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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose and Scope 

There exists some confusion in defining juvenile 

delinquency. Glueck and Glueck (1950), for example, state 

that delinquency refers to repeated acts punishable as 

crimes when committed by persons beyond the statutory 

juvenile court age of 16 years. Eaton and Polk (1961), 

on the other hand, say delinquency is a legal-administra

tive concept which combines many inherently different 

deviancies, while Rubin (1949) sim.ply says delinquency is 

what the law says it is. Despite this confusion concerning 

definition, most agree juvenile delinquency is antisocial 

acts committed by youths under the age of 21 years. 

Each year this antisocial behavior has increased. 

In fact, today it is estimated that more than one million 

youths find themselves in serious trouble with the law 

annually (Coleman, 1964). FBI figures reveal that of all 

persons arrested in 1965 (not counting traffic offenders) 

about 30% were under 21 years of age, and about 20% were 

under 18 years of age (Katzenbach, 1968). x̂ rrest rates 

were shov/n to be highest for persons aged 15 through 17, 

and the next highest for those aged 18 t̂ irough 20, 

Society views the young as the hope for the future. 

In this regard tv/o problems are of particular concern to 
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society: (1) the percentage of serious crimes committed by 

youth, (2) recidivism among youthful offenders and the 

failure of corrections. These concerns are well-justified. 

For example, between 1960 and 1965, arrests of persons 

under 18 years of age jumped 52% for willful homicide, rape, 

robbery, aggravated assault, larceny, burglary, and motor 

vehicle theft (Katzenbach, 1968). To deal with these 

problems effectively, society is placing emphasis not on 

punishment as in the past, but on rehabilitation. 

To combat the growing rate of crimes committed by 

delinquents the need for improved rehabilitation programs 

was recognized by the U.S. Congress in 1965. The Depart

ment of Justice, under the Law Enforcement Assistance Act, 

has begun to give state and city agencies financial grants 

for research aimed at improved understanding of the juvenile 

offender. 

Recidivism, unfortunately, among juvenile offenders is 

little understood and past rehabilitation efforts have been 

somevjhat disappointing. Taft and England (1964) for example, 

reported on a 15 year follov7-up study of reformatory gradu

ates and found two-thirds became involved in subsequent 

criminal behavior. 

Rehabilitation cannot be successful v/ithout uncler-

standing the juvenile delinquent, particularly his 

motivation and personality. Pierson (1964) has reported 



high rates of successful rehabilitation from delinquency. 

He attributes this success to the use of psychological 

testing and the appropriate selection of candidates for 

various rehabilitation programs. 

In summary, there exists some confusion in defining 

juvenile delinquency, but most agree juvenile delinquency 

is antisocial acts committed by youth under the age of 21 

years. The growing rate of juvenile offenses has presented 

society with two pressing problems: (1) the percentage of 

serious crimes commdtted by youth, (2) recidivism among 

youthful offenders. The failure of corrections, related to 

these two problems is the need for rehabilitation. For 

maximum success it has been suggested that rehabilitation 

must* include a basic understanding of the motivational and 

personality characteristics of the delinquent. Little re

search has been done in these vital areas. A study designed 

to explore these two psychological factors could contribute 

to the rate of successful rehabilitation. 

Review of the Literature 

The review of the literature v/as organized around the 

following tv/o topics: (1) the personality of the young 

offender, (2) the motivational characteristics of the young 

offender. 



Personality Traits of Young Offenders 

Most studies of delinquency have been of two sorts: 

(1) sociological studies, vzhich concentrate on the relation

ships of delinquency to such broad environmental factors 

as social class, ethnic group membership, and residence 

area; and (2) psychological studies, which emphasize the 
• ^ - ^ 

relationship of delinquency to the child's personality and ^: J 

his relationship to his parents (Conger & Miller, 1966). v1 ^ 

In the past these tv7o disciplines have tended to be antag- •̂ -̂ (2, 

onistic to one another. Today, however, the disciplines 

of sociology and psychology tend to drav; upon each other 

in an effort to explain criminal behavior. 

A good example combining the fields of sociology and 

psychology is seen in a study by Randolph, Richards, and 

Johnson (1961).. These researchers used the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) to study two types 

of delinquents: the "socialized" and "solitary" types. 

The socialized delinquent comjaitted his acts in close 

collaboration with other persons and depended on them for 

the continuation of his crim.inal career. The solitary 

delinquent, on the other hand, com.mitted acts for reasons 

that were personal and private. He comm.itted his acts 

alone. The MMPI profiles of the tv70 were sir.iilar, but the 

solitary delinquents appeared som.evrhat raore disturbed. 

The MMPI has been a popular research instrument with 

many investigators. Hathavjay and Monachesi (1953) 



administered the MÎ PI to a large group of ninth-grade school 

children. Later a follow-up study was m.ade to discover 

which of the children v/ere listed in the records of the 

police department, the juvenile court, or local public 

and private agencies. The boys whose profiles on the 

inventory were most "normal" had the lowest rates of juve

nile delinquency. The work of Hathaway and Monachesi was 

supported by Lefkowitz (1966). However, Wattron (1963) 

failed to find any such differences among the MI4PI profiles 

of the prisoners. 

