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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Fev/ other social problems have received the 

attention that has been accorded the juvenile 

delinquent and the young offender during the past 

half century. Every cursory review of the litera

ture in this field reveals that considerable funds 

and effort have been expended to discover causal 

factors and methods of crime control. But these 

studies have provided no positive programs of 

prevention, control or rehabilitation (Echorn, 1963) 

One of the major factors v/hich has been studied 

is the question of personality dynamics in illegal 

behavior. The most popu].ar and v/ide spread theory 

regarding criminality is that this behavior is the 

result of individual personality dynamics which impe! 

certain persons toward deviant action (Gibbons, 

1965)- Gibbons (1965) asserts that certain 

personality patterns are etiologically involved in 

certain forms of criminality. He also indicates 

that many personality dynamics associated v/ith 

criminality are not generic to all offenders or 

wholly lacking in non-offenders. 
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Although the motivational factor has not received 

the investigation accorded persona"̂  ity traits, it 

has been considered as an important component to 

rehabilitation. Motivation concerns the extrinsic 

and intrinsic conditions responsible for variations 

in the intensity, quality and direction of on-going 

behavior; therefore, it determines to some extent 

the offender's response to rehabilitation (Barry, 

1965)' Since both personality and motivational 

factors played an important role in the development 

of the offender, and in his subsequent rehabilitation, 

an understanding of the personality and motivational 

characteristics could be helpful in both the preven-
I 

tion and treatment of offenders. 

Reviev' of the Previous Research 

A review of the literature which is rel-ovant to 

the present study v/ill be presented in three sections. 

First, a number of studies in v/hich delinquents v/ere 

compared v/ith non-delinquents to determine personality 

traits v/ill be discussed and summ-arized. Next, 

several studies v/i'J.l be presented discussing the notivo.-

tion factors in the delinquent. Finally, the literature 

•oresent in this reviev/ v-ill be evaluated. 
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Personality Factors in the Young Offender 

One of the early and influential reports on 

personality problems and delinquency is represented 

by the study of V̂ ealy and Bronner (Gibbons, I965). 

These investigators concluded from a comparative 

investigation of delinquents and their non-delinquent 

siblings that no less than 91% of the delinquents 

gave clear evidence of being or having been unhappy 

and discontented in their life circumstances or 

extremely emotionally disturbed because of emotion-

provoViing situations or experiences. In great 

contradistinction they found similar evidence of 

inner stress, at most, in only 13%. of the control 

group of non-delinquent siblings. 

Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck are considered the 

leading researchers in the' field of personality 

traits in delinquents and youthful offenders. In 

one study of the emotional characteristics of 

offenders, the Gluecks (1950) used the Rorshach 

Test to determine personality differences betv/een 

delinquents and non-delinquents. They observed that 

the delinquent v/as more socially assertive, defiant, 

and ambivalent to authority than the non-delinquent. 

The delinquent group also tended to be more resentful 

of others and far more hostile, suspicious, and 

destructive than the groun of non-delinquents. The 



goals of the delinquent's drives v/ere to a much greater 

extent destructive and sadistic than v/ere the drives 

of the non-delinquent. The delinquent v/as more 

impulsive, vivacious, and decidedly more extroversive 

in their behavior trends than the non-delinquent 

tested. 

Fritz Redl (1955) in discussing troubles v/ith 

defiant youth states that the defiant ego shov/s itself 

in uncontrolled impulsiveness. He sees the young 

offender as enjoying destruction and searching for 

fun as an immediate need. Redl defines fun as any 

behavior in v/hich the person wants to indulge. 

Cohen (1955) in his research on the delinquent 

gang believes that malice is the underlying delinquent 

pattern v/hich is seen in the pleasure that a delinquent 

attains through the discomfort of others. He reports 

that other elements v/ithin this pattern are contempt, 

ridicule and defiance. Cohen sees the delinquent as 

an impetuous and im.patient individual. He states that 

the delinquent does not have long-term goals or ideas 

nor does the delinquent show interest in activities 

v/hich require skill, knowledge or planning. 

Jenkins and Glickman (1959) found that some 

significant personality variables in young offenders 

are sensitivity, inferiority feelings, depression, 

mental conflict, seclusivenoss, day-dreaming, and 



psychoneurotic trends. They divided delinquents into 

two types: the unsocialized delinquent v/ho is violent, 

destructive and boastful and the socialized delinquent 

v/ho is incorrigible. 

