability 
to gain rapport without being threatening to the inmates. 



13 

total. The 28 cases not in the study population were lost for the 

following reasons: One inmate was in maximum s~curity, two were in 

hospit.al isolation, one had her eyes bandaged, three were totally 11-

literate or uncomprehending, and there were 21 schedules incompletely, 

and/or erroneously answered. The 28 individuals lost to the study 

population possess no known bias which would distort "the analysis of 

data. 

The inmat~s' case folders were scrutinized for data not available 

from the individuals themselves. A "Data Sheet" was used to gtam'.· 

ardize the transposition of data, as well as, to insure accuracy 

(Appendix A). 

Schedule 

The schedule consisted of 180 items designed ~ elicit data rele

vant to the testing of the stated hypotheses. Items were constructed 

after consultation with reformatory personnel, criminologists, and 

sev2ral inmates. 

The schedule consisted of nine parts in addition to a cover sheet, 

explaining the project, and its origins (Appendix A). The first part, 

items I through 53, was th,e Socialization Scale (SO) from the California 

Psychological Inventory by Harrison Gough. This scale was designed to 

measure the degree of "social maturity, probity, aild rectitude" which 

the individual has atta1ned. 2 High scores indicate a high degree of 

2Harrison G. Gough and Donald Peterson, "The Identification and 
Measurement of Predispositional Factors in CrimE! and Delinquency," 
Journal of Consulting Psychology, Vol. 16, (June 1952), pp. 207-212. 
(One item of the 'original scale was omitted because of its obvious lack 
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socialization, while low sco~es indicate a veering toward deviancy, de-

linquency, or poor socialization. The Socialization Scale has been 

tested for reliability, and validity on a vide range of samples (Table 

22, Appendix B). 

The second part of the schedule, items 54 through 65, was the 

Evans Alienation Scale (Powerlessness) which was designed to measure 

feelings of "power-control" ower the external env~ronment.3 High 

scores indicate"feelings of powerlessness. 

The third part of the ~chedule, items 66 through 77, was the Evans 

Alienation Scale (Normlessness) which was designed to ~leasure the de-

gree to which individuals thought it necessary to use socially dis-

approved means to reach socially approved goals (ends). Evans' two 

Scales were constructed on a sample of 591 tubercular out-patients in 

Columbus, Ohio.4 High scores indicate alienationjin the normlessness 

sense. 

The fourth part of the schedule, items 78 through 82, was designed 

by Srole to measure the socio-psychological concept of anomie, which he 

refers to as the !'individual eunomia-anomia" continuum. This Srole! 

Scale is conceived as referring to the individual's generalized, per-

vasive sense of "self-to-others belongingness" at one extreme, 

20f discriminating power: 
the law." Scores were corrected 
comparable 1::> other studies). 

"I have never been in trouble with 
upward so that statistics might be 

::lJ'ohn W. J;:vans, "Stratification: Alienation and the Hospital 
Setting: A Study in the Social Psychology of Chronic Illness" (un
published Ph.D. dissertation), The Ohio State University, 1960. 
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compared vith "aelf-others distance," ana "sEllf-to-otbers alienation" 

at the other pole of the continuum. 5 Many researchers have found this 

seale to be reliable. Perwlps, as has been B~ggested by Nettler,6 and 

Meier and Bell,7 these Beale items measure despair, that is, utter· 

hopelessness, and discouragement. Despair, hc~ever, can be a function 

of personal disorganization. !he higher the score the stronger the 

feelir~s of social iaolation. 

The fifth part of the schedule, items 83 through 96, was Nettler's 

Scale of Estrangement from our society. 

The caromon aspect of the estranged ones includes a consistent 
maintenance of unpopular, and averse attitudes toward familism, 
the mass taste, current events, popuiar education, conventional 
religion, and the telic view of life, nationalism, and the 
voting process. 8 

The lower the score the greater the feeling of estran~ement. In 

correspondence with Dr. Nettler, it vas deci4ed to modify the original 

scale for use with the present study population. 

The sixth part of the schedule contained items 97 through 160 (ex

cepting items 144, 153, and 160). !hese items were designed by Aeckle$ 

SLeo Srole, "Social Integra~!on and Certain Corollaries: An 
E:tploratory Study," American Sociological Revie'J, Vol. 21 (Decemb':!r, 
1956), pp. 709-716. 

6Gvynn Nettler, "A Measure of Alienation," American Sociological 
~, Vol. 22 (Decewber, 1957), pp. 670-677. 

7~rothy L. Meier and Wendell Bell, "Anomia and Differential 
Access t'.o the Achievement of Life Coab," American Sociological Revil!1ol, 
Vol. 24 (April, 1959), pp. 189~202. 

8Nettler. oe. cit. 

, 
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, and his students to measure institutional expeccations. For the pur-

poses of this research the items were codified considerably, and were 

utilized as 8, measure of instit:utional itapact (expectation-impact being 

a function of time). The administered schedule contained 61 institu-

tional impact items. Twenty non-discriminatory items, that did not 

differentiate inoates who had been incarcerated for a lengthier period 

of time, above the 75 per cent-25 per cent level were discarded from 

further analysis. 

Subsequently, the 41 discriminating items were.sub-grouped into 

sets or clusters of items known by the ,following titles: 

Institutional Expectation 
Do you think you deserved to be sent to Ohio Reformatory for Women? 
Do you think your stay here will help you? 
Do you think the staff here give the women a square deal? 
Will the other women here make you worse? 
While here, do you expect to find out why you got into trouble? 
Would you volunteer to come to Ohio Reformatory for a whole year? 

Institutional Self Image 
Now that you are here, do you look upon yourself as: 

lucky 
normal person who just got caught 

'Since coming to Ohio Reformatory, do you feel: 
bitter 
caught 
outcast 
about same as always 
relaxed 
untroubled 

Projected Ideal Institutional Role 
Regardless of what they say, the best way to get along here is to: 

stay out of the way of the staff 
keep to yourself 
ahw you are really sorry for what you did 
make friends with the staff 
talk about yourself to some staff cember 
run errands or do favors for the staff members 

Most vomen are just interested in getting by while they are here. 
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Institutional Self ~pprafsal 
At the present time, cio you think of yourself as:

someone who has a lot of probleos 
someone who knows how to play it cool 
someone who won't let anybody push her around 
someone who is misunderstood 
someone who got a bad deal 

Does a place like Ohio Refo~tory help women? 

Concept of the Irlstitution 
Ohio Reformatory seems to be a place where: 

a person wafts around for others to tell her what to do 
a person feels guilty ClOst of the time 
a person is just another number 
a person learns good daily habits 
a person will never get a break 
nothing makes much s~nse 

Concept of Institutional ~pact 
Will any of the following things do you any good: 

be left alone 
be told what ,to do 
some staff member take an interest in you 

17 

Will you have a tough time getting along in the future because you have 
been here? 

Do you have a lot of things worrying you? 
Do you think you will learn how to get along with people better while 

you are here? 
Will you volunteer for jobs while here? 
Will you like yourself better by the time you get out? 

High scores were in the direction of favorable institutional 

impact. 

The seventh part-of the sc-hedule consistl'd of items 144, 153, and 

160, which are summary Blame Scale items, developed by Clark, to indi-

cate direction of blame placement. 9 These summary items were inter-

spersed with items in part six to shield their intent. High scores in-

dicate self blame, while low scores indicate projection of blame onto 

others. 

9Clark, op. cit. 
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Part eight of the schedule consisted of items 161 and 162, includ-

ed by the writer to indicate the feelings the inmates have in regard to 

the appropriate length of sentence for themselves, and otherv within 

the institutional population. 

Part nine of the schedule was entitled "Some Facts About You." It 

consisted of items 163 through '180, and was designed to elicit social 

background data and institutional participation tnforl'lation. This 

section was placed last in order to avoid arousing suspicion by the 

personal nature of the information requested. 

Data Sheet 

Background data, grade level completed, intelligence test score, 

offense, length of sentence, and official Federal Bureau of Investiga-

tion arrest record were taken from inmates' case folder records, and 

summarized on the individual data sheets. 

The Ohio Penal Classification Test, (OPC!) constructed by Sell is 

used to test intelligence of adult felons in Ohio. This test has been 

found to be correlated +.79 with the Wechsler-Bellevue, and +.73 with 

the Revised Beta on similar subjects. The test retest method revealed 

a reliability coefficient of +.87. The median for. ~his test is 100.14, 

and the mean is 100.0 for the standardizing populations, including 

prison groups, high school students, and the members of several adult 

social clubs .10 

l0Dewitt E. Sell, Manual for the Ohio ~enal Classification Test 
(Chicago, Illinois: Psychometric Affiliates, 1952), pp. 2-5. 
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Analytical Design 

The case number for identification purposes, the scale sco~es, 

history, and/or background data were recorded, coded, and double· 

checked. This information was then punched on International Business 

Machine cards, and verified. 

The data were analyzed in terms of total scale scores, and their 

relationship to background items. Comparisons between male Rnd female 

penal populations were made where possible. 
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CHAPTER III 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 

Background Variables 

Background data were taken from the schedule responses of che 

women's reformatory population, as well as from-the official case 

folder records at the institution. 

1. ~. A distribution of 18 through 78 was found, an age range 

of 60 years. The mean age was 34.8 years, and the median was 33.1 

(Table 5, Appendix B). 

2. ~. Whites comprised 52.5 per cent of the study population; 

Negr~es comprised the remaining 47.5 per cent (Table 6, Appendix B). 

Negroes represented 8.1 per cent of the Ohio population in 1960. 1 This 

clearly demonstrates the overrepresentation of Negroes in The Ohio Re-

forma tory for Women. However, Negroes are overrepresented in densely 

populated, deprived urban areas from which comes a high proportion of 

all criminal offenders. 

3. Intelligence. Early researchers found intelligence and crirni

nal behavior to be associated.2 The mean intelligence test score of the 

IStatistical Abstract of the United Scates. 1960 (BOth ed.: 
WaShington, D.C.: U.S. Department of ~erce. U.S. Goveroment Print
ing Office). 

2~rles Goring, The En~lish Convict (London, His Majesty's 
Stationary Office, 1913). in which "weak mindedness" was the primary 
cause of crime. 

20 
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female offender study population as measured by The Ohio Penal Classi

fication Test was 90.3, while the cedian was 91.7 (Table 7, Appendix B). 

This indicates that the study population falls below the mean of 100.0 

for the population on which the test was standardized. 

4. Grade-Level Attained through Formal Education. The range of 

formal education was from no education for two persons in the study 

population through two years of formal education beyond high school 

graduation for two persons ,in this sample of fe~ale offenders. The 

mean was 8.4 years, and the median was 8.7 years of formal education 

(Table 8, Appendix D). 

5. ~~rital Status. The marital status of the study population 

was distributed fairly evenly among the several categories: 22.2 per 

cent single, 23.8 per cent married, 21.9 per cent separated, 21.0 per 

.cent divorced. ,and 11.1 per cent widowed (Table 10-11, Appendix B)., 

6. Religion. Almost 74 per cent of the study population claimed 

affiltation with Prote;tant denominations, while 20.1 per cent were 

classified as Roman Catholic, some .6 per cent were Jews, and 5.5 per 

cent claimed no church affiliation (Table 12, Ap~~ndix B). 

7. Occupation. It is particularly difficult to classi,fy occupa-

tions for a female offender population ·~ir.,;ful"'y. Because no known 

classification of occupations appeared ac~ .-lce for the purposes of this 

study, the writer undertook a classification of her own. The purpose 

of the classification was to describe the occupational skills of the 

study population. 

The category of specifically educated is demarcated from all other 

categories on the basis of special educational qualifications for 
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o positions held; only 16 per cent of the saaple ~ere thus classified. 

The ~killed classification referred to those ~ith a high level of 

coordinated skills, usually achi~ved ~ithout formal higher education; 

8.6 per cent ~ere so classified. Semi-skilled, 32.4 per cent, and 

unskilled, 20.4 per cent ~ere differentiated on the basis_of the read

ing, and/or matbmaticsl requirements of the jab. The housewife cate

gory included 29.3 per cen,t of the study population. Since there ~as 

no constancy of reporting the husbands' occupation in the reformatory 

records, and there ~as no other factor approprinte to the classifica

tion process, this category is descriptive of ~or.:an who kept house-, 

and ~ho ~ere not otherwise gainfully employed. There were 2.2 per cent 

of the sample ~ho claimed they did absolutely nothing, ~hile 6.5 per 

cent ~ere engaged in occupatiowl ~hich are illegal (i.e., shoplifting, 

prostitution, keeping a bawdy house) (Table 13, Appendix B). 

