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ABSTRACT

THE SELF-CONCEPT AS A
PREDICTOR OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

Robert F. Kissner

This study evaluates the role which self-concept, as
measured by the Tennessee Self Concept Scale, may play in the
prediction of juvenile delinquency.

The study focuses on a group of boys who were referred
to a juvenile social agency over a thirty-two month period. The
research was designed to determine if the Tennessee Self Concept
Scale is a useful criterion for differentiating between subjects
who commit a delinquency during a follow-up period versus those
who do not.

The sample consisted of 139 males, aged 12 to 16. Four
subgroups were established on the basis of a subject's degree
of formal involvement with the juvenile justice system, ranging
from having no previous involvement to being convicted of more
than ‘one previous offence.

The results indicate that differences in self-concept
do exist between juveniles who commit an adjudicated offence
or who were subjects of a Probation Officer's Enquiry during an
eighteen month follow-up period, as opposed to those who have

L



committed no further adjudicated offences.

Some of the results, however, were more provocative
than conclusive and variance was found between sample subgroups.
For example, while the findings for one subgroup tended to sup-
port the hypothesis, those for another tended not to.

In general the study provides some support for the view
that negative self-concept precedes the occurrence of offences
by delinquents, but not to such a degree that effective predic-
tion is currently possible. Enough questions remain to warrant
further research in the area, possibly focusing on a more exten-
sive analysis of several of the subgroups included in the larger

study sample.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The more one works with individuals in a
close and intimate relationship, the more
one appreciates the infinite variety of
individuals in our society as well as the
unique identity and worth of each.

~ William Fitts (1972)

One of the few agreed upon facts in the study of
juvenile delinquency is that not all offenders are alike.

They differ not only in the form of offence, but also in
response to judicial sanctions. This latter conclusion has
been illustrated effectively by a number of studies cited by
Gottfredson (1968) and Warren (1972) which demonstrate the
differing effectiveness of various programs on various subsets
of the offender population.

During the past decade, heightened awareness of such
differences and increased disillusionment with traditional
correctional methods has led to the establishment of a greater
variety of possible court dispositions, with particular emphasis
on community-based prOgrams.1

This increase in community resources has resulted in
a need for objective criteria and/or instruments to help justice'
staff determine which offenders are most likely to respond to

such progr%ms. As a result the development of predictive and



classificatory indices have been of interest to an increasing
number of researchers. But, while a fairly extensive litera-
ture have developed on the subject, current methods are still
at a very primitive stage.2
In considering ways of improving treatment decisions,
Gottfredson (1970) suggests that each social agency working
with delinquents should initiate a continuous cycle of data
collection and testing of possible predictive measures. Wenk
(1974) indicates that such an approach might also lead to the
development of a classification system that has greater rele-
vance for counsellors working in the corrections field. While
it is apparent that such research will be varied and highly
dependent on the type of program, offender selected, and vari-
ables chosen, unless definite criteria are developed, Sarata
(1976) suggests that decisions concerning juvenile offenders

will continue to be made on the basis of chance and professional

politics.

THE CURRENT STUDY

The current study was designed to investigate the
effectiveness of a psychometric measure of self-concept in
discriminating between juveniles referred to a community social
agency (known as PURPOSE) who become recidivists within a period
of eighteen months versus those who do not.

The results of the study may contribute to a better

»
understanding of some of the factors linked with recidivism and



aid in the development of predictive criteria for usage by
community juvenile resources. Such an investigation also may

serve as a stimulus to other practitioners in the field.

BACKGROUND

A number of social psychological theorists have empha-
sized that persons come to hold views not only of others but
also of themselves. For example, Mead (1934), Raimy (1943),
Rogers (1951), Combs and Snygg (1959), Buhler (1962), Brandon
(1969) ,and Hansen and Maynard (1973), theorize that a person's
view of himself influences and helps to determine his behavior.

One of the earliest and most influencial studies dealing
with this concept was conducted by Reckless et al. (1957) who
took the position that a person's view of himself or self-
concept is an important variable in delinquent behavior. Their
work suggested that a healthy self-concept may serve as an
insulator against delinquency, even in juvenile populations
which are otherwise delinquency prone. A growing body of
reported research, some of which will be examined later in the
study, provides strong substantiation for their claim that
delinquents tend to have poor self-concepts.

Ziller (1969) suggests that persons with poor self-
concepts are field-dependent and tend to conform to the influ-
ence of the prevailing social environment. According to this
view a delinquent is seen to react to immediate environmental

¢
circumstance rather than using his personal values to mediate



his behavior.

Many of the studies dealing with self-concept have
used some kind of psychometric measure and the Tennessee Self
Concept Scale or TSCS, is the most frequently used scale for
this purpose.3 Long term research conducted at the Dede Wallace
Center in Tennessee by William Fitts and his associates,
suggests that the TSCS is a psychometrically sound and useful
measure of self-concept. These findings have been reported in
a series of research monographs.4

A number of reported research studies demonstrate that
there are significant differences in the reported self-concept
of delinquents. For instance, Balster (1956) using a Q-sort
measure found significant differences between recently incar-
cerated first offenders and recently incarcerated repeaters.
He found that the mean positive score of the first offenders
was significantly higher than the positive mean score of the
repeaters. Lefeber (1965) reports similar findings using the
TSCS on a group of 108 first offenders and recidivist juven-
iles. In a two year follow-up study of 28 delinquents who
completed the Highfields program in New Jersey, Joplin (1972)
found significant differences in self-concept between eleven
subjects recommitted to another institution and seventeen
who successfully remained out of correctional institutions.

Such results have important ramifications for agencies
working with delinquents. If, as suggested, self-concept may

.

be related to delinquency, and there is a relationship between



the level of reported self-concept and recidivism, then knowl-
edge of reported self-concept may prove to be helpful in deter-

mining which offenders are likely to commit other delinquencies.

DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

Adjudicated Offence: Having been the subject of juvenile

court proceedings and a determination made that a delinquency
has been committed.

First Offender: One who has been guilty but once of

committing a delinquency as determined by a juvenile court
justice and reflected in juvenile court records.

Fraser Region: A correctional managment area consisting

of the following municipalities and cities: Burnaby, Coquitlam,
Port Coquitlam, New Westminister, Port Moody and Maple Ridge.

Juvenile Court Record: An official record containing

summary information pertaining to an identified juvenile, con-
cerning court proceedings, dispositions, and Probation Officer
Enquiries.

Juvenile Delinquent: The Juvenile Delinquent Act R.S.,

C. 160, S.1 (1929) states that:

Juvenile Delinquent means any child® who violates any
provision of the Criminal Code or of any Dominion or Pro-
vincial Statute; or of any by-law or ordinance of any
municipality or who is guilty of sexual immorality or any
similar form or vice, or who is liable by reason of any
other act to be committed to an industrial school or
juvenile reformatory under the provisions of any Dominion
or Provincial Statute.

For the purposes of this study, the agency selected for

data-collection shall be considered as a juvenile reformatory



and all referrals deemed to be delinquents. This definition
takes into consideration the fact that many juveniles who would
formerly have been subject to formal court proceedings are
currently being diverted directly to social agency programs.

Probation: '"The conditional freedom granted by a judi-
cial officer to an alleged offender, or adjudicated person, as
long as he/she meets certain conditions of behavior.”6

Probation Officer: An employee of the Provincial govern-

ment whose duties include: supervision of individuals placed on
probation, and preparation of presentence reports to assist the
court in determining the sentence or juvenile court disposition.7

Probation Officer Enquiry (POE): An investigation of a

juvenile who has admitted to police that he has committed a
delinquency. A POE is conducted by a probation officer at the
request of the crown prosecutor and its purpose is to enable
the crown to determine if an offence should be dealt with in
court or by some other means within the provisions of the
Provincial Corrections Act.

Recidivist: For purposes, of this study, a juvenile

who commits an adjudicated offence or has had a POE conducted
on him, within a period of eighteen months after referral to a
juvenile social agency.

Self-Concept: A person's conscious self-appraisal of

his appearance, background and origins, abilities and resources,

and attitudes and feelings. Or more simply, the beliefs a
.

person has about himself resulting from present and past




observation. Self-concept is measured in this study by a
psychometric measure known as the Tennessee Self Concept Scale.

Status Offender: "A juvenile who has been adjudicated

by a judicial officer of a juvenile court, as having committed
a status offence, which is an act or conduct which is an

offence only when committed or engaged in by a juvenile.“8

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The problem is to determine if a selected group of
sixty-seven delinquents who commit further delinquencies after
referral to a community social agency, differ on a measure of
self-concept from a selected group of seventy-two delinquents
who commit no further offences after referral to the same agency.
The time period for inclusion in the study was two years eight
months and the follow-up period for each subject was limited to
eighteen months.

Each subject was given the TSCS on initial entry into
agency program and probation records were examined after
eighteen months and any further delinquencies they had committed
were noted.

The study mainly concerns a comparison of recidivist
and non-recidivist program clients with regard to three dimen-
sions of self and five frames of reference on the Tennessee
Self Concept Scale.

The independent variables of the study are the dimen-

- ¢ - - - - - . -
sions of recidivism and non-recidivism. The dependent variables



are the dimensions of self-concept measured by the TSCS. Extra-
neous variables such as education and age are assumed to exert
equal influences on both groups. This latter assumption is
based on a number of studies that will be cited later in

Chapter III.

HYPOTHESES

The hypotheses for this study are as follows:

Delinquents who are referred to a community program who

maintain a clean record during a follow-up period will obtain

significantly higher scores on a measure of self-concept on

admission to the program than delinquents referred to the same

program who do not (hereafter cited as recidivists), when

classified by their:

(1) overall concept of self;

(2) basic identity of self;

(3) self-satisfaction with their basic identity;
(4) concept of their behavior;

(5) concept of their physical self;

(6) concept of their morals and ethics;

(7) sense of personal worth;

(8) sense of worth as a family member;

(9) social self.



LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This investigation was limited to a specific subset
of a juvenile delinquent population attending a specific pro-
gram and was designed subject to the following limitations:

1. an operational definition of self-concept in terms
of the scores the subjects obtained on the Tennessee Self
Concept Scale;

2. a subject sample which was limited to one hundred
thirty-nine juvenile males referred to a community agency
located in a suburb of Vancouver, British Columbia, and cannot
be regarded as a representative sample of all juvenile delin-
quents from any location;

3. a standard follow-up period of eighteen months;

4. follow-up data which was limited to juvenile probation
record files obtained with the cooperation of juvenile probation

officers and restricted to Fraser Region.

OUTLINE OF THE THESIS

This chapter has been concerned with a general overview
of the problem and purpose of the investigation.

Chapter II provides a review of self-concept theory
as well as a number of studies of particular relevance to this
enquiry. In particular it discusses self-theory from a histor-
ical point of view, notes difficulties of application and defi-
nition, ang the theoretical relationship between self-concept

and behavior with particular attention to delinquency.
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Chapter III details the method and procedures used in
the study. It also provides a description of the community
program where the study data was collected, describes the
subject population, data collection process, and reviews the
reliability, validity and the general format of the scale
utilized to measure self-concept.

Chapter IV examines the findings obtained from appli-
cation of the TSCS, and presents a detailed comparison of the
study groups.

