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THESIS ABSTRACT

A COMPARATIVE-DESCRIPTIVE STUDY OF SIXTY INCARCERATED CRIMINALS
UTILIZING THE VARIABLES OF PERSONALITY AS MEASURED BY THE
SIXTEEN PERSONALITY FACTOR QUESTIONMAIRE, READING SCORES,

AGE, TIME IN PRISON AND DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS

James 1. Walter
Doctor of Educatioﬁ, June 3, 1968
(A.B., Huntingdon College, 1951)
(Master of Science, March 16, 1967)
103 Typed Pages

Directed by Grady E. Harlan

The purpdse of this study was to identify and compare personality

factors, as measured by the Sixzteen Personality Factor Questiomnaire=

Fofm A, of i sample group of 60 prisoners incarcerated in Draper
Correctional Center; Elmore, Alabama. The variables of reading scorés,
age, time in prisén and-number of diséiplinary actions were also used

to determine differénces among the prisoners. The total sample group

was subdivided into four sngroups of 15 subjects each of,stuﬁent first
offenders, student recidivists, non—studeﬁt first offenders and non-student

recidivists. The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire‘was’used as an

instrument to obtain the following information:

iv
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1.

Are there differences in the Sixteen Personality factor

raw score means (1) among the four Draper aubgréups.of

‘student first offenders, student recidivists, non-student

first offenders and non-student recidivists; (2) betwéep
students and non-students; (3) between first offenders and

recidivists?

Are there differences in the Sixteen Personality factor

raw scotfe means between the total Draper samplé and (1)
the.general population norm of males and (2) the clinic#i
profile of convicted male criminals in prison?

What is the relationship between the Sixteen Peréonﬁlity
factor raw score means and (1) ages of the total samplé;
(2) time 1in prison, (3) disciplinmary actlons and (4)
rea&ing scores?

Can the independent variables of Sixteen Personality
factor raw score means, age and reading scores predict
(1) student versus non-student status, (2) first'offender
versus recidivist status, (3) time in prison and (4)

disciplinery actions?

The 60 subjects were each adﬁinistergd the 106 PF during a

‘two weeks pericd. Only prisoners who had scored a 7.0 grade level'

equivalent score or above on reading tests were permitted to serve as
. ‘ i

subjects.

Significant differences were found among, the four Drapar'sub-r

groups on the following 16 PF scales: B (dntelligence), € {affected

by feelings-emotionally sﬁable), E (humhle—assertive), I (tough minded-




tender minded), L (trusting-suspicious) and Q4 (relaxed-tense). vNo
significant differences were found on 16 PF scqles between students
versus non-students nor betw2en first offenders Qersus recidivists.
Significant differences were found between the totalﬁbraper

sample and the general populétion norm of males on the following 16
PF scales: -C, F (desurgent-surgent), G (expedient-conscientious),
L, N (fortﬁright-shrewd), 0 (placid-apprehensive), Qi (consérvative—
experimenting), and Q.

’ Significant differences were‘found between the total Draper
sample and tﬂe clinical profile of convicted male criminals in prison

on the following 16 PF scales: B, C, E, F, I, N, 0, Q; and Q3

- (undisciplined self conflict-controlled).

porrélation coefficients indicated the following relationships:

a pésiCive relationship between the 16 PF scale G and age; a negative

’ relatioﬂship between I and age; a negative relationship between I and

time in prison; a positive relationship between I and reading scores;
a negativé relationship-betweén»o and reading scores. Disciplinary

actions were not related to the 16 PF scales..

The indepen&ent variables 16 PF raw scores, ége and reading

- geores did predict first offender versus recidivist status and time in

prison but did not predict student versus non-student status nor number

of disclplinary.actions.: ’ .
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I. INTRODUCTION

It now seems generally true tha£ the emphasis in penology in the
United States has shifted from punishment ouly of the criminal offender
to more concern for his réhabilitation (Toby, 1964; Glaser, 1966). As
a recent study stated, "No expose of prison scandal and prisoner abuse
is as déamatic as the revelation of the aims and methods of the new peno- |

logy, whereby the rehabilitation of society and the convicted felon

is pursued by dedicated individuals within a framework of treatment

. designed to effect a social cure from 'within and without' the asocial

memb;r of society"™ (Stahl, 1965 p. 174).

Evidence of this apparent growing concern for the rgﬁabilitation
of the criminal is reflected in cu;rent attitudes tqward capital.
punishment, which may be thought of traditionally as the apex of
punishment. .A recent study indicated the existence of a significant.
worldwide trend toward decreasing the use of capitai punishment |
(Patrick, 1965).

Experimentél psychology presented évideucé thirty years ago
which indicated that, although puniskment can and does suppregs a
response, by itself punishmen; is an dneffective way to control or
aliminate the behavior of the punished-orgaﬂism (Skinner, 1938).

There are at least three ways in which punishment is utilized

in modern American society (Appel and Petersom, 1965), The first

1




2
way suggested by these authors is to re-asgert legal,bethical and/or.
moral principles; second, to detef others from committing an offense;'
third, to suppress an individual's dispositicn to behave in a
certain manner,
‘ Iﬁ the first two examples punishment is dsed to promote the
welfare of the punishing agency with no benefit to the punished

person either implied or intended. The third example presupposed that

. such treatment can modify the behavior of the punished individual in

such a way that will make him a more socially desirable person.
HoweQer, punishment used alone is likely to create avoidance and
escapé behaviors, rather than lawabiding behavior; punishment must
also be applied near the time of the occurrence of Fhe f;rbidden

act, if it is to be eéffectivel (Jefferey, 1965). Due to such tempora}
factors as selection of jurie;, lawyer preparation for defemnse,
testimony of all wignes;es ané consideration of all relevant evidence
it would be ﬁfacticﬁiiy and judicially imposéible to Qtiiize this

latter point. Indeed, it is logical to assume that miscarriages of-

justice would occur more often if punishmwent was always applied near

the time of occurrence of the crime.

) If the purpose of Amefican penology is to rehabilitate the
criminal réther than ﬁo only é?dish;him, then an understatiing of the
factors relaéed to recidivismAmust be developed (Arﬁoid, 1965; Mandel

et al., 1965a; Laulicht, 1963). The criteria for the adequacy or

1In the case of criminal behavior, "effectiveness" could be
defined as decreasing the emission of anti-social behavior and
increasing pro-social behavior. - .
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inadequacy of any prison rehabilitation program is finally defined

in terms of its recidivists--how many men return to prisoh after

being released (Laulicht, 1962). Criminal behavior needs:to be
understood in terms of vafiableé which are operating that are associated
with recidivism and/or nom-recidivism. As Warden John Watkins of Draper

Correctional Center (the location of this study) stated: "In a rehabili-

" tative prison setting, as the prisoner acquires an education and learns

a trade, he will at some point‘decidé whether he wishes to remain an
anti-social convict or a ‘pro-sccial member of society" (peréonal
communication to the author). Anti-social behavior is exhibited by
criminals who continue to recidivate; éro—social behavior is exhibi;ed
by those criminals who extinguiéh their anti-social responses and begin
to emit pro-social responses.

" A primary problem of studies involving crimipal or prison
populations is determining eritical variables related to the continua-
tion of criminal behavior as manifested by recidivi#m (Davié,‘1964 as
Lytle, 1963'a). Several past studies have indicated a relationship
between criminal behavior and certain personality functions (Kanun
and Monachesi, 1960; Healy and Bfonnef, 1936; Walter, 1967). At
least one study has indicated a relationship bet;een criminal
behavior an&'edqcational aspirations (Pine, 1964 a). Not only are
there personality and educati;nal differences between the criminal
and non-criminal, but there are also differences within the criminal
pépulation (Wilcock, 1964; Lindesmith and Dﬁnham, 1941).

Aécording to the vocatibnal developuent theory of Super, there

is a relationship between one's pérsonality, as defined by a
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self~concept scale, and hie vocational adjustment (Super, 1957).
This theory would be of importance in studying criminal behavior
because thekcriminal, in many instances, is a person who has made
an Inadequate vocational adjustment. In Super's theoretical frame-
work, the criminal's inability to adjust either vocationally or
socially is associated with the criminal's self-concept or his
personality as perceived by himsélf. Thus, any study of criminal
behavior would be more embracing or éonclusive‘if it included
variables that are related to rehabilitative measures to aid in the
prisoner's vocational and social adjustment.,

" 'Based on these previous studies, there seems to be a need for

a gtudy of a prisoner population that focuses on variables related

to (1) the prisoner's personality, (2) his educational level, (3)
some measurement of his social adjustment with ﬁis peers or pfison
authorities and (4) his present,ra£e of recidivism. It would also;
be important to study subgroupings of the total prisonér sémple in
order to determihe variable diffe;ences among the prisoners.

The variables empioyed'in this study wefe age, reading level

as defined by a grade level score on the Metropolitan Achievement

Test, length of time in prison, adjustment in prison as measured

by the number of disciplinary actions since being incarcerated at-

S : ’
Draper, personality as measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor

.

Questionpaire~Form A, educational position defined as a student or

non-student in the Draper vocational school, and criminal rate,

B

defined as a first offender or recidivist.
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Statement of the Problem

The purpose of thils study was to identify and compare personality

factors, as measured by the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire -

Form A, of a sample group of prisomers incarcerated in Draper
Correctional Center, Elmore, Alabama. The total sample group of 60
prisoners was subdivided into four groups of student first offenders,
student recldivists, non-student first offenders and non-student

recidivists. Specifically, the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire -

Form A (hereaiter designated 16 PF) was used as an instrument to obtain
the following information:

1. ' The Sixteen Personalitvaactor Questionnaire - Form A was

administered to the total Draper sample of 60 sﬁbjects in
order to present a composite profile for this total
sample and the four subgrbup samples.

2. Are there‘differences in the Sixteen Personality factof
raw score means among the four Draper subgroups of student
first offenders, student recidivists, non—student first
;ffenders and non—studgnt tecidivists?

3. Are there differences>in the Sixteen Persomality factor
Taw score means between Draper étudents (1st offenders
aﬁd recidi&ists) add non-students tlst offenders and
recidivists)? In addition other statistical pfocedures '
were utilized to determinebthe relationship between
16 fF scores and Student versus non-student categories.

4. - Are there differences in the Sixteen Personality factor

raw score means between Draper first offenders (students
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and non-students) and recidivists (students and non-

students}? In addition, other statistical procedures
were utilized to }dete‘rmine the‘relationship between

16 PF scores and lst offender versus recidivist
cotegories. ’

Are there differences in the Sixteen Personality factor
raw score means between the total Draper sample ,énd the

16 PF general population norm of males which is presented

.on page 19 of the Supplement of Norms for Forms A and B

of the 16 PF?

Are there differences in the Sixteen Personality factor
raw score means between the total Draper sample and

the clinical profile of convicted male criminals in

- prison which is presented in a "hand-out" sheet l;ublished

'by» the Institute for Personality and Ability Test-

ing? .

What is the relationship between the Sixteen Personality
factor scores and ages of subjects of the ‘total Draper
sample?

What:ts the relationship between the Sixteen Personality
factor scores and time in prison of subjects of the ‘#cot;él
Draper sample?

F-hat. is the relatiOns';zip between the Sixteen Personality
factor scores and disciplinary actions of subjgct's of the

total Draper sample?
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10. What is the relationship‘between the Sixteen Personality
factor scores and reading scores of subjects of the total
» Draper sample?
11. In addiﬁion, other statistical procedures were utilized
to determine the predictability of student versus non-
student status, first offender versus recidivist status,
time in prison and disciplinary actions from the independent
variables of reading scofes, age and 16 PF raw scores.
The results of this study should érovide information that
would be useful in rehabilitative prison programs. . For example,
if this study found significant relationships betweeﬁ the‘variables'
studied and student versus non~student status, this information could
serve as a criteria for prison school officials in determining
selection of prisoners for school enrollment. Also, any significant
rélationships found between the variables studied and first offender
versus recidivist status could aid prisen officials in determining which

prisoners would most likely profit from rehabilitative measures,
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II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

In a five year follow up (ex-post-facto) study of 446 immates
of thé Minnesota State Reformatory for Men, 53 variables were
utilized to detail the characteristics of each subject (Mandel et al.,
1965 b). Their data were related to pre, intra and post-institutional
variables. One of the intra-institutional variables was concerned
with the prison's educational program (In contrast to Draper's

self-insttuctional school, the'Minnesota Prison utilizes the

. conventional teacher-pupil method). This Minnesota study found

that recidivists showed a significantly greater participation in

"the formal school program than did the non-recidivists; the non-

recidivists achieved ét a highgr, though not significantly higher,
level than did the recidivists. The Minnesota findings related to
institutional schooling failed to differentiate between recidivists
and non=recidivists.

In another aspect of this Minnesota study, five clinical

psychologists conducted, independently, a blind sort on admission

~ 'Minnésota Multiphasic Pe'rsonality Inventory (hereafter referred to

+

as MMPI) profiles and pré—release MMPI profiles pertaining to the
446 immates. The judges were to indicate whether or not they would
have predicted recidivism or non-recidivism after prison release

for each profile examined by them. Agreement by three or more judges

8




9
was taken as the basis for consensus., Based on this criteria,
there was no significant difference in the judges' ability to
correctly predict recidivism or non-recidivism from either admission
or pre-release profiles.

In a study of 683 pupils, grades nine_through twelve, ‘it was
foundAthatidelinquent Lehavior is significantly related to educational
aspi¥ations (Pine, 1964 b). This study found that adolescents planning
to go to college Qere less invqlved'iﬁ delinquency than tﬁose not:
planning college enrollment. The relatedness of this study of
delinquents to adult crime is seen in another study which found
that 6ffenses of gang~member delinquentsbincreased in frequency and
violenge with incressing age into adulthood (Robin, 1964).

The single most important variable for predicting recidivism
among convicted c;iminals has been shown té be the extént of prior
'criminal experience (Guzé, 1964).' This study'alsp féund that
recidivism fails as middle age (40 and older) is approached and
reached, .The autﬁor states that this finding confirms results of
other studies which have found that criainal activity diminishes
after the age of 40 or 50. The variable effect of education on
recidivism was found to be inconcliusive. This st;dy is of particular
importance because the total_sample had an averageiﬁeriod_qf risk
(time out of’prison) of 34 moﬁéhs;'anothef study of 278 fecidivists;
found that half of tbe'subjecfs~recidivated‘within 18 months
following release and the mean time befere becoming a recidivist
follﬁwing relegse was 24 months‘(ﬁandel.ggﬁgi;, 1965 c); The 34.