Criminal Variables 

Cricinal variables include I:hose that refer to the nature and/or 

extent of-the offenders' involv~lent in official crime. 

1. Type of Offense. The 3:!4 female inmates at The Obio Reforma

tory for Wocen were committed on a-diverse range of legally st£pulated 

crimes (44 offenses). Inspection of Table 1, below, provides a deline

ation of the variability of offenses liS legally stipulated for the 

study lIample. 

The offenses most frequently committed by tbis population of 

criminal ~omen ~ere: Manslaughter (13.0 per cent), Forgery (11.4 per 

cent), Drug Violations (10.8 per cent), Murder 2nd degree (10.5 per 

cent), Contributing to Abuse, Delinquency, or Neglect (6.2 per cent) ,", 
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Table 1.- Legal Offenses for which Inmates Were Sentenced 

Legal Offense Number Per Cent 

Abortion (performed) 1 .3 

Aiding in attempt to use 1 .3 
explosives 

Aiding Escape and Harboring 1 .3 
a Felon 

Armed Robbery 10 3.1 

Assault with intent to Rape 1 .3 
(accessory) 

Assault to Rob 4 1.2 

Attempt to burn property 2 .6 

Auto Theft 3 .9 

Breaking and Entering 7 2.2 

Burglary 8 2.5 

Burning property of another 1 .3 

Contributing to Abuse, De- 20 6.2 
1ioquency, or Neglect 

Cutting with intent to kill 5 1.5 
or wound 

Defrauding Innkeeper 1 .3 

Drawitig a check without 1 .3 
credit to defraud 

Drug Violations 35 10.8 

Embezzlement 7 2.2 

Escape (from reformatory) 2 .6 

Forgery 37 11.4 

Grand Larceny 24 7.4 

Hot:3ebreaking 2 .6 

Incest and Sodomy 1 .3 

Issuing Checks with insuffi- 10 3.0 cient funds 
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Table 1 (continued) 

Legal Offense Number Per Cent 

Keeping place for prostitution. 1 .3 

Kidnapping 1 .3 

Larceny by trick 2 .6 

Malicious Entry 1 .3 

Manslaughter 42 13.0 

Murder 1st degree 10 3.0 

Murder 2nd degree 34 10.5 

Obtaining property under 3 .9 
false pretenses 

Operating Motor Vehicle with- 1 .3 
out owner's consent 

Pandering and Procuring 3 .9 

Pocket Picking 3 .9 

Poor Relief Fraud 1 .3 

Possession of Narcotics 1 .3 

Prostitution 2 .6 

Receiving Stolen Goods 6 1.9 

Robbery 14 4.3 

Shooting with intent to kill 1 .3 
or wound 

Stabbing with intent to kill 1 .3 
or wound 

Throwing acid to maim 1 .3 

Unarmed Robbery 1 .3 

Uttering checks 11 3.4 

Total 324 100.0 
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Some of the least frequently committed offenses were: Abortion, Burn-

ing property of another, Defrauding Innkeeper, Incest and Sodomy, 

Keeping place for prostitution, Poor Relief Fraud, and Unarmed Robbery. 

2. Arrest Record. The extent of the inmated criminal involvement 

is indicated in their case folders by the magnitude of their records. 

Seventy-one per cent of the inmates in this study population had never 

been in contact with police or court authorities as juveniles (Table IS, 

Appendix B). If these data are accurate the theory of progression into 

crime (i.e., the bulk of adult offenders have juvenile delinquency re-

cords) should be seriously reconsidered. 

Frum found that 54 per cent of 319 randomly selected recidivists 

in the Indiana Reformatory and Prison had had no Juvenile delinquency 

record. 3 Fradkin reported that 51 per cent of the white property of

fenders (300 inmates consecutively admitted to The Ohio Penitentiary) 

claimed they had had no eourt contacts as juveniles for their del in-

quent behavior.4 Reckless contends that, 

The general assumption that delinquency is the precursor of 
adult crime overlooks the fact that adults who have had of
ficially clear records as juveniles can and do get involved 
in fraud, ~windle, theft, check f~~ging, murde., gambling, 
desertion, alcoholism, drug offenses, sex offenses, and so 
forth.5 

3Baro1d Fruo, "Adult Criminal Offense Trends following Juvenile 
Delinquency," Journal of Criminal Law! Criminology. and Police Science, 
Vol. 49, No. 1 (1958), p. 48. 

4JIoward E. Fradkin, "Criminal Background anc Self Concept: as 
Prognostic Factors in the Lives of Prisoners," (unpublished Ph.D. dis
sertation), The Ohio State Univereity, 1958, p. 21. 

5Reckless, 0l!.cit., p. 365. 
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The mean age of onset of contact with legal authorities for delin

quency as juveniles for the 28.4 per cent of the female sample popula

tion .1'0 had had such contact was 13.6 years, while the median age of 

onset was 14.7 years (Table 16, Appendix B). 

After the sge of seventeen, the arrest records more nearly re

semble chance expectations for female offenders. Almost 44 per cent 

of this sample"hsd had no prior contact with legal authorities for 

reasons involving their illegal (delinquent) behavior (Table 17, Appen

dix B). 

Over 7S per cent of these female inmatcs were serving time on 

their first felony (while 3 per cent of the contributing cases had 

never even been senten~ed for a felony). As f~J as 7.7 per ccnt had 

had, ss many as nine arrests, while 99.1 per cent had been committed 

no more than three times for felonies in their entire lives (Table 18, 

Appendix B). 

These data were taken from the FBI clearance records, and corrobo

rated by the responses to items requesting this information in the ad

ministered schedule. Rarely was a discrepancy discovered. This leads 

the writer to believe that the data are accurate. 

3. Incarceration Record. The mean length of incarceration of 

the 324 inmates who make up this study s~ple on their Ohio Reformatory 

sentences was a little less than three years (34.2 months), while the 

median was a little less than one and one-half years (16.3 months) 

(Table 19, Appendix B). 

The number of years of incarceration prior to this sentence would 

measure "duration of contact", according to Sutherland' 8 Differential 

I 
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Association Theory.6 ApFroximately one-third of the population had 

been in jail, workhouse, prison, or reformatory for prior offenses. 

(Table 20, Appendix B). The inmates'self perception as criminal women 

l118y be. affected by their incarceration experi.encell. 

Attitudinal Variables 

This study incorporates three major dependent variables: sociali-

aation, alienation, and institutional impact. 

In view of the fact that one of these variables is measured by a 

scale (Socialization Scale of the Gough Psychological Inventory) which 

has bee~ standardized on widely diverse criteria groups, it is interest-

ing to note how the women criminals in this sample compare with other 

criteria groups (Table 21, Appendix B). 

The Ohio Reformatory for ~omen sample had a mean score of 28.2 on 

the Socialization Scale, which indicates a slightly greater veering 

toward criminal disposition than tho: criteria groups of "Young Delin-

quents, California" or "Prison Inmates, New York~' but less veering to-

ward criminal disposition than "Prison Inmates, California," "Ohio 

Penitentiary Inmates," or "Ohio Property Offenders" (Table 22, Appen-

dix B). These data indicate t~t the Socialization Scale was able to 

establish a gradient for thelle high scoring delinquent and criminal 

pqpulat1ons. 

6Edwin R. Sutherland, Principles of Criminology (Philadelphia: 
Lippincott, 1947), pp. 3-9. 
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CHAPTER IV 

.' 
FINDINGS OF INTRA-SAMPLE COMPARISONS 

this chapter's principal emphasis will be with testing the hypo-

theses concerned with intra-sample comparisons on the three measures of 

self perceptioos: socialization, four facets of alienation, and six 

aspects of institutional ~act. 

Data presented first are those testing the initial hypotheses, 

namely, that, 

1. Youth is inversely associated with socialization. 

2. Youth is inversely associated with alienation. 

3. Youth 1.s associated with institutional impact, 

to test these hypotheses the sample of 324 adult female irunates at 

!he Ohio Reformatory for Women was split into two groups on the basis 

of their cedian age (33.1 years). Thus, 161 \.Iomen 1.'ere above the medi

an (34 years old, or more), and 163 women were below the median (33 

years old, or less). A comparison was made between the younger and 

older groups in relation to the dependent variables pertaining to the 

several aspects of self measured in this research, USing the Chi-square 

,test. the dependent variables were measured by standardized scales, 

, and tallied sub-grouped items. The freqlleltcy distributions of scores 

28 
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I for these scsles, and sob-grouped items were split using the median as 

the basis of division. ·High scorers on the SOciLlization Scale were in 

the direction of favorable socialization; high scorers on the E~ans 

Alienation (Powerlessness and Normlessness) Scales, and the Srole Alien-

stion (Social Isolation) Scale were in the direction of being most 

alienated; high scorers on the modified Nettler Alienation (Estrange-

ment from our society) Items were in the direction of being least alien-

ated; high scorers on the six institutional impact item sets (institu-

tional expectation, institutional self image, projected ideal institu-

tional role, institutional self appraisal, concept of the institution, 

and concept of institutional impact) indicated fsvorable or socially 

acceptable attitudes and values (Tables 27-37, Appendix B). 

Out of eleven associations of socialization, four facets of alien-

ation, and six aspects of institutional impact for younger and older 

aged inmates, only five were significant at the .05 level of confidence 

or better. Inspection of Table 2, below, reveals the five significant 

Chi-square a~30cir.tiros between age and socialization, age and institu-

tional expectation, age and institutional self image, age and projected 

ideal institutional role, and age and concept of institutional impact. 

Aa can be seen by inspection of the original Chi-square ~cr~ing 

table (See Table 27. Appendix B), the younger inmates more often than 

expected by r.hance alone were veering toward a criminal disposition 

(Le., they lo(ere lacking in "social maturity, probity, and rectitude"), 

while the older inmates more often than expected tended to be more 

favorably socialized. The first hypotheSis, that Youth is inversely 

associated with socializatioL is established by these data. 
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Table 2.- Age in Relation to Various Aspects of Self 

Scale or Sub-grouped Items X2 P 

Sociali:z:ation Scale 9.00 • .01 

Institutional Expectation 5.48 • .02 

Ins ti tutional Self Image 6.79 • .01 

Projected Ideal Institutional Role 4.31 • .05 

Conc~pt of Institutional Impact 7.73 • .01 

Inspection of Tables 28-31, Appendix H, demonstrates ,the necessity 

of rejecting the second hypothesis, that Youth is inversely associated 

with alienation. 

As indicated in Table 32, Appepdix B, the younger inmates hsd un

favorable institutional expectations much more than expected. The 

younger aged inmates saw the reformatory as affecting them in a 

deleteriOUs way. 

As shown in Table 33, Appendix a, the younger fecale offender more 

often had an unfavorable institutional self image, while the older 

prisoner had a favorable institutional self image more often than ex~ 

pected. The younger inmates were more frequently negative in their 

feelings about themselves, as they perceived themselves as inmates. 

The data in Table 34, Appendix a, show the younger inmates vieveu 

themselves as taking an'anti-social role, more often than expected, 

while the older inmates were more favorable than expected toward their 

projected ideal ~oles within The .ohio Reformatory for W~en. 

As indicated in Table 37, Appendix B, tbe younger female inmates 

mo~e often than expected have a poorer perception of the affect of the 
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institution upon them, while the older inmates apparently felt that the 

institution would have little affect upon them. 

Inspection of Tables 32-37, Appendix B, indicate that the third 

hypothesis, that Youth is associated with institutional ~pact is 

largely upheld. 

It, therefore, appears that poor socialization is a more frequent 

sttribute of the younger contingent of female offenders. Similarly, 

unfavorable views of institutional expect~tion, institutional self 

image, projected ideal institutional role, and concept of institutional 

impact are more likely to be concentrated among the younger offenders. 

Secondly, it was hypothesized that, 

4. A greater number of arrests is inversely associated with 
socialization. 

5. A greater number of arrests is associated with alienation. 

6. A greater number of arrests is inversely associated with 
institutional impact. 

The median number of arrests was 1.6 per inmate in this sample 

'of adult female felony prisoners. Consequently, two .prior arrests 

were taken as the cutting point for this analysis. On~-hundred-twenty-

six inmates were above the median having had two or more arresta, while 

198 inmates were below the cutting point having had less than two 

arrests. 