As isolated in previous research, Peterson and 

his group of colleagues (I96I) in their analysis of 

personality factors relating to juvenile delinquency 

found psychopathy and neuroticism factors to be present 

within the delinquent population. Psychopathy as used 

in this study implied a tendency tov/ard impulsiveness, 

a lacVi of emotional involvement v/ith others, and a 

tough, rebellious, distrustful attitude toward 

authority. Neuroticism also contained an element of 

irapulsivity, but this was associated with tension, 

discouragement, guilt, and depression. Using kOG 

subjects and a battery of four questionnaires 

compiled by the researchers, both psychopathic and 

neurotic factors v/ere found to be significantly 

higher in the delinquent subjects than in the non-

delinquent group. 

In a study of the personality and environmental 

factors in the development of the delino^uent, Wirt 

and Briggs (1959) found that the delinquent was 

considered by his peers to be extroverted in action, 

adventurous, to value entertainment highly, and to 

lead in social activities more often than the 



non-delinquent. In comparing the two samples, Wirt 

and Briggs were able to differentiate the delinquent 

from the non-delinquent in that the delinquent did 

value humor and entertainment more than the non-

delinquent. Being more psychopathic than the 

non-delinquent, the delinquent's performance in 

school tended to be trouble ridden and poor as v/as 

their general level of achievement. 

The data from the development and validation 

studies of the Jesness (1965) inventory indicates 

that delinquent and non-delinquent males do not differ 

markedly in scores on defensiveness, vaD.ue-orientation, 

neuroticism, or family orientation. The two groups 

do vary on attitudes tov/ard authority v/ith the 

delinquent shov/ing a greater hostility tov/ard 

authority figures than the non-delinquent. They differ 

also on psychoticism, the offender is more suspicious 

and distrustful of other persons than the non-offender. 

Additionally, the delinquent can be differentiated 

from the non~de].inquent on the tv/o empirical scales, 

career orientation and emotional maturity. 'Vhen 

compared to non-deviants, the institutionalized 

delinquent is more concerned about being normal, 

exhibits more marked feelings of isolation, is less 

mature, lacks insight and tends to deny that he has 

problems. 
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In summary, certain common personality 

characteristics seem to distinguish the delinquent 

from the non-delinquent. The delinquent tends to be • 

more impulsive, hostile, suspicious, depressed, and 

irresponsible than his non-delinquent counterpart. 

His attitude toward authority is often rebellious 

and distrustful. Since the delinquent lacks emotional 

maturity, he seeks fun as an end in itself and has no 

long-term goals. 

Motivation Factors in the Young Offender 

Sterling (196̂ -i-), a psychologist experienced in 

the area of juvenile delinquent motivation, reports 

that the major motivational pattern for such juveniles 

does not involve positive-goal orientation but rather 

represents a direction primarily concerned v/ith 

avoidance of negative or punishing situations. 

Sterling claims that the majority of his contacts 

involve juveniles v/ho seem to viev/ the v/orld as a 

place v/here one is hurt and consequently they base 

their decisions on the rationale that it is best to 

act in such a manner as to get hurt the least. 

Using Cattell and Eber's Sixteen Personality 

Factor test in their study on anxiety, extraversion 

and personality idiosyncrascy in delinquency, Peirson 

and Kelly (1963) found a negative correlation (-.78) 
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betv/een the anxiety factor and the delinquency 

potential. It v/as pointed out that anxiety level of 

the delinquent population is significantly below 

normal; v/hereas, they scored higher on extraversion 

than the non-delinquent group. This syndrome of 

lov/ anxiety'and high extraversion is aptly described 

as "exaggerated indifference." Therefore, it might 

be expected that motivation tov/ard long-terra goals 

requiring extended study or training is lacking in 

the delinquent. 

In a study conducted by Sv/eney (1962) employing 

the Motivation Analysis Test (constructed by Cattell, 

Horn, Sweney, and Radcliffe) it v/as revealed that the 

delinquent rated significantly higher on the Total 

Conflict factor of that test than did the non-delinquent. 

It v/as further concluded that this index of Total 

Conflict v/as a measure of the degree of conflict in 

maladjusted youth. Due to this high degree of conflict, 

the delinquent's motivation level appears to be lov/er 

than the m^otivation level of the non-delinquent. 