Chapter V presents the summary, conclusions, and recom-

mendations resulting from the research.
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CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

INTRODUCTION

Although Chapter I briefly described the self-concept
construct and noted some theorists who suggest that it may be
a central dynamic in human behaviour, little attention was
paid to some of the key underlying issues and basic postulates.

It is the purpose of this chapter to provide a limited
overview of self-concept theory and examine a number of studies
of particular relevance to the present investigation. Specifi-
cally, the following will be examined: 1) historical develop-
ment of the concept; 2) definitional considerations; 3) con-
sistency of self-concept; 4) measuring instruments; 5) the
role of self-concept in human behaviour; 6) self-concept and
juvenile delinquency; and 7) self-concept differences between
delinquent recidivists and other delinquent offenders.

In giving consideration to such a wide scope of issues
the intent is to build a theoretical framework for later dis-
cussion of results, rather than to provide an exhaustive
review.1 It is hoped that such a discursive approach will
permit the reader to gain insight into the advantages and
limitations of such a concept in delinquency research.

A *recurrent theme that is traced throughout the chapter

is the view that self-concept should be seen as a screening
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and guiding mechanism in the processing of information relative
to the self. As will be elaborated later in the chapter, it

is posited that perception of self or self-concept plays an
important role in influencing and possibly determining an

individual's behaviour.

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

The study of self theory 1in psychology may be traced
to one of its earliest sources in the writings of William
James. In Principles of Psychology, James (1892) identified
the empirical self which he saw in the broadest sense as the
sum total of all that a person could call his own, including
the physical objects he surrounds himself with, awareness of
his identity before others, and awareness of his own thought
processes. James in turn labelled each of these areas as:
material self, social self, and spiritual self.

Epstein (1973) notes that James viewed the self as
being closely associated with emotions which in turn were
mediated through self-esteem. In the same article, Epstein
goes on to suggest that our achievements are measured against
our personal aspirations, and unless there is a wide divergence
between the two, we generally tend to regard ourselves in a
positive light. This view 1s similar to James (1892) who
states:

Our self feeling in this world depends entirely on
what wes, back ourselves to be and do. It is determined
by the ratio of our actualities to our supposed poten-
tialities; . . . a fraction of which our pretensions are
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the denominator, and numerator of our success; thus
success
self esteem =

pretensions2

Wylie (1968) notes that after James, the study of the
self was pursued to some extent by the introspectionists, such
as Calkins (1915), who were unable to absorb the construct
into their theories, and consequently the concept éradually
fell into disuse. Hilgard (1949) points out that this was also
due to the rise of behaviourism in psychology, an approach that
rejects the methodology on which self-concept is based.

While the influence of behaviourism curtailed further
consideration of the concept within the field of psychology
until the 1940's, writers in sociology continued to construct
theories about the self.

One of the earliest and most significant contributions
to self theory from the field of sociology was made by Charles
Cooley (1902), who stressed the relationshiﬁ'between the self
and the social environment. He felt that a person's feelings
about himself were created as a product of his relations with
others. Webster and Sobieszek (1974) summarize Cooley's
contributions as three-fold: a) he developed the theory of
the looking glass self, or the idea that an individual perceives
himself in the way that he believes that others perceive him;
b) he recognized that a person makes a differentiation between
degrees of importance attached to other persons; and c) he

developed ‘the notion that one internalizes a mental image of

others with whom an individual usually interacts.
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George Herbert Mead (1925) modified and extended the
concept of the looking glass self, and wrote in terms of the
generalized other, which he defined as: "The organized com-
munity or social group which gives the individual his unity of
self . . . The attitude of the generalized other 1s the attitude
of the whole community.”4

Mead's idea of the generalized other stresses the
importance of social roles and suggests that self-concept is
derived from the reflective appraisal of others.

In contrast to Cooley, who envisioned self-concept to
be fairly fluid and quite responsive to the immediate environ-
ment, Mead saw self-concept as a more established semipermanent
structure.

Nash (1973) points out that while James and Cooley are
similar in stressing the importance of self-feeling, Mead em-
phasizes the role of self-perception and cognition. Mead argues
that self structure is dependent on intellectual versus affec-
tive awareness.

With the growth of clinical psychology in the 1940's
and an increasing concern with the motivational aspects of
behaviour, self referent concepts eventually regained a wide
usage in psychology. But, as a result of the influence of
positivism on the field, most investigators began to confine
their interests to specific dimensions of the self, instead of
using the concept in a global manner. Such specification

.

permitted more precise empirical measurement and definition,
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and terms such as self-esteem and self-alienation became popular.
Among a number of articles published on the subject

during the 1940's, the work of Victor Raimy (1943) particularly

stands out. Raimy defined self-concept as a learned perceptual

system that not only influenced behavior, but is itself restruc-

tured by behavior and unsatisfied needs and might bear little

or nor relation to external reality. He further defined the

T

term as: the more or less organized perceptual object

resulting from present or past observation ... it is what the

®  This definition is still

person believes about himself."
widely accepted and recognized as being of tremendous import
to later studies.

While Raimy introduced the term self-concept in a form
that was to later become its most common terminology, Combs
and Snygg (1959) emphasized the term's pragmatic utility.
Starting from the premise that all behavior depends on a
person's personal frame of reference or phenomenal field,
they suggested that the phenomenal field determines behavior.
It may therefore be seen that if one observes behavior, the
phenomenal field may be inferred, and given an appropriate
description of the phenomenal field, behavior may possibly be
predicted. Combs and Snygg viewed self-concept as consisting
of those parts of a person's personal frame of reference that
an individual has differentiated as being definite and reason-
ably stable characteristics of himself.

.

In sketching the implications of Combs and Snygg's
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thought, Diggory (1966) suggests that since all behaviour is

a function of an individual's phenomenal field, knowledge of

an individual's phenomenal field may be helpful in predicting
their behaviour. However, he points out that since it is impos-
sible to gain access to all of the pertinent information, selec-
tion on the basis of relevance must be made. The only relevant
facts in his view are the phenomenal ones which an individual
designates as having meaning in terms of his present needs. The
methodology that Diggory suggests is varied and ranges from

self report to observation of behaviour and projective testing.
The criteria on which the accuracy of phenomenological conclu-
sions should be tested are: impressions of subjective certainty,
comparison with known facts, capability to survive mental manip-
ulations, demonstration of predictive power, achievement of
social agreement with others, and demonstration of internal
consistency. Diggory's analysis may be seen as an example of

the topical interest of Raimy's and Combs and Snygg's contri-
butions, as well as a demonstration that much of the current work
in the field is still related to definitional considerations

made in the late 1940's.

Having reviewed a number of key figures in the early
development of self-concept, we are now in a position to
briefly summarize some of the distinguishing elements generally
attributed to self-concept. These may be enumerated as follows:

1) It is a learned perceptual system that develops out

"
of experience, particularly out of social interaction with



P

19

significant others;

2) It may contain different constructs within itself,
such as social self, physical self, and spiritual self;

3) It is a dynamic organization that may change as a
function of experience;

4) It may have little or no relation to external
reality;

5) It is a phenomenological construct.

DEFINITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

Any attempt to derive a previse definition of self-
concept from the current literature is likely to end in con-
fusion and lack of consensus. In a recent review of the topic,
Marx and Hillix (1973) note that there are nearly as many
definitions of self-concept as there are theorists. They also
claim that many of the current approaches lack operational
meaning. While a general definition of self-concept is pro-
vided in most studies, frequently it is used interchangeably
with terms such as self-esteem, self-perception, and other
self referent labels.

Wells and Marwell (1976) note that one of the principal
difficulties has been that self-concept is not only a theoret-
ical construct used in social science, but is also a term that
is frequently used in everyday language. Consequently, since
most researchers have an intuitive idea as to what self-concept

"y
is and does, "... it often seems unnecessary to spell out its
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nature and processes by which it operates."8 Such oversight
raises serious difficulties, making comparisons between studies
difficult, as well as leading to a less than critical analysis
of results and a tendency to treat the concept as a given rather
than as a hypothetical conceptualization. They further suggest
that if such a term is not properly operationalized and is at
the same time used in an explanatory way, then the feeling that
it is a useful construct may grow, while the appropriateness

of the explanations may remaln untested.

In light of our discussion to this point, it might be
argued that given the difficulties in developing a precise
definition and the lack of consensus in the field, perhaps it
would be better to seek alternate concepts. In defence of
usage of the term despite its deficiencies, theorists such as
Diggory (1966) indicate that general definitions are acceptable
as long as they are clear and capable of application in experi-
mental operations. Wells and Marwell (1976) note that, as a
hypothetical construct, self concept shares, with a number of
other sociological and psychological conceptions, difficulties
of scientific abstraction. They see definition as a process
in which refinement is ultimately dictated by experiment.
Finally, McKinney's (1966) rationale for constructive typology
may be applied, as he suggests in the following quotation:

The constructed type is apragmatic expedient and

does not purport to be empirically valid in the sense
of retaining all the unique aspects of the empirical
world.* The main purpose it serves is to furnish a

means by which concrete occurrences can be compared,
potentially measured, and comprehended ... 9
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As stated earlier, the definition of self-concept
selected for the present investigation was a person's con-
scious self-appraisal of his background and origins, abilities
and resources, and attitudes and feelings. Or more simply,
the beliefs that a person has about himself resulting from
present and past observation.

It may be seen that our definition implies a configura-
tion that is developed as a function of past and present exper-
ience. This also suggests that self-concept may be seen as a
fairly stable structure, which paradoxically is also dynamic,
as conceptualizations of self change over time. In making a
division of past and present influences it should also be
recognized that the individual's self-concept may also be
described according to multiple dimensions. Thus, self-concept
may be seen as a convenient label for a number of subreferents
rather than being considered as a global construct. Other im-

plications will become clear later in the discussion.

STABILITY OF SELF-CONCEPT

Gergen (1971) suggests that one of the traditional
issues of debate among theorists is whether self-concept 1is to
be considered a stable entity which is structural in nature or
whether it is dependent on given circumstance and as such, only
constitutes a referent process. While detailed consideration
of this issue is beyond the scope of the current review, it

will be briefly considered.
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A number of theorists whom we have examined to this
point, such as Combs and Snygg (1959), view self-concept as a
relatively stable entity consisting of an organized set of
cognitions and perceptions of self. Other theorists, such as
Roseberg (1965) and Rogers (1960), promulgate similar views.

In contrast, other theorists, such as Mead (1934),
Diggory (1966) and Secord (1968), suggest that viewing self-
concept as dynamic and subject to change over time would
facilitate our understanding of human behaviour. Such a con-
sideration suggests that self-concept is a perceptual process
and its primary value lies in its use as an explanatory force.

A possible resolution that suggests that the two view-
points may be used in a complementary manner has been suggested
by Gergen (1971). He argues that just as an understanding of
how a machine operates involves a comprehension of how the com-
ponent parts operate, a discussion of concepts requires a know-
ledge of the process of conceptualizing. In other words, using
a structural concept or approach does not require that all con-
siderations of process be ruled out, for processes "... involve
the operation of entities".10

In applying the logic Gergen suggests, Fitts (1971)
posits that self-concept should be considered as a frame of
reference through which an individual interacts with the world.
He proposes that self-concept is particularly affected by:
a) interpersonal experience of a positive nature, b) competence

.

in areas adjudged by the individual and others to be of value,
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and c) increased realization of one's potentialities.