Out of eleven instruments used in thi~ study socialization (1), 

alienation (4), and institutional impact (6), only one ~asure was 
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found to be significAntly associated ~ith frequency of arrest, namely. 

, institutional self image. Table 44, Appendix B, shows that the leslI 

frequently arrested inmates had a alightly more favorable institutional 

self !mage, while the more frequently arrested female offende~ of this 

sample was more often unfavorable in her view of herself as a reforma

tory inmate. 

Actually, the previous arrest history of female reformat~ry in

mates should not be expected to differentiate these criminal women OD 

various aoeio-psychological components of self, because che reforcatory 

population is too homogeneous with reference to previous arrests. For 

example, almost 44 per cent of this sample had had no previous arrest 

history. Only.l per cent of this inmate study population had been 

found guilty of more than three felonies (including their present of

fense), snd more than 75 per cent were sentenced to the reformatory 

for their first felony conviction (Table IB, Appendix B). 

Relationships between 10 variables pertaining to self yielded an 

insufficient level of conf,{dence 'When subjected to the Chi-square test. 

The Chi-square tables shOWing the associations related to the fourtb. 

fifth. and si:tth hypotheses are Tables 38-48, Appendix B. 

On the basis that only one of the eleven measures was associated 

with extensiveness of previous arrests, the fourth hypothesis,that 

A greater number of arrests is inversely associated with socialization; 

the fifth hypothesis, that A greater number of arrests is associated 

with alienatioD; and the Sixth hypotheSis, that A greater number of 

arrests is inversely associated with institutional impact, must be 

rejected. 
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Lesgth of Incarceration 

1bi~dly, it vas hypothesized that, 

7. A ahorter length of incarceration on the present sentence 
i. inversely associated witb socialization. 

S. A aborter length oE incarceration on the present sentence 
is inversely associated with alienation~ 

9. A ahorter length of incarceration on the present sentence 
is associated with institutional impact. 
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In order to test the hypotheses, therefore, the presence of a 1~~ 

latioashLp betveen the length oE incarceration on the present sentence, 

and the eleven dependent variables pertainIng tn ~ocializatlon (1), 

alienet{on (4), and in~tituCional impact (6), the inmate sample was 

dLvided into tvo group~, using the median number of months (l6.3) of 

incarceration as the eutting point (Table 19, Appendix B). 

().It of the eleven dependent variables, three were found to • Ie 

asaociated vith the length of stay at ehe institution (Tables 49-59, 

Appendix B). No assoeiation was found for soc~ali~ation, the four 

alienation measures, and three institutional impact item secs with 

duratiun of atay at the refo~tory. Table J givea the Chi-square 

values for three of the six institutional impact item clusters found 

to be significantly related With length of stay at the reformatory. It 

will be noted that these ehree aret institutional expectation, inBti~ 

tut~onal self appraisal, and concept of the institution. 

Vb~le there is a Significant relation between the three institu

tional impact item clu~ters and length of incarceration, this relation

,ship ia the converse of that which was brP0thesized. In other words, 

the relatioMlUp that shOloled up WSlJ that the female reformatory inmates 
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vho had been there for the longer period of time, more often than ex· 

; pected reacted unfavorably, whereas the female ~ho had served the 

ahorter ,length of time on her sentence reacted more favorably. 

Table 3.- Length of Incarceration on Present Sp.ntence and Institutional 
Impact 

Sub-grouped Items X2 P 

Institutionil!' Expectation 7.95 .01 

Institu,tioual Self Appraisal 6.96 .01 

Concept of the Insti\\ution 14.89 .01 

The reason orig~nally for stating the hypotheses in terms of 

longer stay being associated with favorable measures was the expected 

beneficial effects resulting from a favorable atmosphere and program 

in this wooeD's ~eformatory. Evidently, the duration of stay at the 

refotmDtory has no effect on eight measures and an adverse effe~t on 

three institutional impact measures. 

Since eight of the eleven dependent variable~ showed no relation 

to the length of incarceration, and three showed a reverse relationship 

the seventh hypothesis, that A shorter length of incarceration on the 

present sentence is inversely associated With socialization; the eighth 

hypothesis, that A shorter length of incarceration on the pr~aent sen-

tence i8 inversely associated with alienation; and the ni~th hypothesis, 

that A shorter length of incarceration on the present Sentence is 

s$sociated vith institutional impact, must be rejected. 



• Age of Onset 

Finally, it vas hypochesieed that, 

10. An early age of onset into illegal behavior as juveniles 
is associated with socialization. 

11. An early age of onset into illegal behavior as juveniles 
is associated with alienation. 

12. An early age of onset into illegal behavior as juveniles 
is inversely associated with institutionsl impact. 

3S 

Almost 72 per cent of the inmate study population had had no con~ 

tact with the police or court as Juveniles becBuae of their illegal 

(delinquent) behavior. Consequently, the test of the tenth, eleventh, 

'and twelfth hypotheses had to be made on only the 28 per cent of the 

women inmates whose official records indicated contact with police or 

court as juveniles. Of the 28 per cent of the sample (89 women in all) 

who had come to the attention of the police or court as minors, the 

median age of onset (court involvement) was 14.7 years. !heae 89 in-

,mates who ho.d come to the attention of police or court as juveniles 

were divided into ~o groups; early.starters (57 of them), and late 

star.ters (32 of them), using the median age of onset (14.7 or 15.0 

years) as the basis of division (Table l6, Appendix B). 

In order to test tbe bypotheses,Chi-square tests of relationship 

between early (14 years and younger). and. late (.15 yea:ts and older) 

on.et n! illegal behavior as juveniles ~ ~de between measures of 

socialiZation (1), alienation (4), and in5titutional impact (6) 

'(l'ablell 60-70. Appendix B). 

~re often than expected the early starters scored low on the 

Socialization Scale (demonstrating a ve,~ring coward criminal disposi

tion, poor sociali~at1on, or serious delinquency). Yhile the late 
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starters scored higb (in a favorable direction) more frequently than 

expected. This test of relationship yielded a Chi-square value of 

3.89, a statistil!ally significant relationship at the. .05 level cf 

confidence. However, the direction of significance i. the reverse of 

the proposed direl!tion of the hypothesis. The ten other variables 

showed no relation ~ith age of onset of delinquent behavior. Since ten 

of the eleven depelldent variables demonstrated no relationship with age 

of onset, and one sho~ed a reverse relationship, the tenth hypothesis, 

that An early age of onset into illegal behavior as juveniles is associ-

ated .with socializa::ionj the eleventh hypothesis, that An early age of 

onset into illegal llehavior as juveniles is associated with alienation; 

and the twelfth hypothesis, that An early age of onset into illegal be-

haYlor 8.S juveniles is inversely associated ~ith institutional impact, 

must be rejected. 

Correlation of Dependent Variables Q:!easures of Several Aspects of Self) 

In order to test the relative independence of the eleven variables 

(scales and indice",) used in the study, a correlation matrix ~as pre-

pared. In Table 4, below, it will be observed that out of 55 inter-

correlations, 35 wel:e at or above the .01 level of confidencp., and 

45 were above the .1)5 level of significance. In only 15 out of 55 in-

stances ~ere the coefficients above .40. None of the 15 correlations 

exceeds +.55. In general it can be said that the eleven measures used 

in this research alJSeSS fairly inder-cndent components of self. 

'~"-"""-" ~ ....-~-.--..... ~.-
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Table 4.- Pearaonian Intorcorrelation for Measuros of A.pecta of Solf 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 Socialization 

2 Powerlessness -.11 

3 Normlessness -.12 .45 

4 Social Isolation -.17 .55 .51 

5 Estrangement .15 -.40 -.48 -.!t3 

6 Institutional Expecta- .12 -.22 -.29 -.22 .29 
tion 

7 Institutional Self .12 -.18 -.20 -.23 .24 .47 
Image 

8 Projected Ideal Insti- .11 -.21 -.25 -.20 .28 .49 .34 
tutional Role 

9 Institutional Self .10 -.35 -.34 -.30 .34 .42 .27 .32 
Appraisal 

10 Concept of the Insti- .10 -.25 -.31 -.32 .28 .50 .36 .46 
tution 

11 Concept of Institu- -.12 -.11 -.34 -.25 .31 .50 .41 .46 
tional Impact 

9 

.44 

.26 

10 

.36 

11 
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In this chapter CO::lp;!risons "'ill be _de between 336 male felony 

prisoners at !be Ohio Penitentiary, as studied by Clark in 1960, and 

the pre~ent sample of 324 feQale prisoners at The Ohio ~£ormatory for 

"'omen. 'Ibis aspect. of the study pUI'ports to be the first systematic 
r 
CDQparison of male and fecale felony inmates. 

Sodalization 

The first hypothesis regarding Slex differences \Jas as follows: 

Female offenders are less negathfe in socialization than 
male offenders. 

The Socialization Scale scores of 324 female inmates and 336 ~le 

i~tes are arrayed in frequency distributions in Table 21, Appendix B. 

The lIIean score for the vOInCn is 28.15, ~fhi1e cba t for the men is 26.88. 

A critical ratio test of mean differences demonstrated the female 

offenders of these study populations to be significantly less anti-

social in their socialization than the male offenders. The critical 

ratio value of 2.65 indicates that the difference in me~n socialization 

scores is statistically significant beyond the .01 level of confidence. 

Hence, the first hypothesis. that Female offenders are less nega

tive in socialization than ~le offenders, vas established. Both male 

38 



-~ . (. . , . 

39 

and female inmates' scores display poor socialization. Their mean 

Bcores are within the range of mean scores for various criterion 

groups of offenders on which the Socialization Scale was standardized 

(Table 22, Appendix B). 

The significant difference in socialization mean scores may indi-

cate that correctional programs geared to the rehabilitation of female 

offenders need a different emphasis from those aieed at the rehabilita-

tion of male offenders. 

Alienation 

Secondly, it wau hypothesized that: 

Female offenders are more alienated than male offenders. 

Inter-sample comparisons of female and male offenders' alienation 

scale scores are presented in Tables 23-25, Appendix B. The mean scores 

for these alienation measures are: Powerlessness, women 17.88, men 

17.29; ~ormlessness, women 17.04, men 16.97j and Social Isolation, 

women 8.74, men 7.89. 

Critical ratio tests of mean differences between women and men 

showed that both the powerlessness and social isol,::ocion aspects of al-

ienation, as measured by the scales used in this study, were signlfl-

cantly different beyond the .01 level of con1;ldence. 

Since two of the three measures of alienation used demonstrate a 

statistically signlficant difference between t~e higher mean score of 

the female offenders and the comparitively lower score of the male in-

mates, the second hypothesis, that Female offenders ilre tl~re ,alienated 

than male offenders was largely upheld. 

- ....... -~.~----.- -
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The combination of more positive socialization and greater aliena· 

'tion of female offenders i~dicates the need for a relatively more per· 

: .onalized program for them, than for thetr male counterparts. if- they 

'are to be better integrated into society. 

Inter-Sample Comparisons of Social and Criminal Background Data 

From this point on comparisons between the inmates of The Ohio 

; Penitentiary and of The Ohio Reformatory for Women will be made outside 

i any frSlllcwork of hypotheses. The comparisons concern differences in 

• social and criminal background. 

Marital Status 

The female felony prisoners studied retained their single marital 

status 5.B per cent !!lOre often than the male sample studied by Clark 

at the Ohio Penitentiary. The male inmates considered themselves 

married, and were recorded as married (sometimes common law, which is 

'considered legally a contract in the state of Ohio) 17.B per cent more 

.~ often than the female ill!!lStes. The females were classified as divorced, 

separated, or widowed 23.6 per cent more frequently than the male of

fenders (Table 11. Appendix B). 

There is reason to believe that a good part of this discrepancy is 

due to recording error in the official files. 

{ Intelligence 

'the Ohio P~nal C!a$sification Test, referred to earlier, is an 

intelligence test utilized within the penal institutions of Ohio. 

"Frequency distributions of these test scores show the llUlle o££(').nder 
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population to be generally higher ac:orers, than the female inmate 

popula tion. 
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A critical ratio test reveals a statistically significant differ

ence between the women's mean score of 89.82, and the men's mean score 

of 100.30 which is well beyond the .01 level of confidence (Table 7, 

Appendix B). 

The explanation for these intelligence inequalitiea i5 not'obvious, 

but perhaps females in the upper ranges of intelligence tests do ,pot 

succumb to pressures of external environment as readily as men. Of 

course, substantiation of such a theory is necessary. 