Healy and Bronner (19 36) obtained extensive case 

history data on 105 juvenile offenders by means of psychi

atric, psychological, and social-work interviewers. Delin

quents differed markedly in their personality characteris

tics, attitudes, and interpersonal relationships. More 
I 

delinquents than controls felt keenly rejected, deprived, . 

insecure, not understood in affectional relationships, ; 

unloved, or that love had been withdrav/n. Others showed 

deep feelings of being thwarted, other than affectionately, 

as in normal impulses, or desires for self-expression, or 

other self-satisfactions. 

Glueck and Glueck (1968) , using the Rorschach (a 

projective personality test in which the subject describes 

what he sees in a series of 10 ink blots) found that delin

quents were much more socially assertive, de:^iant, ambiva

lent to authority, resentful, hostile, suspicious and 



destructive, impulsive, vivacious, independent and extro

verted than nondelinquents. 

Similar findings v/ere found by Conger and Miller (1966) 

They used such personality tests as the Thematic Appercep

tion Test (TAT) and the Guilford-Zimm.erman Temperament 

Survey. They found delinquents chose responses involving 

"acting out" behavior or avoidance on the TAT. On the 

Guilford-Zimmerman survey delinquents were more impulsive, 

more excitement-loving, and more likely to be characterized 

by fluctuating mood levels of pessimism, gloominess, 

feelings of guilt, loneliness, and v/orry. They appeared as 

more self-centered, suspicious, and hostile. 

Recently, factorial-based personality tests have been 

used to study delinquents. Karson (1969) has concluded 

that valid diagnostic information could be obtained by the 

use of relatively brief and easily administered factorial 

personality questionnaires. Cattell (1950) and his 

associates have developed factorial-based personality and 

motivational questionnaires. Cattell believes that there 

are certain psychological qualities in comm.on to m.ost 

offenses against the lav7. He maintains that it is more 

convenient and profitable to measure and define the devia

tion on a number of factors rather than in term.s of types. 

Quoting from a recent study conducted on institutionalized 

delinquents, Cattell (1966) notes: 

~N "X 



Among the causative influences at work, few might 
be expected to have greater predictive and explana
tory power than measures of the personality and 
motivation of the delinquent individual. Only in 
the last decade, however, have measures been 
developed in this area that are satisfactory to 
the research psychologist and meaningful in general 
personality theory. These are factor analyzed 
scales, as in the HSPQ and SMAT.l 

Using the High School Personality Questionnaire (HSPQ) 

Cattell, Pierson, and Pierce (1966) measured personality 

changes in a group of 12 3 delinquent males. After rehabil

itation the delinquents demonstrated more socially respon

sible behavior and found more socially accepted outlets 

for aggression. In addition, a follow-up study of one year 

showed a drop in recidivism from 20% to 16%. 

Using the HSPQ, Pierson and Kelly (1963) found delin

quent males v/ere more outgoing, adventurous, and extro

verted. The delinquents did tend to be poor readers, but 

were not abnormal intellectually. Findings on factor G of 

the HSPQ shov/ed the delinquents v/ere not significantly 

different from the normal population in superego strength. 

This suggests that delinquents as a whole are not psycho

paths, as many believe. A later study conducted by Pierson, 

Moseley, and Olsen (1967) confirm.ed the findings of the 

1963 research. 

HSPQ cind SMAT are abbreviations for High School 
Personality Questionnaire and School Motivational Analysis 
Test, respectively. 
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Wetsell, Sharpiro, and Wagner (196 7) in a review of 

the literature, found a great void of studies in the area 

of recidivism. Research in the area of juvenile delin

quency recidivism has relied to a great extent upon case 

history attempts to isolate socioeconomic correlates. 

Wetsel says that these findings are inclusive and their 

usefulness is restricted to low-actuarial predictions. 

There is a great lack of studies in the literature 

which utilizes personality tests in the prediction of 

recidivism. Pierson (1965) demonstrated that predictions 

of delinquents, who are chronic offenders above base rate 

expectations, can be accomplished with psychological testing, 

Using the HSPQ, Pierson compared delinquents having good 

parole records v/ith those having high rates of recidivism. 

He expressed the difference between the tv/o in a specifi

cation equation for "response to treatm.ent." Pierson found 

the boy who is more likely to respond to treatment is the 

one who has less ego strength (Factor C-), but is more 

excitable (D), sensitive (I), and given to feelings of 

guilt (0), which may be due to a strongly functioning super

ego (G) or other less apparent influences. Pierson also 

found boys more likely to respond to treatment are not 

particularly group-dependent or group-imitative {Q.-) » 



Motivational Characteristics of 
Young Offenders 

Briefly, motivation concerns the extrinsic and 

intrinsic conditions responsible for variations in the 

intensity, quality, and direction of on-going behavior. 