Reported studies tend to agree with the view that a
person's self-concept is relatively stable. For example, in an
unpublished compilation of studies designed to measure self-
concept change in juvenile delinquents, Fitts (1973) reports
that significant changes are reported in only 23 of a total of
75 studies examined. This fact suggests that self-concept, at
least as measured by the TSCS, is fairly stable and 1is not sub-
ject to substantial change or fluctuations over time. There-
fore, where significant changes are reported, it is a good in-
dication that substantial change has occurred in an individual.

Taylor (1955) found similar results in his study, and
in an extensive review concludes that self-concept is: a) gen-
erally stable as a total entity although subject to change in
minor ways; b) not affected by immediate feelings or moods;
and c¢) is mildly affected by repeated psychometric measurement
in the direction of the original valuation as a consequence of
introspection. Additional studies by Via (1969) and Fitts and
Bell (1962) corroborate Taylor's conclusion.11

For the purposes of the present investigation, the
approach taken will reflect the type of logic suggested by
Gergen, the application elaborated by Fitts, with the recog-

nition of relative stability noted in the cited investigations.

MEASURING INSTRUMENTS

’ -
As mentioned earlier in the chapter, lack of a precise



24

definition of self-concept has resulted in difficulties at the
methodological level in developing techniques for the measure-
ment of self-concept.

Wylie (1961, 1974) suggests that most instruments de-
signed to measure self-concept have been devised for a partic-
ular study with little replication or assessment of validity
and reliability. As a consequence, comparison between studies
is often difficult, and care must be taken to ensure that any
significant differences are noted. Bonjean et al. (1967) make
the important point that such a difficulty is characteristic
of social-psychological research in general, rather than of
self-concept in particular.12 They note that some 2,080 dif-
ferent measures were used in over 3,609 social research studies
that involved the application of scales or indices.

Spitzer, et al. (1966) and Zirkel (1971) provide sup-
port for Wylie's criticism of current approaches to self-concept
research, and suggest that if the proliferation of instruments
is to be reduced, then further data relating to the psychometric
properties of individual instruments 1is most desirable.

In attempting to understand some of the difficulties
involved in devising and/or selecting an instrument for self-
concept measurement, it may be helpful to be aware of a few
of the main difficulties that should be taken into consideration.
According to Lowe (1966), any attempt to measure self-concept
faces three main problems: 1) demonstration that what is

[

measured is congruent with actual inner conceptualization;
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2) development of specific terms for inclusion in test instru-
ments that meet with general concurrence of other researchers;
and 3) evidence that there is acceptable congruence between

the operational definition on which the test is based and
actual test measurement. In seeking to improve current methods
he proposes that individual instruments should be validated

in comparison with established variables. He further states
that ultimately such instruments will stand or fall on the
basis of their utility in providing further understanding of
human behaviour.

While a number of self-concept measures have received
some sampling and study, such considerations have usually been
limited to a specific subtopic area.13 As a result, the selec-
tion of a particular instrument for research purposes has usu-
ally been an arbitrary choice. For the present investigation,
the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS) was selected. In a
review of over thirty self-concept measures used most consis-
tently in published reports, Crandall (1973) concludes that
in overall quality the TSCS currently represents the best of
the available measures that are specifically designed to mea-
sure self-concept. Criteria Crandall used in making his se-

lection included consideration of a test's convergent validity

(the extent the scale relates to similar measures), discriminant

validity (the extent to which the test doesn't tap irrelevant

constructs), and predictive validity (the extent to which a
*
scale predicts relevant criteria). Wells and Marwell (1976)
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point out that the test is one of the few measures available
that take an individual's response bias into consideration by
giving a weighted index of how an individual distributes his/her
answers across five available choices in responding to various
items on the scale. Bliss (1977) notes that one of the advan-
tages of the test is the fact that test items have been drawn
from a wide frame of reference and that it is not culture-bound.
In addition to other available data concerning the test's valid-
ity and reliability, which will be discussed in Chapter III,
consideration was also given to the fact that since the test

has been used in a considerable number of delinquency studies,

a body of literature exists for comparison purposes. Finally,
in selecting the TSCS as the test instrument for the study, con-
sideration was also given to the fact that it is currently being
employed by several programs in British Columbia as well as Al-

berta and the results might have some pragmatic implications.14

SELF-CONCEPT AND BEHAVIOUR

Self-concept is held by most self theorists to be of
considerable significance in determining an individual's be-
haviour.

Combs and Snygg (1959) hold the view that without
exception all behaviour is "... completely determined by and
pertinent to the phenomenal field (including self-concept) of

15

the behaving organism."
L]

Raimy suggests a more moderate view and states that
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our general behaviour is to a large extent regulated and

organized by what we perceive ourselves to be.”16

According

to Raimy, self-concept has social meaning for the person and
acts as a frame of reference or background for behaviour. Thus,
self-concept may be seen as playing a definitional role in reg-
ulating a person's status and functions in society. This may
be elaborated as follows:

As an integrated or conflicted perceptual system,

the Self Concept forms the criterion against which
choices as to direction and kind of behaviour are
made. If a person believes that a certainly valued
aspect of his self concept can be overshadowed...

he will probably engage in covering up... Insofar as
the person has control over his actions, any act is
determined by the relationships existing between the
strength of the need or drive which is motivating,
the content and structure of the Self Concept, and
the goal of the individual... (However) ... there
may be factors in the external situation or conflicts
in the Self Concept which enter into determination
of behaviour. 17

Rogers (1951) takes the position that self-concept is
responsible for selecting patterns of behaviour; however, he
adds that organismic processes and automatic behaviours should
be taken into account.

Overall, the research evidence indicates a significant
relationship between self-concept and behaviour. For instance,
studies conducted by Roseberg (1965), Suinn (1961), and Tessler
and Swartz (1972) indicate that low self-concept in adolescence
is highly related to low acceptance by peers, periods of anxiety
and withdrawal, and poor acceptance of others. Other studies

conducted by Stotland and Hillmer (1962), Silverman (1964),

and Cohen (1959) show that individuals tend to demonstrate

[P,



28

different patterns of response to success and failure dependent
on their level of self-concept, positive or negative. Finally,
Wahler and Pollio (1968), and Krop et al. (1971), as reviewed
by Ryan et al. (1976), found that specific behavioural changes
in children were also accompanied by positive changes in self-
concept. They further suggest that there is some evidence to
indicate that positive behavioural changes are preceded by
positive self-concept changes.18
Of particular interest to the current investigation
are studies demonstrating a relationship between self-concept
and behaviour conducted using the TSCS. In a series of mono-
graphs, Fitts (1969, 1971, 1972a, 1972b) reviews a considerable
number of studies that reveal that significant differences
exist among various subsets of the general population, and
these differences are related to differential performance in
a variety of situations.
In seeking to specify how self-concept accounts for
such a wide variety of behaviours, Wylie (1968) summarizes
the three main points as:
1) At any given stage of development of the self-
concept the person tends to perceive or learn more
readily things which are consistent with the self-
concept while tending not to learn or believe things
that are inconsistent with the self-concept...
2) ... a person with an inaccurate self-concept
is said to be vulnerable because he is continually
exposed to the possibility of receiving negative
reactions from others. These reactions may be ones
to which he cannot respond in a way leading to
positive reinforcement; and furthermore they may

force #®pon him a negatively reinforcing revision of
the self-concept.
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3) Evaluation of others is a positive function
of one's own level of self-evaluation... one's level
of self regard might generalize to others and in
this hypothesis we again deal with the supposed
antecedent influence of level of self regard upon
level of regard for others. 19

Of particular import to later discussion is the ability
of self-concept to account for negative behavior. Such behavior
is usually accounted for by self theorists as a result of
failure to correctly symbolize experience and as a mechanism
of covering up negatively valued aspects of self-concept. It
is posited that the degree of inappropriate behavior is deter-
mined by how negative a person's self-concept is. Conversely,
a positive self-concept may lead to appropriate behaviors and
what Hansen and Maynard (1973) term a greater acceptance of
reward and success.

The relationship between negative and positive valu-
ation of self-concept and behavior may be seen more clearly
in Figure 1 which illustrates a behavioral flow chart of
positive and negative behavior.

Combs and Snygg (1959) have provided one of the more
cogent developmental explanations for the composite that is
provided in Figure 1. They suggest that each person develops
a concept of self in interaction with others and that future
interactions will be coloured as a function of whether or not
that relational experience has been positive or negative. As

a result, an individual develops an orientation to the environ-

ment that #s accepting or rejecting. This conception in turn
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FIGURE 1

POSITIVE VERSUS NEGATIVE SELF-CONCEPT A
BEHAVIOURAL FLOW CHART*
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* Adapted from J. Hansen and P. Maynard, Youth: Self-
Concept and Behavior, (Columbus, Ohio: C. E. Merrill Pub.,
1973) p. 54.
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may be enhanced, impaired, or reinforced dependent on whether
reactions to further behavior have a rewarding or punishing
effect and are perceived as successes or failures.
Investigations conducted by Videbeck (1960), Maehr
et al. (1962), Weinstein and Black (1969), and Schafer et al.
(1973) tend to support Snygg and Combs view that self-concept
may be modified in the direction of feedback and information
provided by others. 2!
A study and review conducted by Mischel et al. (1973)
suggested that an individual can reinforce positive or negative
perceptions of himself through a process of selective attention.
Their data agreed with collected results of other studies and
suggests that success experiences lead to more benign reactions
to oneself and others. This in turn is manifested in behavior
that stress, '"...the positive aspects of the self in one's
interactions with others.”21 Conversely, failure and negative
feedback leads to a more critical and negative reaction to
oneself and others, which may result in maladaptive behavioral
reactions. As we will examine more fully later in the text,
under this model specific negative behaviors may be accounted
for on the basis of a degree of negative valuation acting in

concert with sublimation and repression.

SELF-CONCEPT AND DELINQUENCY

Self-concept theory suggests that delinquents tend to
L
act out their disturbances rather than using a repressive
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process in accepting a negative valuation of themselves. Self-
concept is seen to play a definitional role in regulating an
individual's reactions and behaviors in society. Such a theory
suggests that delinquents and non-delinquents will manifest
very different self-concepts, and differentiations within
populations may occur.

The purpose of this section is to describe some of the
empirical evidence relating self-concept to delinquency through
a selective review of the literature.

One of the most frequently cited and comprehensive
investigations of self-concept and delinquency was conducted
by Reckless and associates (1956, 1957a, 1957b, Dinitz et al.
1962). Their research was completed in four stages and has
been reported in a series of four journal articles.

In the initial research stage, 30 sixth grade teachers
from a high delinquency area of Columbus, Ohio, were asked
to designate those white-male students in their classes who,
in their opinion, would not become juvenile delinquents. After
eliminating 16 boys who had already been adjudged delinquent
and 51 others who could not be located in the community, the
remaining 125 boys received a series of tests. Results
indicated that the selected good boys were less vulnerable
to delinquency and were more socially responsible than boys
with behavior problems and reformatory inmates, when compared
on the Gou%h California Personality Inventory. Additionally,

data collected concerning self conceptualization suggested
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that the research subjects had positive views of their family
life and portrayed themselves as being law abiding and obedient.
Relating these results to freedom from illegal activities,
Reckless et al. (1956) conclude that: '"... there is a strong
suspicion that a well-developed concept of self as a good

boy is the component that keeps middle and upper class boys,

who live in better neighbourhoods, out of delinquency.”22

In the second phase of the research conducted one year
later, Reckless and his associates asked the same group of
teachers to designate those white-male students in their classes
who they thought would become delinquents. The 108 selected
boys, of whom 24 had already been adjudged delinquent, received
the same set of tests given the previous group. Comparisons
made between the two groups showed significant differences
in the expected direction, with the bad boys obtaining less
favourable results on all measures. Thus, the results tend
to support Reckless's initial conclusion that self-concept may
be an underlying factor in delinquent and non-delinquent
behavior.