Offenses 

Table 14. Appendix B, presents a comparison of types of offenses, 

using Lindesmith's classification. Nineteen per cent more of the fe

male inmates were committed for crimes of violence than was true for 

th~ir male counterparts. This is in line with the expectation that 

proportionately more female than· male prisoners are committed for 

crimes against the person. 

Little difference (.8 per cent) is found between the male aod fe

male i~aate populations studied for the offense of Larceny. A larger 

proportion, 4.6 per cent more, of the female offenders in the sample 

had been committed for forgery and/or other check offenses than among 

male offenders in Clark's samPle. 

Non-support as an offense category is not applicable to the female, 

but contributing to abuse, delinquency or neglect of children, are all 

offenses against the family, as is non-support. Thus, contributing 
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offenses, when compared with non-support offenses, yield no significant 

diffe.rence between the .sexes on the frequency with which offendel.iI are 

sentenced for such crimes. 

Nine per cent more of the inmates of The Ohio Reformatory for 

Women had been committed on narcotics offenses than the proportion 

found aeong the men in The Ohio Penitentiary. 

Ar~ests under Eighteen Years of Age 

Seventy-one and six-tenths per cent of the female offenders had 

never been arrested while under 18 yeers of age, while their male 

counterparts had avoided arrest as juveniles in 54.8 per cent of the 

cases, yielding a difference of 16.8 per cent. 

Male offenders who had been arrested once or twice as juveniles 

vere 8.9 per cent more frequent among the males' than among the females' 

study populations. Almost 8 per cent more ~les than females had been 

arrested three or more times as minors. 

These differences all indicate greatt! invo:vemen~ in juvenile 

delinquency on the part of male prison inmates, as measured by police 

and court contact, than by female reformatory inmates. This suggests 

~t the forces which push males into prison operate earlier on them 

than do those which push females into prison (Table 15, Appendix B). 

NO apparent differences of significance may be seen in surveying 

the frequency data for age in Table 5, Appendix B, race in Table 6, 

Appendix B, or religious preference in Table 12, Appendix B. for female 

and male felony prisoner samples situdied here. However, marital status, 
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intelligence test scores, type~ of offenses for. which committed, and 

arrests ~nder 18 years of age, all ahow significant differences when 

comparisons are tnade between male and female iranate samples. 
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CBAl'XER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of ehis dissertation was to study several cooponents 

of self, specifically the direction of socialization, the JIIIlount of 

alienation, and the perceptions of themselveS, as held by female of- • 

fenders in a penal institution. Eleven instruments were used to 

accomplish this goal: the Gough Socialization Scale, four scales to 

measure alienation, and aix measures of institutional impact. The 

schedule was completed by 92 per cent of The Ohio Reformatory for 

Women population on February 5, 1961. The study sample included 324 

inmates who were ahle to complete the instruments. 

The analysis of ·schedule data was divided into two parts: the 

first part tests relationships for these 324 inmates between the sever-

al components of self, ~ocialization, alienation and institutional 100-

pact, and age, number of previous arrests, length of incarceration on 

the present sentence, ana onset age into illegal or delinquent behavior 

as gauged by police and court contacts; the second part involves a 

comparison between the 324 itxnates of The Ohio Reformatory for Women 

·and 336 male inmates of !be Ohio Penitentiary stud~ed by Clark In 1960. 

The first part of the analysis in Chapter IV was facilitated 

through the formulation and testing of ~elve hypotheses. Ten 

44 
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relationships out of 44 tested were found to be statistically 

Relationships between poor socialization. and both you~er age 

~~ female i~tes and early onset of illegal behavior were found. 

The aixteen associations between four facets of aUenation, pOloter~ 

lessness, normlessness, 30cial isolation and estrangement, and four 

social and cr.iminal' background characteristics, age, total arrests, 

length of incarceration. and onset age of illegal behavior as juveniles, 

revealed no statistically significant relationshi~s. 

Eight statistically significant relationships were found between 

institutiobal impact item sets and social background. lOe younger 

women inmates had, 

1. more unfavorable institutionsl expectations, 

2. more unfavorable institutional self images, 

3. more I~;uavo"rable projected ideal inaLU'itional roles, and 

4. more unfavorable concepts of institutional impact. 

The less frequently arrested females had more favorable institu~ 

tional self ima~es than expected. 

Inmates whO bad been incarcerated for a lengthier period had, 

1. more unfavorable institutional expectations, 

2. more unfavorable institutional self appraisals, and 

3. more unfavorable concepts of the institution. 

These ten relationship. between various aspects of self and age, 

total ar"rests, length of incarceration, and onset of delinquency 

yielded statistically significant associa!:ions. Other studief>. 
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preferably \lith more heterogeneoull populations and instrUIllents of 

greater sensitivity, are needed to validate these findings. 
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the hypothesis that an appropriate self c~ncept would be associ

ated wi~h criminal activity, underlies the first part of this research. 

!bese differential self perceptions are thl~ught to sris~ in part out of 

familial interaction and reactio~s to important others. According to 

tbis theory if there is s greater amount of anti-social identification 

and there are no figures avail.sble to tbe wOlllSn for positiVe beha'tioral 

emulation, sbe may be impaired in her attempts to define herself sacis-

factorily within the framework of the larger society. 

Many aspects of self ~Qncept theory have not been tested in the 

present research. On a limited scale, this study has demonstrated that 

self concepts are ;elated to age, total arrests, length of incarcera-

Cion, and age of onset of illegal bchavior. Furthcr study of self 

concepts. using larg~r and less homogeneous samples, ~ould probably 

provide more statistically reliable and valid tests of the hypotheses. 

The instruments could be improved by the addition of more discrimin~ 

ating items. This study indicates that instruments, such ss were used 

in this research, may be developed into valid and reliable tools for 

prediction of outcome and perhaps ult~tely may aid rehabilitative 

programs for female offenders. 

the second part of the analysis in Chapter V compared scores on 

scales to measure various aspects of self. socialization, powerlessness, 

normlessness, and social isolation, of the 324 inmates at the Ohio ae

fOrlllStory for ~l=n with comparable data collected by Clark in his 

study of 336 male inmates at The Ohio Penitentiary. 
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The hypotbesi%~d differences between the fesale and male offenders' 

s~les in socialization an~ alienation vere found to exist at a statis-

tieally significant level of ~onfidence. Female offenders ~ere less 

negative in socialization, and more alienated than male offenders. 

If the socialization g~le i$ getting at internalization of norms, 

and the alienation scales are getting at the ways the individual per~ 

eeives h~s or her inregration into SOCiety, then female and male pris-

oners are much !;:Ore different £1'= one allClth~r than has been herIT.tofore 

demonstrated in tVdse aspects of self perception. 

A comparison of the number of arrests under 18 years of age for 

these study populations suggests the idea that whatever activates the 

individual into crime, yorks earlier on the males than on the females. 

Likewise, these factors are world-ng on a much better grade of intellcc-

tual material, since the cale prisoners had a mean intelligence test 

score significantly higher at intake· than the female prisoners. 

}he apparent similarity of feoale and male prisonars in the direc

Uon of poor socialization and of high alienation dqes not harmonize at 

first thought with their greater involvement in delinquency, and their 

much better level of intelligence. If the internali~ation of notlllS and 

feelings of identity with society (non-alienation) may be thought of as 

components of internal containment. we might say that on the socializa-

cion aod alienation measures the female and male prisoners show 8i&ni-

fieant differences in internal containment. 

Perhaps. then, we might be justified in lookinB for differentials 

in external containment aver both men and women pdsoners. It might: be 
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that the social structure of the Qale prisoners· world was not able to 

hold them as well o~ as loog as the social structure of the female 

prisoners' world, in view of the fact that the nale prisoners b~came 

involved in delinquency as younger persons, aod had much superior in

telligence. Io other words, the social structure (i.e., the external 

containment or buffer around the indiviclual) was able to hold on longer 

to the female offenders and not let them get involved so often, or 80 

early in delinquency as adolescents. It was less able to hold onto 

individlUlls at: inferior intellectual levels. 

~'''''' __ ''''''-'_ T ____ -. _,..-



APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE copy OF INSTRUMENTS UTILIZED IN COLLECTING DATA 
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DATASHEE't so 
1. code nUlllber 26. FBI clearanr.e 

2. Ct{loi serial. 27. Parole violator 

3. date admitted 

4. coucty committed 

S. offense 

6. longest minimum sentence 

7. ,age at time of offense 

B. "se at present 

9. date of birth 

10. nativity 

11. l~ace 

12. ~Iccupa tion 

13. marital .'!tatus 

14. church 

15. ~ducation (bst grade completed) 

16. Cil'CT score 

17. [lumber of times married 

-- 18. number of children 

19. alcohol (admits use of) 

20. narcotics (admits use of) 

21. number of siblings 

22. nUlllher who write to inmate 

23. number who iDlllate writes to 

24. number of viSits (3 month period) 

25. reformatoty scatus (based on residence) 
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THE HAY YOU rEEL ABOUT THINGS 

Sporulored by 

the National Institutes of Health 

Conducted by 

!HE OHio STArE UNlVE~SlTY 

DO NOT plJ'l' YOUR OOlE ON THIS pAPER. This is not a cest. There are no 
'~rong' ans~ers on this surv~ere are no angles. We only want to 
kn~ no;: you really feel about things. The 'right' answer for you is 
your frank opinion, the way you really feel. 

You have been selected to take part in a survey being cQnducted by The 
Ohio State University. We are interested in how women 4eally feel 
about tbillSlS. 

Your answer sheets will be taken to my office at The Ohio State Univer
sity at C~lumbus. the information will be put on statistical card~ and 
tabulated, then the survey answer sheets will be destroyed. 
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TRE WAY YOll FEEL ABOUT THINGS 

These items are to be answered by drawing a circle around 'T' f~r 
'True' or 'F' for 'False'. Remember this is not a test. He simply 
want to know bow you really feel about thin&s. Be sure to answer 
every item. 

t F 1. I get nervous when I have to ask s~one for a job. 
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T r 2. I often feel r made a wrong choice in deciding what kind of 
work to do. 

T r 3. I would never play eards with a stranger. 

T Ii' 4. I think Lincoln was greater than Washington. 

t Ii' S. Life usually hands me a pretty raw deal. 

T F 6. A person is better off if be doesn't trust anyone. 

T F 7. Sometimes I used to feel that I would like to leave home. 

T 1/ 8. If the pay was right, I would like to travel with a circus 
or carnival. 

T E 9. ! would do almost anything on a dare. 

T FLO. As a youngster in school, I used to give the teachers lots 
of trouble. 

T Ii' 11. Even when I have gotten into trouble, r was usually trying 
to do the right thing. 

T Ii' 12. My parents never really understood be. 

T F 13. My home ~s a child was less peaceful and quiet than those 
of most other people. 

T Ii' 14. I think that I am stricter about right and wrong than most 
people. 

T Ii' 15. Even the idea of giving a talk in public makes me afraid. 

,T Y 16. It is very important to me to have enough friends and social 
life. 

T F 17. I never worry about my looks. 

'T Y 18. I hardly ever get excited or thrilled. 

T Y 19. My parents have often disapproved of my friends. 

T F 20. My home life ~as always happy. 

T r 21. I often act on the spur of the mOQCnC without scopping to 
think. 
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T Y 22. I seem to do things that J re~ret more often than other 
people do. 

T F 23. I would rather go ~ithout someth~ng than 8sk for a favor. 

T F 24. I have had ClOre tb-aA my share of things to '\lorry about:. 

T F 25. I go out of l'IY "",j to meet trouble rather than try to 
escape i.e, . 

T F 26. When I ~eet a stranger, I often think that he is better 
than I lIIIl. 

T Y 27. It is pretty easy for people co 'IIin arguments '\lith me. 

T F 28. Before I do something, I try to consider hO'll my friends 
will react. 

53 

T 11 29. In school, 1 was socet:imes Bent to the principAL for cutting 
up. 

T F 30. I keep out of trouble at all cOBtS. 

T F 31. I often think about h/)"J I look, and what imprel1sion 1 am 
making upon others. 

T Y 32. I find it easy to 'dr~y' or 'break' with a friend. 

T F 33. It is hard for ce to 'act natural when I am with new people. 

T F 34. I have often gone against my parents' wishes. 

T F 35. I have never done any heavy drinking. 