Therefore, it determdnes to some extent the individual's 

ability to be rehabilitated (Barry, 1965). Motivation is 

seen in the delinquent as an attitude of indifference 

(Murphy, 1968). Rather than moving toward a positive goal 

orientation, the delinquent expends his energy avoiding 

punishing situations. The results of these efforts is a 

high degree of internal and external conflict which tends 

to lov/er the delinquent's motivational level. 

Using the Needs Inventory, Karrods and Gottfried (196 6) 

found that delinquents and nondelinquents differed in goal 

attainment. Twelve Need Categories were used to classify 

the directions of adolescent m.otivation. The delinquents 

showed significantly greater conflict and greater need for 

goal attainment than the nondelinquent group. 

Santoslefano and Wilson (196 8) studied aggressive 

m.otivation levels tov/ards authority. Tv/o groups (trustees 

and regulars) of institutionalized delinquents vjere given 

the author compiled Minature Situations Test. The trustees 

deferred to and honored authority v/hereas the regulars 

tended to aggress tov/ard and defy authority. 
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Pierson and Kelly (196 3), in studying delinquency, 

found a negative correlation betvzeen the anxiety factor on 

the HSPQ and delinquency potential. It was found that the 

delinquents scored higher on extroversion than the nondelin

quent group. The delinquent group also scored significantly 

below normal on the anxiety level. This syndrome of high 

extroversion and low anxiety was described by Pierson and 

Kelly as "exaggerated indifference." From these results 

it could be expected that motivation toward long-term goals 

requiring extended study or training is lacking in the 

delinquent. 

Although not directly related to juvenile delinquency 

per se the School Motivational Analysis Test, developed 

by Sweney and Cattell (1961) v/as used by Pierson, Barton, 

and Hey (196 4) to study academic achievement of delinquent 

boys. They found the high-academic achiever as compared to 

the low-academic achiever invested little energy in aggres

sive assertion, and considerable in enhancing his self-

sentiment and narcism. 

Overview 

Rethlingshafer (1963) points out that the interaction 

betv/een personality and m.otivation is a continuous process. 

Thus, it would seem that the personality factor approach to 

delinquency, coupled, with the study of the motivational 

aspects of delinquent behavior, would bo a significant area 
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of research in the field of juvenile delinquency. This 

type of study would present a more global understanding 

of the individual rather than concentrating on any single 

aspect of the delinquent's life. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate possible 

personality and motivational characteristics differentiating 

the Rehabilitated from the Chronic delinquent. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGY 

Chapter II deals with the methods and procedures 

followed in carrying out the experiment. The sample, 

instruments, personality and motivational traits, testing 

procedures, statistics, and hypotheses are discussed. 

Sample 

The sample consisted of 35 adolescent boys, all of 

whom had committed a felony, had appeared,before court, and 

had been adjudged juvenile delinquent. The age range of 

the sample was 14 through 19 years. According to social 

service records, both groups were of the lower to middle 

class, were not physically handicapped, or organically 

brain-damaged. Since a reading level of the tenth grade 

was required,reading achievement tests in the case folders 

were utilized in selecting the sam.ple. VJechler Adult 

Intelligence Scale and Beta IQ scores were available from. 

case files and subjects were eliminated v/ho had low IQ's 

(below 90). To reduce cultural differences between the 

sample, all subjects chosen were Caucasian. 

The first group was categorized as "rehabilitated" 

because they had not been in any serious trouble, after the 

initial felony. The group v/as made-up of 20 subjects from 

the Lubbock, Texas Probation Office. All v/are in active 

12 



13 

probation programs and were considered as good candidates 

for a life free of crime by their probation officers. 

Upon completion of the collection of the data on the 

group considered as rehabilitated, the researcher was 

transferred to Washington, D.C., for a 4-m.onth internship. 

Because time for the completion of the research project was 

limited, it was necessary to select the second group from 

a different geographical area. 

The second group (15 in number) v/as characterized as 

"chronic" because the members had been in serious trouble 

after the initial felony had been committed. This group 

consisted of 5 subjects from the Fairfax House in Fairfax, 

Virginia, and 10 subjects from the Maryland State Training 

School for Boys in Baltimore, Maryland. All of the boys in 

this group were not considered to be good candidates for a 

life free of crime by their case v/orkers. 

All boys v/ho participated in the study did so on a 

voluntary basis. With the aid of the probation officers, 

rehabilitated subjects were selected and letters requesting 

testing permission v/ere sent to parents and boys. The 

first 20 subjects v/ho accepted constituted the sample. 

With the aid of the case v/orkers, chronic subjects 

were selected from institutional files. Again parental and 

subject permission v/as requested. The first 15 boys who 

accepted constituted the sample. 
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Test Instruments and Variables Studied 

Two instruments v/ere used in the study: The Sixteen 

Personality Factor Questionnaire (Cattell and Eber, 1957) 

and the Motivation Analysis Test (Cattell, Horn, Sweney, 

and Radcliffe, 1959). The Sixteen Personality Factor 

Questionnaire (16PF) was chosen to be used in this study 

rather than the HSPQ since it measures approximately the 

same personality traits explored by the HSPQ. A more im

portant reason for the choice was twofold: first, the 

experimenter had been trained in the use of the 16PF and was 

not familiar with the HSPQ. Second, since the 16PF was 

designed to examine personality factors on an age range from 

15 years through adulthood, it would be possible to expand 

the research findings to an adult offender population. 