Four years after the first contact a follow-up study
was conducted to determine how many boys in each group had
become delinquent. Of 103 designated good boys still living
in the area, four had been convicted of fairly minor offences,
whereas, of the 70 designated bad boys included for follow-up,
27 had bcen convicted an average of three offences. After

&
reviewing these findings, Lively, Dinitz, and Reckless (1962)
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conclude that self-concept acts as an insulator against delin-

quency even in subsets of the population that are considered

delinquency prone. Reckless and Dinitz (1967) elaborate their

rationale as follows:
We feel that components of the self strength,

such as a favourable concept of self, act as an inner
buffer or inner containment against deviancy, distrac-
tion, lure and pressures. Our operational assumptions
are that a good self-concept is indicative of a residual
favourable socialization and a strong inner self, which
in turn steers the person away from bad companions and
street corner society, toward middle class values, and
to awareness of possibility of upward movement 1in the
opportunity structure. 23

In a methodological criticism of the foregoing study,
Hirschi and Selvin (1967) suggest that Reckless et al. may
have erred by assuming that good boys all have equally good
self-concepts and that bad boys all have equally bad self-
concepts. For instance, over half of the boys responded
favorably to the question: "Up 'til now, do you think that
things have gone your way?”24

Smith (1972) provides a simple answer to Hirschi and
Selvin's criticism by suggesting that individual fluctuations
will not affect the posture of the group since individual
fluctuations are probably offsetting.

Tangri and Swartz (1967) note that while improved
measures are needed to measure self-concept, it is certainly
feasible to operate on the postulate that self-factors deter-
mine direction of behavior toward or away from delinquency.

One weaknesd in the Reckless et al. (1956, 1957) research

which they point out, is the fact that many of the test items
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were drawn from a middle class frame of reference. Consequently,
this may héve ﬁnfairly biased the responses of the bad boy

group in a negative direction without consideration of posi-

tive alternatives.

Other criticisms of the Reckless et al. (1956, 1957)
research include the fact that possibly Merton's (1968) concept
of the "self-fulfilling prophesy" could explain why such a
high proportion of the two groups fell in the predicted direc-
tion. Also, the teachers' nominations may have resulted in
a less than respresentative sample of non-delinquents, as a
majority of superior students may have been included in the
group.

In an investigation similar to the Reckless et al.
(1957) study, Donald (1963) found that boys categorized as
delinquency-prone by teachers had low self-concepts when
measured by the California Personality Inventory. A signif-
icant number of the boys were found later to have committed
delinquencies.

Other studies have found significiant differences
between delinquents and non-delinquents on a number of self-
concept measures. Grant (1962) in a comparison study of 51
delinquent and non-delinquent girls matched on the basis of
age, race, I1.Q., and socio-economic status, found delinquent
girls rated themselves more negatively on three separate scales
used in the study. Similarly, Deitche (1959) using an early

*
version of the TSCS, found significant differences between



36

50 delinquent and 50 non-delinquent white males. While this.
difference was not found on all dimensions of the test, in
every case the direction of the difference revealed a more
positive self-concept for the non-delinquents.

A study conducted in New Zealand by Roberts (1972)
found that not only did self-concept differentiate between
non-delinquent and delinquent girls, but also good self-concept
was related to good performance on parole and a satisfactory
work record. The Twenty Statements Test (McPartland, 1959)
was used as a measure of self-concept and administered to
110 girls senetnced to their first term of residential training,
between the years 1964-1966. Six months after release from
the program each girl was sent a follow-up test with a letter
seeking information about current status. She found that
self-concept discriminated between delinquent and non-delinquent
girls and was significantly related to ultimate performance
on parole.

Gold (1978) reports a study by Massimo and Shore (1963)
that points to a causal relationship between self-concept and
delinquency. Twenty boys aged fifteen to seventeen who were
at the point of leaving school and who were adjudged delin-
quent were selected for the study. Ten boys were selected to
receive comprehensive guidance and employment assistance for
a period of ten months, while the other ten did not. At the
end of that time, seven of the control group had been placed

ry
on probation compared with only three of the treatment group.
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The Thematic Apperception Test was used to measure self-concept
and subjects were tested at the beginning and end of the ten
months. Improvement in self-concept was noted significantly
more frequently for the treatment than the control group. A
causal relationship to changes in behavior is suggested by

the authors: '"The results indicate that the first area of
change is in attitude toward self."?>

Kaplan (1976) in a study of over 4000 junior high
school students who were asked about their attitudes towards
themselves on a questionnaire and about their deviant behavior
in the previous year, found a significant correlation between
low self-concept and the commission of delinquent acts.

In summary, a number of different investigations
employing several different measures of self-concept indicate
that significant differences exist between delinquent and non-
delinquent youth. Each of the studies corroborated the view
that non-delinquents tend to have more positive or a higher
self-concept than delinquents. Thus, the studies support

the hypothesis that low self-concept is correlated with delin-

quent behavior.

SELF-CONCEPT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS OF DELINQUENTS

A number of studies have successfully attempted to
investigate whether self-concept differences exist between
groups of delinquents. It is hypothesized that since there

[

is a constant interaction between a person's self-concept and
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his behaviour, with each influencing the other, that differences
will exist according to the degree of involvement with the jus-
tice system. For example, differences should exist between
first offenders and recidivists, and institutionalized and
non-institutionalized delinquents.

Balster (1956) used a Q-sort measurement of self-concept
to determine whether a differentiation could be made between
recently incarcerated recidivist delinquents, already incar-
cerated recidivist delinquents, recently incarcerated delin-
quent first offenders, and already incarcerated delinquent
first offenders. He found that the two groups of first offend-
ers had a significantly higher positive mean score than the
two groups of recidivists. In comparing each group independ-
ently, he found that the two groups of recidivists obtained
Q-sort variance scores that were closer to each other than
either of the other two groups. He concluded that even in
those instances where obtained differences between first
offenders and recidivists were not significant, the trend
indicated higher scores for first offenders.

In a study that compared non-delinquent, recidivist,
and first offender delinquents, Lefeber (1965) found rank
order differences between the groups. Non-delinquents obtained
the highest mean score on the TSCS used in the study, the
first offenders next, and the delinquent recidivists obtained
the lowest mean score. Differences on the scale were consist-

Py

ently found to be the most extreme between the recidivist and
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non-delinquent groups.

Fitts (1969) suggests that in design, execution, and
thdroughness, the Lefeber study is unsurpassed in studies
conducted using the TSCS. Certainly the procedure that Lefeber
used demonstrates attention to empirical detail. He adminis-
tered the TSCS to a group of 410 non-delinquents, 206 delin-
quent first offenders, and 231 delinquent recidivists. Sub-
jects were matched on the basis of age, ethnicity, mental
maturity, and socio-economic status to produce a study sample
of three groups of 58 juveniles. Profile patterns for each
of the groups were plotted and the results noted earlier ob-
tained.

In the recommendation section of the research, Lefeber
suggests that further study should be made of delinquent first
offenders, since:

It is quite possible that at least two subgroups

would emerge: 1) those that would appear destined to
join the recidivist group, and 2) those whose profiles
diverge from the recidivist pattern. This suggests
that among the first offenders a good prognosis sub-
group could be identifiable for future study and treat-
ment. 26

Dorn (1968) investigated whether significant differ-
ences existed between 104 institutionalized delinquents, 52
non-institutionalized delinquents, and 176 non-delinquent
male adolescents on dimensions of self-concept, alienation,
and anxiety. Measures employed included: the Twenty-Statement

Test (McPartland, 1959) to measure self-concept, the Manifest
*

Anxiety Scale (Taylor, 1953), and an alienation measure
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constructed for the study. He found a correlation between the
degree of self-depreciation, anxiety, and alienation, as well
as overall level of self-concept. Specifically, he found that
non-delinquents had a higher level of self-concept than the
delinquent groups and that non-institutionalized delinquents

in the study had a more positive self-concept than institution-
alized delinquents.

Fitts and Hamner (1969) compared 54 delinquent first
offenders with 42 delinquent recidivists incarcerated at a
correctional institution in Pikeville, Tennessee, using the
TSCS. They found that the recidivists obtained consistently
more deviant scores than the first offenders on all test scores.

A more recent study conducted by Curry, Manning, and
Monroe (1971) on male juvenile offenders from three different
correctional institutions in the state of Tennessee found
significant differences between first offenders and recidi-
vists. The data indicated that recidivists have a more nega-
tive self-concept than first offenders.

Similar results have been obtained in New Zealand by
Masters and Tong (1968) using the semantic differential test.
West (1973), in citing the study, notes that recidivist de-
linquents had worse self-concepts than either non-recidivist
delinquents or non-offenders. In the same study, Masters and
Tong also found that offenders who are likely to commit further
offences are less socialized than either the first or non-

[

offender groups.
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In yet another study, Craig (1975) found significant
differences between recidivists and first offenders attending
a six-month institutional program in Plainfield, Indiana. His
study was originally designed to investigate the correlation
between gains in academic achievement and self-concept improve-
ment. The TSCS was used as a measure of self-concept and was
administered to 210 juveniles before and after completing the
program. Academic measures included the Wide Range Achievement
Test (WRAT) and the Stanford Reading Test (SRT). Results showed
that juveniles in the program improved significantly on fifteen
of the seventeen TSCS subscales, and a significant correlation
was found between self-concept improvement and academic perfor-
mance. It is interesting to note that the proportion of delin-
quents who later committed further offences and who showed self-
concept improvement during the program, was significantly smaller
than those recidivists whose test scores indicated no change or
lower self-concept valuation. Such a result suggests that
measurable improvement in self-concept may prove to be a pos-
sible indicator of later positive performance in the community.

Fitts and Hamner (1969) report a study by Joplin (1968)
at Highfields Center in New Jersey that showed similar results.
Data collected showed that those participants who demonstrated
the greatest improvement in self-concept while in the program
were the least likely to be convicted of further delinquencies.

Blifs (1977) compared 29 juveniles in detention, 27

juveniles on probation, and 56 non-delinquents, using a modified

fuigg
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version of the TSCS and the Twenty Statements Test. Results
were consistent with the other reported research with delin-
‘quents in detention having the most negative self-concept, fol-
lowed by delinquents on probation, and then non-delinquents.

A major shortcoming of the Bliss (1977) study as well
as the others cited is the fact that no determination 1s made
as to whether a youth's negative self-concept preceded or fol-
lowed initial and subsequent delinquent labelling. Casual in-
ference on the basis of studies that utilize such an after-
only research design is extremely risky. Ideally, a before-
after research design should be employed that permits initial
self-concept testing of a group of juveniles with subsequent
follow-up and comparison on the basis of involvement or further
involvement with the justice system. Such an approach may help
in providing further information as to which juveniles are
likely to become involved or further involved with the justice
system.