T F 36. I hAve been in trouble onc or more times bccause of my sex 
behAvior. 

T F 37. Mes t ot the tilne. I feel happy. 

T F 3B. My table manners are not quite AS good At home as ~hen I am 
out in company. 

'l,' Ii' 39. I know ~ho is respoll.'$ible for most of I<ly trouble. 

Y' 40. I get pretty discouraged with the law when a smart lawyer 
gets a criminal iree. 

F 41. I have used alconat eY-cessively. 

T F 42. Wben I ~as goi'O& to school, I played boolce;, quite often. 

t F 43. PeOPle often talk about me behind my back. 

T F 44. 1 often feel a3 though I have 'done something ~rong or 
\licked, 

T r 45. I donlt think I am quite as happy as others seem to be. 

T F 46. I u~ed to steal s~atimes when I ~as a youn~ster. 
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r F 47. I lUll some-... ha t aft"aid of the dat'k. 

r F 48. I never cared much fo~ schocl. 

X E 49. ThE! 1!l$lbers of my £am!ly were always very closa to each 
other. 

l' y SO. I sometimes van ted to run away from home. 

T F 51. With things going as they at"e, it's pretty hard to ke~p up 
hope of amounting to something. 

T F 52. My parents have generally let me make my own decisions. 

t ¥ 53. My home life ... as abfays very pleasant. 

In this part of the study we want to know hOY you feel about sooe of 
the problems facing the avera,<:c person in out· country toda~'. Each item 
below is cade up of a pair of statements. Place an 'X' beside the one 

.of eacb pair (and only one) wbich is clcsest to the way you feel. Be 
'sure to check the one you actually believe to be true rathet" than the 
one you would like to be true. 

54. When I make plans, I am faidy sure that I can .. .ake them 
... ork. 
It is not ... ise to plan too far ahead because most things turn 
out to be a matter of good or bad luck anyhow. 

55. People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

There's not much use in trying to please people; if they 
like you. they like you. 
What people call 'bad :~ck' usually results from the cis~ 
takes they make. 
Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the 
direction my life is taking. 
The average citizen can have an influence on the ~ay the 
government is run. 
This ~brld is run by the few people in power. and there is 
not much the little guy can do about it. 
~~ny times I feel that I have little influence over the 
things that happen to me. 
1 do not believe that chance and luck are very important in 
my life. 
I have usually found that what is going to happen ... il1 
happen. no mQtter what 1 do. 
Trusting to fate has never turned out as 'veIL Lor me as 
making a definite decision. 
One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people 
don't take enough inrel;'est in politics. 
There vill always be wars no matter how hard people t~ eo 
pt"evel1t them. 
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61. In my case getting what ! want has little or nothing to do 
with luck. 
Many times we might just as well decide what to do by 
flipping a coin. 

62. Becoming a success is a matter of bard work; luck has 
little or nothing to do with it. 
Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right 
place at the right time. 

63. What happens to me is my own doing. 

Most of the unhappy things in my life have been due to bad 
luck. 

64. If we try hard enough, we can gee rid of crooked politicians. 

It is almost impossible to have much control over the things 
politicians do in office. 

6S. Most people don't realize how much their lives are the re
sult of accidental happenings. 
lhere is really no such thing as 'luck.' 

In thr. ·following items we are interested in your opinion about what is 
necessa~y for success in different kinds of work. In answering these 
questions, think about how things really are, rather than how they 
should be. Circle 'y' for "Yes" or tr41e, and '1'1' for "No" or false, 
circle the one that best fits the way you feel about it. 

Y N 66. In order to get elected to public office, a person must 
cake promises he does not intend to keep. 

V N 67. If you try to be honest, you will never get anywhere in 
busioes!i. • 

Y N 68. For a strike to be effect.ive, picket~line violence is 
necessary. 

Y N 69. Most people have to do something dishonest almost every 
day. 

Y N 70. In order to get ahead in today's world, a person can't 
worry too much about what's right and ~tong and fair play. 

Y N 71. If a person is going to be successful in business or 
politics, it is necessary to take advantage of people. 

Y N 72. In ~rder to become movie stars, girls have to do wicked 
things. 

Y N 73. lhe Golden Rule is all right, but if you try to follow it 
in real life people will take advantage of you. 

Y N 74. It may not be nice, but the fact is you will never get any~ 
where if you try to tell the truth all the time. 

y N 75. If they wish to stay in office; gover~nt officials have 
to hush-up things. 

y N 76. If you Ire going to get ahead these days, you have to real
ize that rules are made to be broken. 

I 
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y H 77. If you want to get ahead in today's world, you have to be 
willing to push people around. 

y N 78. In spite of what soee people say, the lot of the average 
man is getting worse. 

y N 79. It's hardly fair to bring children into the world with the 
way things look for the future. 

y N 80. Nowadays a person has to live pretty much for today and let 
tomorrow take care of itself. 

can count on. 
y N 81. Tnese days a person doesn't really know who he 

y N 82. There's little use writi~ to public officials because of
ten they aren't really interested in the problems of the 
average man. 

y N '83. Do you vote in national elections? (Or would you if you 
were of voting age, and free to do so) 

y N 84. Were you interested in the recent national elections? 

y N 85. Do you think children are generally a nuisance to their 
parents? 

y N 86. Are you interested in having children? (Or would you be at 
the right a~e) • 

y N 87. Do you like to participate in church activities? 

Y N 88. Do national spectator sports like football and baseball 
interest you? 

Y N 89. Do you think most ~rried people lead trapped (frustrated) 
livesl 

Y N 90. Dc you think you could just as easily live in another 
society, past or future? 

Y N 91. Do you think most politicians are more interested in them
selves than in the public's welfare? 

Y N 92. Do you think reli~ion is more myth than truth? 

Y N 93. Life, as most men live it is meaningless: Do you agree qr 
disagree? 

Y N 94. For yourself, assUQing you could carry out your decision or 
do things over again, do you think a single life would be 
more satisfactory than a married life? 

Y N 95. Do you believe human life is an expression of divine pur
pose, and not just the result of chance and evolution? 

Y N 96. Most people live lives of quiet desperation. Do you agree 
or disagree? 

In this part of the study we want to know how you feel about being here. 
Be sure you answer every item. Circle 'y' for "Yes" and 'u' for "No." 

Y N 97. Do you think you deserved to be sent to Ohio Reformatory 
for Women? 

\ 
\ 

l 
r 

\ 
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y N 98. Do you think your stay here will help youl 

y N 99. Do you think the staff here give the women a square deall 

y N 100. Will the other women here make you worsel 

Y N lOl. Will !ZOU have a bet:ter than fifty-fifty chance of going 
strai~ht: after you leave herel 

Y N l02. While here, do you expect to find out why you got into 
trouble? 

Y N l03. Would you volunte~r t:o come to Ohio Reformat:ory for a 
whole year? 

NGI THAT YOU ARE llERE. DO YOU LOOK UPON YOURSELF AS: 

Y N 104. lucky 

Y N lOS. inmate in an institution 

Y N 106. normal person who just got caught 

Y N l07. a criminal 

Y N 108. someone who has learned her lesson 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

Y 

y 

y 

y 

SINCE CG!ING TO OHIO REFORHATORY. DO YOU FEEL: 

N 109. bitter 

N llO. caught 

N 111. outcast 

N ll2. about the same as always 

N l13. ready to make a fresh start 

N ll4. hopeful for the future 

N 115. friendly 

N 1l6. relaxed 

N 117. untroubled 

N lIS. Will you have a tough time getting alo~ in t:he future 
because you have been here? 

N 119. Do you have a lot of things worrying you? 

I 

\ 
! 
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REGARDLESS OF WHAT nrEY SAY, THE BEST WAY TO eET ALONG 
HERE IS TO: 

y N 120. play it cool 

y H 121. stay out of the Yay of the staff 

y N 122. keep to yourself 

y N 123. show you are really sorry for what you did 

Y N 124. try to figure yourself out 

y N 125. keep your mouth shut 

Y N 126. m4ke friends yitb the scaff 

Y N 127. talk about yourself to some staff member 

Y N 128. run errands or do favors for the stafi members 

Y N 129. Most women are just interested in getting by while they 
Bre here. 

Y If 130. someone who has made .I mis take 

Y N 131. someone who has a lot of problems 

Y M 1.32. someone loIho knows how to play it cool 

Y N 133. someone who won't let anybody push her around 

Y N 134. someone who wishes she hadn't done it 

r N 135. someone Who is misunderstood 

y II 136. someone who yould do it all over agnin 

Y H 137. someone who got a bad deal 

~ H 138. someune who will straighten out 

Y H 139. Does a place like Ohio Reform4tory help women? 

Y N 140. Do you think that you will change for the better while 
here? 

Y N 141. Do you think- that you wUI learn how to get along with 
people hetter while you are berel 

i 
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Y If 142. Will you volunteer for jobs while here? 

Y N 143. Will you like yourself better by the time you get out? 

Y If 144. Other things and not me are Closcl~ to blame for me gettinp. 
into trouble this time • 

. 'l If 
onIO REt;ORMATOR'l SEEMS TO BE A PlACE WHERE: 

Y N 145. a person waits around for others to tell her w~~t to do 

Y If 146. a person feels guilty most of the time 

Y N 147. a person can't figure out: what is going t;Q happen ne:(t 

y If 148. a person is just: another number 

'i N 149. a person has to keep her temper 

'i N 150. a person learns good daily habits 

Y N 151. a person will never get a break 

y N 152. nothiDll: mAkes much sense 

y N 153. In looking back over the tr~ubles I've had, it looks like 
they could be blamed mostix O~ me. 

WILL ANY OF THE FOLW1ING THINGS DO yOU ANY COO.Q: 

Y If 154. be left alone 

y N 155. be told what to do 

Y N 156. some staff member take an interest in you 

Y N 157. make myself live within the ru1,:!s 

Y N 158. watch your step 

Y If 159. If a person gets along here, she caD get along on the 
outside. 

'l N 160. I am J!!.Ostly to blame for my getting into trouble this t;,C:.e. 

I THINK THAT (fill in ans.rer): 

161. the right length of t~ for me to stay here is 
(use I~I for -Montn" and 'y' for trYeatrr ) 

162. the right length of time for the average person to 
stay here is 
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sOMt FACTS ABOUT YOU 60 

163. Where were you h,rn? (Sta te) (City) 
164. Where did you li~e wh~n you were committed1 

(City) 

(County) 
165. Where did you have your court trial? 

(City) 
166. What is the date of your birth? 

(Month) (Day) (Year) 

167. Present marital status: 
Married = Single 

(check one) 
__ Separated 

Divorced 
Widowed 

l68. What was the last graae-you completed in school? 

l69. With whom did you live when committed? 
(rela tionship) 

170. With whom will you live when re1~ased? 
(relstionship) 

171. Were you ever tsken before the Court for delinquency? Yes 
No 

172. If yes, how old were you the first time? years old 

173. If yes, how many times? 
_____ times 

174. How much time have you spent in:. (use 'M' for Month and 'y' for 
Year) Juvenile Institutions Reformatories 

Jails snd Workhouses -- Other (what) 
175. Did you know Hrs. Firestone when she wa;a-matron here?' Yes 

No 

176. Check the activities you participate in: 
Choir Furniture refinishing List any 0 

Movies Leathercraft others ! 
Sports = Roller l$kating 
AA __ Use library 
Dances Calesthenics 

177. ~k the school acti-;rtTes you participate in: 
__ Elementary remedial 
__ Conme,~cia1 (typing etc.) 
__ Equivalency testing 

Correspondence or TV classes, please specify what. 
178. Which IIt:1ff member would you show new 'picture's to? 

(Name) 

179. Which staff member knows you the best? =,..--:-________ _ 
(Name) 

1BO. Which staff member has helped you the most since you've been 
here? 