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire 

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (Cattell 

and Eber, 1957) is a factor analytically developed personal

ity questionnaire designed to m.easure 16 basic traits of 

personality. The test is appropriate for persons 16 years 

of age and up. The most v/idely used Forms A and P have 187 

items each and require a tenth-grade reading level. The 

test is suitable for individual or group adninistration. 

Although the test is not timed, it is cor::pleted by most 

subjects in 56 minutes. 
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TABLE 1 

TESTS USED AND VARIABLES STUDIED (16PF) 

Tests and Variables Number of Variables 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire 
(16PF) 

(Factor A 

(Factor B 

(Factor C 

(Factor E 

(Factor F 

(Factor G 

(Factor H 

(Factor I 

(Factor L 

(Factor M 

(Factor N 

(Factor O 

Reserved vs. Outgoing 

Concrete vs. Abstract 

Easily Upset vs. Calm 

Humble vs. Assertive 

Sober vs. Happy-Go-Lucky 

Expedient vs. Conscientious 

Shy vs. Venturesome 

Tough-Minded vs. Tender-Minded 

Trusting vs. Suspicious 

Practical vs. Imaginative 

Forthright vs. Shrewd 

Self"Assured vs. Apprehensive 

(Factor Q,) Conservative vs. 

Experimenting 

(Factor Q^) Group Dependent vs. 

Self-sufficient 

(Factor Q-.) Undisciplined vs. Controlled 

(Factor Q.) Relaxed vs. Tense 

16 

Total 16 
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The various reliability and validity measures for this 

scale are discussed in the test manual and in a review by 

Lorr, found in the Sixth Mental Measurements Yearbook 

(Euros, 1965). Briefly the manual indicates that the 

test-retest coefficient for a 6-day period averaged .80 

when Forms A plus B were combined. When Form A was used 

alone the average was .76. The test-retest coefficient 

after 2 months averaged .79 for Forms A plus B. Using the 

Spearman-Brown formula, the authors list the homogeneity 

coefficient average as .48 for Form A. For single form 

administration, which was the case in this study, the 

corrected split-half reliabilities range from .87 to .54. 

For a factored personality test the average loadings of the 

items of the scale on its factors represent its best esti

mate of its construct validity. For the 16PF (A + B) these 

loadings ranged from .73 for factor N to .96 for factor Q^. 

The average of these loadings was .85. Giving both forms 

(A + B) seemed to insure stronger validity and reliability, 

since the test attempts to measure many personality facets 

with a relatively short scale. Another way to insure 

higher validity and reliability, suggested by the authors, 

is to interpret only those scores v/hich fall outside the 

normal range (beyond stens 4 and 7). Lorr states in Buros 

(1965) the 16PF is the best factor-based personality 

questionnaire available to date, but viev/s the instrument 

as still primarily a research tool. 



The Motivation Analysis Test (MAT) 
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The Motivation Analysis Test (Cattell, Horn, Sweney, 

and Radcliffe, 1959) is designed to measure a person's 

interest, drives, and the strength of his sentiment and 

value system. The items of the M-AT are designed for ages 

16 years to late maturity, and require a tenth-grade reading 

level. The test measures both integrated, or conscious, 

and unintegrated, or unconscious, components for 10 motiva

tional areas. 

TABLE 2 

TESTS USED AND VARIABLES STUDIED (MAT) 

Tests and Variables Number of Variables 

The Motivation Analysis Test (MAT) 

(Factor Ca 

(Factor Ho 

(Factor Fr 

(Factor Na 

(Factor SE 

(Factor SS 

(Factor Ma 

(Factor Pg 

(Factor As 

(Factor Sw 

Total 

Career 

Hom.e-Parental 

Fear 

Narcism-Com.fort 

Superego 

Self-Sent im.ent 

Mating 

Pugnacity-Sadism. 

Assertiveness 

Sweetheart-SDOuse 

20* 

20 

Each variable has two scores: (1) the amount o: 
conflict felt and (2) the total amount o." motivation. 
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The test is suitable for either individual or group 

administration and requires approximately 50 minutes to 

administer. All 2 80 items of the test were given. 

The authors do not present the MAT as a "finished" 

tool, but as an instrument for basic research. Studies 

concerning validity and reliability are in the manual. 

The authors list split-half reliabilities ranging from .33 

for factor Pg to .70 for factor Ho. The average was .51. 

Test-retest coefficients over a 5-week period averaged .46. 

Factor validity ranged from .52 for factor N^ to .76 for 

factor Sw, and the average was .65. 

Objective measures of motivation have proven useful 

in juvenile delinquency studies. For example, Pierson, 

Barton, and Hey (19 64) , using the SMAT (v/hich is high 

similar to the MAT) predicted academic achievement in 44 

delinquent boys. 