In resume, m.otivation as seen in the delinquent 

is characterised by the attitude of "exaggerated 

indifference." Rather than moving tov/axd a positive 

goal orientation, the delinquent expends his energy 

avoiding punishing situations. Therefore, the result 

is a hif̂ h degree of internal and externa] conflict 



' 9 

which tends to lov/er the del inquent ' s motivational 

l e v e l . 

Critique of the Literature 

Previous research has dealt v/ith the personality 

and motivational differences betv/een the delinquent 

and non-delinquent but has been lacking somev/hat in 

methodological design and control of variables. As 

Volkman (1958) has pointed out, there are at least 

tv/o methodological short comings v/hich have rendered 

ambiguous many of the results: lack of control over 

factors other than delinâ uency and choice of samples 

not representative of all types of delinquent groups. 

In future studies, it would seem profitable to give 

more attention to the control of variables and to a 

stronger experim.ental design. 

Analysis of reported investigations also reveal 

that although numerous personality traits have been 

identified as characteristic of the delinquent, little 

attention has been devoted to motivational factors. 

Knowledge of the delinquents' commanding interests and 

motivations may offer the opportunity for mailing 

available the best sort of reconstruction possibilities 

(V/hite House Conference, 1932). 

?4ost research on the delinquent has been used 

primarily for the purposes of prevention and control. 



10 

Today more attention is being given to the rehabilita

tion of offenders. Yet, little published research v/as 

found exploring hov/ to determine the selection of 

offenders in v/hich rehabilitation could best be 

accomplished. One of the most thorough attempts to 

explore this vital area has been a study conducted by 

the Oklahoma Vocational Rehabilitation Services and 

the Oklahoma State Reformatory (1967). They have 

evolved a three-fold program by v/hich an offender can 

be accepted for rehabilitation services. The first 

step is the initial screening v/hich consists of 

determining several factors: length of sentence, 

additional legal action, nativity, residence, and 

factors surrounding the instance of the crime, and the 

need for services. If the offender meets the above 

requirements, he then proceeds to an interviev/ v/ith a 

Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor. Factors considered 

in this interviev/ are interest or lack of it-, the benefit 

to be received and the need for rehabilitation services. 

Finally, information concerning the inm-ate is gathered, 

a psychological evaluation is usually obtained and the 

case is then presented to the staff to determine the 

inmates acceptance or rejection. 

Since previous v/ork in the behavioral and medical 

sciences suggests that the personality traits and 

behavioral patterns, such as motivation, brought by 
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the client to the rehabilitation setting will greatly 

influence his rehabilitation (Barry, I965), a need is 

seen for a study v/hich could provide the Vocational 

Rehabilitation Counselor knov/ledge of personality and 

motivational factors influential in the rehabilitation 

process v/hich could be used in the clients' selection. 

Purpose of the Report 

The purpose of this research is to identify 

personality and motivational differences v/ithin tv/o 

groups of offenders: inmates v/ho have been accepted 

for rehabilitation and offenders v/ho have been refused 

rehabilitation services. The personality and 

motivational traits can then be considered by the 

Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor as selective 

factors in choosing clients for rehabilitation. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This study v/as conducted using two groups of 

offenders to investigate personality and motivational 

differences which might be used in the selection of 

an offender for rehabilitation services. This chapter 

will include a discussion of the population, 

instruments, procedure, statistical analysis and 

hypotheses. 

Population 

The subjects selected for this study v/ere 60 

young male offenders from the O'clahoma State 

Reformatory at Granite, Oklahoma. A Supervisor of 

the institution v/as requested to choose 30 inm.ates 

who had been accepted for rehabilitation (AR Group), 

and 30 offenders v/ho had been rejected for 

rehabilitation services (RR Group). In addition to 

meeting the requirements of either having been 

accepted or rejected for rehabilitation services, 

members of the two groups were selected only if they 

could read at the sixth grade level. There v/ere 

several other controls v/hich v/ere inherent v/ithin 
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the population at the Reformatory: the young men 

v/ere all between the ages of 17 to 28 and were all 

first offenders having an average sentence of two 

years with the usual length of time in the institution 

being about seven months. 

Instruments 

Two instruments were used in this study. Cattell 

and Eber's Sixteen Personality Factor Test (16PF) was 

emp'̂ oyed to measure personality - traits. Form C v/hich 

is suitable for substantially lov/er educational levels 

v/as administered. The measure used for the motivation 

factors was Cattell, Horn, Sv/eney and Radcliffe's 

Motivation Analysis Test (MAT). This test is suitable 

for ages 17 years through adulthood and requires no 

m.ore than a nev/spaper reading level. 