. months time interval in Guze's follow up study would indicate that
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those who had not yet recidivated would continue in that direction.
The relationship between intelligence and criminal or
delinquent behavior has been the focus of several studies. One such
study concluded fhat the relaﬁionship between iﬁtelligence and
delinquént behavior could not be expressed as a single fixed value
(Céplan and Powell, 1964 a). This study involved 104 delinquents
of average intelligence and 104 delinquents of supérior inteliigence.
It was.found that both groups were identical as to the number of
second official offenses but differed radically when compared for
three or more detected offenses. Twenty per cent of the average IQ
delinqﬁents eventually got into trouble at least three official times;
only three per cent of the superior IQ delinquents were later )
arrested for aé many offenses, The authors conclude that a relation-
ship exists between intelligence and delinquency but this relation-
ship cénnot be expressed as a single inv;riant value.
| One author believes that criminology can become a sedence .
only through a muitifaceted approach which'integrates relgvaﬁt facfs‘
from many disciplines (Glueck, 1965 a). In a study deéigned to d
discrimipate delinquents from non—delinquentg, he found delinquents
to differ frgm'n0n-delinquents in the following fiQe ways:
1.  They are, phygically, more mesomorphic (solid and
muscular) than nou—éelinquents. ‘
2. They are, temperamentally, more reséless,'energetic,
impulsive and aggressive thén nonfdelinquénts.
l3. They are, in attitude, more hostile, suspicious and

non-submissive to authority than non-delinquents.
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4. Delinquents are psychologically different in that
‘they tend to be directive and concrete iA intellectual
' expression whereas non-delinquents express thcmseives
more simbolically.
5. Delinquents are different socioculturally, in having been
reared to a far greaﬁer extent than non-delinquents. in
homes of little understanding, affection and stability.

The authors concluded that tendencies of delinquents toward

uninhibited energy expression are imbédded in soma, psyche and in

malfo;mations of charactef during early childhood (Glueck and Glueck,
1950).

/ Recidivism studies suffer from'seveFal defigieucies iﬁdluding
u:iliiation of improper bases for calculéting the rate of viola;ioﬂ,
inaccurate follow-up data on reieased prisoners, and varying inter-
pretatioens of recidivism afis{ng out of theAinfluence of’court |
procedﬁres and policiés (Davis, 1964),. - This author éoes on to
suggest that the proper way to measure'recidivism is to féllow a

group’ throughout their probationary petiéd and to calculate the per

" cent of success and failure at successive periods of time.

k Sentenciﬁg procedures, crime definitions and revocation
procedures served to contaminate the results of a study designed to
- 4 N :
develop a personality scale from the P12 which would discriminate

between potentially successful (non-recidivists) aﬁ@ unsuccessful

*

' 2A1though‘this present study utilized the Sixteen Personality
Factor Questionnaire-Form A, it would seem appropriate to quote this

MMPT study for both tests contain a common factor of expressed anxiety
or general maladjustment (La Forge, 1965).

2
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(recidivists) probation candidates (Lytle, 1963 a). No statistically
significant differences could be found between the two groups.

AThis author suggeéted that test Instruments need to be restandardized
for use with specific sub-populations.

Using case‘histories>and two types of personality testé,
marked differences were found (many of them statistiqally significant)
between psychiatrieall& diagnosed homogeneous groups of prisonersv
(Magaw, 1959). The tw6 personality tests were the MMPT and the

‘Gordon Personal Profile, Case histories were examined for such

factors as alcoholism, work and service record, family status and
type of offense committed. Subjects were equated for age, intelligence,
enviromental bacﬁground and willingness to cooperate.
0versensitivity3 and personal adjustment have been shown to
be important factors related to recidivism in male juvenile délin—
quents~(Siegé1, 1963 a). ‘This study indicated that oversensitive
boys had a éignificantly greater chance‘of'becoming reciaivists
after being released. Follow-up studies of 106 whitg youths, -
16-17 years of age, indicated that 11 éerAcent of the boys who
were not oversensitive upon their release'becage recidivists; 33
ﬁer cent of thé oversensitive boys gecame recidiviéts. fﬁe author

makes a teatative conclusion that oversensitivity makes it difficulr

¥ - .
to make an adequate adjustment in marriage and employment.

30versensitivity, which was measured by an adaptation of the
Neuropsychiatric Sereening Adjunct, was determined by the presence
of such traits as irritability, easily offended and resentment of )
criticism; personal adjustment was indicated by the presence of self
assurance, lack of depression and a non-anxious personality.
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"~ A follow-up study over a two and one-half year per;léd of

311 men released from prison found the three most discriminating
variables related to recidivism to be prior penal commitmé;ts, prior
arrests-and type of offense (Metzner and Weil, 1963 a). Tﬁis stuciy
utilized variables which were objective and easily coded from depart--
ment records. Recidivist rates were also computed for each of gix
groupings of pfisoners, classified according to the three variables
just mentioned plus age and‘ race. The éuthors believe their type
study can aid penal authorit:i:es in making parole decisions and determine
baselines for estimating the effectiveness of treatment progra;ns.

&tﬁa and Weil found the overall recidivist: rate for the
311 releases to be 56 per cent, This figure is very close to pre;riously
published recidivism rates from other prisons.. For example, a study
of ‘345 men released from ﬁhe Minnesofa State Reformatory during
1944-1945 found that 53 per cent returned within a five };ear period
(Zuckerman, Barron and Whittier, 1953 a). However; it should be
noted that both the Masséchusett:s and Miﬁﬁesot? studiesifeport lower
recidivist rates than national reported averages. One st:udyireport;
a nation-wide recidivist rate of 66.6 per cent (Mat‘tick, 1960) .
Another author, without giving subs,tantiéting references, states‘,i
“rhe recidivism rate in most pr:f.son gystems hovers around -65 per c/ent"'
(Fanton, 1962 p. 133). ’These small but differing reported recidivist

rates probably indicate the difficulty in trying to ascertain true

' local and national rates.. Part of this difficulty is attributable

to the lack of a careful definition. of "recidivism" (Zuckerman, Barron

and Whittier, 1953 b).
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It is surprising that so few studies concerning recidivism have
appeared in thé litgrature and no standard methods for measuring
recidivism have been developed or agreed upon by criminologists
(Laulicht, 1962 b).  And yet regidivism continues to be an important
criterion for the success or failure of treatment programs.

Perﬁaps the difficulty in defining "reéidivism" in a way
acceptable to the majority of people engaged in correctional work is
a reflection of the incompatibility of various value systems. For
example, one recent study questioned the assumption tha£ the inter-
nalization of middle class success goals is a universal phenomena
(Spiller, 1965). This study found that juvenile delinquent gang
membérs are motivated to achieve prestige based on standards and
values of their own subcultural enviromment. These gang members
considered such anti-social behavior as fighting and theft éo be

highly valued because this type behavior gained them prestige

' within their own peer group.

Evidence to support the resulﬁs of Spiller's study was'found
in‘a study of 1,154 students (grades six to twelve) from rural, urban
'and industrial settiﬁgs (Ciark and Wenninger, 1963): This study -
found that iliegal behavior can arise from two soutces: (1) pursuit
of goals peculiar to a population segment; (2) pgrsﬁit of the same
type goals for all but the means of achieving them are different.

Middle class values then are culturally distant and not well
understood B& the potential zdult criminal, the boy gang member.
ansidered from the viewpoint of Spille;'s study, the criminal must

first come to see middle class goals and values, such as the acquiring
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of an gducation;ilearning a tréde,”skiIl or profesgion and becoming a
pro-social member of gocilety == the criminal must perdeive these -things
as giving him prestige and status.
The ideg that vocational adjustment and personal adjustment are
related is held by several prominent vocational development theorists

(Ginzberg et al., 1951; Boppock, 1963; Roe, 1956; Super, 1957 a). For

example, Koe and Hoppock believe that vocational choice and/or
adjustment is influenced by one's needs. That is, job satisfaction
1s a reflection of need satisfaction. Super believes that‘vocational
adjustment is an implementation of one's self concept._ Ginzberg
believes that voc;tional choice is a compramise between one's
interests, goals énd vglues and realistié opportunities in the
current occupationalifield. It is also interesting to note that
Ginzberg'believes that a person must be willing and able to .postpone
cértain gratifications in setting a realistic vocational goal. A
If acquiring an education and learning a tyade are important
aspects of a prisoner's ¥ehabilitation, thend a relevant question is,
what is thé most expédient way for é prisoner to acquire an educa-
tion and a tfade? At Draper Qorrectional Center; Elmore, ‘Alabama,
where this study was conducted, programmed instruction (selff
in;trucational method) hay been,utilized as a rehébiiitative device
since 1961.4 In the vocational schogl,.brisoner students are given

remedial courses, via the programmed instructional method, in basic

4Baged on data accumulated from October 1, 1964 to May 1, 1967,
the recidivist rate of graduates of the Draper School is 22%. (See
Appendix).
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education courses such as reading, grammar and arithmetic. These
remedial courses are in addition to éhe student’s regular vocational
course, It would new seem agppropriate to define and discuss programmed
inseructiou as related to xehabilitafion of prisomers.

Programmed instruction is any instruction presented by means of
a program, which is 4esi‘gned to present material to the learmer, to
control the student's behavior during his learning by exposing stimulusi
material; to require some overt or covert response to the material and
finally to provide some form og knewledge of results for each response
‘(Arnstine, 1964). It is a program in the sense that it is a list of
items, steps or frames each of which performs these functions. The
material to be taught is broken down into very small teaching units,
‘each closely related‘to the preceding ome. This method of presentation

emakes it relatively errorless for the student to acquire the entire body
of material. When it is ranembered that these prisomers are men who
have faiied~at nearly everything they have attempted, even crime, or
elee they would not be in prison, the importance of learning with a
minimum of failures can be understood. . The average Etudent finds
that 70 per cent of his responses will be correct. ‘This percentage
increases as he progresses.

With programmed inst;uction, the student s learning is
immediately confirged. That is, he is presented with immediate
knowledge of hie.results. This aspect of programmed instruction
would eend to increase the motivation of these prisoners. For

these men need tangible rewards and {mmediate gratification in order

AT TS
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to increase their motivation. ' The middle class values of éymbolic
rewards aﬁd postﬁoned gratification do not work as a motivating
force with the culturally deprived (Gordon, 1965).‘ The vast majority
of Draper prisoners could be defined as culturally deprived.‘ Neariy
all these men come from a background of low family income, limited
parental education, low aspifations for parents and children and very
limited social, economic and political participation in community
affairs (John Watkins, wardeﬁ of Drape?,.personél communication to
the author). These are characteristics often used to classify the
culturally deprived (Daniel, 1964).

The point has been raised that éhe cultural%y deprived

value education but dislike school (Riessman, 1964). This claim

1s based on the results of an anonymous ‘survey conducted several

years ago in which 70 per cent of the people in a lower sociv-economic
group replied "education" as to what they missed most and would like

their children to have. Riessman goes on to say that the culturally

deprived are alienated from school and resent teachers as they do

most authoritylfigures. Therefore, their attitude towards education
and towards the school must be considéred.separate}y. If Riessman's
claims are correct, they would seem to offer some justification for.
the use of programmed instructipn in a prison setting. Tﬂe emphasié
on self~instruction éndllack éf emphasis on teach;r might help.the
prisoner to develop a more adéquate attitude toward authority figures
and élso increase his learning skills.

The criminal does have his own sét of behavioral rules which

enable him to identify with a group that has anti-social mores
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(Keith and Stramm, 1964). The authors state that much of the
criminal's behavior arises out of a need which protects him from
identifying with feared and hated authority figures. This identific;—
tion would cause him anxiety, guilt and dissatisfaction with his anti-
social behavior. It would be logical; therefoge, to assume that the
criminal peréeives the classroom teacher as an authority figure of
the society of which he is not a membe;. Based on this reasoning,
it perhaps can be understood why the programmed instructional method,
which is relatively impersonal‘without the presence of a teacher,
should meet with success in a criminal population.

Dr. McKee states: "Many of these students exhibit patterns
of deviant behavior which alienate them from their teachers and peers
and, in general, interfere with their ability to receilve adequate
reinforcement from their eﬁvironment. The use of self-instructional
programmed material with this popﬁlation offers the possibility of
raising the academic standing of the group and at the same time
contributing to their behavioral adjustment. Self-instructiomal
ptogramme& material; with its poténtial for accelerated 1éarﬁing,
night well develop feelings of confidence and achievemepékin the
studenf, leading to adaptive rather than maladaptive classroom

behavior" (McKee, 1963). .

Summary

i

The main points which emerged from this review of related

literature were the following:
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Personality factorg, educational level, vocational
adjustment, intelligence and sociocultural factors are
related to recidivism and/or criminal behavior but not
as eingle Mariant values (Glueck, 1965 b; Siegel, 1963 b;
Pine, 1964 c; Supér, 1957 b; Caplan and Powell, 1964 b).

There are no tests or other measures that will predict

recidivism or non recidivism (Mandel et al., 1965 d;

Metzner and Weil, 1963._b) .

Variations im court policies and procedures as found

in sentencing, revoking p%roles and defining criminal
acts, contaminate the results of studies concerned with
determining variables related to recidivism and/or criminal

behavior (Lytle, 1963 b).

Based on this review of related literature, there seems to be

.

a need for résearch studies that are concerned with understandihg how
such variables as personality, veducation and vocational adjustment are
related t:o.recidivism and/or criminal behavior. These s.st:ud:les not
only would add to theoretical knowledge needed for defining récidivisn
but would also add to practical knowledge needed for structuring prison

rehabilitation proérams.

=
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b . III. METHODS AND PROCEDURE

Sample and Population

AN AR

The aample for this study consisted of 60 male prisoneré who
were incarcerated at Draper Correctional Center in Elmore, Alabama.

For purposes of the research design of this study, the sample
group of 60 prisoners was divided into four subgroups of fifteen
prisoners each:

1. Student first offenders (hereafter designated SFO) =~
These men were enrolled in the vocational school at
Draper which is supported by the Manpower and Develop-
ment Training Act of the United States Govermment. .
At the time of testing (May 9 and 16, 1967),; all these
subjects had been enrolled as students in this school
for five months. They were presently imprisoned for
having been convicted of their first felony offense.”

2. Student recidivists (hereafter designated SR) ~ These
men were also enrolled in the same vocational school as:
the SFO group. Eleven of these subjects had been en~
rolled as students for five months; three had beed
students for four months; one had been a student for
three months. All these men had'recidivated twice or
more: nine were imprisoned for the second time; four
were imprisoned for the:third time; two were imprisoned
for the fourth time.

" SMuny subjects ‘in’the SFO grbup.ﬁadvjuvenile~delipquent records
ranging from warnings to probations to: actual detention. '

6No attempt was made to discriminate between recidivists who
were imprisgned for committing a new offense and thése who had
committed a technical violation of parole. Previous studies had.
indicated the fallacy of .attempting this (Lytle, 1963 b; Bates, 1958).
As these and other authors point out, a technical violator will have many
times actually committed a new offense, but they will plead guilty to a
technical violation rather than be charged with a new criminal offense.

20
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3. Non-student first offenders (hereafter designated NSFO) -
These men were not at the time of testing and never had
been enrolled as students in any school at Draper. Their
classification as first offenders is the same as for the
SFO group. :

4. Non-student recidivists (hereafter designated NSR) ~ These
men were not at the time of testing and never had been 5
“‘enrolled as students in any school at Draper. All these X
men had recidivated twice or more: seven were imprisoned :
for the second time; five were imprisoned for the third
time; three were imprisoned for the fourth time.