For purposes of the present study the 10 motivational 

areas m.easured by the MAT were sumjned together to obtain a 

total conflict and total motivation score. 

Testing Procedures 

Testing procedures for both groups v/ere the same. 

All subjects v/ere volunteers. The total sample v/as gatherc: 

over a period of 6 months. The subjects v:ere tested indi

vidually and in groups of three or four. Standard testing 

procedure was follov/ed. The Motivation Analysis Test vras 
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administered first, and after a 20- to 30-minute break the 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire—Form A. 

Statistical P.rocedures 

The statistical procedures in the study were carried 

out with the aid of the IBM 360-91 Computer at the John 

Hopkins' Physic Laboratory Computer Center. The Student 

t Test (Fryer, 1966) was run for all comparisons. The out

put of the program which was reported included the means, 

standard deviations, and t values. 

Hypotheses 

To note the differences between the two groups the 

following hypotheses were proposed: 

1. The Rehabilitated group would score significantly 

more "adjusted" in term.s of personality traits as 

measured by the 16PF than would the Chronic group. 

2. The Rehabilitated group v/ould show more motivation 

and less conflict than v/ould the Chronic group as 

measured by the MAT. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Chapter III presents the results of the statistical 

testing and the hypotheses formulated. It also gives a 

personality and motivational description of the total group 

of delinquents as projected by the 16PF and MA.T as compared 

with a normal population. 

The Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I 

The first hypothesis dealt with the differences in 

the personality traits of the two groups. It stated the 

Rehabilitated group would present a more "adjusted" 

profile than the Chronic group as measured by the 16PF. 

The Student t̂  Test was applied to the data collected. 

The hypothesis was not accepted. 

As can be seen in Table 3 the groups differed signifi

cantly in only 1 of the 16 areas (Tough-Minded vs. Tender-

Minded). Hov/ever, since one could expect 1 in 2 0 to be 

significant at the .05 level there is some reason to doubt 

that this represents a true difference. 

Hypothesis II 

The second hypothesis dealt with the differences of 

amount of motivation and conflict expressed in the two 

20 
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groups. It stated that the Rehabilitated group would show 

higher levels of motivation accompanied by lower levels of 

conflict as measured by the MAT than the Chronic group. 

The Student t Test v/as applied to the data collected. 

As can be seen in Table 4, no significant difference was 

detected between the two groups in the 10 areas of motiva

tion or the 10 areas of conflict. Therefore, Hypothesis II 

was not substantiated. 

However, on the 16PF the combined delinquent groups 

differed somev/hat from the normative population on the 

follov/ing factors: (1) Easily Upset vs. Calm, (2) Forth

right vs. Shrewd, (3) Self-Assured vs. Apprehensive. The 

average mean for the normative group was 5.5 and the delin

quents scored 4.34, 4.37, and 6.94 respectively (see Table 

5). This could m̂ ean that the delinquents might be charac

terized as tending to be more Easily Upset, Forthright, and 

Apprehensive than the normal population. According to the 

manual, a low score on factor Easily Upset indicates a person 

who is low in frustration tolerance for unsatisfactory con

ditions, one who evades necessary reality dem.ands, and is 

emotional and easily annoyed. A low score on factor Forth

right indicates a person who tends to be unsophisticated, 

sentimental, natural and spontaneous. A high score on 

factor Apprehensive indicates a. person v.iio tends to be 

depressed, moody, brooding, and a worrier. 



o 
CN 

Q 
W CO 
EH EH 
< 
EH 
H 
tA 

H 

H ^ 
PQ H 
< ^A 
m W 
H C 
P̂  

W 

W H 
H ^ 
^ H 
EH 
W 
PQ 

> 

II 

W in 
U rH 

P̂  
W 

H O 
O H 

CO o 
EH (^ 
CO M 
W O 
EH 

, P 
• P l ^ 

o 

> 
H 
EH 
O 

DJ 

0 

- P H 
fd 
> 

CO 

O 
• H 
•P 
fd 

• H 
> 
0 
Q 

1 3 

fd 
1 3 

fd 
• p 
CO 

to 

fd 
0 

o 
• H 

O 

fd 

0 

U 
• H 

O 
U 

U 

fd 
Xi 
0 

C4 

0 

fd 

0 
i H 
, Q 
fC 

• H 
JH 
fd 

> 

23 

I I I i I I I i i I 

^c^icncn^coocncom 
inooo"Nr tx) t^cNcN]"=J '^ 

I I I I I I I I I I 

' ^ ' ^ r H i n O O r H O ' ^ r - r H 

' s j^cNi^ '=^ ' f^cNin 'sfvDin 

c3^v£)c^lCNC3^^-roLnvDo 

i H i H C O i H C » r H O r O O V O 

C N C N r H C N H C N r O C N C N C N 

0 0 r H C 3 ^ ^ ^ c N l H l n ^ ^ l H c 7 ^ 

tHCr . O r O i H C T i C O i H O C N 

C N C M C N C N C N r H C N C N C N i H 

V O C N C 7 \ » ^ i H r H C O < y > ' v J ' o 
v D ' N ^ r - c N r H i n v £ > ( y > t ^ c r ) 