Sixteen Personality Factor Test 

The Sixteen Personality Factor Test contains 

16 primary personality dimensions. Four factors v/ere 

selected to be utilized in this study as indicators 

of the individual's potential for rehabilitation. The 

four primary dimensions chosen are (IPAT): Emotional 

versus Mature, a measure of an individual's ego 

strength or general instability (Factor C); Submissive 

versus Dominant (Factor E) indicates v/hether the 
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subjects are follov/ers in a group or v/hether they 

tend to be self-assured, assertive, and at times 

hostile; Casual (Wea-iness of Character) versus 

Conscientious (Superego strength) reveals the degree 

of resoonsibility and determination a person is 

willing to assume (Factor G); and finally, (Factor 0) 

Confident versus Insecure, a measure of the individual's 

anxiety level. 

Motivation Analysis Test 

The Motivation Analysis Test was given to obtain 

the m.otiva.tion.al characteristics of each subject. 

The MAT consists of 10 dynamic structu.res and three 

derived total measures. Tv/o of the total measures 

v/ere used in this study: Total Personal Life Interest 

and Total Conflict. 

Procedure 

The 16PF and the MAT were administered in a group 

setting. Testing time depended on hov/ slov; the subjects 

read, but required no more than tv/o hours. Before 

adm-inistering either the 1 oPF or the MiT, the 

psychometrist explained that the tests v/ere part of 

a research project. Standard administrative procedures 

were used as found in the respective manuals. 
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Both the 1 6PF and the MAT v/ere objectively 

scored by a stencil key. Each of the tests v/ere 

scored by tv/o independent researchers. After 

obtaining the rav/ scores on the 1 6PF , these scores 

v/ere converted to the stens, using the norms for 

the general population (non-students: Men). The 

raw scores on the MAT v/ere also converted to sten 

scores, using the same general population. 

•Statistics and Ex'oerimental Design 

The statistical m.ethod employed in this study 

v/as the Student's t test for uncorrelated means 

using a one-tail test design. The four primary 

dimensions scores (Factors C, E, G, and 0) on the 

16PF and the tv/o tota]. scores on the M4T (Total 

Persona] Life Interest and Total Conflict) for the 

rrrouo acceriting rehabilitation services (AR) v/as 

compared to the matching scores for the group 

r e j e c t i n g r eh a b i1i t at i o n services (RR). Th e .05 

level was used as the determining level of 

significance. 

Hv-Qotheses to be Tested 
.--JX 

Six main hypotheses were predicted. 

1. The RR group will be significantly less 

mature and more emotional than the AR offenders, 



16 

as .measured by Factor C of the 16PF. 

2. The inmates of the R3. group wi].l be m.arkedly 

more submissive and less dominant than v/ill the AR 

group, as measured by Factor E on the 16PF. 

3- The AR offenders v/ill be significantly m.ore 

conscientious and responsible than v/ill the RR group 

of offenders as measured by Factor G on the 16PF. 

if. The RR members v/ill be more insecure and 

anxious than will the group of AR inmates, as 

measured by Factor 0 of the 16PF. 

5. On the.MAT, the RR offenders will demonstrate 

significantly less total personal life interest than 

v/ill the members of the AR group. 

6. As measured by the MAT, the AR group v/ill 

have markedly i.ess total conf]-ict than v/ill the RR 

inmates. 



CHAPTER III 

FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS 

Each hypotheses stated in Chapter II v/as tested 

for statistical significance. Using the Student's t 

test, the means for the tv/o groups (AR and RR) v/ere 

compared to determ.ine if significant differences 

existed. The findings relative to the stated 

hypotheses are indicated in the follov/ing paragraphs. 

Hypothesis I 

It V/as predicted in the first hypothesis that the 

RR group v/ould be significantly less mature and more 

emotional than, the AR offenders as measured by Factor 

C of the ISPF. The resul.ts given in Table 1 reveal 

that the tv/o groups did not differ significantly on 

the maturity scal.e, therefore, the hypothesis v/as not 

verified. 

Hvoothesis II 

This hypothesis states that the RR group would 

be marl--edly more submissive and less dominant than 

the AR inmates as measured by Factor E on the 16F?. 

As confirmed in Table 1 this hypothesis was 

substantiated beyond the .01 ~.evol of significance. 

