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The first paper (Forrest, 1977) presented results of applying Professor H. J. Eysenck’s theory of 

personality to Scottish delinquent and non-delinquent adolescents. Further validation of these 

discriminant items and factors is here presented using another set of constructs (Jesness 1962, 

1963) which had already (Vallance and Forrest, 1971) shown usefulness when applied to a 

Scottish adolescent population. One hundred and thirty items from two questionnaires produced 

discriminant factors called (i) Anti-social Reaction; (ii) Neuroticism; (iii) Isolation from Family; 

(iv) inadequacy/Immaturity; (v) Psychoticism. The behavior of these dimensions was examined 

using more homogeneous subgroups of delinquents and using the Cattell 16 P.F. questionnaire. It 

is concluded that the factor patterns identified in these two studies of children from the West of 

Scotland may refer to personalities organized adaptively about “hostility” in a condition of 

“angry despair”. 
 
 

The first paper (Forrest, 1977) presented five first order factors which offered meaningful 

discrimination of delinquent and non-delinquent groups. Further validation of these 

discriminants is now presented using an American Inventory (Jesness, 1962. 1963) which had 

already (Vallance and Forrest, 1971) shown its usefulness when applied to a Scottish adolescent 

population. 
 

THE JESNESS INVENTORY 

Dr Jesness’s work is well enough known to need no further elaboration here. His theoretical 

frame of reference refers principally to a motivational component which relates to “unfulfilled 

needs, especially dependency needs” (Jesness, 1963), after the work of Andry (1960), Miller 

and Swanson (1959), and others. 

A number of British studies (Fisher, 1967; Davies, 1967; Mott, 1969; Martin and Clarke, 

1969; Vallance and Forrest, 1971; Smith, 1972) have confirmed the effectiveness of the 

Inventory in discriminating delinquents from non-delinquents, although none had undertaken a 

full item refactoring. In an item analysis, however, Smith (1972) had noted the predictive 

salience of hostile attitudes towards the police, poor relationships at home, negative self 

concepts, paranoid beliefs and difficulty in temper control. 
 

SAMPLES 

For a detailed account of samples, see Forrest, 1977.  A summary of these is given below: 
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SUMMARY OF SAMPLES 

 A B C 
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  Non-institutionalized Institutionalized 

 Non-delinquents Delinquents Delinquents 

13 years 130 27 73 

14 years 148 54 102 

15 years 87 22 80 

16 years 80 31 164 

Total 445 134 419 

 

SELECTION OF TWO SUBSAMPLES 

From the major samples (A, B, C), two subsamples were drawn randomly to give (i) a non-

delinquent sample of 200, with 50 in each of the four age groups, and (ii) a delinquent 

subsample of 200, including institutionalized and non-institutionalized members in proportion 

to their representation in the original samples, and also with 50 in each age group. 
 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Procedures adopted in the previous study were followed here. Results were examined, 

therefore, in three ways: 
 
(1) Using the Jesness subscale scores univariately and in discriminant function analysis. 
 
(2) With individual items across the total available sample in seven sets of comparisons. 
 
(3) Using refactored scales in discriminant function analysis and to describe mean score levels 

within more homogeneous subgroups of the offender subsample. 
 
 

TABLE 1: STEPWISE MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION ANALYSIS USING 
THREE JESNESS SUBSCALES 

   Hits and Misses    

 Non-delinquents    Delinquents   

    Institutionalized Non-institutionalized 

   %   %   % 

Age N % Del. N-del. N % Del. N-del. N % Del. N-del. 

13   (50) 20 80   (37) 70 30 (13) 62 38 

14   (50) 30 70   (33) 76 24 (17) 47 53 

15   (50) 28 72   (39) 82 18 (11) 45 55 

16   (50) 26 74   (42) 83 17  (8) 25 75 

Totals          

N-del. (200) 26 74 (151) 78 22 (49) 47 53 

Del. (200) 70 30       

 

SUMMARY 

   No. Variables  

Step Variable F Value Included P 

1 Asocial Index 106.9031 1 < 0.01 

2 Manifest Aggression   11.0061 2 < 0.01 

3 Repression   6.02 18 3 < 0.05 
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Looking at the significance of differences between Means on the 12 Jesness Scales, 9 

produced statistically significant discrimination between delinquents and non-delinquents. 