C N C N C M C N C N t H C M C N r H C M 

o v o r ^ c o i n r H C N i n r H r -
i n t ^CN]v^cNr^ ro»x )C7^ r^ 

rHiHCNCNJCNiHCNCMCNJrH 

r o r o r - r ^ r o o o r » t ^ r ^ 
l n l n o o * x ) r ^ c o ^ c N ' ^ ^ v £ ) 

r o c N r o r o c N c o i n i n r o ^ 

r - r o o o o r - o r ^ o n 

kOr^VDCO^^CN'st 'OOOO^ 

V D L n r ^ V D V D V £ > ' ^ « £ i V j D O O 

o o i r i o o o o i n i n i n 
O C N t ^ O C N f O C N ^ ^ i H C N 

^m^'^'cncnm^^cn'^ 

i n i n i n o o o i n L n o i n 
cy\r--ocNCN^t~-- 'sfcvjvo 

vDvjDr-.r^r^v£)invDV£)co 

c 
o •H 
+J 
fd 
> 

•H 
+J 
0 
S 
i H 
fd 
•p 
0 

EH 

0 
i H 
XJ 
fd 

•H 
5^ 
fd 
> 

EH 
< 
>: 

u 0 
0 

u fd 

o 

i H 
fd 
-P 

c 
0 
}H 
fd 
(^ 
I 
0 
E-
o K 

4J 
JH 
0 

^-^ 
B 
0 

u 
1 

g to 
•H 

}H U 
fu J-( 
0 fd 
t i . ^ 

4-1 
C 
0 
E 

•H 
-P 

0 a 
Cn O 
0 CO 
}-! 1 
C) M-l 
P . rH 
r i 0 
CO Oi 

e to 
•H 
13 
fd 
CO 
1 

to 
to 
0 

c 
>i 0 
-p 
•H 

tP O 
c fd 

•H r; 
4-> tJi 
rd r̂  
?^ PM 

> 
•H 
4J 
}.̂  
0 
to 
to 
< 

0 
to 
:3 
0 
p . 
0) 
1 

4-1 
}•-! 

fd 
0 

,c; 
4-> 
0 

o 
•5 

CO 

^ ^ 
4J 
O 

•H 
i H 
M-! 
C 
0 
u 
fH 
fd 
4J 
0 
^ 
— 

to 
0 

1 — ; 

jOi 
fd 

•H 

u fd 
> 

EH 
< 
0r 1 

k 
0 
0 
U 
(d 

u 

i H 
fd 
4J 
C 
0 

u rd 
P^ 
1 
0 

n 0 
• 

»--( 

5̂  
To 
0 
t:. 

4-> 
}H 
0 

IH 

g 
0 
u 1 
B 
to 

-H 
U 
»—1 

(t 
??1 

0 
D i 
0 
J-i 

4J 
C 
0 
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TABLE 5 

16PF COMBINED MEANS AND N0RI4AL POPULATION SCORE 
FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS COMBINED (N = 35) 

Variable Name 
Normal 

Dfl^^2™^ Population 
r, ^^ Mean Score Mean Score 

5 . 

5 . 

4 . 

5 . 

4 . 

4 . 

5 . 

5. 

5. 

5. 

4, 

6. 

6, 

5 

5 

5 

23 

20 

34 

63 

94 

46 

42 

,83 

,29 

.60 

.37 

.94 

.06 

.69 

. 7 7 

. 9 4 

5.5 

5.5 

5.5 

16 PF Variables 

Reserved vs. Outgoing 

Concrete vs. Abstract 

Easily Upset vs. Calm 

Humble vs. Assertive 

Sober vs. Happy-Go~Lucky 

Expedient vs. Conscientious 

Shy vs. Venturesome 

Tough-Minded vs. Tender-Minded 

Trusting vs. Suspicious 

Practical vs. Imaginative 

Forthright vs. Shrev/d 

Self-Assured vs. Apprehensive 

Conservative vs. Experim.enting 

Group Dependent vs. Self-Sufficient 

Undisciplined vs. Controlled 

Relaxed vs. Tense 
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Table 6 presents motivational mean scores of the total 

delinquent group as compared with the normative data. 

Again no statistically significant differences were found. 

On the MAT, however, the delinquents shov; lov/ motivation 

on these six factors: (1) Career, (2) Home-Parental, (3) 

Narcism-Comfort, (4) Superego, (5) Self-Sentiment, and (6) 

Assertiveness. On the first four of these six they also 

had high levels of conflict. According to the manual, this 

picture of low total motivation coupled with high total 

conflict indicate as a group the delinquents possess high 

levels of internal stress which interferes with active goal 

directed behavior. 

In sximmary, the two hypotheses (as tested by the 

Student t. Test) were found to be nonsignificant. Only one 

personality factor (Tough-Minded vs. Tender-Minded) proved 

to be significant at .01 level. Hov/ever, there v/as somte 

doubt relative to the validity of this factor because chance 

alone could have accounted for it. 