(Name) 
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Table 5.- A8e of Study Populllt101ta 

Female l~nle -
CU.'l1ulative ClJInula ti ve 

Age Number !Per Cent Per Cent R~ber Per Cent Per' Cent 

50 and ove];' 26 8.0 100.0 22 6 • .5 100.0 

45 ~ 49 27 8~.'3 92.0 18 5.4 93.5 

40 - 44 35 ~\0.8 83.6 .'34 10.1 88.1 

35 - 39 58 17.9 72.8 58 17.3 78.0 

30 - 34 59 18.2 54.9 90 26.8 60.7 

25 - 29 54 16.7 36.'7 70 20.8 33.9 

20 - 24 57 17.6 20.0 I}) 12.8 13.1 

19 find under P, ?5 2.5 .~ .~ 

Total 324 100.0 100.0 336 100.0 100.0 
~:ean = J!}.79 
J·:edinn .. :33. O~ I~odilln '" :3:}.00 
S.D. '" 10.5 

-John Pradbee Clark, "Blamo Acceptanoe Amon!, Ohio Prisoners" (unpublished Ph.D, d1s30rtaUon), 
The Ohio State Univer3ity, 1960. p. 71}. 
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'fable 6.- Race of study Populations 

Female r-:ale* 

Race Nu:nber Pel" Cent ::umber Per Cent 

'N"hite 170 52.5 212 6J.o 

liegro 154 47.5 118 35.0 

Other 0 .0 6 2.0 

Total 324 100.0 JJ6 lGO.O 

"John Pradbee Clark. "Blame AccF'pt:mce Asllonp Ohio Prisoners" 
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation), The Ohio state university, 1960, 
p. 74. 
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Table 7.- Sooros on Ohio Ponal Classifioation Te~t 

Female J{nlo· 
Cumulative C\lI1Iulative 

Score Nunber Per Cent Per Cent N\lI1Iber Per Cent Per Cent 

150 - 159 I) .0 100.0 1 .3 100.0 

140 - 149 3 1.0 100.0 3 .9 99.7 

130 - 139 2 .6 99.1 9 2.7 98.8 

120 - 129 17 5.4 98.4 29 8.6 96.1 

110 - 119 20 6.3 93.0 57 17.0 87.5 

100 - 109 41 13.0 86.7 79 23.4 70.5 

90 - 99 55 17.4 73.7 62 18.5 47.1 

80 - 89 82 26.0 56.3 51 15.2 28.6 

70 - 79 75 23.7 30.4 44 13.1 13.4 

~ 

----------------------.------'-----.-------~--.----'--'----,~-----
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Table 7.- Continued 

Fe.'lIllle Nale" 
CU!T!ulative CU!T!u1at1ve 

Scores Ilumber Per Cent Per Cent Number Per Cent Per Cent 

60 - 69 13 4.1 6.6 1 .3 .3 

...50-59 e 2.5 2.5 0 .0 .0 

Total )16 100.0 100.0 336 100.0 100.0 
~.~~ ~-~U 
gcdian '" 91.'70 Fcc!lan '" 100.65 
S.D, '" 1.5.51 S.D • ., 16.'79 

"'John Prndbco Clark, "tJlaMo Aoooptanoe AmonG Ohio Pr1llonors l! (unpubl1ohod Ph.D, dlll~Ql·tntion), 
Tho Ohio state Unlvorolty, 1960, p. 76. 
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Table 8.- Levels1 Attained on Ohio Penal Classif~cation Test 
by study Population 

66 

Cumulative 
Level ~!unber Per Cent Per Cent 

Superior 13 4.1 100.0 
(125 and over) 

Brie:ht NoI":11al 
(110 - 124) 

29 9.2 95.9 

!!omal 96 30.4 e6.7 
(90 - 109) 

Dull Normal 82 26.0 56.3 
(80 - 89) 

Inferior 59 18.6 30.3 
(7) - 79) 

Deficient 37 11.7 11.7 
(72 and under} 

Total 216 100.0 100.0 
!·:ean - 90.32 
Eed1an = 91.70 

lI.evels taken fro:"., De,litt E. Sell, ::an'.lal for the Chio Fenal 
Classification Test, 
1952). 

(Chica~o, Illinois, Psycho~etrlc Affiliates, 

j 
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Table 9.- Grade-Level Attained thro~h Formal Education 
of study Population 

Cumulative 
Grade-Level ru:nber Per Cent Per Cent 

14 2 .6 100.0 

13 3 1.0 99.4 

12 37 11.9 98.4 

11 19 6.1 86.5 

10 34 10.9 80.4 

9 52 16.7 69.5 

8 67 21.5 52.8 

7 42 13.5 31.3 

6 30 9.7 17.8 

5 8 2.6 8.1 

4 7 2.3 5.5 

3 4 1.3 3.2 

2 3 1.0 1.9 

1 1 .3 .9 

0 2 .6 .6 

Total ~11 100.0 100.0 
~:ean - 8.43 
!·:edian = 8.7] 

-
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Table 10.- ~:ari tal Status of study Popul<:.tion 

Harl tal status 1:urber Per Cent 

Single 72 22.2 

¥.arrled 77 23.8 

Separated 71 21.9 

Divorced 68 21.0 

Widowed :¥ 11.0 

Total 324 100.0 

Table 11.- Earital Status of' Study Populations 

~:arital FeMale }:ale" 
Status !:u .... ber Pe:- Cent l;w.ber Per Cent 

Single 72 22.2 94- 28.0 

:-:arried 77 23.8 140 41.6 

Divorced, iiidcr.red 175 54.0 102. 30.4 
Sen:lrated 

Total 3?4 100.0 336 100.0 

• John l'rilCbee Clark, "3l2.-:e ..\cce;>tar.ce ArIonr; Ohio Prisoners" 
(unpublished Ph.J. dissertation), ~e O'!'.io state University, 1960, 
p. 78. 
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Table 12.- ~eligious Preference of Study Populations 

Female l~le" 
Religion !:UMber Per Cent !lumber Fer cent 

Protestant 239 73.8 238 71.0 

Roman Ca tholic 65 20.1 70 20.9 

Judaism 2 .6 2 .6 

Other a .0 6 1.8 

None 18 2-; 1? :1.-7 
Total )24- 100.0 JJ5 10').0 

·John Pr2.dbee Clark. "Bl2.l!le .A.cce;>tance A:l;ong Ohio Prisoners" 
(unpUblished Ph.D. dissertation). The Chio state University. 1960, 
p. 78. 

Table 13_- Occupation of Study Population 

Occuoation !~1r.ber 

Specifically Educated 2 

Skilled 2B 

Semi~killed 105 

Unskill!Xl 66 

HOUseo.dfe 95 
110thing ? 

Illettal 21 

Total 324 

Per Cent 

.6 

8.6 

J2.4 

20.4 

29.3 

2.2 

100.0 
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Table 14.- Offenses1 for which t.'le Study Fopulations ',[ere Comtnitted 

Fe:tale l.'.ale· 
Offense Ku=.ber Per Cent ~:tr.lber Per Cent 

Cr1;nes ot 99 
Violence2 

30 • .5 J8 11.3 

Sex Offenses 6 1.9 21 6.2 

Robbery 25 7.7 43 12.8 

Burglary 15 4.6 91 27.1 

trite Theft 4- 1.2 14 1}.2 

larcel1j 32 9.9 J6 10.7 

Forgery3 66 20.4 53 15.8 

Ijon_support4 20 6.2 22 6 • .5 

jjarcotics J6 11.1 7 2.1 

Other 21 6,2 11 2·:1 
Total 224 100.0 2~1} 100.0 

ITbis 19 caterorJ typolo67 of offenses is utilized here for 
co;:;parativp. purposes. ';r.e typolc£"Y ,,:as sUZg'es:ted by: ALfred R. 
LindeS"ith and H. i:arren Du.'1ha.=I, "Sone PriI'.ci:;>les of CrWnal Typol
ogy," Social Forces, '101. 19, ::0. 3, l·:.arch 1941, P:>. 307-314 • 

.c~hi$ eate€;ory ineluded :::urder, t'l2.nslaU€hter, attenpts to Id.ll 
and 'Wound, and all assault-so 

>:rhis category included all check ofrenses. 
-'1;on_support fO'I~ the !:!ale .... as equated with contributine to de

linquency, neclect, or abuse for the female. 
'"'John Pradbee Clark, "Ela:.e Acceptance &":ong Ohio PrisonersfT 

(unpublished Ph.D. disc:ert.:ltion), The Grio state University, 1960, 
p. 31. 
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Number of 
Arrests 

10 and over 

6 - 9 

) - .5 

1 ;. 2 

N~ 

Total 

Table 15.- Deli.nquenoy (Arrests under Ei.ghtee~ Years or Age), 

Fetnale l·:ale· 
Cumulative Cumulative 

Number Per Cent Per Cent 1I1!.'1Iber Per Cent Per Cent 

4 1.2 100.0 5 105 100.0 

6 1.9 98.8 1) 3.9 98.5 

16 4.9 96.9 35 10.5 94.6 

66 20.1} 92.0 98 29.) alf.l 

23? _ . '71.6 _ .. __ '7J •. L _____ J.83 ____ i!}~~ __ 5h.8 

J?4 100.0 100.0 314 100.0 100 .• 0 
l·:ean = 2.1 
l·!edian = 1.6 

"'John Pral,bee Clark, "BlMe Acceptance Mane Ohio Prisonorslt (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation). 
The Chio state University, 1960, p. 82. 
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Kumber 

2 

4 

10 

16 

19 

13 

12 
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Number of 
Arrests 

10 and over 

6 ~ 9 

3-5 
1 _ 2 

Table 15.- Delinquenoy (Arro~ts under ~ehtecn Years of ~o) 

Fel'Ulle I.:.ale· 
C umula ti ve 

Number Pq Cent Per Cent }lumber Per Cent 

l} 1.2 100.0 .5 1.5 

£: 1.9 9r-.8 13 3.9 

16 4.9 96.9 35 10.5 

66 20.4 92.0 98 29.3 

Cumulative 
Per Cent 

100.0 

98.5 

94.6 

84.1 

None ____ 23~ ___ 21,.6 _____ 71.6_ . ______ ~8J ___ ~_~.B __ ~4.8 

Total 324 100.0 100.Q___ _ _.3JI~ 
r·;ean = 2.1 
l·:edian = 1.6 

100.0 100.0 

• John Pradbee Clark, "Blalne Acceptance A!'lOne; Ohio Prisoners" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation). 
The Ohio state University. 1960, p. 82. 
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Table 16.- Onset.Ace of Delinquencyl 

CUI1lulativ6 
}£.e Kumber Per Cent Per Cent 

18 2 2.2 100.0 

17 4 4.5 97.8 

16 10 11.2 9.3 • .3 

15 16 18.0 82.1 

14 19 21.4 64.1 

1) 1.3 14.6 42.7 

12 12 1.3.5 28.1 

11 6 6.7 14.6 

10 2 2 • .3 7.9 

2 and under 2 2.6 2,6 

Tot..'1.1 :'2 leo.o 100.0 
Kean = 1;.6 
Hedian = 14.7 

lAs many as, 232 inN.ate:; (?1.6 per cent) had had no del:l.n
quency involve:nent, while 2 iJ1.:~te:; failEd to respond to this l.t.e:n. 
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Tab:e 17.- Nunber of Arrests Prior to Being Comnitted 

Ct::nllative 
Arrests !;u:nber Per Cent Fe:- ::ent 

9 25 7.7 100.0 

! 8 5 1,,5 92.1 
1 

I 7 1 .) 50.6 

\ , 
6 

5 f I 
Ii 

14 4.3 5<).) 