Discriminant analysis using three of the Jesness subscales (Asocial Index, Manifest 

Aggression and Repression) produced an improved delinquent “hit rate” compared with that 

achieved by the refactored Eysenck Scales (see Forrest, 1977). At individual age levels within 

the institutionalized sample of delinquents, predictive accuracy was increased by up to 21%. 

Item analyses were undertaken to examine the factorial structure of the scales and to exclude 

items which were not contributing to the overall discriminant efficiency of the Inventory. 

One hundred and thirty items were applied to a number of principal components analyses till 

finally 58 items (9 Eysenck items and 49 Jesness items) were identified as most likely to 

produce a reliable and meaningful factor structure. 

Five principal components were identified as psychologically meaningful and labeled: (i) 

Anti-social Reaction, (ii) Neuroticism, (iii) Isolation from Family, (iv) Inadequacy/Immaturity, 

(v) Psychoticism. 
 
(i) Anti-social Reaction (46.7%) 

The item with the highest loading (0.65) was “A person like me fights first and asks 

questions later.” A further four items referred to fighting specifically, two items referred to the 

police, and three had an anger content. Five items had reference to “bad” feelings and paranoid 

ideas, and one item referred to trouble at school. The difference between means on a scale 

derived from this factor (delinquents vs. non-delinquents) was significant at p <0.001. 

A Mann-Whitney U-test between a random sample of eight delinquents and eight Special 

Unit boys gave U = 3, p < 0.001; and between a group of five boys committed for assault and a 

random group of eight delinquents drawn from the larger subsample of delinquents, U = 4,  

p <0.005. 

Item content readily identifiable with the three aspects of extra-punitive hostility (AH, DH 

and CO), (Caine et al., 1967), suggested a hypothesis that Anti-social Reaction could be 

defined, in Foulds’ (1965) terms, as a collection of pathological symptoms or abnormal 

attitudes (cf. Forrest, 1977). If this hypothesis were valid, the scale would show relationship 

with the Cattell factor E (U.I. (L) 5), described (Cattell 1957) as comprising, inter alia, aspects 

of aggression, insensitivity and extra-punitiveness (Dominance) - If a component of 

“delusional” hostility (DH) was also present, then the Cattell factor L (U.I. (L) 12) might also 

be involved (Protension vs. Inner Relaxation). 
 
(ii) Neuroticism (22.3%) 

There were 16 items with loadings above 0.30 on this factor, “I worry most of the time” 

having the highest loading at 0.53, followed by “I am nervous” at 0.52. Anxiety, tension, 

emotional discomfort and symptoms of clinical depression were also identifiable in other items. 

The tendency for non-institutionalized delinquents to give a low response rate to “N” items 

was confirmed. (A Mann-Whitney U-test between random samples (N = 8) of non-

institutionalized delinquents and institutionalized delinquents gave U = 8, p <0.005.) 

The fact that institutionalized delinquents were prone to “worry” and “feel  

miserable” (item distribution across disposal groups showed distinct  

increases in response rates to such items* by institutionalized delinquents compared with 

 

*Two items, excluded from analysis because of this effect, were of the type strongly identified 

by Eysenck as phenotypal correlates of the automatic imbalance postulate: “Do you get 

thumping in your heart?” and “Do you have dizzy turns?” 
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non-institutionalized delinquents) was interpreted against other data (Hoghughi and Forrest, 

1967) which had shown that, whereas 10% of secondary day-school children gave “parents” 

and other family members in response to “I worry aoout”. 64% of Approved School boys so 

responded. 

Feeling miserable and “fed up” also had a special connotation for delinquents (“Do you 

often feel fed up?” loaded 0.25 on this factor) since, in the Hoghughi and Forrest study, 40% of 

the institutionalized delinquents responded in terms of loneliness, moodiness and irritability to 

the sentence stem “When I get fed up”, whereas only 23% of Secondary Modern and 15% of 

Grammar School boys did so.* 

It seemed possible that delinquents and non-delinquents did not differ with respect to their 

levels of Neuroticism but did so in terms of their anxiety (cf. Thorpe and James, 1957). The 

content of anxiety-related symptoms placed the focus of this condition clearly in the context of 

separation from significant others, from home and family. The hypothesis that this factor 

included a symptom complex, based on anxiety, could be tested against the finding (Presley, 

1971; Horvath et al., 1973 that factors C(-), O(+) and Q4(+) of Cattell’s 16 P.F. Questionnaire 

(1957) satisfied the criterion of symptoms and states (as opposed to traits) embodied in the 

theoretical formulations of Foulds (1965) and Caine et al. (1967). 
 