A descriptive analysis v/as accomplished on the total 

delinquent sample for the 16PF and MAT. By observation no 

significant differences v/ere evident. Hov/ever, on the 16PF 

the total delinquent group tended to be characterized as 

more Easily Upset; Forthright, and Apprehensive v/hen cor.>-

pared to the normal population. 
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TABLE 6 
« 

MAT COMBINED MEANS AND NCP̂ MAL POPULATION SCORE 
FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS COMBINED (N = 35) 

Variable Name 

MAT Variables (Total Motivation) 

Career 

Home-Parental 

Fear 

Narcism-Comfort 

Superego 

Self-Sentiment 

Mating 

Pugnacity-Sadism 

Assertiveness 

Sweetheart-Spouse 

Delinquent 
Mean Score 

3.80 

2.91 

4.37 

3. 86 

3.00 

3.51 

5.29 

5.94 

3.29 

4.43 

Normal 
Population 
Mean Score 

5.5 

5.5 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

MAT Variables (Total Conflict) 

Career 

Home-Parental 

Fear 

Narcism-Comfort 

Superego 

Self-Sentiment 

Mating 

Pugnacity-Sadism 

Assertiveness 

Sv/eetheart-Spouse 

6, 

6, 

7. 

7. 

6, 

6, 

5. 

6, 

6. 

8. 

,83 

,31 

,29 

,03 

,94 

,34 

,17 

,29 

,46 

,77 
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When compared to the normal population on the MAT the 

total delinquent group tended to be characterized by low 

levels of motivation accompanied by high levels of conflict. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this chapter is tv/ofold: (1) to 

examine the failure of the hypotheses to be substantiated, 

and (2) to offer possible explanations for the findings of 

the study. The chapter is organized around the two 

research hypotheses and suggestions for future research. 

Hypothesis I 

The first hypothesis stated that the Rehabilitated 

group v/ould be significantly more "adjusted" in terms of 

personality traits on the 16PF than would the Chronic group, 

The failure of this hypothesis to be substantiated by the 

t. analysis was supported by the findings of Wattron (1963) . 

He found no relationship between delinquents and "normal" 

profiles among prisoners on the MMPI. Hov/ever, the 

research of Randolph et al. (19 61) , Hathav/ay and Monochesi 

(1953), Lefkov/itz (1966), and Pierson (1965) present con

trary findings. 

Since the research of most investigators support this 

hypothesis possible explanations for the failure to find, 

significant differences in this study could include: (1) 

the small sample size, (2) unfortunate choice of instru

ments, (3) failure to select sample to represent Randolph's 

"socialized" and "solitary" types of delinqueiits, and (4) 

28 
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the fact that this study included samples from two different 

geographical areas. Each of the four possible failures 

of the present study are briefly examined. 

Size of Sample 

Since the sample was small in number (35 total) it was 

possible there was a failure to reject an invalid null 

hypothesis. (This would be a type 2 error.) A power 

formula (Kirk, 196 8) was therefore applied to determine 

the number of subjects required in this small sample at a 

significance level of .05. The results indicated that a 

minimum of 35 subjects would be required in each group. 

Thus, one possible cause for the failure of the study could 

be the size of the sam.ple. 

Pierson's (1965) "response to treatmient" equation was 

also applied to the two groups, again the results proved to 

be nonsignificant. This failure to reach a significant 

level could also be due to the small sam.ple size. Pierson's 

sample included over 200 delinquents. 

Instruments Used 

Failure of the research study might lie in the instru

ments used. Although reading level (tenth grade) v.̂as taken 

into consideration, there is alv/ays a possibility poor 

readers remained undetected and affected the sr̂.a! 1 sar:,ple 

significant].y. Delinquents typically are poor readers and 

complain about being held back in school, Strang (19 66) 
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quotes from a Glueck study of delinquency that 

. . . 53 percent of a delinquent group made a 
reading quotient on the Stanford Achievement Test 
of less than 80 points . . . . Statistics from 
Nassau County Children's Court and other Children's 
Courts show that 65 to 70 percent of all cases 
were two or more years retarded in reading [pp. 
834-835]. 

Randolph's Delinquent Types 

Another possible failure of the present study deals 

with the failure to take into consideration Randolph's 

"socialized" and "solitary" types of delinquents in 

selecting the sample. No such allowance was made in the 

present study and this may have affected the outcome of the 

results in that personality traits may have been masked by 

not ruling out these characteristics in at least one of the 

groups. 

Geographic and Cultural Differences 

Other possible reasons for failure of the study might 

include: (1) the failure to equate the groups geographically 

(for example, Texas vs. Maryland, and institutionalized vs. 

probation) and (2) the possibility that undetected delin

quency could have been present in the group categorized as 

Rehabilitated (for example, the Rehabilitated group m.ay 

have committed further offenses that were undetected by the 

probation officer). 

Since the tv/o groups v/ere selected from different re

gions of the United States, cultural differences nay h."̂ve 
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been a major reason for the failure of the present study. 