Method of Data Collection

Beginning April 3, 1967 and ending April 14, 1967 an examination
of .prisoner classification files of those men.enrolled ia the vocational
school was made by the investigator of thié study. Only those students
who.scored 7.1 grade level or above on the reading section of the

Metropolitan Achievemeut Test Advanced Form A-M, were selected as

possiblé subjecfs.7 An attempt was made to limit as subjects those
30 years of age or. younger; however, this'was Impossible for the SR
(sﬁudeﬁt-recidivist) group. Thirty-six men.were fi;ally selected as
possible subjgcts for the two student gfoups (SFO and SR) with 18 in
eéch group. N ’

When the 16 PF was administered to the two student groups on

. May 9, 1967 and May 16, 1967 the following absentees were noted:
A :
two mén were in solitary confinement for disciplinary reasons; one . ;?

man was in the infirmary; two men had been released from Draper;

«

7pr. Herbert Eber, co—authot of the 16 PF, believes a minimum
reading level of 7.1 is necessary in order to read and comprehend the
16 PF-Form A (personal commanication to thé author).

BAER R VAN SU A
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one man did mot wish to participate as a subject. These absentees 4
resulted in two groups of fifteen subjects eacﬂ for the SR and SFO
groups. These 30 subjects were paid fifty cents each by the

investigator for taking the 16 PF test.B

Beginning April 17, 1967 and ending April 28, 1967 an examination

of prisoner classificatior files of those men not currently enrolled in

the vocatioral school was made by the investigator. Only those men
who claimed a ninth grade education or above were selected as possible
subjects. An attempt was made to limit subjects to those 30 years of ;
age and younger, but again this becamg impossible for the recidivist
group. Fifty-four men were finally selected as possible subjects for i
the non;student groups. |

These 54 men were first a&ministeted the reading section of the

Metropolitan Acuievement Test which is a time test of 25 minutes. They

were told by the investigator before being zadministered the‘reading

test: (1) they would be paid twenty~five cents after completing the ]

rteading test; (2) if they sggféa "high enough"” on the reading test,

they would then be aduministered a personality test for which they

would be gaid”fifty cents. . c

-

/,//”“ﬁTen of the 54 prospective subjects did not score 7.1 grade
T level or above on the reading test and could not be used as subjects
T to take the 16 PF test; eight did not wish to participate in either

test; two men 'had been enrolled in the Draper school while "serving

8y precedent for paying delinquents and crdimipals has been
established in an earlier study by another author (Slack, 1960).

PR PR SR e
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time" there for a previous conviction; two men were in solitary
confinement for disciplinary reasons; two had been releasad just
prior to the time of testing, May 20 and 23, 1967. These ab;entees
and inadequdcies resulted in two groups of fifteen subjects each

for the non-students (NSFO and NSR).

Instrumentation

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questiomnaire-Form A, published

. by the Institute for Personality and Ahility Testing, was developed

by BR. B. Cattell and H. W. Eber. It is a self~report personality
questionnaire which purports to measure, inclusively, main dimensions
of pgrsonality as derived by factor analysié.

Form A, 1962 edition of the 16 PF, which was used in this study,
is one of'six possible forms of this test. Forms A & B are most
appropriate for the adult with a high school reading level. Forms A &
B each have 187 items ip trichdtomous form; ten fo thirteen‘items

are utilized to measure each of 16 personmality traits. Forty to sixty

- mimtes are usually required to compigte either form. The questionnaire

items concern inteiest, preferences, and other customary self reports
ofrbehavior.

The personality factors whicﬁ the 16 PF .purports to measure are:

..

Factor low score direction high score direction

- A .. tends to be stiff, cool and goaod natured amd easy going,
aloof. Likes things rather attentive to people, ready
than people. Prefers to work to cooperate and adaptable.
alone. Avoids clashing view-
points. :
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Factor low score direction
ﬁ B is slow to learm, has little
capacity for higher forms of
knowledge.
Cc lacks frustration tolerance,

has neurotic symptoms such
as phobias, sleep disturbances
and psychosomatic complaints.

1s dependent and takes action
"which goes along with the
group.

[}

: G is fickle, undependable, irre~
i solute, lacks internal stand-
ards, can be demanding and
obstructive.

: H is cautious, withdrawn and shy,
i slow to express himself, has

; inferiority feelings, prefers
1 or 2 close friends to large
groups.

I N 8 is practical and can be hard,
: cynical and smug, operates on
a practical and realistic
basis.

P L is reiatively free of jealous”
- tendencies, adaptable, con-
cerned about others.

M is amxious to do the right
thing, often rather narrowly
’ correct and unimaginative.
‘

N 1s unsophisticated, is often
crude and awkward, is.
sentimental.

0 relatively free from anxiety,
is placid and calm, has con-
fidence in himself to deal
with things.

{’ | . ‘

high score direction

a fast learner and is
quick to grasp ideas.

emotionally mature and
posseses ego strength, is
realistic about life, has an
integrated philosaphy of life.

is independent, self assured,
at times may be solemn, tough-
minded and authoritarian.

is persevering, determined
and responsible, consistent
and well organized, has high
regard for moral standards.

is sociable, spontaneous
and abundant in emotional
responses, can face grue-
ling emotional situations
without fatigue.

is artistic, introspective
and tender minded, can be
demanding and impatient,
often upsets group morale
by negative remarks. ‘

is mistrusting and doubtful,
unconcerned about others,
usually deliberate in his
actions.

unconventional and u.-~oncern-
ed, often makes emotional
scenes, 1is somewhat irrrspons-
ible and impractical.

is polished and.shrewd, has
an intellectual and unsenti-
mental approach to problems.

15 depressed, moody and a

avoids people, often does not
feel accepted in groups, becomes
easily upset.

2
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Factor low score direction high score direction

Q is opposed to any change, usually takes issue with
usually goes along with ideas, both old and new;
tradition, is not interested more inclined to experi-
in analytical thought. ‘ment in life generally;

more tolerant of :
inconvenience.

Q2 likes and depends on social is accustomed to going his
approval and admiration, own way; makes decisions and
prefers to work and make takes action on his own.
decisions with others. ’

Q3 1s not too considerate, has strong control of his
careful or conscientjous; emotions and general
lacks will control and behavior; usually considerate
character stability. and evidences what is commonly
termed self-respect.

Q is relaxed, composed and

1s tense, excitable restless
satisfied; is not and fretful; often over-~
frustrated. fatigued but unable to

remain inactive.

The: 16 traits are classified as source traits as opposed to
surface: traits. Source traits are considered to be more important
\ .

than surface traits because source traits are the underlying varilables

tha affect, influence and determine overt behavior. In essence,

- gource traits would appear to represent the structure which underlies

personality. Surface traits are produced by theuinteraction of source
traité. Therefore, source traits are more useful in predicting and
accounting for behavior. R

Repbrted split-half reliabilities for each of the 16 factor
scales'range from +.71 to +.96 averaging about +.83 or +.84; internal
construct validities range from +.73 to +.96 averaging approximately

+.88 (Cattell and Eber, 1965 a). These reliabilities and validities
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are for Forms A and B combined; however, the authors sugggst that
estimatés of these values for Form A, although lower, will be ve;y
close on all factors (Cattell and Eber, 1957 a). '

Construct validity involves a correlation between test’scores
and values of another vafiabla. The outside variable is not éctually
a c;iterion; however, it is a variable that should relage 1ogicélly
to the test. For example, in the case of the 16 PF, each of the
questionnaire factors has been found to correspond to a primary
personalify factor found elsewhere -- ratings of real 1life behavior
situations in social response patterns and in abnorﬁal behavior
(Cattell and Eber, 1957 b). Thus, in construct’validity, results are
predicted which logically should be obtained if.the test is valid.

In this way, both the validity of the test and its underlying theory
are checked. 1In essence, construct validity is co;cerued with the
psychological meaningfulness of the test (Lyman, 1963).

Evaluations of tﬁe 16 PFiby other authorities appear to vary

greatly. For example, one reviewer states, "We conclude the 16 PF

test could be used in a harmful manner...either the statement about

thé diagnostic value of the factor scores should be coﬁfirmed, or

the present handbook withdraﬁﬁ and rew;itten" (L;bin,>1953 P. 875.
While another reviewer says, ''The 16 PF test bids fair to become the
gtandard ‘questionnaire-type personality test of the future. It
provides ‘a comprehensive range of trait scores wﬂicﬁ‘should‘be useful
for occupational guidance and as a background to clinical examination'

(Adcock, 1959 p. 114).
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The 16 PF is regarded by some authorities as still primarily a’
research instrument (Lorr, 1965). Lorr goes on to say that Ehe 16 PF
represents a high order of technical skill and is the best factor basea ‘ ‘é

personality inventory available. However, it has two major shortcomings:

, » (1) it is questionable, based on past investigatioas, whether or not the

16 factors emerge as independent sources of variance; (2) many of the

statements making up a factor are introspectively quite diverse which

. would suggest a further critical examination of the scale structure.

One reported factor amalysis of the 16 PF showed only eight

distinguishable factors (Becker, 1961). Becker suggested the need for
a new factored personality questionnaire which would focus on measuring
feﬁer indEpgn&ent factors reliably. ’;
Tﬂe'£uthors of thié instrument now report thé 16 PF can be sqored
. for four Eroad second order f'aétoré (Cattell and Eber, }962). These
four factors are: (1) adjustment versus anxiety,.(Z) introversion
versus extraversion; (3) tenderminded emotionaliﬁy versus élert,poisé,

¥

(4) subduedness versus independence.

Method of Data,AnalysiQ

I TR

An identification number, ranging from one to sixty, was assigned

to each subject of the sample.  Each subgroup was arranged alphébeticallyk

with the first group (SFO) assigned the identification numbers‘I through

15; the second group (SR) 16 throughvﬁog the third group (NSFO) 31

through 45; the fourth group (NSR) 46 through.60.

. | .
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Subjects were also assigned numbers for the following variables:

Subjects of each subgroup were assigned combination numbers of

~one and two according to the categories of student versus non~-student

and first offender versus recidivist. Each subject's reading‘score
was given, based on grade level and corrected to the nearest tenth.
For example, a reading score of 10.6 is interpreted as a reading level

equivalent to a student who has completed 10.6 grades. Age was given

_4n terms of years to the nearest tenth. - For example, an age of

24,5 is interpreted as one who is‘24 years and 6 months old.’ Time in
prison was giveniin terms of months spent in prison as a convicted
crimipnal. Disciplinary action was given in terms of the number of
days spent in solitary confinement at Draper.

The ‘16 personality factor scores were given for each subject
in terms of his raw score.

Appropriatevnumbers, based on the previously mentioned

variables, were then transferred to IBM cards for each subject.

Hypotheses Tested

_This study hypothesized a homogeneous population -according to

16 PF measures. The following nine hypotheses were tested:

1. There is no difference in 16-PE raw score means among
the four Draper subgroups of student first offenders,‘
" student reéidivists, non-student first offenders and

non-gtudent recidivists.
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2. There is no difference in 16 PF raw score means between
Draper students and nou-gtudents. ‘
3. There is no difference in 16 PF raw score means between
Draper first offenders and recidivisﬁs.

" 4. There is no difference in 16 PF raw score means between
the total Draper sample and the general populgtion norm
of males. |

5. There is no difference in‘16 PF raw score means between
the total Draper sample and the clinical profile of
convicted male criminals in prison.

6. There is no relationship between 16 PF raw score means
and ages for the total Draper sample.

7. Thgre is no relationship between 16 PF raw score means
and time in prison for the total Draper saméle.

.8. There 1is no relatioﬁship between 16 PF raw score means
and disciplinary actions for the total Draper sample.

9.  There is no relationship between 16 PF raﬁ scoré means -

and reading scores for the total Draper sample.

Although it was not tested as a hypothesis, the predictability

of student versus non-student status, first offender versus recidivist

N .

. gtatus, time in prison and disciplinary actions from the independent

variables of 16 PF scores, age and reading  scores was also determined.
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Scoring of the 16 PF

The 16 PF answer shdets of the 60 éubjeéts were hand?scored
by the investigétg#; usiég two cdrdboard stencils. " Each ;tenéil,
with punched"%oles} i; appliad in sucéession to the answer éheet;,'
each stencil éives eigh;Jscores which are entered 1n‘th¢;r§w score

column on the right hand edge of the answer sheet. The "right"
answer scores two_points; the intermediate answer scores one point;

the "wrong" answer scores zero points.
AStathtical Procedure

The analysié of variance statistical method was use& to deteFmine
the following 16 PF raw score differences; among the fouf sﬁbgrcups
of student first.offenders, student recidivists; non~gtudent first
offenders and non-student recidivists; between students and non-
atudeﬁfs; befween‘first offenders and recidivists (Walker and
Lev, 1953 a): The Auburn University Computer Center, using electrical
computing equipment, calculated the F - ratios.’

The t~test statistic was used to determine‘the following
differences: between the tétal Draper sample aud éhe general

population norm of males; between the'total Draper sample and the

elinical érofile of convicted male criminals in prison (Walker'

and Lev, 1953 b). -The 16 PF raw scores were used to determine
these diffetences. Dr. Herbert Eber and his staff of the Institute

for Personality and Ability Testirg - Southern calculated the t-

values.
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The Pearson Product Moment Formula was used to determine
the relationship of 16 PP raw scores to the following variables:
age, time in prison, disciplinary éctious.and réading scores (Walker
and Lev, 1953 ¢). Tﬁis fcrmula,was‘also~usgd to collect data concern-
ing the gelatidnship‘of IGAP? scoteé to student versus non-student
atatus‘and first offendér versus recidivist status. Ihe‘Auburn
Un;ve;sity Computer C§nter calculated the correlation coefficients.

Discrimihant ;nalysis was used to predict the discrete
variables of student versus nen-student status and first offender
versus recidivist status (Aﬁderson, 195§; Rao,41952).‘ Multiple
regression was used to predict the continuous variables of time in
prison and number of disciplinary actions (Cooley and Lahneg, 1962;
Ostle, 1954). In both the discriminant analysis and multiple regressionm,
independent variaﬁles of 16 PP raw scores, ages and reading scores were
used to predict the dependent ﬁariables. The Auburn University Computer
Center calculated the appropriate statistical values for the discriminant
analysis and the muléiplé regrassion., ' |

Statistical data collected in this study that reached the .05
level of probability or leés was considered to be significant.
Although snme data were significant at a probability level beyond

the .05 level, this data was reported as being significant unly at

the .05 level.




IV. RESULTS

_2resented in this chapﬁet are the description of the total
Draper sample and subgroups; the results of the analysis of varianée
which determined 16 PF raw score differences among the four Draper
subgroups of student fifst offenders, student récidivists, non-student
fitst,offepders and non-student recidivists; betwéen students and non—-
students and between first offenders and recidivists; results of the
t - test which determined 16 PF raw score differences between the total
Draper sample and the general population norm of males and between the
total Draper sample and the clinical profile of convicted male criminals
in prison; results of correlation testing which determined the relation—
sﬁip of 16 Pf raw scores to ages of Draper subjects, their length of
time in prison, disciplinary actions and reading scores. - Each
hyﬁothesis will be presentéd separately aﬁd‘discussed.