15 4.6 e6.0 

I 4 I 

\ J i 

1; ·~.O 81.4 

27 8.) 77.4 
i 
! 2 26 8.0 69·1 

1 56 17.3 61.1 

0 142 4';.B l!? '" <--

Total 324 100.0 :!::;",~ 

I 
1, 

Lean = 2.07 
l:edia.n = 1.64 
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Table 18.- l:umber of Felonies Com:ni tted by ·c..'le study Population 
(Including Present Offense) 

Number of CUI:lula tive 

Felonies Xumber Per Gent Per Cent 

7 1 .3 100.0 

6 0 .0 99.7 

5 1 .3 .... 99.7 -

4 1 .3 99.4 

3 12 3.7 99.1 

2 55 17.0 95.4-

t 244 75.3 78.4 

0 10 ~.1 ~.1 

Total ;24- 100.0 100.0 
;·:ean = 1.3 
r-:edian ::: 1.4 

Table 19.- Kumber of ;':onths Served on Present Offense 

l·:onths Cumulative 
Served 1:U!'lber Per Cent Per Cent 

Over 60 48 14.8 100.0 

37 ~ 60 4-0 12.4 85.2 

13 - 36 94- 29.0 72.8 

6 - 12 68 21.0 43.8 

Less than 6 74- 22.8 22.8 

Total 224 100.0 100.0 
Eean - 34.2 
I-~edian = 16.25 
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Table 20.- ~!u:nber of Years Incarceration Prior to Commission 
for Present Offense 

Years of Prior CUlI1ula ti ve 
Incarceration !!1J:"'.ber Per Cent Per Cent 

9 and above 7 6.4 100.0 

8 3 2.8 93.6 

7 3 2.8 90.8 

6 4 3.8 88.0 

5 5 4.5 84.2 

4 14 12.8 79.7 

J 12 11.0 66.9 

2 24 22.0 55.9 

1 37 33.9 33.9 

Tota11 109 10C.0 10:1.0 
!:ean ::; 3.07 
Eedian = 2.0 

1215 or 66.4 per cent of ~~e study p~pul~tion had never spent 
time in an institution prior to t~ing co~~ttcd for their present 
offense. 
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Table 21.- Sooialization SCale Soores of study Populations 

FeMale I~e· 
Cumulativo CUMulative 

So ore llurnbar Par Cent . Per Cent Numbor Per Cent POl' Cent 

40 - 44 6 1.8 100.0 5 1.5 100.0 

35 - 39 4t 12 • .1 93.2 29 0.6 98.5 

)0 - )4 89 27.5 85.5 81 24.1 89.9 

25 - 29 10) )1.8 58.0 98 29.2 65.8 

20 _ 21~ 60 18.5 26.2 93 27.7 36.6 

15 - 19 21 6 • .5 7.7 22 6.5 8.9 

10 - 14 4 1.2 1.2 ? 2.1 2.4 

5 _- 9 ____ 0 .0 .0 1 .J .:2 

Total 324 100.0 100.0 ___ 316_ 100.0 100.0 
l·lean = 28.15 -- ---I':/)an = 2b.88 
1.:ediari = 28.10 ~;/)dian = 27.82 
S.D. = 6.30 S.D. =:: 6.12 

C.R. =:: 2.65 .p =) .01 

• John Pradbee Clark. "Elame Acceptance AMong Ohio Prisoners" (unpublished Ph.D, dissertation). 
The Ohio state University, 1960, p. 86. 

" t 

~ 

.~ 

1)' 

.:.\ 
1 

,; 

i ~ 

t,t, 
PI pi 
j: 
! 
i 
,;"i 

1 

l' 
I 
r 

I 



77 

Table 22._ Cross-7alidating; Data for the Socialization, Scale 
of i:.he Calti'ornia PsycholoD-cal 3:nventor,{l 

Sa::roles !l !-; S.D. 

Nominated high school "best 90 39.44 4.95 
citizens" 

"Insula ted" boys in a hit:h 
delinquency al'ca~ 

125 39.43 6.42 

Y.edical school applicants 70 39.27 4.82 

Eank oft:icers 71 39.06 4.61 

City school oi'!'icials 200 37.58 4.19 

"Business executives 116 37.67 4.72 

Collebe students 1745 37.41 5.28 

Electronic technicians 55 36.93 5.66 

Correctional officers 620 36.74 5.47 

Skilled and semi-skilled workers 108 36.62 5.17 
High school students 4 474 36.46 5.56 

Social work graduate students 182 36.40 4.82 

l::ili tary of ricers 495 36.38 4.74 

l·:achine. operators 105 35.99 ,4.98 

Psychology graduate students 89 34.24 4.25 
,1. 

Selective service.. inductees 139 32.83 6.71 

!:ominated potential delinquents2 101 31.40 7.63 

High school disciplir2r.7 problems 91 31.25 5.40 
County jail ir.:::ates 171 29.25 6.44 

Young delinquents California 206 28.66 5.66 



Table 22.- (Continued) 

Sa:l1Oles 

Prison in:nates l;ew York 

Ohio Refornatory for ::o:-:en ir.-:ates 

Prison iru:l.ates California 

£hl° ].£n1 ~nE-.?Z in-:12-YE? 

Training school in.T.ates~ l;~~ York 

Chio orooerty of~enders4 

Total sa.'I1Oles 

94 

324 

177 

3J6 

100 

3CO 

10 591) 

,. 
,'. 

28.28 

28.15 

Z7.76 

26.58 

26.5:3 

26.;0 

S.D. 

6.44-

6.30 

6.03 

6.12 . 

4.69 

6.01 

lTaken fro!:! ::.arrison G. Gourh, :·:anlJ.:l.l of ~e Ga:!.< i"orn:'a P!:':"_ 
choloM.c<'ll Inventor:-, (Palo Al to: Consul tiJ1i: F~!:olo;ists Pres:;, 
1957), p. 25. 3xcept those sa.~ples footnoted below and t~e p~esent 
study p~pula tion of the Chic ~efo= tory for XOt'.en. 

:Barbara A,!In r.ay, "Dif.ferential Perceptions ar.c! Delin'l.l.oency 
VulnerabilitY" (ur.published ::./.... thesis), 'The Chio State t:nivers1ty, 
1956. . . 

3John Pradbee Clark, "31a::e Acceptance A::on,:: Chio Priso:t<;!rs" 
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation), ::he Ohio State :r.iverdt;;-, 1900. 

~oward E. Frad:dn, '.:::ri..--:inal Eacke;roum. and Self-'::oncco-!;. as 
Prognostic Factors in the Lives of Prisor.ers·' (t.:.-:oublisl:ed Fh.D. 
dissertation), The Chio sta·te Lhlversity, 195e. -

78 
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Table 23.- Evans Powerlessness Scale Scores 

Female Hale" 
Cumulative Cu.'nulative 

Score lhu'lber Per Cent Per Cent number Per Cent Per Cent 

24 1 .) 100.0 0 .0 100.0 

23 7 2.3 99.7 6 1.8 100.0 

22 18 5.9 en" 12 3.6 98.2 .I' • , 

21 33 10.5 91.5 21} 7.2 94.6 

20 40 13.2 !!{)<7 34- 10.1 87.4 

19 3B 12.5 67.5 42 1?,,5 77.3 

18 37 12.2 55.0 40 11.9 64.8 

17 ;4 11.2 42.8 42 12 • .5 52.9 

16 29 9·5 51.6 50 14.9 40.4 

15 26 8.6 22.1 23 6.9 ?o.5.S 

14 17 5.6 13.5 )2 9.6 18.6 

-,J 
-0 

-..... 
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Table 23.- Continued 

Female 
Cumt).l.e:tl-.Je 

Score Number Jar ~Ol.t Per Cent 

1J 16 5.3 7.9 

12 8 2.6 :>.6 

Humber 

20 

10 

Hale· 

Per Cent 

6.0 

Cumulative 
Per Cent 

9.0 

J.o _~.O 

loj:<l!__ )OlJ. ______ IQO.O 10Q.(L __ ~_~J2 100.0 100.0 
!·'ean = 1'/-:88 Ecan = 1,/.29 
::edtan = 18.41 rediar. = 17.73 
S.D. = 2.78 S.D. :: 2.65 

C.R. = 2.e! P => .01 

·John Wadbee Clark,. "Blame Acceptance Mone Ohio Prisoners" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation), 
The Ohio state University, 1%0, p. 88. 
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Score Number 

24 3 

23 6 

22 15 

21 23 

20 22 

19 39 

18 31 

17 41 

16 35 

15 34 

14 24 

'0' _··"n_"'"F.,.,,_.qit'i"~"'·fy·""'<r'it;·;f"-CTgnr~-"f'r~ 

Table 24.- Evans Normlessness Soale Soores 

Fernnle 
CUMulative 

Per Cent Per Cent ~!UIIlbcr 

.9 100.0 1 

1.9 99.1 12 

'+.7 97.2 15 

7.2 92 • .5 27 

6.9 85.3 32 

12.2 78.4 28 

9.7 66.2 24 

12.8 56.5 37 

10.9 43.7 37 

10.6 32.8 32 

7.5 22.2 39 

Hale· 

Per Cent 

.3 

3.6 

4.5 

8.0 

9.5 

8.3 

7.1 

11.1 

11.1 

9.5 

11.6 

CUIIlulative 
Per Cent 

100.0 

99.7 

96.1 

91.6 

83.6 

74.1 

65.8 

58.7 

47.6 

36.5 

27.0 

en ... 
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Table 24.- Continued 

FElI'Ulle ~lale'" 
Cmulative 

Soore Number Per Cent Per Cent tiumber Per Cent 

1J 24 7.5 14.7 JO 8.9 

1~ ____ ~3 _ ... 7.~ 7.':> ~:> 6.1 

Total 3~0 _ 100..Q __ "- 100.0. ___ ----.Il6 100.0 
I-:oan = 17:01~' ::enn = 16.97 
l·:edian = 17.51 i:edinn = 17.22 
S.D. = 2.9!3 S.D. = J.l1 

C.R. = .291 !l .. S. 

Cmulative 
Per Cent 

1.5.4 

(i.'i 

10'1.0 

I 
r 
,-

I 
i 
'} 

I , 

____ .-J 
1 

"'John Pradbeo Clark, "Dlnl11o Accoptanoo A:llonr. Ohio Prisoners" (unpublished Ph.D. dbsortation). 
The Ohio state UnivorEUy, 1900, p. 90. 

CD 
N 



-:.~-- --,,-,~.:::t:::"'- ______ .• ""'~M~." 

Table 25.- Srole (Social Isolation) Scale Scores 

Female 
Cumulative 

SCC1'a l':\L'Tlber Per Cent Per Cent tlU!!lber 

10 128 39.8 100.0 61 

9 84 26.2 60.2 67 

8 49 15.2 '34.0 76 

7 2'1 8.4 18.8 67 

22 7.0 10.4 36 

1·:ale· 

Per Cent 

18.2 

19.9 

22.7 

19.9 

10.7 

5 11 ~_.l~ ~.~~ _ __ __29 11.6 

Total 3?1 100.0 1'10.0_336 100.0 
;';e3n = B:t4 
J.:edian = 9.39 
S.D. = 1.38 

CoR. '" 7.73 P =).01 

!·!ean = 7.89 
J·:edian = g.47 
S.D. = 1.52 

Cumulative 
Per Cent 

101).0 

81.8 

61.9 

39.2 

19.3 

8.6 

101).0 

~John Pradbee Clark, "Blano Acceptance A.'Tlonr, Ohio PriDonerD" (unpubl-;~hed Ph.D. dissertation), 
The 'Chic> I1ta to Uni"rersity, 1960, p. 91. 
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Table 26.- Fettler SstranG~ent Scale Scores 

Cuculative 
Score !~t=":cer Per Cent Per Cent-

28 3 .9 100.0 . 

27 26 8.1 99.1 

26 29 9.0 91.0 

25 I.j6 14.3 82.0 

24 59 18.3 67.7 

23 41 12.7 49.4-

22 45 14.0 36.7 

21 32 10.0 22.7 

20 20 6.2 12.7 

19 8 2.5 6.5 

18 4- 1.2 4.0 

17 8 2.5 2.e 

16 1 '2 ~2 

Total 222 100.0 1CO.0 
lo.ean - 2].25 
::edian = 24.96 

i'J; 



AP;e 

)) and under 

J4 and above 

Total 

Ape 

)) and under 

J4 and above 

Total 

Age 

33 and under 

34 and above 

Total 

Table 27.- Aee and Socialization Score~ 

Socialization Scores 
2R and under 29 and above 

95 

67 

162 

68 

94 

162 

P = >.01 

Table 28.- Abe and Powerles~ness Scores 

Powerlessness Scores 
18 and under 19 and above 

83 73 

84 64-

167 117 

X2 = .3e6 tl.S. 

Table 29.- Age and 110rmlessness Scores 

Normlessness Scores 
18 and under 12 and above 

108 

104 

212 

x'l = .000 N.S. 

5S 

53 

108 

85 

Total 

16) 

161 

324 

Total 

156 
148 

304 

Total 

163 

157 

320 
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33 and under 

J4 and above 

Total 

33 and under 

J4 and above 

Total 

Table 30.- Age and Social Isolation Scores 

Social Isolation Scores 
9 and un~er 10 and above 

9? 

96 

193 

X2 = .052 N.S. 

66 

62 

128 

Table 31.- Age and Estrangement Scores 

Estrangement Scores 
24 and under 25 and above 

108 

110 

213 

/l.S. 