Different life styles and expectancies may have been 

represented in the western and eastern parts of the 

country from which the subjects were selected. 

Hypothesis II 

The second hypothesis stated that the Rehabilitated 

group would be significantly m.ore motivated and shov/ less 

conflict than the Chronic group on the profile of the MAT. 

The failure of this hypothesis to be substantiated by the 

t. analysis has not been supported by researchers in the 

field. Although research on motivation is still in its 

infancy, the findings of such researchers as Murphy (1968), 

Harrods and Gottfried (1966), Pierson et al. (1964), have 

found motivation is a significant area of research in the 

field of delinquency. The same four possible explanations 

for the failure of the first hypothesis to achieve signifi

cance can be applied to Hypothesis II. Hov/ever, it is 

suggested that one of the former explanations should be 

given greater weight in this case. This is the possibility 

that the instrument used was an unfortunate choice. The 

MAT has a somewhat more difficult format than the 16PF and 

requires a higher reading level (tv/elfth grade) . The age 

range of the MAT is 16 years through adulthood; hov/ever it 

is the most sophisticated test of motivation on the laarket. 

The range of scores on both total motivation and total 



32 

conflict was great, but the small sample size tended to 

negate the span of difference; with a large sample, true 

differences may have been demonstrated. 

In summary, the one characteristic that reached a 

level of significance differentiating the Rehabilitated 

from the Chronic delinquents in this study was Factor I 

(Tough-Minded vs. Tender-Minded) on the 16PF. The Chronic 

group scored significantly more tender-minded than did the 

Rehabilitated group. This indicates that the Chronic group 

tended to be more dependent, clinging, and unrealistic while 

the Rehabilitated group tended to be more independent, self-

reliant and realistic. 

Suggestions for Future .Research 

More extensive research needs to be conducted which 

utilizes the factor approach. Such an approach, combining 

personality and m.otivation, could help identify comm.on 

traits of young offenders. There is a great lack of re

search on the personality and miotivational differences 

between delinquent groups, especially repeaters and non-

repeaters. Future researchers should: 

1. Test the reading level to avoid possible undetected 

poor readers; 

2. Use easier forms such as low literate Form E of 

the 16PF. The SMAT, standardized for a high school 
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age group, possibly should be used rather than 

the MAT; 

3. Give both forms (A + B) of the 16PF to increase 

reliability; 

4. Increase the sample size; and 

5. Select subjects from the same geographical 

region. 



CHAPTER V 

SURMARY 

Society views its young as its most valuable resource 

and as its hope for the future. In order to preserve this 

resource, researchers are attempting to understand the 

characteristics of young offenders and devise programs 

oriented toward their rehabilitation rather than punish

ment. Two areas of particular concern in understanding 

delinquent behavior are: (1) his personality and (2) 

his motivation. 

Past research has been typically divided between the 

fields of sociology and psychology. Recent research, 

however, has combined these two disciplines in an effort 

to identify certain psychological and motivational traits 

which delinquents hold in common. Of particular interest 

have been new factorial based personality and motivational 

questionnaires such as the 16PF and MA.T. 

Some researchers have identified such traits as 

intelligence, extroversion and introversion, and superego 

strength as characteristics delinquents have in common. 

Others have explored such traits as aggression, anxiety 

level, and conflict. The area of motivation has been 

largely unexplored, but is recognized as a major determi

nant for the rehabilitation of young offenders. 

34 
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The purpose of the present study was to investigate 

possible personality and motivational trait differences 

between two groups of delinquents. The sample consisted 

of 35 delinquents (20 Rehabilitated and 15 Chronic). Two 

instruments were utilized in the investigation. The 16PF 

was included as a measure of the personality characteristics 

of the delinquents and the imT was included to measure the 

motivation of the two delinquent groupsc 

Two hypotheses were formulated. The first hypothesis 

stated the Rehabilitated group would present, a more "ad

justed" profile than would the Chronic group as measured 

by the 16PF. The second hypothesis stated that the Reha

bilitated group would show higher levels of motivation 

accompanied by lower levels of conflict as measured by the 

r4AT than the Chronic group. 

After the data had been collected, the hypotheses were 

tested by the application of a Student t. statistical analy

sis. No significant difference v/as detected. However, one 

scale of the 16PF did reach a significance level of .01 

(Tough-Minded vs. Tender-Minded). The validity of this 

difference v/as questioned because of chance factors. 

Possible reasons for the failure of the present study 

include: (1) the sm.all sample size, (2) unfortunate clicico 

of instruments, (3) failure to select sample to represent 

Randolph's "socialized" and "solitary" types, (4) selecting 

sample from two different geographical areas. 
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Suggestions for future research include: (1) addi

tional studies utilizing factorial based questionnaires 

to help identify common traits of young offenders, (2) 

testing for reading level, (3) using easier forms such as 

the low literate Form E of the 16PF, (4) giving parallel 

forms to increase reliability, and (5) selecting the sample 

from the same geographical region. 
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