Also included in this chapter are the results of the discriminant
;nalysis and the multiple regression séatistical‘techniques which
determined the predictapility of student versus non;student status,
firat offender Qersus recidivist status, time in prison and disci- )

. , .
plinary actions 'from the independent variables of 16 PF raw scores,

age and reading scores.

Hypothesis ome, which stated there will be no difference in

16 PF raw score means among the four Draper subgroups of student first

32
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offenders,~atudent'rec1diyis;s, non-student first offenders and

.

non-student redidivisté, was rejected. Presented in Table 1 are

the results of the analysis of varlance for these four subgroups

of Draper subjects.

The F-ratio presented. in Table 1 indicates that something other
‘than chance 1s operating to cause these differences in 16 PF rzaw
score means among student first offenders, student recidivists, acén-

student first offenders and non-student recidivists.

TABLE 1

DIFFERENCES OF. THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTORS AMONG STUDENT FIRST OFFENDERS,
STUDENT RECIDIVISTS, NON-STUDENT FIRST OFFENDERS AND NON-STUDENT
RECIDIVISTS COMPUTED BY THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Source : » : df - S.5. . M.S. F

Between Groups , 15 422.14 28.14 1.92#
Within Groups 840 12326.24 14.67

TOTAL ‘ 855  12748.38 42.81

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence

Since it has been statistically demonstrated that a significant
amount of variation exists among these four Draper suogroups, it must
be determined which 16 PF scales contribute tec this variation. Pre-

+
sented in Tables 2 through 7, inclusively, are t—values which indicate
the differences in the mean scores between each of the 16 PF scales.

The t-values presented in Table 2 indicate there is a significant

difference betweenAnon—studént first Bffenders and student recidivists

on the 16 PF scales E (humble-assertive) and I (tough minded-tender
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COMPUTED t-VALUES FOR NON~-STUDENT FIRST OFFENDERS (NSFO) VERSUS STUDENT RECIDIVISTS (SR) FbR THE
VARTABLES OF THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTORS, READING SCORES, AGE, TIME IN PRISON AND DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS

TABLE 2

Interpretation Means Means
Variable low - high NSFO SR .. t Value
- : - : N =15 N =15 ‘
Reading score 10.58 9.67 1.79 .
Age T 21.95 25.51 - =2.42%
Time 4in Prison 11.00 39.14 -4 ,29%
Disc. Actions e - 8.07 4.13 - - 0.94
: A Reserved - Outgoing - 9.80 9,40 - .0.35
B Less ~ More . ( . .
intelligent intelligent 5.73 7.00 -1.66
c Affected by - FEmotionally e
feelings stable 12,60 13.20 -0.50
E Humble - Assertive 11.87 15.00 -1.96% w
F Desurgent - Surgent 14.67 15.13 -0.30 =
"G ) Expedient - Conscientious 11.53 10.20 ©0.97 '
H Shy = Venturesome 11.53 12.07 -0.30
1 Tough ~ Tender : .
. minded minded 2.73 7.27 2.42%
L Trusting =~ Suspicious 10.73 11.33 -0.60
M Practical - Imaginative to12.67 11.60 0.75.
N Forthright ~ Shrewd - 10.67 10.13 0.48
0 Placid ' = - Apprehensive 13,40 12.93 © 0440
Q1 Conservative =~ Experimenting 8,20 8.33 - ~0.11
Q2 Group - Self : ) .
dependent gufficient .11.00 10.93 0.07
Q3 Undisciplined -~ Controlled , : ’
self~conflict ‘11.40 - 9.60 1.52
Q4 " Relaxed ~ Tensge 13.40 15.53 1,24 -
*Significant at the ,05 level of confidence
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minded). There are also signifivant differences on the variables of

age and time,;n prison. The scores on these four variables indicate

“the fo;iowing:' s:udenﬁ recidivists are older and have been in prison . if

a longer period of time than non-student first offenders; student
recidivists are more assertive and more tough minded thar non-student 5§

firgt offenders.

.

: ) 4 "7 % The t-values ﬁresented in Table 3 indicate there is a signifiéanﬁ

.f - difference hetween student first offenders and non~student recidivists

: on the 16 PF scale B (intelligence). There are also significant
differences on the variables of reading scores, age and time in prison.

~ The scores on these féur variables indicate the following:: student

first offenders score higher on reading tests than do non-student
recidlvists; student first offenders are younger dnd have been in
prison a shorter time than have non-student recidivists; student

first offenders are more intelligent than non-student recidiVists;

The t-ﬁalues presented in Table 4 indicate there'aré no
significant differences between studént first offenders and student
tecidivists on the 16 PF scales. However, there are significant
differénces on the variables of agé and time in prison.  The scores
on these two variables indiéate that studeﬁt recid#vists are older
and have been_iﬁ ﬁrison a 1ongef period of time thap have student
éirst offenders.

The t-values presented in Table 5 indicate there is a signifi-

o i

cant difference between student recidivists and non-student recidivists
6n the 16 PF scales B (intelligence), C (affected by feelings - emotionally

stable), E (humble-assertive), L (trusting-suspicious) and Q4 {(relaxed-
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COMPUTED. t-VALUES FOR STUDENT PIRST OFFENDERS ‘(SFO) VERSUS NON-STUDENT RECIDIVISTS (NSR) FOR THE -
VARIABLES OF THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTORS, RFADING SCORES, AGE, TIME IN PRISON AND DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS

TABLE 3

H

' Interpretation Means Means :
Variable low ~ high SFO NER - t value
. N = 15 N = 15
Reading -Score 10.27 8.82 2,68%
Age - 21.12 26.57 ~4,82%
Time in Prison 9.53 40,07 -6.77%
Disc, Actions ‘ 3.00 1.33 1.36
A Reserved - Outgoing 9.27 8.93 0.30.
B Less - More .
intelligent intelligent 6.93 447 4 :47%
C Affected by ~ Emotionally .
feelings stable 15.40 15.93 -0.38
E Humble - Assertive 13.13 11.13 1.39
F Desurgent - Surgent 16.69 16.33 - 0.17
G Expedient - Conscientious 11.33 - 12,00 ~0.52
H Shy ‘= Venturesome 14.87 13.33 0.76
I Tough ~  Tender .
ninded minded 8.13 7.67 0.42
L Trusting ~ Sugpicious 10.33 8.67 1.36
M Practical - . Imaginative 11.93 12,00 -0.06
N Forthright -~ Shrewd ' 10,07 10.93 ~-0.96
0 Placid ~ Apprehensive 11.27 12.27 -0.69
Q Consgervetive ~ Experimenting 8.67 8.40 0.20
Qy Group ~ Self ’ .
dependent gufficient 11.13 9.87 0.88
Q3 Undisciplined '~ Controlled :
self-conflict 10.60 11.93 ~-0.87
Q. Relaxed ~ Tense 12.87 12.00 0.45

~ *Significant at the .05 level of confidence

9E
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COMPUTED t-VALUES

TABLE 4

FOR STUDENT FIRST OFFENDERS (SFO) VERSUS STUDENT RECIDIVISTS (SR) FOR THE
VARIABLES OF THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTORS, READING SCORES, AGE, TIME IN PRISON AND DISCIPLINARY ACTION

Interpretation Means Means
Variable low - high SFO SR . t Value
) N = 15 N = 15
Reading Score 10.27 9.67 1.05
Age 21,12 25,51 ~3.36%
Time in Prison 9.53 39.13 -4 ,57%
Disc, Actions : 3.00 4.13 ~-0.52" '
A Reserved - Qutgoing 9.27 9,40 -0.11
B Less . - More :
intelligent intelligent 6.93 7.00 ~0.09
c Affected by ~ - Emotionally
feelings. stable 15.40 13.20 1.51
E Humble ~ . Assertive 13.13 15.00 -1.24 :
F. Desurgent - Surgent 16,60 15.13 0.91 ]
G Expedient -~ Conscientious 11.33 10.20 0.70
H Shy ~ Ventureasome 14,87 12.07 1.42
I Tough ~ Tender
minded minded 8.13 7.27 0.82
L Trusting =~ 'Suspicious 10.33 11.33 ~0.76
M " Practical -~ Imaginative- - 11.93 11.60 0.24
N. Forthright - -~ Shrewd 10.07 10,13 ~0.07
0 Placid ~ Apprehensive 11.27 12.93 -1.11
(e31 Consgervative -~ Experimenting 8.67 8.33 0.25
Q, Group - Self
dependent sufficient 11.13 10.93 0.15
Q3 Undisciplined - '~ Controlled
: self-conflict 10.60 9.60 0.67
Q4 Relaxed - Tense 12.87 15.53 ~1.26

#Significant at the .05 level of .confidence
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« R i . tensg);. The scores on these 16 PF scaies‘indicate the following:
student recidivists are more intelligent, less emotiénally stable,
more assertive, more suspicious and more. temnse than are noh-student
recidivists. . -

The t-values presentéd in Table 6 indicate there is a signifi-
cant difference between studént first offenders and non-student fifst
offeuderé on the 16 PF scale B (intelligence). The score on this
factor (B) indicates that student first offenders are more intelliéent
than non-student first offenders.

The t-values presented in Table 7 indicate there are signifi-

cant differences between non-student first offenders.and noﬁ-studenF
recidivists on the 16 PF scales B (intelligence), C (affected by
feelings-emotionally: stable) and L (trdsting—sqspicious)l There
are als§ significant differences on the variables of readiﬁg scores,
age and time in prison. The.scores on these six variables ihdiqate
the following: ' non-student first offenders are more intelligent,
less emotionally stable and more suspicious than are non-student =
recidivisfs; ﬁon—sthdent first offenders score higher on rea&iﬁg
tests, are youngef and have been in prison~aAshorter length of
time than have non—étudent recidivists. B
Hypothesis two, which stated thefe will be no differeﬁcé‘in
16‘PF raw score means between Draper students and non—stu@ents, was.
not rejected. Presented in Table 8 are the rgsulgs of the analysis
“of variance for the student versus non—student’groupings. The

F ratio presented in Table 8 is not significant at the .05 level

of confideﬁcq, Thus, no significant difference between the 16 PF

raw score means of students and non-students was found.




" COMPUTED -£-VALUES FOR STUDENTV RECIDIVISTS (SR) VERSUS NON-STUDENT RECIDIVISTS (NSR) FOR THE
VARTABLES OF THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTORS, READING SCORES, AGE, TIME IN PRISON AND DYISCIPLINARY ACTIONS

TABLE 5

Interpretation Means Heans
Variable low ~ high SR NSR t Value
N =15 N = 15
Reading Score 9.67 8.83 1.46
Age 25,51 26.57 -0,68
Time in Prison 39,13 40,07 -0.12
Disc. Actions 4,13 1,33 1.36
A Reserved = Outgoing 9.40 8.93 0.43
B Less - More
intelligent intelligent 7.00 4.47 3.44%
c Affected by = Emotionally
feelings stable 13.20 15.93 -2.4%%
E Humble ~. Assertive 15.00 13.13 2,23*
F Desurgent -~ Surgent 15.13 16.33 -0.71 w
G Expedient ~ Conscientious 10.20 12.00 ~1.44% b
H Shy ~ Venturesome 12.07 13.33. ~0.64
I Tough =- Tender
minded minded 7.27. 7.67 ~0.42
L Trusting = Sugpicious 11,33 8.67 2,60%
M Practical = Imaginative 11.60 12.00 -0.33
N Forthright =  Shrewd 10.13 10.93 -0.76
0 Placid - Apprehensive 12,93 12.27 0.48
Q Conservative =~ Experimenting 8.33 8.40 -0.06
Qz Group - Self
dependent sufficient 10.93 9.87 0.98
Q3 Undisciplined - Controlled
.. self-conflict 9.60 11,93 ~1.76
Q4 Relaxed - Tense 15.53 12,00 2.06*

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence
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COMPUTED t-VALUES FOR STUDENT FIRST OFFENDERS (SFO) VERSUS NON-STUDENT FIRST OFFENDERS (NSFO) FOR THE
VARIABLES OF THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTORS, READING SCORES, AGE, TIME IN PRISON AND DISCYIPLIRARY ACTIONS

TABLE 6

Interpretation

Means Means
Variable low - high SFO NSFO t Value
N =15 N =15
Reading Score 10.27 10.58 ~0.69
Age ©21.12 ©21.95 -0.81
Time in Prison - 9,53 11,00 -0,85
Dise. Actions : 3.00 8.07 -1.32
A Reserved - Outgoing 9.27 9,80 ~0.45
B Less - More .
intelligent intelligent 6.93 5.73 2.04%
C Affected by = Emotionally
feelingn atablao 15,40 12,60 1.92
E Humble = Assertive 13,13 11.87 0.99
by Desurgent =~ Surgent 16,60 14,67 1.38
G Expedient -  Conscientious 11.33 11,53 -0,14 -
H Shy ~  Venturesome 14.87 11.53 .1.85
I Tough - Tender .
minded minded 8.13 9.73 ~1.35
L Trusting ~ Suspicious 10.33 10.73 -0.33
M Practical - Imaginative 11.93 12.67 ~-0.55
N Forthright ~ Shrewd 10.07 10.67 -0.62
0 - Placid - Apprehensive 11.27 13,40 ~1.69
Q1. Consérvative - Experimenting 8.67 8.20 0.34
Qg Group ) -  Self
dependent sufficient 11.13 11.00 0.09
Q3 Undisciplined -~ Comntrolled .
self<conflict 10.60 11.40 -0.59
Q, *Relaxed ‘ ~  Tense 12,87 13.40 -0.28

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence

oy




COMPUTED t~VALUES FOR. NON-STUDENT FIRST OFFENDERS (NSFO) VERSUS NON-STUDENT RECIDIVISTS (NSR) FOR THE
- VARIABLES GF . THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTORS, READING SCORES, AGE, TIME IN PRISON AND DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS

TABLE 7

» Interpretation Means Means v
Variable Jow - high NSFO NSR t-Value
N =15 N = 15
Reading Score . 10.58 8.83 3.71%
Age 21.95 26.57 ~3.50%
Time in Prison 11.00 40.07 ~6.28%
Disc. Actions 8.07 1.33 1.78
A Reserved ~. Outgoing 9.80 2.93 0.80
B ‘Less -. More '
intelligent intelligent 5.73 4.47 2,29%
cC Affected by ~ _Emotilonally )
feelings stable 12.60 15.93 -2.96%
E Humble ~. Assertive 11.87 11.13 0.46
F Desurgent ~ . Surgent 14.67 16.33 -1.11
G Expedient - Conscientious 11,53 12.00 ~0.49
H Shy = Venturesome 11.53 13.33 -0.99
I Tough - Tender )
minded ‘minded . 9.73 7.67 1.90
L Trusting ~ Suspicious 10.73 8.67 2.33%
M Practical .= TImaginative 12.67 12.00 0.57
‘N Forthright =  Bhrewd 10.67 10,93 -0,26
o Placid - - Apprehensive 13.40 12,27 1.02
Q Conservative - Experimenting 8.20 8.40 =-0,17
Q2 Group ~ Self )
dependent sufficient 11.00 9.87 0.99
Q3 Undisciplined -~ - Controlled
gelf-conflict 11.40 11.93 =0.43
Q, Relaxed - ‘Tense 13.40 12.00 0.66

9

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence
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TABLE 8

DIFFERENCES OF THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTORS BETWEEN STUDENTS
AND NON~STUDENTS AS COMPUTED BY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Source df S.8. M.S. ¥
Between Groups 15 ©302.38 20.16 1.374
Within Groups 840 12326.24 14.67 :

TOTAL -855 12628.62 . 34.83

However, the Pearson Product M&ment Correlation statistical
prchdure indicated that Faétors B'(intélligence) and E (humble;
assertive) are negatively related go studént veréus non—stu&ent
status, Presented in Table 9 are the éorreiation coefficients
which reflect tﬁe relationship between 16 PF raw scores and studeﬁti
versus non—étudént status. »

These negative correlation coefficients presented ip Téble 9
indicate that Factor B (intelligence) and Facfor E (humble versus

assertive) are inversely related for students versus non-students.