(iii) Isolation from Family (9.9%) 

Ten items with loadings of 0.30 or greater were identified on this factor. The highest loading 

of 0.50 was recorded by “When you’re in trouble nobody much cares to help you”, with 

“Parents are always nagging and picking on young people” at 0.49, and “People hardly ever 

give me a fair chance” also at 0.49. Five items referred specifically to unhappiness at home. 

It was possible that this type of “alienation”, while a feature of “normal” groups and called 

by some authors stage-related names like “adolescent disenchantment”, could be considered a 

chronic feature of the life experience of some delinquent boys, and therefore not so responsive 

to the “therapeutic” effects of growing up. If this interpretation were valid, then a hypothesis 

could be made that this factor would emerge as hostility-related in delinquent samples and 

anxiety-related in non-delinquent samples. 
 
(iv) Inadequacy/Immaturity (7.8%) 

This factor was defined most clearly by “I can’t seem to keep my mind on anything” (0.52), 

“Others seem to do things easier than I can” (0.46), and “It makes me feel bad to be told off or 

criticized” (0.45), feelings of insecurity and inadequacy which might be associated with 

immaturity (factor scale scores did decrease with age) - The difference between delinquent and 

non-delinquent subsample means was significant at p <0.01. 

An interesting aspect of the difference between samples was that for non-delinquents 

“Inadequacy” had something to do with feelings of incompetence in association with a “distant” 

relationship with a parental figure (“My father is too busy to worry much about me or spend 

much time with me”), whereas, for delinquents, ideas of incompetency were related to (i) not 

doing “crazy” or “frightening” things and (ii) embracing adverse attitudes towards “authority”. 

Inadequacy defined apparently in subcultural-group-terms for delinquents and in more 

personal-family-terms for non-delinquents. 

Since this kind of “attachment” to a delinquent subculture could be  

associated with a sense of personal failure, it might be expected that  

high scorers would tend to show poorer degrees of “defense” organization  

and generally less well integrated personalities. A further hypothesis could he made, 

 

 

*This would be consistent with Foulds’ view that within the general trait of Neuroticism there 

is a hierarchy of symptoms associated differentially with different clinical groups. 
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therefore, that high and low scoring delinquents on this scale would be discriminated by Cattell 
factor 0 in the direction of 0 (-) (placidity/submissive. ness) and the Cattell factor C in the 
direction of C (-) (low ego strength). 
 
(v) Psychoticism (6.9%) 

Only four items emerged here with loadings greater than 0.30. “Do you like doing things 

that are a bit frightening?” (0.49) and “I will do a lot of crazy things if somebody dares me” 

(0.47) seemed to define an aspect of the dimension Eysenck had called “Psychoticism”. 

The difference between means using factor scale scores was significant at p < 0.001. And 

the factor was also able to discriminate within the delinquent subsample, (a) between the 

Approved School sample and the Special Unit boys (p < 0.005), (b) between aggressive and 

non-aggressive offense types (p < 0.06), and (c) between non-offenders prior to committal and 

boys with many offenses prior to committal (p = 0.05). 

In view of the significant correlation between this dimension and Anti-social Reaction, it 

seemed useful to regard the present factor as a component of Anti-social Reaction, associated 

with aggressive absconding behavior, alienation from family, low anxiety and thought processes 

of a paranoid type (“paranoid independence” in Cattell’s terms), rather than as evidence of a 

separate personality dimension after Eysenck. 

A hypothesis could be put forward that, as in the case of Anti-social Reaction, high scorers 

would be discriminated by the Cattell primaries E ( +) and L(+). 
 
SCALE 6 

Eight items which had not emerged clearly in factor analysis, but which individually had 

discriminated well in group comparisons, were simply added together to form a scale of 

“delinquency” (p <0.001). The discriminant efficiency of Scale 6 presented an interesting 

confirmation of Simon’s (1971) finding simple “rule of thumb” procedures equally powerful 

with more sophisticated statistical analyses. This had been true also in the earlier study (Forrest, 

1977) where 
 
TABLE 2: STEPWISE MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION ANALYSI 

USING REFACTORED JESNESS SCALES 

   Hits and Misses    

 Non-delinquents    Delinquents   

    Institutionalized Non-institutionalized 

   %   %   % 

Age N % Del. N-del. N % Del. N-del. N % Del. N-del. 