Although Lefeber (1965) found the TSCS to be a suitable
self-concept instrument and recommended that a before-after
study of first offenders should be conducted, a review of the
TSCS literature until the end of 1974 shows that only one
limited study by Joplin (1972) has focused on the question in
such a manner.27 Joplin followed up 28 juvenile delinquents
two years after they had completed the Highfields Program in
New Jersey.’ The subjects were analyzed according to pre- and

post-test scores on the TSCS. Results indicated that the two
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groups were initially different with the recidivists reporting
a mére positive self-concept than the non-recidivists. However,
this result could be explained by the fact that the recidivists
obtained a significantly lower score on the measure of self-
criticism included in the test. While Joplin noted that cross-
Validat;on of the research would be required, he suggested that
results indicate that such tests may prove to be beneficial in
determining which youths are likely to benefit from such pro-
grams.

The current investigation was designed to contribute
further information to the question of whether a negative self-
concept precedes delinquent behaviour and whether the TSCS 1is
beneficial in determining which delinquents are likely to benefit

from a particular community program.

SUMMARY

This review of the literature has attempted to provide
an overview of a number of issues and studies relevant to the
present investigation. Consideration was given to the historical
development of self-concept theory, difficulties of definition
and measurement, and self-concept stability. Background on the
role of self-concept in human behaviour was provided through
consideration of several of the leading self theorists and
empirical studies. It was concluded that self-concept plays
an importan} role in determining human behaviour.

Studies concerning self-concept and delinquency were
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examined and it was concluded that delinquents generally tend
to have negative or poor self-concepts. It was found that de-
linquents could be differentiated from non-delinquents on the
basis of self-concept.

Finally, studies concerning self-concept differences
between groups of delinquents were examined, and it was shown
that differences existed according to the degree of involvement
with the justice system. It was noted that further study would
be required using a before-after design to determine whether
negative self-concept precedes recidivist behaviour.

Further discussion of the framework presented in this
section will be presented in the succeeding chapters as the
present investigation is analyzed. In the next chapter, the
methods and procedures used in the study are presented. The
chapter provides a description of the community program selected
for investigation, the subject population, data collection pro-
cedures, and a review of the reliability, validity, and general

format of the scale used to measure self-concept.
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CHAPTER I11I

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

INTRODUCTION

The present chapter discusses the methods and proce-

48

dures used in the study. Information on the sample population

and data collection process is provided as well as a descrip-
tion of the community-based social agency selected as the
setting for the investigation. The Tennessee Self Concept
Scale is described in detail along with some discussion of
its reliability and validity. Finally, the chapter concludes
with an explanation of some of the statistical procedures

used to analyze the data.

THE SAMPLE

The subjects for the present study consisted of one
hundred and thirty-nine juveniles who were referred to a

community-based program located in Burnaby, British Columbia

known as Probation Resources or PURPOSE, between February 1974

and October 1976. Fifty-two Subjects were obtained during the

1974 period, forty-three during 1975, and forty-four during

1976. All subjects were twelve through sixteen years of age,
with 15.12 years being the mean age. All subjects had comple
at least the *fifth grade and none were considered to be menta

retarded. Seventy-four of the subjects came from homes with

ted
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two parents and sixty-five came from single parent families.

Thirty-four of the subjects had no previous formal
court history but had been referred to the program primarily
for behavioral problems by social workers. Thirty-four of the
subjects had admitted committing a delinquency to the police
but had been diverted from formal court proceedings as a

result of a Probation Officer's Enquiry. Most of this group

were on probation on a voluntary basis. Twenty-eight subjects

had previously been the subject of formal court proceedings L
and had been convicted of committing one delinquency. Forty- iy
three of the subjects had previously been the subject of formal o

court proceedings on more than one occasion and had been con-

victed of more than one previous delinquency. The range of

offences covered a spectrum, from minor offences such as

committing an indecent act, to more serious offences such as b
7

theft over two hundred dollars. The most common offence was
breaking and entering and theft. As a result of the provincial
government's wish to not prosecute status offences such as
unmanageability, no status offenders were included in the latter
two groups but were represented in the group referred by social
workers and individuals referred as a result of a Probation

Officer's Enquiry.

THE AGENCY SETTING

The agency selected as the setting for the study is

*
known as Probation Resources or more commonly called
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P.U.R.P.O.S.E.1 (hereafter cited as PURPOSE) and is located

in the municipality of Burnaby, British Columbia. The préject
involves paraprofessional staff working in cooperation with
probation officers, social workers, teachers, and parents,

in an effort to provide assistance and direction to juveniles
designated as needing such help. The program has been part

of a fairly comprehensive study conducted with financial
assistance from the Federal Department of National Health and
Welfare and has been included in several reviews of programs
offered for juveniles in British Columbia.2 In addition the
program has received a fair degree of community support and
certain aspects of the program have been adopted in other areas
of the province.3 This section is primarily concerned with
the program as it existed during its second, third, and fourth
years of operation; or the period of the study from February

1974 to October 1976.

Background

PURPOSE was established in January of 1973 under the
auspices of a municipal committee known as the Burnaby Family
Court Committee. Original funding came from the Federal
Government through the Local Initiatives Program (L.I.P.) and
later through Opportunities For Youth (O.F.Y.). The B.C.
Department of Human Resources initially contributed fifty
percent of the program budget in January of 1974 and began
funding the dntire program in June of 1974. Sponsorship of

the program changed in February of 1975 when a non-profit

R
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society known as Fraser Correctional Resources Society was
started for that purpose.

Under the original grant application PURPOSE was set
up to provide resource assistance to volunteers working with
individuals on a one-to-one basis and work with individual
probationers who required more time than a volunteer could
reasonably be expected to give. In the latter part of 1973,
the program was modified ‘as a result of some research that
indicated that staff time would be better spent in offering a
group-oriented program for selected youth. Consequently, the
format of the program changed and participants were soon meeting
in groups three times a week for various activities arranged by
and with program staff. Since that time the program has contin-

ued to work with referrals using a group activity format.

Program Description

PURPOSE is available to youth aged 13-17, who live in
the Fraser Region area, and who have been described by the
program literature as asocialized. While this latter term
has not been adeqautely explained in the program's written
material, in practice it has usually been taken to mean what
another program describes as: '"... youth who through their
attitude and behavior indicate a real possibility of some
future involvement with the juvenile justice system."

Most participants attend the program on the basis of
an informals contract, although some may be directed to attend

by a Family Court judge or a probation officer. Average length
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of involvement in the program is between three and four months.
Data indicates that the average involvement for the recidivist
group was 3.68 months and the non-recidivist group was 3.5
months.

Program literature describes the program as consisting
of three levels:

1) Attendance Center Level: Participants attend the

program three times a week for group activities and individual
counselling. The program attempts to 1nvolve participants 1in T
planning group activities which ideally are to be selected [
evenly from areas such as recreation, education, vocational

training, and community resource involvement. A rTeport pre-

sented in February 1975, reveals that an average of five hours

is spent in individual counselling and fifty-five hours are

spent as a group during a month. Despite the fairly intensive -
and voluntary nature of the program, statistics show that

average attendance is seventy-seven percent. The average

group size during the period of this research was seven juven-

iles, and three groups of boys and one of girls were usually

operating at any given time. As mentioned earlier, the average

length of time in the program was three and a half months and

appeared to be related to fall, spring, and summer time periods.

2) Detached Worker Level: Participants are involved

with a counsellor on an individual basis for a period of about

six weeks. This level was designed as a follow-through to the
'y

attendance level and was seen as a way of reducing a youth's
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involvement in the program.

3) Volunteer Sponsor Level: Participants may choose

to be involved with a volunteer from the community in a Big
Brother type of relationship.

In addition an educational program was added to PURPOSE
in March of 1974, when the Burnaby School Board agreed to pro-
vide a teacher on a part-time basis. Initially, this component
was to be limited to assisting individuals re-enter school and
helping them acquire reading and writing skills sufficient to
obtain employment. As a result of a request made by the program,
the teacher's time was extended and a full-time program was
started in January of 1975.

While most of the material on the program mentions the
foregoing levels, it would appear that in practice the stages
of involvement have been more conceptual than real. For
instance, over the time period data was collected for this
research almost no individuals were assigned to a volunteer
sponsor, although in fairness it should be pointed out that
most of the juveniles said they did not want one. Also, the
detached level may be seen to be operating for a much longer
time period than stated, with most individuals maintaining
contact with their counsellor long after formal involvement
with the program has terminated. Most of the program emphasis
appears to have been placed on the attendance level and with
the introdustion of an educational program, it has become

even more pronounced.
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In summary, PURPOSE provides both direct and indirect
services to youth referred to the program. Some of the direct
services include: 1individual and group counselling, individual
and group activities, tutoring, and assisting youth in dealing
with teachers, parents, and authorities. Some of the indirect
services 1include: assisting other agencies in formulating
intervention plans, and parents in devising alternate relational
models. Most of the counselling is directed at situational
variables, such as problems between a youth and his parents or
peers; youth with serious psychological difficulties are refer-

red to outside agencies for assistance.

Source of Referrals

Probation officers and the Courts account for the
majority of referrals to the program, although referrals are
also accepted from social workers, teachers, and in some cases
parents. The program is also fairly unique since it is one of
the few essentially correctional programs operating in the
province that will allow youth to refer themselves. Program
staff indicate that such a diversified referral system tends
to discourage labelling and encourages interaction between
individuals having similar difficulties who are reacting in
different ways. Surprisingly, little concern about the fact
that a number of non-delinquents are associating with delin-

quents has been expressed by any of the sources making referrals

to the progtam.
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Program Objectives

The objectives of the program as outlined in a program
report, are as follows:

1) To help the young person find a meaningful place
for himself-herself in the community.

2) To involve the participant in the learning of
acceptable social interaction. This process involves
an active give and take relationship in the form of
instruction, demonstration, practice, and feedback.

3) To expose the participant to a variety of new
interests, activities, and human interaction, which
will motivate the youth to learn new approaches to
behavior.

4) To make youth responsible and accountable to
themselves and society for their behavior.

5) To make the program more than a 'paper' community
intervention program by actually involving the total
community in such areas as, the Society itself, advisory
committee, resource people, and volunteers.

6) To translate the idea of an integrated service
delivery system into a practical, economic, and
humanistic reality.

7) To utilize existing community services and
structures in fulfilling program objectives and goals
rather than establishing a duplication. 5

Service Philosophy

The philosophy underlying the services the program
provides may be described as community intervention, a term
that suggests that social problems in a community are best
dealt with in the community itself. This particular agency's
attitude is more closely related to an opportunity model and
rather than seeing clients as in need of correction or punish-
ment, staff see themselves as offering opportunities and

options to participants.

Defining Fefatures

PURPOSE may be seen to have a number of defining
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features that are relatively unique in comparison to most
offerings to such a target population:

First, client choice appears to play a considerable
part in the program. {ndividuals referred to the program have
considerable discertigk about whether or not to enter the
program and how long to stay.

Second, effort appears to be directed at involving
clients in their own rehabilitiation through involvement with
program planning, thus imparting a sense of belonging and
program ownership.