‘This scoring of Factor B indicates that students score higher on

_-Factor B than non-students. The scoring of Factor E indicates that

students score higher on factor E than non-students,

Hypothesis three, which, stated there will be no differgnce in
the 16 PF'r;§ score-means be;ween Draper first offenders and recidivists,
was not'rejected. Presenteﬁ in,Table 10 are thehresults of the analysis

of variance for the first offender versus recidivist groups. The F

° ratio presented in Table 10 is not significant at the .05 level of

-

confidence. Thus, the anmalysis of variance statistical technique
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falled to discriminate between the 16 PF raw score means of first
offenders and recidivists,
TABLE 9
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 16 PERSONALITY FACTOR SCORES AND STUDENT VERSUS

NON-STUDENT STATUS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE COMPUTED BY THE
- PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION

Factor Interpretation
low - high x
A Reserved - .Outgoing .01
B - Less -~ More ‘ -.45%
) . dntelligent intelligent
c Affected by - Pmotionally
. feelings stable -.00
E Humble = Assertive =.29%
F Desurgent - Surgent .04
G Expedient - Conscientious -.13
H Shy -~ Venturesome -.10
I Tough - Tender '
minded minded -.16
L Trusting -~ Suspiclousg =17
M Practical = Tmaginative ~.08
N Forthright -~ Shrewd - W12
o Placid ~ Apprehensive 10
. Qy L Conservative - Experimenting . =-.03
.Q2 o - Group - Self ’
) ' dependent sufficient - =.09
. Q3 " Unlisciplined - <Controlled ‘
: self-conflict ' .20
Q4 o ‘Relaxed = Tense -.14

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence

TABLE 10

DIFFERENCES OF THE 1& PF RAW SCORES BETWEEN DRAPER FIRST OFFENDERS AND
RECIDIVISTS COMPUTED BY THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

AT NSRS e e e movies

P

Source . ' - aE ~ s.ss. . M. F

Between Groups 15 69.70  4.65 0.317
Within Groups - . 840 12326.24 14,67
TOTAL .. 855 12395.94 19.32
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An additional statistical procedure utilizing the Pearson

Product Moment correlation indicated that no personaiity‘ factor 1is

slgnificantly related to first offender-recidivist status. Presented

in 'Table 11 are correlation coefficients which reflect the relation-

ship between 16 PF raw scores and first offender versus recidivist

status.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 16 PERSONALITY FACTOR RAW SCORES AND FIRST OFFENDER~

TABLE 11

RECIDIVIST STATUS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE COMPUTED
BY THE PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION

Interpretation
Factor low - high ) r
A Reserved - Outgoing ) -.06
B Less - More
intelligent intelligent -.14
c Affected by - Emotionally
feelings gtable 07
E Humble - Assertive N ¢
F Desurgent -’ Surgent . .01
G Expedient - Conscientious - ~.04
H Shy -~ Venturesome -.05
I Tough - Tender .
minded ‘minded -.24
L Trusting ~. Suspicious, -.08
‘M Practical - Imaginative -.07
N Forthright ~ Shrewd .03
0 Placid : ~ Apprehensive - .03
Q3 ‘Conservative -  Experimenting S -.01
Q2 Group . - Self
dependent sufficient -.10
Q3 Undisciplined = ~ Controlled

R self-conflict =.03
Q4 Relaxed - Tense . .06

Hypotheéis four which stated there will bé no difference in the

16 PF raw score means between the total Draper sample and the general

population norm of maies, was rejecﬁed on eight ’factqrs. Presented in

TaBle 12 ére' t-values which reflect the differences of 16’PF raw -
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score means between the total Draper sample and the general popula-
tion norm of males.‘ Results of the:Draper and nbrm.lG_PE raw scere
means‘presented in Table 12 indicate there are significant
differerces between the total Draper sample and general population
norm .of males on 8 of the 16 PF scales.

The 8 factors which indicate a significant difference between
the Draper sample and the norm group are Factors C, F, G, L; N, 0; Q,
and QA' The scoring of these particular factors would suggést the
foilowing:

Factor C - The norm group is more emotionally stable
than the Draper sample.

Factor . F - The Draper sample is more surgent than the
norm group.

Factor G -~ The norm g¢roup is moré conscientious than the
Draper sample.

Factor L - The Draper sample is more suspicious than the
: " morm group.

Factor N - The norm group is more shrewd than the
Draper sample. :

«

Factor O - The Draper sample is more apprehensive
than the norm group.

k Factor Q;- The norm group is more experiménting than
the Draper sample, :

Factor Q4- The Draper sample is more tense than the
. norm group. ’ : :

No significant difference was found between the Draper sample

"and the norm group of males on Factors A, B, E; H, I, M, Qy, and Q3.

 This lack of differences on these particular factors would suggest

that the Draper sample and the norm group oE males score relatively

the same regarding reservedness versus outgoingness (A), intelligence

»




TABLE 12

TO THE GENERAL POPULATION NORM OF MALES

A COMPARISON OF 16 PF.RAW SCORES OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE

- Interpretation Draper Notm
Factor low -~ high Scores Scores t Value
N = 60 N = 1127
: A Reserved - -. Outgoing 9.35 9.67 -.74
B Less - More
intelligent intelligent 6.03 5.92 +.39
C Affected by ~ . Emotionally )
feeldings stable " 14.28 16.08 ‘=3.61%
E Humble -  Assertive 12.78 13.5% -1.42
P Desurgent - . Surgent 15.68 13.38 +3,90%
G- Expedient - ‘Conscilentious 11.26 13.84 ~5.41%
H Shy ~  Venturesome 12.95 13.76 -1.23
I Tough =~ Tender
: minded minded 8.20 8.39 ~-.41
L Trusting - Suspicious 10,26 8.83 +3.31%
M Practical ~  Imaginative 12,05 12,15 -22
N Forthright ~ - Shrewd 10.45 11.70 ~3.,60%
0 Placid = Apprehensive 12,46 9.33 +6,42%
Q1 Conservative = Experimenting 8.40 10.36 ~5,16%
Q Group Self
dependent sufficient 10,74 10.12 +1.38
Qi Undisciplined ~ Controlled
self~conflict 10.88 11.13 ~.60
Q4 ' Relaxed - Tensge 13.45 10.98 +3.75%

*Signific:'mt': at the .05 level of confidence

9y
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(B), humbleness versus assertiveness (E), shyness versus venturesome-
n;ass (H), tough mindedness versus tender mindedness (i), practical
versus imaginative (M), independence (Qp), and self-control {Ql‘)h.

Hypothesis five, which stated ‘thare will be no -difference in
the 16 ‘PF raw score means between the %otal Draper sample and the
clinical‘ profile of convicted male criminals in prison, was re:']ect:ed
on nine factor;. Presented in Table 13 are t:—fralues which reflect
the ciifferences of 16 PF raw score means between the total Drapér
sample and the clinical profile of conﬁicted male criminals in
prison.

Results of the Draper and criminal profile 16 PF raw score
means presentéd in Table 13 indicate there are significant gifferences
between the total Draper sample and the clinical profile of coavicted
male criminals in prison on 9 of the 16 PF scales. The nine factors
which indicate a significant difference between the Draper sample and
t:he‘criminal i:rofile are Factors B, C, ﬁ, F, I, ¥, 0, Q3 and Q3. The

scoring of these particular factors would suggest the following:

Factor B - The ﬁrapet' sample is more intelligent
than the criminal profile. :

Factor C

— ' The Draper. sample ig more emotionally
stable than the criminal profile.
Factor B - The Draper sample is:more assertive than
the criminal profile." :
Factor F . - The Draper sample lg more surgent than
the criminal profile.
Factor I - The criminal profile is more tender

minded than the Draper sample.




TABLE 13

A COMPARISON OF 16 PF RAW SCORES OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE TO THE
CLINICAL PROFILE OF CONVICTED MALE CRIMINALS IN PRISON

Factor Interpretation Draper Crim.
: low ~ high Scores Prof. t Value
N = 60 N = 891 ]

A Reserved - Outgoing 9.35 9.2 +.35
B Less -~ More .

intelligent intelligent 6.03 4,1 +6.91%
C Affected by -~ Emotionally '

feelings - stable 14.28 12.2 +4,20%
E Humble - Assertive 12.78 11.8 +4 . 00%
F Desurgent - Surgent 15,68 10.0 +9,61%
G Expedient =~ -Conscientious 11,26 12.0 ~-1.52
H Shy ~ Venturesome 12,95 13.5 ~-.80
I Tough = Tender

minded minded 8,20 . 9.8 -3.53%
L - Trusting = Buspicious 10.26 9.6 +1,53
M Practical - . imaginative 12.05 12.6 ~1.20
N - Forthright - Shrewd 10.45 11.2 -2.15%
0 Placid ~ Apprehensive 12.46 11.8 +5.05%
Q1 Conservative -  Experimenting 8.40 9.8 =3.72%
Q2 Group - Self

dependent sufficient 10.74 11.1 -.8C
Q Undisciplined - Controlled ‘

self~conflict : 10.88 9.8 +2.57%
Q, Relaxed ~ Tenge 13.45 12.2 +1.95

8y

*Significant‘at the .05 level of confidence
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Factor N ~ The criminal profile ig more shrewd than
the Draper sample.

Factor O - The Draper sample is more apprehensive than
the criminal profile.

Factor Q1 -  The criminal profile is more experimenting
than the Draper sample.

Factor Q3 - The Draper sample is more self-controlled

than the criminal profile.

No significant difference was found bet;een the Draper sample
and the criminal profile on Factors A, G, H, L, M, QZ and QA' This
lack of differences on these particular fa;tors would suggest that
the Draper sample and the criminal profile scoré relati#ely the ‘same
regarding reservedness versus outgoingness (A), expediency versus
conscientiousnesc (G), shyness versué venturescmeness (H), trusting
versus suspicilousness (L), practical versus imaginative (M), '
independence (QZ) and relaxed versus tense>(QA).

prothesis six, which stated there will be no relationship
between 16 PF raw scores and ages of the. total Draper sample, was

rejected on Factors G and I. Presented in Table 14 ara correlation

. coefficients which reflect the relationéhip between 16 PF raw

score means and ages for the total Draper sample.
_The correlation coefficients presented in Table 14 indicate
4 positive relationship between age and Factor G (expediency versus

conscientiousness) and a negative relationship between age and

Factor T (tough mindedness versus tender mindedness). ¢

The relatively low (.28) relationship of the ages of Draper

inﬁates to Factor G- tends to suggest that the -older the immate becomes




the higher he scores on this factor. The relatively low (-.?.9)
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relationship of the ages of Draper immates to Faction I tends to.

this factor.

TABLE 14

~ suggest that the older the irmate becomes the lower he scores on

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE 16 PERSONALITY ¥ACTOR RAW SCORES AND AGES

OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE C(MPUTED BY THE
PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT 'CORRELATION

Factor Interpretation
low - high r

A Reserved ~ - Qutgoing ~.03
. B Less - More

intelligent intelligent -.13
[ Affected by « Emotionally :

feelings ‘stable -.06
E Humble -~ Assertive -.10
F Desurgent - Surgent .02
G Expediént -~ Conscientious -e28%
H Shy - 'Venturesome -.05
I Tough - Tender S

minded minded -.29%

L Trusting = Suspicious =.21

M Practical ~ ‘Imaginative -.02
N Forthright =~ Shrewd .17
‘0 Placid - ‘Apprehensive .10
Qi Conservative ~ Experimenting =.03
Qs Group - Self .

dependent sufficient -.05
Q Undisciplined - . Controlled

self-conflict ~-.10
Q, ‘Relaxed. ~ Tensn .00

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence -

Hypothesis ‘seven, which stated there w71l be no relatiomship

between the 16 PF raw scores and time in priscn of subjects of the

total Draper sample, was rejected only on Factcr I. Presented in
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Table 15 are correlation coefficients which reflect the relation-

ship between personality faét:or scores and time in prison for the

total Draper sample.

that something other than chance is operating to cause the relation-

‘The correlation coefficients presented in Table 15 indicate

ship between time in prison and Factor I. (tough mindedness versus

tender mindedness).
time in prison to Factor I tends to suggest that the longer an

immate remains in Draper the lower he scores on this factor.

TABLE 15

The relatively low (~.27) relationship of .

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTOR RAW SCORES AND TIME
IN PRISON OF SUBJECTS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE COMPUTED BY

THE PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION

Interpretation

Factor . low - high r

A Reserved Outgoing .04
B Less More
k intelligent intelligent -.05
Cc Affected by Emotionally

feelings stable .09
E Humble Assertive .13
F Desurgent Surgent .07
G Expedient Conscientious .02
H Shy Venturesome -.05
I Tougk. Tender

minded minded -.27%
L - Trusting Suspicious -.16
k. ¢ Practical Imaginative -.10
24 Forthright Shresd -.12
(V] Placid Apprehensive .10
Q Conservative Experimenting ~.10
Q2 Group. . Self

dependent sufficient ~.08
Q3 Undisciplined Controlled

' gself-conflict ’ -.03

Q[‘ Relaxed i Tense -.00

*Significant- at the .05 level of confidence

2
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Hypothesis eight, which stated there will be no relationship
between the 16 PF raw score means and disciplinary gctions of
subjects of the total Draper sample, was not rejected. Presenﬁed
in Table 16 are correlation coefficients which reflect the relation-
‘ship between personality factor raw score means and disciplinary
actions for the total Draper sample.

The correlation coefficients presented in Table 16 indicate
there is mno significant relationship between 16 PF raw scores and
disciplinary actions of the total Draper sample.