17 
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TA]-11 I 

MEANS, STUDENT'S t , AND SIGNIFICAN( 
OF PERSONALITY FACTORS IN YOUNG OFFEIiDERS 

N^.lll 

Personality Factors 
on the 1 f l"̂  o—1 

riOcins lo: 
RR 

t Si pnifi-
cance 

Imotional vs. Matur 
(Factor C) 

5 . 5 ^ b'h -25351 VI.s. 

S u b m i s s i v e v s . Dom.inant 
( F a c t o r E) 

'?>':^ 6.2 2.30313 

Casual vs. Conscientious ^A 
( ac uor u; 

5o n -, o ,-- r 

J^ ,-uo n. s. 

Confident vs. Insecure 
(Factor 0) 

5.5 5.1 
O -/ 1̂  O !-

opou5 n. 

D = 5 o 

•K-The Range on the 1 oPF is 1 to 10 v/ith the hi^h 
^efcri'inr; to the second factor. 

*-Not significant at the .05 level 

•-^Significant beyond the .01 lev; 



Hypothesis III 

The third hypothesis m.aintains that on Factor G 

of the 16?F, the AR offenders would be significant].y 

more conscientious. and responsible than v/ill the RR 

group. The results on Table 1 indicate that this 

hypothesis was not proven. 

Hypothesis IV 

Hypothesis IV asserted tha.t the RR members 

v/ould be more insecure and anxious than the group 

of AR inmates, as measured by Factor 0 of the 

16PF. As is listed in Table 1, statistical results 

did not confirm this assumption. 

Hypothesis V 

The fifth hypothesis stated that on the MAT, 

the RR offenders v/ould demonstrate significantly 

less total personal life interest than the memUoers 

of the AR group. The hypothesis v/as not corroborated 

by the statistical results v/hich are presented in 

Table 2. 

Hypothesis VI 

Table 2 illustrates that the statistical findinps 

did not support Hypothesis VI. Therefore, the AR 
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TABLE 2 

MEANS, STUDENT'S t -AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL 
OF MOTIVATION FACTORS IN YOUNG OFFENDERS 

Motivation Factors Means for t Significance 
on the MAT RR AR 

Total Personal ^.7* f̂-5 .36665 n.s.** 
Life Interest 

Total Conflict 7-8 8.0 .67315 n.s. 

D.f. - 58 

*The Range on the MAT is 1 to 10 v/hich indicates that 
both groups show low personal life interest and high 
total conflict. 

**Npt significant at the ,05 level. 
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o roup did not reveal markedly less total conflict 

than the RR inm.ates as m.easured by the MAT. 

Discussion 

Although there v/as only one hypothesis v/hich 

v/as substantiated, the results of this report posit 

some interesting possibilities. When comparing 

offenders v/ith non-offenders research indicates that 
» 

differences are present. Hov/ever, v/hen two groups 

of offenders v/ho have either been accepted or 

rejected for rehabilitation services were tested, 

fev/ significant differences v/ere revealed. This 

v/ould suggest that either the two groups of 

offenders are more homogeneous than the groups 

com.prised of offenders and non-offenders, or that 

personality and motivational characteristics do not 

play an important role in the selection of inmates 

for rehabilitation services. 

As is pointed out in the literature and 

corroborated in this study, the members of the AR 

group are more dominant, assertive and hostile 

than the RR inmates. The question arises as to 

reasons for this trend v/hich v/ould seem to be 

conducive to further rebellion rather than 

rehabilitation. Is it because the AR inmates are 

more v/illing to express themselves than the RR 



group, thus tending to stand out in the reformatory 

setting, and are then chosen for rehabilitation by 

the Counselor? Or is it because the majority of 

the offenders accepted for rehabilitation services 

are classified as Behavioral or Character Disorders 

of v/hich the dominant, assertive and hostile traits 

are characteristic? This investigation can only 

speculate as to v/hy this factor and no other v/as 

significant. The literature does, hov/ever, suggest 

that the dominant, assertive characteristic is 

prevalent in the offender group and can be used 

effectively in his rehabil.itation. As Jenkins and 

Glickman (195"̂ ) pointed out, it is not the 'unsocialized, 

assertive delinquent but the socialized delinquent who 

is incorrigible. Thus, v/hen the do:r!inant, assertive 

even hostile attitudes can be channeled into socially 

acceptable roles, this personality factor could 

contribute to the offender's successful rehabilitation. 