Third, all staff may be classed as paraprofessional,
having a fairly diverse educational background, ranging from
grade ten completion to some master's work in a completely
unrelated field. None of the staff during the research period
had ever previously worked with juveniles in a correctional
setting.

Fourth, the program accepts referrals from more than
one or two government departments and permits referrals from
parents and the youth themselves.

Finally, it would appear that the program takes a
trial-and-error approach in working with referrals rather
than operating in a standardized manner. Given the current
"state of the art" in working with delinquents,6 such a
heuristic approach may prove to be justified provided that

funding agencies accept such a rationale.
*
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PROCEDURES

In its original conception, this research was designed
to generate thesis data, but also to generate information that
might have practical utility for program management. As a
consequence, it was determined that the test selected would
be administered to all program clients as part of the normal
intake process. This not only avoided stigmatization of
individuals included in the research study but has also gener-
ated a larger data base for further study and comparison.

In the initial implementation all testing was admin- N
istered by this investigator; however, over time program
counsellors were trained to administer the test in tﬁose cases
where it was inconvenient for the researcher to do so. In

either circumstance, procedures were followed as outlined in

the test manual, and total testing time was usually 15 to 20
minutes. The test was usually administered to the juvenile
three or four days after the juvenile had become involved in
the program and some relationship had been established with
program staff. The primary reasons given to participants as to
why it was necessary to complete the test were: a need to col-
lect data for presentation to sources who fund the program, and
to help the program better meet their personal needs. Par-
ticipants were assured that test results would be kept confi-
dentjal and they were encouraged to be open and honest in their
replies. Ovér the study period only two individuals, both of

whom indicated fear of psychological instruments, refused to
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complete the test. In neither instance did this affect their
acceptance into the program.

Individuals selected for inclusion in this investigation
were all male participants who completed the foregoing procedure
during the period February 1, 1974 to October 31, 1976. Program
records of individuals meeting the criteria were checked against
Juvenile offence records maintained at the four juvenile pro-
bation offices in Fraser Region.

An eighteen month follow-up on each of the selected

i W S
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subjects was conducted and delinquent offence data was obtained
once again from the probation offices in the Region. Such a

follow-up period was deemed necessary in light of data reported

by Manning (1974), who found that the time span between reported -
occurrences vary as a function of: 1) age at the time of first Bl
occurrence, 2) nature of the first occurrence, and 3) disposi- e
tion of the first occurrence.7 He found, for instance, that

juveniles who first occurrence was at fifteen that the mean

interval for latter offences was 3.2 months. 1In the case of

juveniles who had committed their first offence at a younger

age, the interval was considerably longer; for example, youth

who committed their first offence when they were eight had a

mean interval of 17.4 months for latter offences. Thus, in

order to permit sufficient time for collection of offence

data that would account for age and offence variation, an

eighteen month follow-up was instituted.
ry



59

THE MEASURING INSTRUMENT

As we noted in our review of the literature, the number
of self-concept scales and indices is vast and varied, and any
selection of an instrument for a study is to some extent
arbitrary. In selecting an instrument for this investigation,
consideration was given to reliability, validity, norms, avail-
ability, convenience of administration and scoring, and inter-
pretability of results. In light of these considerations, the
Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS), developed by William
Fitts (1965), was deemed to be acceptable for the current study.
Other factors that made it suitable were: 1) the items included
in the scale could easily be understood by the subjects, 2) the
statements are clear and cover a large range of specific self-
concept dimensional areas, and 3) the scale can be administered
in one brief session, making it suitable for studying popula-
tions with short attention spans and interest. This section
provides information on the TSCS as a measurement of self-

concept.

Description

The Tennessee Self Concept Scale is comprised of one
hundred self-descriptive statements which the subject uses to
describe himself. Of the hundred items, ninety measure the
self-concept and are equally divided into forty-five positive
and forty-five negative statements in an attempt to minimize

.

a negative response orientation. These ninety items, when
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placed in order, form a matrix with three rows and five columns.
The rows are concerned with how a subject describes himself.

Row one of this matrix contains items which pertain to an in-
dividual's identity. Row two deals with self-satisfaction, or
how the individual accepts himself. Row three is concerned with
the individual's perception of his own behaviour and focuses on
how he acts or what he does.

The five columns are the frames of reference that a
person uses to describe himself. These referents are as et
follows: Column A - Physical Self s

Column B - Moral Ethical Self

Column C - Sense of Personal Worth i

Column D - Sense of Worth as a Family Member

S
i

i

Column E - Social Self

i B
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The remaining ten test items are utilized solely for
the self-criticism scale, which is actually taken from the L
scale of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory and
gives a measure of truthfulness of response.

The sum of the three rows equals the sum of the five
columns and results in a P score, or the subject's total self-
esteem, and is the most important scale in the inventory.

In addition, variability or V scores are calculated for
each column and row, excluding the self-criticism scores. The
total variability throughout the instrument is used to deter-
mine unity a?d integration of Self.

The instrument also provides data concerning another
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aspect of self perception through a summary score of the way
one distributes his answers across the five available choices
in responding to items on the scale. This provides a distri-
bution score (D).

The Scale has a paper and pencil form, and is self-
scoring in the sense that all answers are carboned through to
the scoring matrix.

According to research conducted by Fitts (1965), the

scale is usable with subjects twelve years of age or higher e

who have achieved at least the sixth grade reading level. He i

i i
i

also reports that the test is applicable to a whole range of

psychological adjustment, from healthy well-adjusted people to

psychotic patients. Dependent on the subject's deliberation,
testing time for the scale ranges from ten to twenty minutes, wﬁ
with a reported mean time of thirteen minutes.

Although the scale is available in two forms, a coun-
selling form and a clinical and research form, both using the
same test booklet and test items, the researcher chose the
counselling form, since it could be shown to the participants -
in a way that they could understand; the clinical and research
form was deemed to have more applicability to in depth psycho-
pathological investigation. Appendix I provides a detailed
explanation of the meaning of test subscales and Appendix II

provides samples of specific test questions.

Development df the Scale

Beginning in 1955, Fitts, then a research psychologist
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with the Tennessee Department of Mental Health, recognized the
need for a better self-concept scale. As a result, he devoted
the next ten years to the development and validation of the
TSCS. He describes the test's development in the following
quotation:

In the original development of the scale the first
step was to compile a large pool of data concerning
self-descriptive items. The original pool of items
was derived from a number of other concept measures
including those developed by: Balster (1956), Engel
(1956), and Taylor (1953). Items were derived also
from written self descriptions by patients and non- -

patients. After considerable study, a phenomenolog- ot

ical system was developed for classifying items on ¢

the basis of what they themselves were saying. These o

evolved into the two dimensional, 3 X 5 scheme employed

on the score sheet. This part of the scale contained
90 items, equally divided as to positive and negative —
items. The remaining 10 items comprise the self
criticism score which were taken from the MMPI. 9
3
The next stage of the scale's development came in -
i L
1965 when, with the TSCS established on a limited scale, other :ﬁﬁ

researchers had the opportunity to use it in the field. -
Norms
TSCS norms were originally developed from a broad
sample of 626 subjects from geographical locations throughout
the United States, with age ranges from 12 to 68. This norming .
group included equal representations of males and females; edu-
cational levels from the sixth grade to PhD were represented.
The normative data for all major test scores are
reported in Appendix III.

In tHe original manual, Fitts (1965) cites data collected
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by Suby (1962), Gividen (1959), and Hall (1964), to show that
no need exists to establish separate norms by age, race, or
sex. However, in the years since the publication of the TSCS
a number of studies have found different results. In general
while most of the studies substantiate the view that there is
a high degree of consistency of samples within a particular

age grouplo, socio-economic levelll

1eve112, some differences on these variables have been found

, and educational grade

using selected samples. These findings imply such variables o

. . . R i
should be controlled in studies using the test. Control in the “

Ity

T

present study was achieved by restricting the research to a
specific subset of the adolescent population, living in the
same general area, with similar educational backgrounds. Indivi-

dual fluctuations are assumed to be equally offsetting.

Reliability and Validity

Fitts (1965) suggests evidence of the reliability of the
TSCS is found in the similarity of profile patterns found through
repeated measQres of the same individuals over long periods of
time.13 Cronbach (1960) suggests a more extensive approach, ;nd
posits that a test may be validated on the basis of: 1) predic- ,
tive validity - the ability of a measure to predict future per-
formance in some area based on the knowledge of test results; 2)
concurrent validity - correlation determined by obtaining esti-
mates of performance from at least two instruments at the same
time; 3) content validity - require test items to be representa-

tive of subject matter the test is designed to measure; and
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4) construct validity - the concepts of the test may be tested

on identified personality disordered groups to determine if

the groups are homogenous and show the same characteristics.
Examining each of these categories in turn, we find:

i) Predictive Validity - Fitts (1972) cites studies by

Smith (1969) and Frankel (1970) that indicate the TSCS's pre-
dictive validity. Smith (1969) in a study with visually im-

paired college students found that initial self-concept, as

measured by the TSCS, was a key in predicting whether subjects -l
1 1 3 . - e
persisted or dropped out of training. Similar results are re- s
R

sl 1

ported by Frankel (1970), who found that when the TSCS was

i

introduced as a criterion 1n selecting paratroops for Israel

that the number of drop-outs reduced. In addition, Black (1976)

notes that in the original development of the test, scores iy
were used to predict personality changes under particular con-
ditions. Results indicated that 765 of 1110 score changes

had been successfully predicted, constituting additional evi-
dence for the validity of the instrument.

ii) Concurrent Validity - Christian (1969) correlated

nine TSCS measures with five indices of physical fitness; in
three of the five cases the measures were correlated with the
physical self score.14 However, Wylie (1974) notes that infor-
mation regarding the TSCS and other measures are not too en-
couraging. She cites a study by Wayne (1963) who found a .68
correlation between the TSCS and Izard's Self Rating Positive

.

Affect Scale, and Rentz and White's (1967) study that found
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only one out of twenty-four measures loaded significantly on

the first factor of the TSCS. 1In contrast, Black (1976) reports
that the TSCS is highly correlated to items in the Edwards Per-
sonal Preference Schedule.

iii) Content Validity - In the development of the scale,

an item was retained only if there was unanimous agreement by
eight selected judges that it was assigned to the correct cate-
gory. Thus, the requirement that the test items be logically
meaningful was met in the original test construction.

iv) Construct Validity - George (1970) asked subjects

to respond to the test in terms of what they would like to be
rather than the way they were. Analysis showed that self-
criticism dropped one standard deviation and defensive positive-
ness increased by the same amount. This result suggests that
test scores are sensitive to distortion. In addition to the
George (1970) study, a number of other studies are reviewed by
Fitts (1972) and Fitts and Thompson (1972) that all demonstrate
that similar groups classified by deviant psychological behaviour
all show similar TSCS characteristics and profiles.

In factor analytic studies of the TSCS, researchers
such as Vacchiano and Strauss (1968) and Vincent (1968) are
cited by Black (1976) as generally supporting the construct

validity of the TSCS.

DATA ANALYSIS

»

The statistical techniques used in the analysis of the
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data involved both nonparametric and parametric approaches.
Specific statistical tools employed included: means, standard
deviations, comparative t-tests, and discriminant function
analysis.

T-tests were utilized for comparison between the re-
cidivist and non-recidivist groups on specific dimensions of
self-concept as measured by the TSCS.