' TABLE 16
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE 16 PERSONALITY FACTOR RAW SCORES AND

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS OF SUBJECTS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE
COMPUTED BY THE PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION

Factor Interpreétation

low — high £
A Reserved -. Qutgoing : -.01
. Less = More
intelligent intelligent -.08
c Affected by ~ Emotionally
. feelings stable ’ -.03
E Humble ~ .Assertive 14
F Desurgent - Surgent ~.04
G Expedient ~ . Conscientious’ .23
H Shy - Venturesome ' .03
I Tough . - Tender )
minded minded . .10
L Trusting =~ Suspicious Jd4
M Practical - Imaginative .19
N Forthright -~ Shrewd : : =21
0 Placid ~ Apprehensive . : -.04
Qi Conservative ~  Experimenting -.10
Q2 Group - Self :
. dependent sufficient . .09
Q3 Undisciplined - - Controlled
gelf-conflict ' ~.01
Q, Relaxed ~ . Tense .10
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Hypqthesis nine, which stated there will be no relationsiiip
between the 16 PF raw score means and reading scores of subjects of
the total Draper sample, was rejected on Factors I and O. Presented
in Table 17 are correlation coefficients which reflect the relation-
ship between personality factor raw scores and reading scores for
the total Draper sample.

The correlation coefficients presented in Table 17 indicate
that something other than chance is operating to cause the positive
relationship between reading scores and Factor I (tough minded versus
tender minded), and a negative relationship between reading‘scores and
Faptor 0 (placid versus apﬁreheﬁsive).

The relatively low (.?7) relationship of reading scores of
Draper subjects to Factor I tends to suggest that those immates who
make higher reading scores aiso score higher on Factor I. The
relatively low (-.29) relationship of reading scores'of Draper
subjects to Factor O tends to suggest that those Inmates who score
higher on reading also scoré lower on Factor O. |

Although not utilized as part of this study in terms of hypothesis
testing, it was félt that additional information would result from
utilizing 16 PF raw scores, ages and reading scores of the total
D;aper'sample as independent variables to‘predicé the four dependent
variﬁbles of student vé:sus non-student status; first offender vefsus
recidivist status, time in prison and disciplimary actions: In order
to evaluate the efficacy of such an approach several stepsyhad to be

taken. First, the one best combination of all the variables used for
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alone,

TABLE

17

prediction had to be determined. Next; appropriate statistical
analyses had to be performed upon this combination to determine

if it differed significantly from chance in predicting the dependent
variable. Finally, in analyzing the particular components of this
ca;lbination of variables, each variz;ble had to be examiﬁed to determine
its relationship to the dependent variable. It also had to be deter-
mine;i if the independent variable explained more variatic;n in the

combination of variables than would be expected by chance ‘cccurrence

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 16 PERSONALITY FACTOR SCORES AND READING -SCORES
OF SUBJECTS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE COMPUTED BY THE PEARSON
: FRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATION

Factor Interpretation

low — high 4
f A Reserved - Outgoing -.07
B " Less - More ;
intelligent intelligent .16
c Affected by = Emotionally
: feelings stable .05
E Humble i - -Assertive .14
F . Desurgent -~ Surgent .15
G Expedient - - Conscientious .10
H Shy ~ . Venturesome .09
I Tough - - Tender )
minded ~ minded .27%
L Trusting - Suspicious .05
M Practical ~. Imaginative ~.06
N Forthright = Shrewd A2
0 " Placid - Apprehensive T -.20%
Q1 Conservative -  Experimenting .03 -
Q, _Group - . -~ Self
dependent sufficient 13
Q3 Undisciplined - Controlled
Self-conflict ' .13
Q Relaxed «~ Tense ~.24
*Significant at the .05 level of confidence
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The statistical technique for prediction of a dichotomous
variable 1s discriminant analysis. In this procedure an equation
is derived that estimates which group or class an individual will
fall based on analysis of the indgpendent variables. Once the
discriminant equation has been statistically derived, it is possible
to perform certain analyses tc determine the magnitude of the
discriminant function. Specifically, it is possible to obtain an
F ratio from an analysis of variance of the discriminané equation to“
determine if the equation predicts class mémbership significantly .
better than does chance; it is also possible to use the equation
to Predict class membership go be compared against actual class
membership.

Since the dependent variables used in discriminant analysis'are
dichotomous one's or two's, it can be determined from the discrimimant
equation hovr many actual one's were classified or predicted as one's
and how many were misclassified as two's,

Multiple linear regressional techniques were applied to the

data to derive the one combination of independent variables that would

.

explain the maximum amount of variation in the dependent vagiable.
An analysis of variance statistical techniqﬁe was then applied to
this equatioﬁ to'determine if it explained a greater amount of
variation in the dependent‘variablé than would by expected by chance
occurence‘aloﬁe. That is; was tﬁe regression equation sigﬁificaﬁtly
successful in predicting the dependent‘variablgs? If the regression
equation was successful in predicting dependent variébles, then

additional steps would be taken to determinev(l) which independent

»
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‘variables were related to the deperdent variable and (2) which

independgnt variables contributed a significant amount of‘variation
to the equation used for prediction.

Therefore, the statistical techniques of discriminant analysis
and muitiple regressional analysis are quite similar in concept, but
differ in that the former predicté a discrete variable and the latter
predicts a continuous variable. : In this study discriminant analysis
is used to predict the discrete v;riables of first offender versus
recidivist and student versus non-studett; multiple regressional
analysis is used to predict the coﬁtinuous variables of time in
prison and disciplinary actioms. .

Resuits from a.discriminant analysis using student versus non-
studént status of the toéal Draper sample as the d;pendent variable
are presented in Tables 18 and i9, respectively.

The computed F ratio does not excegd the value necessary to be
significant at the ,05 level of confidence. Therefore, the discriminént
analysis equation, using 16 PF raw scores,; ages and reading 5cores’of
the total Draper saméle as independent variables to predict stﬁdeut '
versus. non~student statué, does not exceed the variation expecéed on the
basis of chance alone. it has not been statistically demonstrated
that it is possible to use 16 PF raw scores, ages and reading‘scores
to predict, with measur#ble accuracy, the dependent variable of student
versus non-student status. The analysis of the discriminant function<
presented in fable 19 data indicates that the discriminant analysis
correctly predicted the student versus non-student status of 42

subjects, but wrongly predicted the status of 18 subjects.

=

TR
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TABLE 18
COMPUTED VALUES OF DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS PREDICTING STUDENT VERSUS

'NON-STUDENT STATUS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE WITH 16 PF RAW SCORES,
AGES AND READING SCORES TREATED AS INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

%ariable Interpretation Discriminant Function
low - high Coefficient
Age ’ -0.03
Reading Score o - -0.00
Factor .
A Reserved - . = Outgoing . 0.13
B Less - More . '
intelligent intelligent 0.89
C Affected by ~ Emotionally )
feelings stable 0,00
E Humble - ~. Assertive 0.19
F Desurgent - Surgent -0.11
G Expedient ~ Conscientious =~0.02
H Shy - Ventureseme . 0.11
I Tough -~ Tender
' minded minded -0.12
L Trusting - Suspicious 0.08
M Practical — Imaginative 0.15
N Forthright =~ Shrewd 0.00
0 Placid ’ - Apprehensive ~0.24
Q1 Conservative ~ Experimenting ~ -0.05
Q2 Group - BSelf ) g
. dependent sufficient -0.01
Q3 Undisciplined - Controlled _
gelf-conflict . 0.08
Qs Relaxed -~ Tense 0.3
THE . CONSTANT TERM FOR THE EQUATION IS -8.93
-TABLE 19
ANALYSIS OF DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION PREDICTING STUDENT VERSUS NON-
STUDENT STATUS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE WITH 16 PF RAW SCORES,
AGI:j.S AND READING SCORES TREATED AS THE INDEPENDENT VARTABLES
F ratio . . Classification Table
1.19 . ) . Predicted

student = non-student
1 gtudent 19 11

actud .
non-student 7 23
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Results from a discriminant analysis using first offender versus
recidivist status of the total Draper sample as the dependent variable

are presented in Tables 20 and 21, respectively. : {

TABLE 20

T T

COMPUTED VALUES OF DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS PREDICTING FIRST OFFENDER
VERSUS RECIDIVIST STATUS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE WITH 16 PF RAW
SCORES, AGES AND READING SCORES TREATED AS INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Variable ' Interpretation Discriminant Function
i low - high Coefficient
11
L
: Age . -0.49
Reading Score 0.74
Factor
A Reserved -~  Qutgoing 0.01
B Less - More
) intelligent intelligent 0.01 i
c Affected by ~ Emotionally = !
feelings stable =0.18 o
E Humble -  Assertive: -0.19 i“‘
F Desurgent - Surgent 0.02
G Expedient = Conscientious 0.20
' H Shy - Venturesome 0.13
I Tough ., = Tender , A
" minded + .minded- -0.05 -
L Trusting .=  Suspicious 0.11 : :
M Practical = Imaginative 0.11 ;
N Forthright - . Shrewd St -0.03
0 Placid = Apprehensive 0.11
Q g Conservative ~ Experimenting 0.05
Q2 Group ~ Self . v
-~ _ dependent ‘sufficient . 0.13
. Q3 -~ + Undisciplined - Controlled ‘
) - self-conflict -0.09 :
Q Relaxed - Tense -0.07 i
. THE CONSTANT TERM FOR THE EQUATION IS ) - 0.69
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TABLE 21

ANALYSIS OF DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION PREDICTING FIRST OFFENDER VERSUS
RECIDIVIST STATUS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE WITH 16 PF RAW SCORES,
AGES AND READING SCORES ?REATED AS THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

F ratio Clagsification Table
1.89* . ' Predicted
. 1st offender recidivist
w1 19t Sffender 28 :

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence

%he computed F ratio does exceed the value necessary to be signi-
ficant at the .05 level of confidence. The analysis>of the discriminant

aualysis correctly predicted the first offender versus recidivist status

- of 49 éiblects but incorrectly predicted the status of 11 subjects.

Therefore, the discriminant analysis equation usnng 16 PF raw scores,
ages and reading scoree of the total Draper sample as independent '
variables to predict ﬁinst offender versus recidivist status does
explain an amount'cf‘veriation in first offenner'versus recidivist

*

status tban would be expected by chance occurrence alone. Since

it has been statistically demonstrated that it is possible to use 16

PF raw scores, ages and reading scores of the total Draper sample to

predicr firgt nffs.uder versus recidivist status, it must be determined

vhich independent variables contributed a significant amount: of varia-

tion to the discriminant analysis equation used for prediction.
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Presented in Table 22 are t-values which indicate the signifi-

cance of each independent variable in predicting the dependent

variable of first offender versus recidivist status.

TABLE 22

COMPUTED t-VALUES USED IN PREDICTING FIRST OFFENDER VERSUS RECIDIVIST
STATUS FROM THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES OF 16 PF RAW SCORES, AGES AND

READING SCORES FOR THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE

Variable Interpretation Computed t-Value
. low - high
Age 4.73*
Reading Score 3.05%
Factor
A Reserved - Qutgoing 0.45
B Less —~ More
intelligent intelligent 1.10
C Affected by . - FEmotionally
- feelings stable 0.56
E Humble « Assertive 0.49
F Desurgent - Surgent 0.09
G Expedient = .Conscientious 0.34
"H Shy -  Venturesome 0.36
I Tough - Tender -
minded minded 1.87
L Trusting - - Suspicious 0.63
M Practical = Imaginative 0.54
N Forthright - Shrewd 0.23
0 ‘Placid - Apprehensive 0.27
Ql Conservative - Experimenting 0.07
Q; Group - Self
dependent ~ sufficient 0.74
Q3 - Undisciplined = -~ Controlled
self-conflict 0.23
Q; Relaxed " - Tense 0.47

#Significant at the .05 level of confidence

Lty
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The independent variabies of age and reading scores contributé
to a significént amount of variation in the dependent variable of
éirst offender versus recidivist status. There is'a significant
amount of differénce in the ages of first offenders and recidivists-
with the recldivists being older. Reading scores of first offenders
are significantly higher than those of recidivists. Noné of the.lﬁ
PF scales had significant t-values. This would indicate that 16 PF (
scores did not account for a significant amount of variatioq in first
offender versus recidivist status, when the.individual scales are used

as predictors.

Results from the multiple regression and an analysis of variance

. ‘'statistical technique using time in prison of the total Draper sample

as the dependent variable are presented in Tables 23 and 24, respecﬁively.
~The computed F ratio does exceed the value neceséary to be
significant at the .05 level of confidence. Th;refore,the regression
equation using 16 PF raw'écﬁres, ages and reading scores of the total
Draper sample as independent variables ;o predict time in prison does
explain an amount. of variation in time-in-prison than would be expected
by chance occurrence alone. - Since it has been.sﬁatistically demonstrated
that it is possible to use 16 PF raw scqrés, ages and reading scores
of thé totai Draper sample to predict time in prison,vit mﬁst'$e
determined which independent variabies contributed a signifipant amouﬁt

of variation to the equation used for prediction.
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TABLE 23

COMPUTED VALUES OF MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION PREDICTiNG TIME IN

PRISON OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE WITH 16 PF RAW SCORES, AGES AND
BEADING SCORES TREATED AS INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Variable Interpretation Regression
: low - high . Coefficient
Age : -4,20
Reading ‘Score 2.87
Factor : .
A - Reserved ... = Qutgoing 0.09
B Less - More
intelligent intelligent 0.93
c Affected by -~ Emotionally
feelings stable 1.09
E Humble - Assertive 1.71
F Desurgent ~ Surgent 0.04
3 Expedient - Conscientious -0.68
H Shy ~ Venturesome -1.36
I Tough - Tender o
. minded ©  minded 0.00
L Trusting - Suspicious -1.17
M Practical - Imaginative -0.48
N Forthright - Shrewd -1.19
o Placid - Apprehensive -0.66
Q1 Conservative ~ Experimernting -1.35
Q ) Group ' - Self:
. dependent sufficient ~0.40
Q3 ’ Undisciplined ~ Controlled
. self-conflict = | 0.98
Q Relaxed - Tense -0.10
23.52

THE INTERCEPT VALUE FOR THE EQUATION IS

TABLE 24

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION PREDICTING
TIME IN PRISON OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE WITH 16 PF RAW-SCORES,
AGES AND READING SCORES TREATED AS THE INDEPENDENT VARTABLES

Source of Variation Degrees of - Sum of Mean F~Value
) . " _Freedom Squares Squares

Attributable to regression 18 16306.58 905.92 3.42%

Deviation from regression T 41 10869:.16 265.10

TOTAL 59 ) 27175.73

*Significant at the .05 level of confidence

*
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Presented in Table 25 are t-values which indicate the

significance of each independent variable in predicting the dependenf

variable of time in prison.

‘ TABLE 25

COMPUTED t-VALUES USED IN PREDICTING TIME IN PRISON FROM THE
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES OF 16 PF RAW SCORES, AGES AND READING
- SCORES FOR THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE

i Variable Interpretation Computed t-Value
: ' low — high '
i Age i ] ’ 4.96
{ Reading Score -2,43%
Factor

A Reserved - Outgoing 0.10
: B Less - More ) .
i . intelligent . intelligent 0.75
5 c Affected by - Emotionally
: feelings stable 1.39
: B _ Humble - Assertive - 2.42%
F Desurgent " - Surgent 0.06
i G ' Expedient ~ Conscientious -0.77
H Shy - Venturesome -2.29%
I “Tough - Tender . .
A s minded : minded ' 0.00
! L ) Trusting '~ Suspicious -1.23
! M Practical - Imaginative . =0.65
N Forthright - Shrewd -1.39
; 0 Placid ~  Apprehensive S=0.73
Q1 Conservative ~ Experimenting -1.77
} Q2 Group - Self . ,
g . . dependent sufficient ~-0.52
! Q3 ' " Undisciplined - Controlled

. gelf-conflict . . 1.19
Q Relaxed i -~ Tense -0.13

SISO

£ *Significant' at the .05 level of co'nfidepce.