It is interesting to note that on each of the 

other 16FF factors (Emotional versus Mature, Casual 

versus Conscientious, and Confident versus Insecure) 

not on''.y v/as there no signific-ant differences betv;oen 

the tv/o groups but each groups' mean score v/as v/ithin. 

the average range (5 to S). The fact that the moans 

v/ere v/ithin the average range tends to sug.pest that 

the personality traits on the 16PF ::iay not bo 
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measuring the same characteristics identified in the 

literature. There are several other explanations as 

to v/hy no significant differences were found. First, 

there may be other personality characteristics which 

would prove to be significant. Secondly, as is 

indicated in the Jesness (I965) research, institution

alized delinquents v/ill tend to deny their problems 

and to give more socially approved answers than 

non-institutionalized delinquents. Finally, personality 

traits seem not to have played an important role in 

the selection of inmates for rehabilitation and, thus, 

there are fev/ differences v/ithin the tv/o groups on 

these traits. 

Although there v/ere no significant differences 

betv/een the tv/o groups on the motivation factors 

of the MAT, neither groups' mean score v/as v/ithin 

the average range. The AR and the RR groups both 

revealed less personal life interest than the average 

for the general population. On the total conflict 

factor, both groups scored higher than the average, 

indicating a higher degree of conflict v/ithin the 

offender's personality. This result further 

substantiated Sv/eney's (1959) study v/hich revealed 

a higher degree of conflict in delinquents thon 

non-delinquents. Since the evidence supports the 

ability of these motivation factors to distinguish 



Zk 

offenders from the general population, it v/ould appear 

that if they had been used as selective factors, a 

significant difference might have been found betv/een 

the AR and RR samples. 

In order to summarize the findings of this section, 

three points will be made. First, one major factor 

(Submissive versus Dominant) v/as isolated (the AR 

group v/as more dominant than the RR group) v;hich could 

be used in selecting clients for rehabilitation. 

Further research needs to be conducted to determine 

other personality traits v/hich miight be pertinent in 

the selection process. Finally, motivation factors 

as measured by the MAT need to be utilized by the 

Vocational Rehabilitation Counselor in the selection 

of inm.ates for rehabilitation. 



CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

In this study, two groups of male offenders were 

examined to determine personality and motivational 

characteristics v/hich could be used as selective 

factors in choosing inmates for rehabilitation. The 

sample consisted of 30 young offenders who had been 

accepted for rehabilitation (AR) and 30 inmates v/ho 

had been rejected services (RR); both groups were 

incarcerated at the Oklahoma State Reformatory. The 

group mtembers were all between the ages of I7 to 28, 

v/ere able to read at the sixth grade level and v/ere 

serving sentences of at least tv/o years. Using the 

16PF and the MAT, the means for each group on the 

six selected factors (Emotional versus Mature, 

Subm^issive versu:s Dominant, Casual versus Conscientious, 

and Confident versus Insecure on the 16?F and Total 

Personal Life Interest and Totâ . Conflict on the MAT) 

v/ere compared employing the Student's t test for 

uncorrelated mea.ns. 

A comparison of the test results of the tv/:> 

groups yield one significant difference. As v/as 

25 
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predicted, the AR group of offenders are more dominant, 

assertive and hostile than the RR inmates. On the 

remaining five factors, no significant differences 

v/ere found. An interpretation of the results was 

made in viev/ of the one discriminating personality 

factor and the lack of other factors. It v/as proposed 

that the dominant, assertive and hostile attitudes 

when properly channeled could be an asset in the 

rehabilitation process; It was further suggested 

that additional personality and motivational traits 

be analysed and nev/ methods of selection be 

considered. 

Recomm^endations for Further Research 

Suggestions for further study might include 

these recommendations. A study conducted on a larger 

sample in v/hich four groups v/ere comipared: a non

offender group, a successful rehabilitated offender 

group, a group of offenders accepted for 

rehabilitation and a group of offenders v/ho v/ere 

rejected for rehabilitation services. A research 

project of this type could yield not only personality 

and motivational factors v/hich could be used in 

selection of offenders for rehabil.itation but cou"! d 

reveal information as to v/hich characteristics are 

important in the successfu;̂  rehabilitation of an offender 
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In addition to the instruments used in this 

study, other tests should be explored v/hich might 

provide more specific and detailed information 

concerning offenders and non-offenders. Finally, 

an investigation of the Rehabilitation Counselors 

personal criterion in selecting clients for 

reha.bilitation could provide an added dimionsion 

to this area of research. 

»\*' 
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