55 

4-9 

104 

Table 32.- Age and Institutional Bxpectation Scores 

Al!e 

33 and under 

J4 and above 

Total 

Institutional Exoectation Scores 
13 and under - 14 and above 

103 

81 

184 

60 

80 

140 

P =).02 

163 

158 

86 

Total 

163 

159 

Total 

163 

161 

324 
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Table 33.- Age and Institutional Self Image Scores 

ke 

JJ and under 

34 and abo>e 

Total 

Institutional Self Imaee Scores 
13 and under 14 and above 

9~ 59 

67 80 

158 139 

X2 = 6.79 P = >.01 

87 

Total 

150 

147 

297 

Table 34.- Are and Projected Ideal Institutional Role Scores 

Projected ,Ideal 
Institutional Poole Scores 

Age 13 and under 14 ~nd abo .... e 

33 and under 109 49 

34 and above 90 66 

Total 199 115 

X2 = Jr.]l P = >.05 

Table 35.- Age and Institutional Self Appraisal Scores 

ke 

33 and under 

34 and above 

Total 

Institutional Self )~praisal Scores 
1; and under 14 and above 

94 

107 

201 

X2 = 2.34 U.S. 

63 

50 

113 

. Total 

158 

156 

314 

Total 

157 

157 

314 
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Tal;lle 36.- Age and Concept of the Institution Scores 

Cone'ent of t.'Je Institution Scores 
AP-e ', ____________ ~;1,3~a~n~d~Un~de~r~---=lc-·~a~n~d~a~b~o~ve~------____ ~T;o~tal~ __ 

33 and under 

34 and above 

Total 

86 

82 

168 

!r.s. 

74 

79 

153 

Table 37.- Age and Concept of Institutional llipact Scores 

160 

161 

321 

Concept of ~stitutional J:;pact Scores 
~Ag~e __ ~ ____________ ~1~5~an~d~un~d~e~r ____ ~1;6~a~~d~a~b~o~v;e ____________ Total 

33 and under 

34 ,..nd above 

Total 

113 

89 

202 

47 

71 

113 

P =>.01 

Table 38.- Total Arrests and Socialization Scores 

Socialization Scores 
Arrests 28 and under 29 and above 

1 anU under 92 106 

2 and above 70 56 

Total 162 162 

X2 = 2.55 11.S. 

160 

160 

320 

'.i'otal 

198 

126 

324 



Table 39.- Total Arrests and PowerJ~essness Scores 

Arrests 

1 and under 

2 and above 

Total 

Powerlessness Scores 
18 and under 19 a.nd above 

108 

59 

167 

X2 = 1.56 N.S. 

79 

58 

137 

T"hle 40.- Total Arrests and Normlessness· Scores 

Arrests 

1 and undpr 

2 arId above 

Total 

!Iol"mlessness Scores 
18 and under 19 and above 

135 

77 

212 

x2 = 1.19 

62 

46 

1013 

N.S. 

Table 41.- Total Arrests and Social Isolation Scores 

Arrests 

1 and under 

2 and above 

Total 

Social Isolation Scores 
9 and under 10 and above 

12) 

70 

193 

x2 = 1.14 u.s. 

74 

54 

128 

89 

Total 

187 

117 

304 

'I'otal 

197 

12) 

320 

Total 

197 

124 

321 
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Table 42.- Total Arrests and Estrangement Scores 

Estrangetlent Scores 
Arrests 24 and under 2'i and above 

1 and undt:r 136 61 

2 and above 82 43 

'.i'otal 218 104 

X2 = .412 N.S. 

Table 43.- Total Arrests and Institutional Expectation Scores 

Arrests 
Institutional EXpectation Scores 

13 and under 14 and above 

1 and under 104 94 

2 and above 80 

Total .; 184 140 

1:.5. 

Table 44.- Total Arrests and Institutional Self Image Scores 

Institutional Self Image Scores 

90 

Total 

197 

125 

322 

Total 

198 

126 

324 

Arrests 13 and unc'!er 14 and above Total 

1 and under 90 95 185 

2 and above 6' 44 112 

Total 158 139 297 

X2 = 4.08 P =>.05 
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Arrests 

1 and under 

2 and above 

Total 

Table 45.- Total Arrests and 
Projected Ideal Institutional Role Scores 

Projected Ide?l 
Institutional Role Scores 

1) and under 14 and above 

119 

80 

199 

x.2 = .415 N.S. 

7J 

42 

115 

Table 46.- Total Arrests and 
Institutional Sell Appraisal Scores 

Institutional Sell Appraisal Scores 

91 

Total 

192 

122 

314 

Arrests~ __________ . __ ~1~3~an~d~un~d~e~r ____ ~1~4~an~d~a~b~o~v~e~ ______ . __ ~T~o~ta~l __ 

1 and under 124 

2 and above 77 

Total 201 

~!.S. 

68 

45 

113 

192 

122 

314 

Table 47.- Total Arrests and Concept of the Institution Scores 

Concept of the Institution Scores 
Arrests 13 and under 14 ar.d above Total 

1 and under 101 95 196 
2 and above 67 58 125 

Total 168 122 221 

X2 = .131 N.S. 
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Arrests 

1 and under 

2 and above 

Total 

Table 48.- Total Arrests and 
ConceFc of I!lstitutiona~ Impact Scores 

Concept of InstitutioMl Impact Scores 
15 and under 16 and above 

~23 

79 

202 

X2 = .000 11.5. 

72 

46 

118 

Table 49.- Length of Incarceration (on Present Offense) 
and Socialization Scores 

Months of Sc~ialization Scores 
Incarceration 28 and under 29 and above 

16 and under 77 86 

17 and above 85 76 

Total 162 162 

X2 = 1.00 N.S. 

Table 50.- Length of Incarceration (on Present Offense) 
and Powerlessness Scores 

Honths of 
Incarcera tion 

16 and under 

17 and above 

Total 

P~~erlessn3ss Scores 
18 and under 19 and above 

84 

83 

167 

x2 = .019 N.S. 

70 

67 

1~7 

92 

Total 

195 

125 

320 

':'otal 

16) 

161 

324 

Total 

154-

150 

304 



Table 51.- Length of Incarceration (on Present Offense) 
and NCiI'lr~essl1ess Scores 

l<'.onths of 
Incarceration 

16 and under 

_17 and above 

Total 

Narmlessness Scores 
18 and ~~der 19 and above 

113 

99 

212 108 

11.5. 

Table 52.- length of Incarceration (~n Present Offense) 
and Social Isolation Scores 

Honths of 
Incarceration 

16 and under 

17 and above 

Total 

S?Cial Isolation Scores 
9 and under 10 and above 

95 

98 

193 

X2 = .169 }I.S. 

66 

62 

128 

Table 53.- Length of Incarceration (on Present Offense) 
and Estrange:nent Scores 

¥.onths of Estrangement Scores 
Incarceration 24 and ~~der 25 and above 

16 and under 103 59 
17 and above 115 45 

'roeal 218 104 

X2 = 2.53 N.S. 

93 

Total 

160 

160 

320 

Total 

161 

160 

321 

Total 

162 

160 

322 
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Table 54.- Lenvth of Incarce~ation (on Present Offense) 
and l1Stitutional Expectation Scores 

Months of 
Incarceration 

16 and under 

17 and above 

Total 

Institutional E:xpectation Scores 
13 and under' 14 and above 

80 

104 

184 

83 

57 

140 

P =>.01 

Table 55.- Length of Incarceration (on Present Offense) 
and Institutional Self L"lage S<:ores 

!!onths of Institutional Self Image Scores 
Incarceration 12 and under 14 and above 

16 and under 72 77 

17 and above e6 62 

Total 128 122 
X2 = 2.e6 N.S. 

Table }6.- Length of Incarceration (on Present Offense) 
and Projected Ideal Institutional Role ,Scores 

l-:onths of 
Incarceration· 

16 and under 

17 and above 

Total 

Projected Ideal 
Insti tutiona], Role Scores 

13 and under 14 and above 

105 

199 

x2 = 1.66 N.S. 

63 

52 

115 

Total 

163 

161 

32~ 

Total 

149 

148 

94 

,222-

Total 

157 

157 

314 

• 



Table 57.- Length of Incarceration (on Present Offer.~c) 
and Institutional Self Appraisal Scores 

l10nths of 
Incarceration 

16 and under 

17 and above 

Total 

Institutional Self Appraisal Scores 
13 and under 14 and above 

88 

113 

201 

67 

46 

113 

P => .01 

Table 58.- Length of Incarceration (on Present Offense) 
and Concept of the Insti tu;ti0n Scores 

Months of 
Incarceration 

16 and under 

17 and above 

Total 

Concept of ·~e Institution Scores 
13 and under 14 and above 

67 

101 

168 

x2 = 14.88 

94 

59 

153 

P => .01 

Table 59.- Length of Incarceration (on Present Offense) 
and Concept of Institutional Impact Scores 

Months of 
Incarceration 

16 and under 

17 and above 

Total 

Concept of Institutional Impact Scores 
15 and under 16 and above 

95 

107 

202 

X2 = 2.36 11.5. 

66 

52 

118 

95 

Total 

155 

159 

314 

Total 

161 

160 

321 

Tc~ 

161 

159 

320 
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Table 60.- Age of Delinquency Onset and' Socialization Scores 

SociaL".z"t;' .. O:l Scores 
Onset AFe 28 and 'uncler 29 and above Total 

14 and under 45 12 57 

15 and above 19 13 J2 

Total 64 25 89 

X2 = 3.89 P=).05 

Table 61.- A6e of Delinquency Onset and POl.rerlessness Scores 

Onset l$e 

14 and under 

15 and above 

Total 

Po~erlessness Scores 
18 and under 19 and above 

2:1 

15 

42 

X2 = .146 N.S. 

30 

14 

4l} 

Table 62.- ~e of Delinquency Onset and NOI'lT'J.essness Scores 

Hormlessness Scores 
Onset A?e 18 'md undl"T' 19 and abo\'"e 

14 and under 40 17 

15 all,i above 18 13 

Total 58 30 

X2 = 1.31 u.S. 

Total 

57 

29 

86 

Total 

57 

31 

88 
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Table 6).- Age of Delinquency Onset and Social Isolation Scores 

Social Isolation Scores 
Onset .At;e 9 and U!r.r- :0 a:ld above Total 

14 and under )2 25 57 

15 and above 18 1) 31 

Total 50 39 e9 

X2 = .030 R.S. 

Table 64.- ~e of Delinquency Onset and Estrang:e:::ent. Scores 

Onset J.;-e 

14 and under 

15 and above 

Total 

Onset ke 

14 and under 

15 and above 

Totcl. 

Estrange::-.ent Scores 
24 and u."1der 25 and above 

41 

20 

61 

X2 = .518 5.S. 

16 

11 

27 

Table 65.- Af,e of De14~,:ueJ:CY Cnset 
and Institutional ~tation Scores 

Insti tutior.al ~ta tion Scores 
13 and under • 14 and above 

4) 

23 

66 

X2 = .1)6 N.S. 

14 . 

9 

23 

Total 

57 

31 

e.s 

Total 

57 

32 

89 
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14 and und~r 

15 and above 

Total 

Table 66.- Age of Delinquency Onset 
and Institutional Self Image Scores 

Institutional Self Imar,e Scores 
i) and under 14 and above 

37 

14 

51 

x2 = 2.37 N.S. 

18 

14 

32 

Table 67.- Aee of Delinquency Onset 
and Projected Ideal Institutional Role Scores 

Projected Ideal 
Institutional Role Scores 

Onset Ar.e 12 and under 14 and above 

14 and under 38 19 

1 

15 and above 25 6 

Total 63 25 

X2 = 1.93 N.S. 

Table 68.- Age of Delinquency Onset 
and Institutional Self Appratsal Scores 

Cnset Are 
Institutional Self Appraisal Scores 

13 and under 14 and above 

14 and under 37 20 

15 and above 18 14 

Total 55 34 

X2 = .634 N.S. 

98 

Total 

55 

28 

Total 

57 

31 

88 

Total 

57 

32 

89 



_~I ___ =t 

Onset A?e 

14 and under 

15 am above 

Total 

Onset Af'e 

16 and unaer 

17 and above 

Total 

Table 69.- Age ot Delinquency Cn£et 
and Concept of the In~titution Scores 

Concept of the Insti tution Score~ 
13 and under 14 ~nd above 

35 22 

13 18 

4Il 40 

X2 = 3.07 N.5. 

~ 

Table 70.-.Age of Delinquency On~ct 
and Concept of Institutional Impact Scores 

Concept of Institutional Impact Scores 
1S and under 16 and above 

40 

21 

61 

X2 = .197 N.S. 

17 

11 

213 

99 

Total 

57 

31 

88 

Total 

57 

32 

P,9 
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