R RRPIR SRS

. Thé independent variables of age, reading score, Factor E

" (humble-assertive) and Factor H (s‘ny—ventui‘escnne) contribute to

SERTEIEIIPMERIE A
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a significant amount of variation in the dependent variable of time
in prison. Draper subjects who are on the higher end of the continuum
of time in prison have lower reading scores, are older iu age, score
higher on the humble—assertive scale (E) and score lower on the shy-
venturesome scale (H). These 1atter two scores could be interpreted
to mean that the longer a man stays in prison the mofe assertive he
becomes and the more shy he becomes. There are several difficulties
in this apparent contradiéﬁion in scores on Factors E and H. However,

© 4% needs to be remembered that many shy people can become assertive
in some type situations. "Further interpretation of these scores on
Factors E and H Qill be inserted in the discuséion section of this
study.

Results from a multiple regression and an analysis of variance

statistical ;echniques using number of disciplinary actions of the

§ totalsDraper sample as the dependent variable are présented in Tables

: 26 and 27, respectively. The computed F ratio does not exceed the
value necessary to be significant at th? 05 level of confiden;e.
Therefore, the regression equatién using 16 PF raw scores, ages
and reading scores of the total Draper sémple as independent
variables to predict number of disciplinary actions does not exceed
.the variation expected on the basis of chancg alone. It has not
been statistically demonstrated that it is possible to uée~16 ) .

‘ PF raw scores, ages, and reading scores to predict, with measurablé

accuracy, the dependent variable of number of disciplinary actions.
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TABLE 26 N

COMPUTED VALUES OF MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION PREDICTING NUMBER OF

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS WITH 16 PF RAW SCORES, AGES AND READING SCORES
OF DRAPER SUBJECTS TREATED AS INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND
DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS TREATED AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Variable Interpretation Regression

low - high Coefficient
Age "0.03
Reading Score -0.30
Factor )
A Reserved . = Outgoing ' -0.27
B Less - More
. intelligent intelligent -0.37
i C Affected by = Emotionally
i feelings stable -0.15
H E Humble -~ Assertive 0.38
b F Desurgent - Surgent -0.18
. G Expedient - . Conscientious ~0.24
: H Shy - Venturesome 0.20
& I Tough - Tender
minded minded - 0.14
e L Trusting ~ Suspicious 0.35
M Practical ~ Imaginative 0.50
N Forthright =~ Shrewd ) .=0.55
i 0 Placid - Apprehensive -0.3%
; i Q1 Conservative - Experimenting ~0.64
i Q2 Group - Self
: dependent sufficient : 0.25
Q3 . - Undisciplined = - Controlled
: self-=conflict . . ' ) 0.53
Q ’ ~ Relaxed . = Tense : 0.18
B TABLE 27

.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSION PREDICTIRG
NUMBER -OF DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS OF THE TOTAL DRAPER SAMPLE WITH 16 PF
RAW SCORES, AGES AND READING SCORES TREATED '
: AS THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Source of Variation = | Degrees of Sum of Mean F-Value

Freedom i Squares Squares i
Attributable to regression 18 o -1140.72 63.37 0.74
Deviation from regression 41 3524,21 85.95 i
TOTAL - 59 | 4664.93 '
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V. DISCUSSION

Before any discussion of this study is begun, it shﬁuld be
emphasized that this study is an "ex-post-facto" research. It was
impossible for the investigator to manipulate any variables, for
at the time of testing all the variables utilized in this study had
already occurred, It was also impoésible for the experimenter to
randomly select subjects due both to the type of study as well as
a limited number of immates who met the criteria for being subjects.
Criteria, including a seventh grade réading level fof all 60 subjects
and enrollment as a student in the Draper school for 30 of the
suﬂjects, definitely limited the number of-inmates who could be
utilized as éubjects.' Due to the limitations created by these
criteria, an effort was ma&e to match subjects and when this was not
possible, to limit the ranges of all variables within narrow limits.
For these reasons, the discussion and interpretatian of the findings
of this sfu&y should be consildered with cafe aﬁd caution.

Significant differences Vbich were found to exist inl16 PF
raw score means among student first o.ffeﬂders, student recidivist;s,
non-student first offenders and non-student tecidivists (see Table 1)
is attributable to mean differenceé on Factors B, C, E, I, L and 64

(see Tables 2 -~ 7). The t-values reported in Tables 2 through 7 also

66
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revealed that age, ‘time in prison and reading scores accounted for a
significant amount of variation among the four Draper éubgtoups.

On the 16 PF scale B (intelligence) the non-student recidivists
were less intelligent than student first offenders, student recidivists
and non-student first offenders; student firétidffenders were more
intelligent than non-student first offendéré. On the 16 PF scale C
(affected by feelings-emotionally stable) the non-student recidivists
were more emotionally stable than student recidivists and nnn;student
first offenders. On the 16 PF scale E (humble-aséertive) the student
recidivists were more assertive than non—studeﬁt first offenders and
non-student recidivists. On the 16 PF scale L (trusting—suspicious)
the non-student recidivists were more suspicious than student recidivists
and non-student first offenders, On the 16 PF scale I (tough minded—
tender minded) the student recidivists were more tough minded than the
-non—stﬁdent first offenders. On the 16 PF scale Q4 (relaxed--tense)
the student recidivists were more tense than the non-student recidivists,
The mean score differences on these scaleﬁ (B, C,AE; I, L, Q4) suggest
. that personality factors related to intelligence (B) and. amxiety level

(c, L, Q4) discriminated §risoners of the four Draper subércups.‘ Since
“'the E and I scales are also related to oné's anxiety leQel, this would

offer supportive evidence that anxiety level is a discriminator for

the Draper subgroups.

Another fact emerged from thesg comparisons of the four sub-
groups. Scores of non-student recidivists on anxiéty level scales

indicated a lower anxiety level and better emotional stability than
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other subgroups; however, non-student recidivists scored lower on
intelligence than other subgroups. Perhaps, these scores of non-
student recidivists indicate there is a positive relationship between
intelligence and scales related to anxiety level.

The 16 PF scales failed to discriminate between Draper
students versus non-students (see Table 8). However, a positive
correlation coefficient was found between student versus non-student
status, with students scoring higher'onyFactor B (intelligence)

(see Table 9). A correlation coefficient also revealed that the
Factof E scale (humble-assertive) is related to student versus
non-student status, with students scoriné higher; perhaps students

are more assertive than non-students. It was expected that students

'would score higher than non-students on Factor B (intelligence).

Prisoners entering Draper score in a narrow range at the lower end

of the intelligence continuum as represented by reaéing tests. ’
The 16 PF scales failed to discriminate between Draper fir;t

offenders versus recidivists -(see Table }0).

' Perhaps it is most meaningful to discuss the comparisoﬂ of 16

PF raw score means of the Draper group and the norm group of males in

terms of pro-social (rorm) behavior versus anti-social (Draper)

' behavior (see Table 12). That is, would the direction of the

differences (higher than or lower than) for each 16 PF score for the
norm group versus the ﬁraper group seem to be indicative of pro-social
or anti-social behavior.. There is an unavoidable problem in this

kind of discussion. An arbitrary decision has to be made concerning




individual study of each subject which is not within the realm of this

or at least measure some potentiality for criminal behavior, For

it would be expected that the total Draper group would score low
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the relationship between each 16 PF score and its measurement of

pro~social or anti-social behavior. For example, is one who scoxes

low on Factor A and is called ‘reserved" in his behavior more likely
to act in anti-social manner than one who scores high on Factor A and
is called "outgoing" in his behavior? Perhaps one way to answer this
question is to suggest that reserved or outgoing behavior is conducive

to criminal behavior to the degree to which it is unsatisfyiﬁg to

the behaving organism. To determine whether or not &“particulat

factor score 1s indicative of satisfying behavior would require an ?

study.  However, certain 16 PF scales seem to measure crimingl traits . ° i

example, previous studies have found criminal behavior related to
restlessness, drritability, impulsiveness, depression, ;uspiciousness,
hostility, aggressiveness, non-submissiveness to authority, resentful
of criticism, concreﬁistic thinking and a lower educational leveil
(Glueck, 1965 c; Siegel, 1963 c; Pime, 1964 c; Caplan and Powell,
1966 c). These previous findings can aid in alleviating sdme of

the arbitrariness necessary in interpreting the comparative scores '
of the norm aud Draper groups.

Based on previous studies of Glueck (1965 d) and Siegel (1963 .d)

{(affected by feelings) on Factor C and the norm group high (emotionally
stable). The norm group did score higher than the total Dtapét group

and the difference was significant.

-
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It is possible, although speculative, that the lack of

significant differences of 16 PF scores between the total Drapei
group and the norm group on 16 PF scales B (intélligence), E '
(humble-assertive), B (shy-venturesome), I (tough minded-tender
minde&), M (practical imaginative, Q, (group dependent-self sufficient)
and Q3 (undisciplined self conflict-controlled) meadrs that these
particular scales are not measuring‘any personality trait that Glueck
(1965 e) and Siegel (1963 e) found to ﬁe related to‘criminal behavior.
However, it is especially difficult to understand why a significant
difference did not manifest itself on Factor Q3. The authors of the
16 PF state that this factor is hypothetically-related to the extent
to which one "has crystallized for himself a clear, consistent,
admired pattern of socially approved behavior, to which he strives
to conform" (Cattell and Eber, 1957 ¢, p. 19). This hypothetical
definiticn of Factor Q3 would seem to indicate that it should be
a discéimiﬁator between pro-social and anti-social (criminals behavior.
Why it doesn't, remains an open questidﬁ:

It is possible, although speculative, that significant
differences found on certain 16 PF scores between the norm group
and total Draper group can be interpreted as meaning Fhat these
parﬁicular 16 PF scales are measuring pérﬁonality traits that
Glueck (1965 £) and Siegel (1963 £) found to be related to criminal

behavior. Those traits whose scores were indicative of significant

differences between the norm group and the total Draper group were

Factor C (affected by feelings-emotionally stable) which has been

*
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discussed; Factor F (desurgent-surgent) in which the Draper group
scored lower (desﬁrgent) than the norm group; Factor G (expedient-~
conscientious) in which the Draper group scored higher (conscientious)
than the norm group; Factor L (trusting-—suspiéious) in which the
Draper group scored higher (suspicious) than the norm group; Factor

N (forthright-shrewd) in which the Draper group scored lower
(forthright) than the norm group; Factor 0 (placid-apprehensive) in

which the Draper group scored higher (apprehensive) than the norm group;

‘Factor Q; (conservative-experimenting) in which the Draper group

scored  lowar (comservative) than the norm group; Factor Q, (relaxed-
tense) in which the Draper group scored higher (tense) than the norm
group. The differences between the norm and Draper groups on Factors

C (affected by feelings-emotionally stable), L (trusting-suspicious),

.0 (placid-apprehensive) and Q (relaxed-tense) may indicate that the

. total Draper group is manifesting more amxiety than the norm group.

This int:grpretat:.ion would be supported by the findings of Glueck
(1965 g) and Siegel (1963 g). | '

An ipherent problem in comparing a prison sample with a norm .
group of males is the inability of the testor and/or the tgsting
instrument to determine the societal frame of reference in which
the prisoner answers test questions. ,Does the prisoner answer
questions in terms of his ﬁzembersliip in the sub~culture of the
criminal population or in terms of his striving or non-striving
to be ; member of society-at-large?  (An ezgmple _df this is the

scoring on Factor N (forthright-shrewd) in which the Draper sample

s
: »
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scored lower (more forthright) than the norm group.A Does this mean
that Draper subjects are more forthright in their relationships with
their criminal peers or with those people who manifest pro-social
~behavior such -as prison officials? More research vc;uld be needed
to answer this question.
I;n discussing 16 EF rax;i score mean differences between the
total Draper group and the ¢lintcal profile of ‘convicted male 7
criminals in prisoners, the relative lack of homogeneity of the
clinical profile group should be pointed out, This latter group
of 891 prisoners is actually comprised of one group of ‘petty
offenders, a group of hardened psychopaths, .a group of Australian
prisoners and a group of yout:hfui offenders :h;volvediin an intensive
three weeks physical‘fitness program. Althou.gh the total Draper
. group is also_ lacking in complete heomogeneity, it is more homo-
geneous -on the variables of culture, rehabiiitation and type of
cr;hﬁe than the clinical profile of convicted criminals. “That is,
tﬁe» .f:c;‘tal'i)raper group are from the ﬁ.S.A., fifty per cent of them are
undergoing rehabil:f:tation in thg form of education and the -great
majoriﬁy of them are in pr‘isbn for crimes committed against property.
No significant differences on 16 PF raw score means bet:weeﬁ
the total Draper group and the clinical profile of criminais _vei:ga
found to exist on Factors A (reserved-outgoing), G (expedien;—
conscient:idus), 24 (shy-venturesc;me), L (trusting—.suspicious), M
(practicayl—:{maginative), Q2 (group depeﬁdent—self sufficient) and

Q4 (relaxed—tense) (see Table 13). It seems likely that Factors

v
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A, M and Q2 represent personality‘traits on which all criminals

score within a relativelyvsmall range. This interpreation is

supported by the fact that there was little difference in 16 PF

scores on these three factors (A, M and QZ) for the four Draper
éubgrougs of stude#t first offenders, student recidivists, non-
student first offendgrs and nanstudent recidivists. These three
factors (A, M and Q2) also had smail score differences between

Draper students and non-students and between Draper first offenders
and recidivists. It is difficult ;o épeculate why no signifiéant
differences were found to exist between the total Draper group and
the clinical profile of criminals on 16‘Pf scores of Factors G,

H,-L and Q. it is possible, altﬁouéh speculative;'thég significant
differences could be found to exist between one or more of ;ﬁe Drapéf

subgroups (SFO, SR, NSFO, NSR) and the clinical profile of criminals

.on some of these factors (G, H, L, Qk)L

Significant differences in 16 PF raw score means on Factors B’
(intelligence), C (affected b} feeliﬁgs—emqiionally sﬁable), E
‘(humble-aésertiVé), F (desufgent—surgent?, I (tough minded—tendef
minded), N (forthright-shrewd), O (pl-acid—apprehensive), Q
(cohsérvativé—experiménting) and Q3 (undisciplined self c;nflict—

controlled) were found to exist between the total Draper sample. and

convicted criminals in prison (see Table 13). It is possible, although
speculative, that the direction ofvsqme of these differences is related

to rehavilitative efforts made on the Draper prisoners apd the relative

lack of rehabilitative measures made on the clinical profile of

v
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- prisoners. For example, Draper prisoners scored higher on Factor B ' 3
(intelligence); Draper prisoners scored higher on Factor C (emotionally

stable); Draper prisoners scored higher on Factor E (assertive); Draper

prisoners scored higher on Factor F (surgent); Draper prisoners scored ' 2

higher on Factor Q3 (cantrolled); Draper.prisoners scored lower om

Factor N (forthright), At first glance, it appears that the direction

of differences on 16 PF scoreg of Factors I (tough minded-tender minded)

and O (placid-apprehensive) between the total Draper group and the

f; criminal profile of prisoners contradicts rehabilitative efforts made

! on Draper prisoners. That is, Draper prisoners scored lower (tough

minded) on Factor I and higher (apprehensive) on Factor O. However,
~tihe authors of the 16 PF believe a lower score on Factor I is related

N ) 4 to a realistic orientation; the authors of the 16 PF also state that ¢

'highe}'scores on Factor I tend to be significantly associated with

ﬁentai breakdown (Cattell and Eber, 1957 d). The authors of the 16 h

PF'ﬁeport;tﬁat Factor O scores are "very_low in convicts and most i
distinguishes those whoiact out thgif.méladjustmant from those who E
suffer it as an internai conflict" (Cattell and Eber, 1957 é, pfvla). , - ]
« ! ‘ Thus, scores of Draper prisoﬁers on Faétor I'gn& 0, when coméare@ ;d
a clinical profile of prisoners, givg some e?idence’thaﬁ Drapér priéone;s “
aie more inclined to Eehavé in a pfé—sociai maﬁpei than:the’ciinical
_profile of prisoners.