13   (50) 30 70 (37) 81 19 (13) 46 54 

14   (50) 42 58 (33) 67 33 (17) 70 30 

15   (50) 20 80 (39) 90 10 (11) 45 55 

16   (50) 12 88 (42) 62 38   (8) 25 75 

Totals          

N-del. (200) 26 74 (151) 75 25 (49) 51 49 

Del. (200) 69 31       
 

SUMMARY 

   No. Variables  

Step Variable F Value Included P 

1 Scale 6  (Delinquency) 92.4937 1 < 0.01 

2 Scale 3  (Isolation from Family) 11.3635 2 < 0.01 

3 Scale 1  (Anti-social Reaction) 10.4057 3 < 0.01 

4 Scale 5  (Psychoticism) 0.7619 4 NS 

5 Scale 4  (Inadequacy/Immaturity) 0.4570 5 NS 
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three simple, biographical-type items were shown to be highly predictive of delinquent group 

membership. 

The “Hits and Misses” table derived from discriminant analysis using three of the “new” 

factor scales showed that, in overall terms, these were also 73% successful in making correct 

“case” allocations. 

It was remarkable that the “simple” Scale 6 (Delinquency) should provide the best single 

discriminant, and that this, together with “Anti-social Reaction” and “Isolation from Family”, 

should emerge as the only significant discriminant dimensions in the discriminant function. In 

view of this and earlier results, the question must arise as to whether “personality” is a powerful 

enough predictive factor not to be “swamped” by conditions of mood and disadvantaged 

environmental circumstances (cf. Mischel, 1968) when these also include distorted family 

relationships. 
 

RESULTS FROM FURTHER HYPOTHESES TESTING 

(1) Item content in the scale Anti-social Reaction seemed to support strongly the idea of its 
identification with Foulds’ concept of extra-punitive hostility, comprising, as it did, items 
entirely concerned with the three modes (AH, DH, CO) of expression included in that concept. 

(2) Boys were divided into a high scoring group and a low scoring group on Anti-social 
Reaction and their profiles compared on the 16 P.F. As predicted, significant correlations with 
factors E and L were established (p < 0.025, Mann-Whitney U-test). 

(3) High scoring and low scoring groups on the derived Neuroticism factor scale were 
compared against 16 P.F. profiles. Neuroticism was found to be significantly associated with (a) 
low ego strength (C-), (b) a factor of excitement and tension (Q4 +), (c) surgency (F +) and (d) 
one of the major factors in introversion (Q2 +). It seemed appropriate, therefore, to regard this 
present dimension as related to a complex “state” (after Cattell, 1957) rather than as (a first 
order approximation to) a second order factor. 

(4) In the delinquent sample, a Principal Components analysis with oblique rotation showed 
Family Isolation to have high loadings with Anti-social Reaction, Psychoticism and 
Delinquency, while in the non-delinquent sample the factor gave a loading of 0.77 on a 
construct identified with a neurotic-acting-out type of response (virtually a zero loading on 
Anti-social Reaction). The correlation (0.38) between these two factor constructs, one 
“aggression” related and the other “anxiety” related, seems to allow the possibility of a higher 
order construct (of “vulnerability” or “angry-despair”) with important implications for 
theoretical formulations. 

(5) Inadequacy/Immaturity: The hypothesis was offered that for delinquents this factor 
could be a measure of identification with subcultural group values. High scorers and low 
scorers were, in fact, found to be discriminated in the predicted directions (p <0.05) on both 
Cattell factors 0 and C. 

(6) Psychoticism: The hypothesis was advanced that this factor represented a component of 
Anti-social Reaction. Significant discrimination (p < 0.02) was achieved by Cattell factors E 
and L in the predicted direction. 
 
CONCLUSION 

Results from the various analyses undertaken in two studies of Personality and  

Delinquency suggest that, whereas Eysenck has argued in favor of a hierarchical  

model of personality devolving upon the “psychobiological” influences of Extraversion, 

Neuroticism and Psychoticism, greater discriminant and predictive efficiency will  

follow the adoption of a growth and development model resting on the assumption of a 

hierarchy of human needs (cf. Maslow, 1968). The factor patterns identified in these two studies 

of children from the West of Scotland, with their components of “Dominance”, “Paranoid 

Independence” and “Anxiety” (which might be best understood as a condition of neurotic 

apprehensiveness or “inward-looking vigilance”). may refer at another level to personalities 
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in disadvantaged, dependency-denying circumstances, organized adaptively about hostility, in a 

fearful condition of angry-despair (cf. Martin and Murray, 1976). 
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