Discriminant function analysis permitted the TSCS to
be considered according to those variables on the test that
would result in maximal separation (in relation to their pooled
standard deviations) of the recidivist and non-recidivist
groups. Predictive classification results were obtained from
the procedure and are reported in Chapter IV.

In recognition of a controversy in the literature con-
cerning the appropriateness of the use of such significance
tests, actual significance levels are reported in the results
and a two-tailed versus a one-tailed level of significance was
required for acceptance of hypotheses.15

Data was coded and the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences computer program was utilized for both the comparative
t-tests and the discriminant function analysis.

In addition to comparing the TSCS data for the total
population of recidivists and non-recidivists, independent
analyses of the two groups were made according to the four
original type of delinquent offenders referred to the program:

Social Worker referrals, Probation Officer Enquiry referrals,

LT ]
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delinquent first offenders, and delinquents convicted of more
than one previous offence.
The .05 level of significance was chosen as the region

of rejection for the null hypothesis.

SUMMARY

In this chapter the methods and procedures used in the
study have been presented. The study population was examined

and the social agency selected as the setting for the study was b

L

described. The procedures used in collecting the data were
outlined and an overview of the Tennessee Self Concept Scale

was provided. Finally, the statistical techniques employed

in the analysis of the data were noted.

"y

il

The results of the research are presented in the -

st
following chapter. ﬁ@
“"*m
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(1971) and Lossner (1971) all found self-concept profiles con-
sistent among high school students. Other studies conducted on:
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11Fitts (1971, 1972) and Thompson (1972) cite studies
conducted by Gordon (1966), Mitchell (1967), Morgan (1970),
Pearson (1969), and Renbarger (1969) that conclude lower socio-
economic groups tend to have significantly lower self-concepts
than higher socio-economic groups, increasing as a function of
age and perceived disadvantagement. One major failing of their
research is the fact that subjects tended to be chosen from
high density low standard housing projects, possibly influencing
the outcome.

leitts (1972) cites studies conducted by Atchison
(1958), Deitche (1959), Gay (1966), and Warner (1969) that have
concluded that changes in TSCS scores as a function of educa-
tional level and status is likely due to differences in
age and maturational levels. He concludes that there 1s still
no definitive answer regarding the relationship between self-
concept and educational level. ~

13For the reader who wishes to consider the issue of the
test's reliability in more detail, W. Fitts et al., The Self-

Concept and Self Actualization, (Nashville: Counselor Record-
ings and Tests, 1971) pp. 46-66, is particuvlarly recommended.
14

cited in, W. Fitts, The Self Concept and Psychopathology
Dede Wallace Center, Monograph 4, (Nashville: Counselor Record-
ings and Tests, 1972) p. 116.

15For a more detailed consideration of the controversy
concerning tests of significance, see for example, D. E.
Morrison and R. E. Henkel, eds., The Significance Test Contro-
versy, (Chicago: Aldine Pub. Co., 1970), and P. E. Meehl, "...
Sir Ronald and the Slow Progress of Soft Psychology'", Journal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 46 (4), pp. 806-834.
Morrison and Henkel basically question the general utility of
the tests and suggest they provide neither necessary nor
sufficient scope nor the type of knowledge that basic social
science research requires. In terms of significance levels,
they encourage researchers to report levels of probability
of sampling error rather than using arbitrary levels. In the
same work , an article by D. Bakan (1967) reviews the test
of significance in psychological research and suggests the
test has limited appropriateness. He argues that statistical
procedures should not be allowed to become substitutes instead
of aids to thought, and that researchers should return to
common sense. He concludes that psychologists must get on with
the business of generating appropriate hypotheses, rather than
conducting any number of investigations where we have every
reason to suppose what the results will be before we begin.
In his article, Meehl makes similar comments and as a prescrip-
tion offers &onsistency testing, a procedure he outlines as:
Wherever possible two or more nonredundant estimates of the. ..
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same theoretical quantity should be made, because multiple
approximations ...are always more valuable, provided that
methods of setting permissible tolerances extist...". However,
he admits that the possibility of using consistency tests

is problematic and exact procedures have yet to be derived.
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CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

INTRODUCTION

The present chapter presents an analysis of results of
the study's data. For clarity, findings are reported in two

separate sections: a) Part One examines differences between
W

recidivists and non-recidivists on dimensions of self-concept "

i ‘“Nﬁﬂ
i

as measured by the TSCS; b) Part Two demonstrates the effec-

Uit
iy

tiveness of the TSCS in being able to differentiate the two

groups with application of discriminant function analysis.

i
LT
i

Part One deals with the major findings involved in

testing the hypotheses earlier stated in Chapter I. Data is g
e
A
organized in order of each of the hypotheses being tested, and o

"oy

separate corresponding tables and figures are given to illustrate
the results. Comparisons are between 67 PURPOSE clients who

were classified as recidivists during the follow-up period and

72 who were not. In addition to comparing the TSCS data for the
foregoing population of recidivists and non-recidivists, inde-
pendent between-group analyses are shown for each of the four
types of juveniles differentiated in Chapter III: Social Worker
or Ministry of Human Resources referrals; Probation Officer En-
quiry referrals; delinquent first offenders; and delinquents
convicted of,more than one previous offence.

Part Two reports the results of an application of a
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discriminant function analysis on the TSCS data generated for

the recidivist and non-recidivist groups. As in Part One, in-
dependent between-group analyses are also shown for the four
types of juveniles originally referred to the program: Human
Resources referrals (hereafter cited as HR), Probation Officer
Enquiry referrals (hereafter cited as POE), delinquent first
offenders (hereafter cited at J.D.1st), and delinquents convicted
of more than one previous offence (hereafter cited as J.D. X 2).

s

Discriminant scores as well as results from a classification '

M

analysis using the derived coefficients are shown. Such an

i
LR

approach permits us to examine the effectiveness of the TSCS in
differentiating between recidivist and non—reéidivist program
clients and may allow predictive classification criteria to be
developed for further testing.

The conclusions and recommendations resulting from the

study are discussed in Chapter V.

PART ONE

The TSCS data for the recidivist and non-recidivist
clients are reported in Table 1 and shown graphically in Figure.
2. The more specific aspects of the data, together with the
relevant hypotheses, are presented below:

Hypothesis 1. - Non-recidivists will obtain significantly higher

mean scores than recidivists when classified by their overall

concept of self.

"y
As Table 1 shows, non-recidivists obtained a mean score
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of 312.31 with a standard deviation of 35.92, compared to the
recidivists who obtained a mean score of 300.13 and a standard
deviation of 31.39. Aﬁalysis resulted in a t-score of 2.12
being obtained, which was significant at the .05 level. Thus,
hypothesis i was sustained.

Hypothesis 2. - Non-recidivists will obtain significantly higher

mean scores than recidivists when classified by their basic

identity of self.

As Table 1 shows, non-recidivists obtained a mean score
of 108.44 with a standard deviation of 13.03, compared to the
recidivists who obtained a mean score of 105.43 and a standard
deviation of 13.68. Analysis resulted in a t-score of 1.33,
which was judged not to be significant at the .05 level. Thus,
while the mean of the non-recidivists was higher than the reci-
divists, this difference was not sufficient to support the hy-

pothesis.

Hypothesis 3. - Non-recidivists will obtain significantly higher

mean scores than recidivists when classified by their self-

satisfaction with their basic ijdentity.

As the Table 1, R2 scores show, non-recidivists obtained

a mean score of 105.82 with a standard deviation of 15.65, com-
pared to the recidivists who obtained a mean score of 99.48 and
a standard deviation of 13.85. Analysis resulted in a t-score
of 2.53 being obtained, which was significant at the .05 level.

Thus, the third hypothesis was sustained.
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SUMMARY TSCS DATA FOR COMPARISON OF
DELINQUENT RECIDIVISTS (N=67) VERSUS NON-RECIDIVISTS (N=72)

TABLE 1

74

Variable Non-Recidivists Recidivists t-score prob. sign.
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 2-tail
TP 312.31 35.92 300.13 31.92 2.12 0.036 .05
R1 108.44 13.03 105.43 13.68 1.33 0.187 N.S.
R2 105.82  15.65 99.48 13.65 2.53 0.013 .05
R3 98.01 12.34 95.12 10.35 1.49 0.138 N.S.
Col. 66.44 8.43 62.79 9.99 2.33 0.021 .05
Col. 58.62 7.52 56.70 7.99 1.46 0.146 N.S
Col. 61.85 9.06 59.88 9.46 1.25 0.213 N.S.
Col. 61.47  10.83 56.97 10.73 2.46 0.015 .05
Col. 63.19 8.23 59.91 9.33 2.19 0.029 .05
SC 36.00 5.60 36.07 5.48 -0.08 0.937 N.S.
D 103.80  33.53 96.24 27.80 1.44 0.151 N.S.
TV 46.51 11.85 47.05 11.11 -0.27 0.786 N.S.
RV 20.68 5.77 20.44 5.94 0.23 0.815 N.S.
Cv 25t69 7.75 26.58 7.06 -0.70 0.482 N.S.
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Hypothesis 4. - Non-recidjvists will obtain significantly higher

mean scores than recidivists when classified by their concept

of their behaviour.

As the Table 1, R3 scores show, non-recidivists obtained
a mean score of 98.01 with a standard deviation of 12.34, com-
pared to the recidivists who obtained a mean score of 95.12 and
a standard deviation of 10.35. Analysis resulted in a t-score
of 1.49 which was judged to not be significant at the .05 level.
Thus, while the mean of the non-recidivists was higher than the
recidivists, this difference was not sufficient to support the
hypothesis.

Hypothesis 5. - Non-recidivists will obtain significantly higher

mean scores than recidivists when classified by their concept

of their physical self.

As the Table 1, Col. A scores show, non-recidivists
obtained a mean score of 66.44 with a standard deviation of
8.43, compared to the recidivists who obtained a mean score of
62.79 and a standard deviation of 9.99. Analysis resulted in
a t-score of 2.33, which was judged as significant at the .05
level. Thus, hypothesis 5 was sustained.

Hypothesis 6. - Non-recidivists will obtain significantly higher

mean scores than recidivists when classified by their concept

of their morals and ethics.

As the Table 1, Col. B scores show, non-recidivists

obtained a mean score of 58.62 with a standard deviation of
"

7.52, compared to the recidivists who obtained a mean score of
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56.70 and a standard deviation of 7.99. Analysis resulted in

a t-score of 1.46 which was judged as not significant at the
.05 level. Thus, while the mean of the non-recidivists was
higher than the recidivists, this difference was not sufficient
to support the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 7. - Non-recidivists will obtain significantly higher

mean scores than recidivists when classified by their sense of

personal worth.

As the Table 1, Col. C scores show, non-recidivists
obtained a mean score of 61.85 with a standard deviation of
9.06, compared to the recidivists who obtained a mean score of
59.88 and a standard deviation of 9.46. Analysis resulted 1in
a t-score of 1.25, which was judged as not significant at the
.05 level. Thus, while the mean of the non-recidivists was
higher than the recidivists, this difference was not sufficient
to support the hypothesis.

Hypothesis 8. - Non-recidivists will obtain significantly higher

mean scores than recidivists when classified by their concept

of their social self.