. ‘A positive corrélation coefficient was fouqd.bgtween ages of
the total Draper‘sample and Factor G (expedienﬁ-con#cientious);‘a ‘

negative correlation coefficient was found between ages and Factor

T (tough minded~tender minded) (see Table 14).
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These two relationships suggest that the older a Draper
inmate becomes-he tends to have more regard for moral standards
(G+) and becomes more reality orientedA (I-). .

A negative correlation coeffici;ant was. also found between
Factor I and time in prison, with the Draper prisoner tending to
become more reality oriented the longer he remains in prison (see
Table 15). Perhaps this reality orientation is in tet;ms of socie}:y's
demands for pro-social behavior or obedience to its laws, which the
prisoner- learns in prison through the disciplinary demands of prison
authorities. 7

A positive correlation coefficient was found between Factor
1 and reading scéres; a negative correlation coefficient was found
between Factor O and reading scores (see Table 17). The positive
relationsjhip suggests that better readers tend to score as I+ (tender
minded); the~negative relationship suggests that better readers tend
to score as 0- (placj;d). .

The fact that 16 PF raw scores, ages and réading scores did .
not predict étudent versus non-student status ls a matter for
conjecture (see Table 19). This could i)ossi‘bly mean that personality,
or ‘at iéast personality as measured by the 16 PF, is not a primary
factor in determining whether or not an immate becomes a student or
remains a non-studeat. Perhaps scores on some other instfument such
a_s.the Hinr;esotga Multiphasic Personality Imventory could predict
st‘:udent.:‘ versus non-student status.  Further research would have to’
be Qndert:akeﬁ to détemine whéther personality is unrelated in

rw
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determining student versus non-student status or present tests are
not measuring some unique personality factors of the male criminal
that influence his educational aspirations. ’

Age as a mon-predictor of student versus non-student status
would be some indication that the Draper immate does not let increas-
ing age prevent him from continuing his education.

Insofar as the inmate's'reéding score is an index to his
current educational level, perhaps the inability of reAding scoreg
to predict student versus non-student statﬁs means that the educational

level (low or high) does not determine student versus non-student status.

The 16 PF raw scores, ages and reading scores did predict first

voffender versus recidivist status (see Table 21). The t-values indicated

that age and reading scores account for a significant amount of varia-
tion in the first offender'vexéus reciéivist status. There is a
tendency for first offenders to make higher reading scores. Te

express this another way, as reading gcores‘decrease the number of
recidivi;ts increase. ‘Also,vas age increases, the nﬁmber‘cf recidivists
increase. None of the 16 PF scales contributed to a significaﬁt amount
of variationiin first offendef versus recidivist status.

Age as a predictor of first offender versus recidivist stétus
would indicate that criminal bebavior, défined as numﬁer ofAconvictions
and impriséﬁments,-continues and increases with age., Further research
would bé needed to détermine if recidivism‘as rélated to ‘age reaches a

point of diminishing returns. That is, at a certain age does recidivism

tend to decrease and eventuaily‘be extinguished?
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The’ fact that t-values of the 16 PF scales indicated &
failure of the scales to predict first offender versus recidivist
status could mean that personality fa;tors are unreiat:ed to the rate
of recidivism (see Table 22). It could al‘s-o mean that the 16 PF
is measuring personaiity factors that are unrelated to the' rate of
recidiviém. Further research is needed in this area to find
supportive evidence for either possibility.

The 16 PF raw scores, ages and reading scores did predict the
dependent variable of time in prisonb (see Table 24). 1Insofar as rate
of recidivism and time in prisc;fx are positively related it would be
expected for immates to have lower rea-ding scores who have been in
prison a longer period oX t:Lme.,9 Reading scores did predict the time
in prison of immates, wifh those immates who pad been in prison for
longer periods of time making the lower reading scores.

Age as a predictor of time in prison would support a previous
finding of this study which indicated that rate of recidivism m;:au be
predicted from age. Age then would seem to be positively pelated to
both recidivism and time din prison. .

There would appear to be an appz‘xrent contradiction in the way
t;hat 16 PF scales E (humble—assertive) and H (s‘hy—venturesome) predicteﬁ
time in prison v(see Table 25).  That is, inmévtes who ha;le beén in prison
for longer ;pel‘:iods of time scored E+ (assertive) and H- (shy). This is

a contradiction to the extent that assertive behavior is generally

glt has already been found in this study that recidivists tend
to have lower reading scores. : '
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.thought of as the opposite of behavior manifested by shyness.  This

contradiction could be reconciled by.éhe following tentative con-
struct: In answering questions‘relaged to-the_E scale the immate

answered in terms of his behavior as related :0 other immates; the

-

longer he remains in prison the more assertive the immaté becomes

« \

‘toward his fellow immates. In answering questions related to the H

- gcale the inmate answered in terms of his behavior as related to

prison authorities; the lonmger he remains in prison the mbre shy or
withdrawn the inmate becomes in his relationships with prison a&thorir
ties: Thé éaét that. tte eriminal or immate lives im a convict culture
which'ié anti-social in behavior means that hils behavior is generally
acceptéd in the comvict culture and is not accepted in society-at-
large. Thus, the criminal o} immate has to adopt different behavioral
atti;udeé in his own comvict.culture and in society-at—large. Anbtﬁer

possibilify would be that these two scales (E and H) of the 16 PF are

not measuring personality factors they, are purported to be measurirg.

. More research is needed with the 16 PF, utilized as a testing imstru-

ment with a criminal population, before any conclusion could be
reached in this area.

‘The 16 PF raw scgrés, ages and reading scores did not predict
number of disciplinary actioné (see Table 27). Why'these pafticular
independent variables did not predict discipiin;ry actions is a
matter of speculation or conjecture. There may be other variables
that are more related to an immate's ability or desire to adjust to

a prison emviromment, as measured by his‘number of disciplinary

»
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actions, than the ones used in this study. It is prossible, although
speculative, that more -rglated variables to prison adjustment would
include the imﬁate's attitude towar;i authority, his self éoncept and’
his socio-cultuyral classification. At least one author believes
these above mentioned variables are related to criminal behavior
(Gluecic, 1965 h). It seems logical to assume they ‘;ould alsg be
relaﬁed to his environmentai adjustment in prison. However, further
research wquld be needed to deteminé which variables are a'ccounting
for adjustment to prison enviromment as measured by the number §f
disciplinary actions.

An important contaminating factor in trying ito determine which
variables account for disciplinary actions is the individual immate's

relationships with particular prison authorities. For example, it -

is possible that the number of disciplinary actions an inmate has is '

more dependent on the dependéncy needs of his immediate superior {the -

guard on his cellblock for example) t:hén any factor or characteristic
related to the immate. The level of behavioral comntrol °£. the inmate
by éifferent .prisbns a;1d by guvards within the same prison val;ies to
some degree. Thué; a prison admiqisttatiou or a prisoﬁ guard who

is v;ry strict and rigid in his behavioral control of inmates may
have more or 1éss disciplinary problems than one wﬁich is 1ax> 1:1'
behavioral control. 'In either case, the detern;;'_ning factor foi the
mumber of disciplinary actions is not entirely tixe behavior of t';he

immate but is also contaminated or influenced by the prison's

attitude toward discipline of the immate.

N

£t e g




RSN SR

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire-Form A wﬁs

adminisféred to & sample group of 60 prisoners at Draper Correct-—
ional Centernin Elmore, Alabama. This sample of 60 prisomers were
divided into ﬁhe following four subgroups of 15 prisoners each;
student first offenders who were immates enrolled as students in
the vocational school and were in prison for their first conviction
of a éelony offense; stuéent recidivists who were enrclled in the

vocational school and were in prison for their second conviction or

‘ more of a felony offense; non-student first offenders who were not

enrolled in the school and were in prisom for their first convic’

of a felony offense; mon-student recidivists who were not enrolled in

- the school and were in prison for their second conviction or more of

a felony offense.
The total sample of 60 prisomers had a 7.1 grade level
equivalent score higher as determined by their score on the reading

subtest of the Metropolitan Achievement Test Advanced Form A-M. All

. 60 subjects were paid fifty cents each for taking the 16 PF; .the mnon-

student subjects were also paid twenty-five cents for taking the
reading test because no reading score vas available for them.
An analysis of variance statistic was computed to determine

differences of 16 PF raw score means among these four subgroups,

80

.

L
!




i e O

| SR

81

between students versus non-gtudents and between first offenders

" versus recidivists. Significant differences at the .05 level of

confidence were found among the four subgroups; no significant

"differences were found between students versus non-students nor

between first offenders ;ersus IECidiViStST.

'”Thg 16 PF raw score means were compared for differences
betweeg the total Draper sample and a general population norm of
males; 16 PF raw score means vere compared for differences between

the total Draper sample and a clinical profile of convicted male

criminals in prison. - The t~test statistic was used to test

differences between the total Draper sample and the norm popula-
tion and/or the clinical profile of male ;riminals in prison.
Significant differences at the .05 level of confidence were found
on 8 of the 16 PF scales between the total Draper sample and the
general population norm of males. Significant differences at the
.05 level of confidence were found on 9 of the 16 PF scales between
the total Draper sample and the clinical profile of male criminals.
Correlation coefficients indicated the folléwing relation-
Vships: a positive relationship between: the 16 PF scélé Gband age;
a negative relationship between } and age; a negative relationship
between I and time in prison; a positive relationship between I and
reading scores; a negative relation;hip between O and feading scores;
Disclplinary actions were not related to the 16 PF scales.

To test the predictability of student versus non-student status

and first offender versus reciﬁivist status from the independent

3
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i : variablés of 16 PF raw scéores, ages and‘reddiné séores, a discriminant
analysis statistic was used; to test the predic:abilit& of time in

ii prison and mumber of disciplinary actions from the independent'

}; variables of 16 PF raw scores, ages and reading scores, a multiple
regression statistic was used. Thése independent variables predicted o

k: first offender-versus recidivist status and time in prison but did ' CF

not predict student versus non-student status nor number of disciplinary

actions.

S rmbe o . 7
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Based on the results of this study of prison sample groups the

following conclusions were reached:

iy £

1. School enrollment either aids in raising the intelligence

T

level of prisomers or the more intelligent prisoners %

E . - - become students., (Since this is an ex-post-facto study,
!; . this must be a tentative conclusion) 5

K : 2. TPersonality factors related to intelligence and amxiety

: -~ level discriminate prisoners among the four Draper

R T

subgroups.

3. Adjustment in prison, as measured by the mumber of

- diseiplinary actions, 1is not related to any personality'

factors, as measured by the 16 PF. : ’ !

e

4. Personality, as measured by the 16 PF, is not a predictor 5

of student versus non-student status for Draper

prisoners. ' ¢
5. The age of Draper prisoners does not influence their
decisions as to whether or not they continue their

education. ' ) .
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There was some indication that Dréper subjécts answered
some of the 16 PF test questions in terms of their -
relationships to their irmate peers and other questions

in terms of their relationship to society—at—larée.

 (This would explain some of “the apparent coﬁtra&ic;ions

in the 16 PF scores, for the prisoners' perception of

these two groups (criminal group and society-at-large)

is quite different - in the former he feels accepfed and

in the latter he fzels unaccepted.)

Contaminating influences account-for some of the variation
in the prisoners' ability or inability to adjust to a prison

setting.

Recommendations

Based on the results of this study, the following recommendations

are made for further study.

1.

v

An experimental study, utilizing the same categories of
Draper subgroups (student first offenders, student

recidivists, non-student first offenders and non~student

recidivists), in which the 16 PF is administered to

students before_they enter school and after thelr comple-
tion of school; non-students would be administered the 16
PF at the time of their commitment to Draper and again six

months later to account for the same time interval between
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tests as for the students. This type study would more
adequately indicate what influence, if any, the Draper

school is having on the personality of prisomers as

" measured by the 16 PF.

Additional reséarch is needed to determine which
persorality, behaviora} and perceptual aspects ofAtﬁe
criminal cause him to answer some questions in. tecms of
his membership in the éub—culture ;f the criminal popula-
tion and to answer others in terms of hié percepﬁion of
society-at-large.

Additional research.is needed to determine what environ-

mental and behavioral factors are telated to the prisoners’

ability or inability to adjust to a prison environment.
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PLEASE NOTE:

nSixteen Personality Factor
Questionnaire-Fora A", Appendix 4,

. © 1962 by The Ipstitute for Personality

& Ability Testing not nicrofilmed at
request of author. This is available
for consultation at Auburm University
Library.
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FACT SHEET
. Eiperimental and Demonstration Project Grantors: U, S. Department of Health,
HDTA of 1962 (Public Law 89-15) Education, and Welfare
Draper Correctional Center “U. 8. Department of Labor
Rehabilitation Resaarca

Elmore, Alabama 36025 Grantee:
) Foundation

Data Accumulated from October 1, 1264, to MHay 1, 1567

INMATE DATA
810 Applied for training
610 Received prevocational crafning
331 Accepted for vocatioﬂal training
__.231° ' Completed training
63 Currvently in training
38 Dropped before completion of training
___15___ Good ‘cause
f .20 _ - Bad cause
56 v ‘Waived early parole to complete training
7 Gave up good time to complete training
207 Graduates rel-ased (1 graduate deceased)
153 Paroled v
44 Completed seéntence
- Pj A ﬁoldoveté
197 Placed in jobs
' 161 Tralning rvelated
N . , _ k __;gg___. Mon-related
3 24 Graduates awalting release
46 Graduates returned to pfison or jail (22%)
32 fechnical violation (70%)

14 Committed new. crime (30%)
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