As the Table 1, Col. D scores show, non-recidivists
obtained a mean score of 61.47 with a standard deviation of
10.83, compared to the recidivists who obtained a mean score
of 56.97 and a standard deviation of 10.73. Analysis resulted
in a t-score of 2.46, which was significant at the .05 level.
Thus, hypothfsis 8 was sustained.

Hypothesis 9. - Non-recidivists will obtain significantly higher
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mean scores than recidivists when classified by their concept

of their family self.

As the Table 1, Col. E scores show, non-recidivists
obtained a mean score of 63.19 with a standard deviation of
8.23, compared to the recidivists who obtained a mean score
of 59.91 and a standard deviation of 9.33. Analysis resulted
in a t-score of 2.19, which was significant at the .05 level.
Thus, hypothesis 9 was sustained.

It 1s pertinent to note that no significant differences
were found between the two groups on the test dimensions of:
truthfulness of response (SC); definiteness of self (D); or
the variability scores (TV, RV, CV).

Figure 2 shows SC scores are actually within the range
of the normal population and that subjects tended to be quite
honest. Low scores would have indicated defensiveness and
may have artificially elevated test scores, making comparisons
between the groups difficult.

The similarity of the D scores for both groups shows
that subjects distributed answers across choice items of the
scale in approximately the same manner. While the low scores

indicated that subjects were not too definite in the way that

they viewed themselves, results obtained were not extreme enough

to suggest that subjects were attempting to avoid committing them-

selves by employing "3'" responses on the answer sheet.
Variability scores for both groups fell within the
’

limits for the normal population and suggests that subjects
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were consistent from one area of self-perception to another.
High scores would have meant that the groups were quite vari-
able in the latter respect.

These results suggest that the self-concept profile
of the non-recidivist group is different from the recidivist
group. However, as figure 2 illustrates, this difference exists
in terms of profile level rather than the profile patterns of
the two groups. Such a finding suggests that essentially the

two groups have basically the same characteristics and is '

“fil

consistent with other similar findings by Fitts (1973).
ik

On all test measures the results were in the hypothe- o

sized direction with the non-recidivists obtaining the higher e
LT

mean score on all nine subscales. Significance was obtained il
e

of five of the subscales with the greatest difference between ii
the groups being found on: self-satisfaction with basic iden- %

L L]

tity (R1) and family self (Col. D). This indicates that non-
recidivists felt more satisfied with their perceptions of their
identity and felt more worth as a family member. Implications
of these results will be elaborated in Chapter V.

As mentioned earlier in the chapter, in an attempt to
further investigate self-concept differences between the non-
recidivist and recidivist groups, four further analyses were
conducted between the groups, corresponding to the four types
of juveniles that were originally referred to the program:
Human Resources referrals, Probation Officer Enquiry referrals,

s

delinquent first offenders, and delinquents convicted of more
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than one previous delinquency. Such an approach has a clear
logical basis, since it allows for consideration of differen-
tial effects of previous contact with the juvenile justice
system. In addition, continuing experience with the TSCS
suggests that some differences exist between such groups. For
example, Lefeber (1965) found significant differences between
first offenders and recidivists; Fitts and Hamner (1969) report
similar results for parole violators and first offenders; and

't
Hamner et al. (1973) found significant differences between o

il
il
M

juveniles assigned to probation and institutions. In the same

study, they also found a pattern similarity between juveniles
sy
Hagt
.;Mﬁ‘}.‘

r
differences between delinquents on probation and delinquents y

i

in detention. fn
[ 1]

designated as heading for school dropout and juvenile delin-

quent profiles. More recently, Bliss (1977) found significant

Consideration of self-concept differences between the
four types of offenders included in the study was beyond the
scope of the current analysis, since the central focus is on
TSCS differences between recidivists and non-recidivists. How-
ever, it is recognized that such an investigation using matched
groups would be worthy of future investigations.

The TSCS data for Human Resources recidivists (N = 14)
and non-recidivists (N = 20) is reported in Table 2 and is
shown graphically in Figure 3.

As the data indicates, no significant differences were

*
found between the groups on any of the test's dimensions
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selected for study. The results were in the hypothesized
direction on only five of the test's subscales: TP, R2, R3,
Col. B, and Col. D. The results were in the opposite direction
on the remaining four subscales: R1, Col. A, Col. C, and Col.
E.

No significant differences were found between the two
groups on the test's dimensions of: truthfulness of response
(SC), definiteness of self (D), or the variability scores
(Tv, RV, CV).

These results suggest that there are no significant
self-concept differences between HR recidivists and HR non-
recidivists. While the two groups appear to display a similar-
ity of profile patterns, as illustrated in figure 3, certainly
more variance is evident than displayed for the larger sample
as earlier illustrated in figure 2. Interestingly, the vari-
able that came closest to achieving significance, self-satis-
faction with basic identity (R2), was the most significant
variable for the larger sample.

Whether these results are generalizable on the basis
of such a small test sample is doubtful since individuals
selected to attend the program could not be considered to be
representative of aggregate Human Resource clients. Experi-

ence on the part of program staff indicates that these type
of referrals tended to be high profile individuals, in the
sense that considerable acting out behavior would have to

L]
occur for their social worker to notice them.
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TABLE 2

SUMMARY TSCS DATA FOR COMPARISON OF
HR RECIDIVISTS (N=14) VERSUS HR NON-RECIDIVISTS (N=20)

Variable Non-Recidivists Recidivists t-score prob. sign.
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 2-tail
TP 311.30 36.91 308.29 34.63 0.24 0.812 N.S.
R1 106.95 14,79 107.21 13.51 -0.05 0.958 N.S.
R2 104.40 13.85 103.29 13.29 0.23 0.816 N.S. it
i
R3 100.35 14.06 97.79 11.86 0.56 0.581 N.S. ;wm
Col. A 64.75 9.85 65.57 10.33 -0.23 0.816 N.S. g
i
n(*ﬁ‘m
Col. B 61.10 6.94 57.50 5.35 1.63 0.113 N.S. i
Wy
i
Col. C 60.70 7.84 63.00 8.85 -0.80 0.430 N.S. ﬂ
Col. D 61.65 9.64 58.67 8.26 0.97 0.339 N.S.
Col. E 61.10 8.41 63.64 8.24 -0.87 0.338 N.S. e
SC 33.40 5.07 34.36 6.88 -0.47 0.643 N.S.
D 100.20 38.49 95.57 36.48 0.35 0.727 N.S.
TV 42.0 13.33 44.50 15.28 -0.51 0.616 N.S. .
RV 18.35 5.53 19.43 7.22 -0.49 0.625 N.S.
cv 28,65 8.74 25.07 8.73 -0.47 0.644 N.S.
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The TSCS data for Probation Officer Enquiry recidi-
vists (N = 12) and non-recidivists (N = 22) is reported in
Table 3 and is shown graphically in Figure 4.

As the data indicates, highly significant differences
were found between the two groups on seven of the nine sub-
scales used in the study. The results were in the hypothe-
sized direction on all test measures with non-recidivists
obtaining the higher mean score in each case. Significance
was achieved on the following subscales: TP - level of overall
esteem, R1 - identity of self, RZ - level of self-satisfaction,
R3 - perception of behavior, Col. A - physical self, Col. C -
sense of personal worth, and Col. E - social self. Significant
differences were not found on the dimensions of: Col. B -
moral-ethical self, and Col. D - family self.

No significant differences were found between the
two groups on the test's dimensions of: truthfulness of
response (SC), definiteness of self (D), or the variability
scores (TV, RV, CV).

These results suggest that POE non-recidivists have
much healthier self-concepts than POE recidivists. They also
have a much better sense of identity, were much more satisfied
with their perceived identity, and perceived their general
behavior in a much more positive light. Their sense of
personal worth was much higher than the recidivist group and

they possessed a greater number as well as sense of personal
é

social skills.
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TABLE 3

SUMMARY TSCS DATA FOR COMPARISON OF
POE RECIDIVISTS (N=12) VERSUS POE NON-RECIDIVISISTS (N=22)

Variable Non-Recidivists Recjdivists t-score prob. sign.
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 2-tail
TP 320.45 35.75 280.33 28.72 3.30 0.002 .01
R1 111.41 11.53 100.17 17.61 2.25 0.031 .05
R2 109.32 16.48 90.33 8.11 3.73 0.001 .01 i
iy
R3 99.73 11.57 90.17 11.38 2.32 0.027 .05 il
o i
Col. A 68.18 6.78 59.50 6.13 3.69 0.001 .01 o
Col. B 58.41 8.09 55.17 6.48 1.19 0.242 N.S. I
ey
{n
Col. C 64.86 9.95 53.33 6.54 3.60 0.001 .01 ﬁ
Col. D 62.82 11.89 56.25 9.25 1.66 0.108 N.S.
Col. E 66.59 8.69 58.08 7.68 2.84 0.008 .01
SC 35.36 5.75 37.50 6.13 -1.01 0.319 N.S.
D 99.68 31.83 94.00 22.30 0.55 0.588 N.S.
TV 49.68 10.47 48.58 11.80 0.28 0.782 N.S. .
RV 22.45 5.95 19.25 6.02 1.49 0.145 N.S.
cv *26.77 5.80 29.25 7.65 -1.06 0.296 N.S.
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According to Joplin et al. (1973) it is rare to find
as many significant differences as these results show. Five
of the scores were at the p.< .01 level, two were at the
p.< .05 level, and even though the remaining two scores were
not significant, the magn{tude of the difference was quite high
and in the hypothesized direction.

While generalized conclusions from such a limited
sample might be undesireable, one possible explanation for the

considerable difference between the two groups may lie in a il

suggestion by theorists such as Abrahamsen (1944) and Warren WW
Ity

(1971) that a number of delinquents are momentary offenders o

or situational offenders and will probably only commit one i
[
i
I

the original offence was perhaps a product of an irresistible |

detected offence and then stop. Their theory suggests that

opportunity that may involve a person in an illegal activity.
This view is probably borne out by the fact that court pro-
ceedings were not instituted after a probation officer's
investigation. Further support is also illustrated in figure v
4 which shows that while there is some pattern similarity

between the groups, certainly more variance is evident than

displayed for the larger sample earlier illustrated in figure

2. Such a finding is significant since it indicates that the

two groups may have very different characteristics rather than

just differing in profile level. However, any definite

conclusion should await further investigation.

[

The TSCS data for delinquent first offender recidivists
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(N = 10) and non-recidivists (N = 18) is reported in Table 4
and is shown graphically in Figure 5.

As the data indiciates, a significant difference was
found between the two groups on only one subscale, Col. C -
personal self. The surprising aspect of this finding is the
fact that this difference was in the opposite direction from
the original hypothesis; recidivists obtained a higher mean
score than non-recidivists. This tendency of findings to be
in the opposite direction from the hypothesis is also found
on six of the other subscales, although at a very insignificant
level. The results were in the hypothesized direction only
on two subscales: R3 - perceptions of behavior, and Col. D -
family self, although once again at an insignificant level.

No significant differences were found between the two
groups on the test's dimensions of: truthfulness of response
(SC), definiteness of self (D), or the variability scores
(TV, RV, CV).

While certainly no one explanation for these results
can be given, several different alternatives should be con-
sidered. First, the difference in standard deviation scores
may indicate that the non-recidivist group was not representa-
tive of non-recidivists in general, as a greater variance in
scores were reported than for the recidivist group. Conse-
quently, a larger and more representative sample might yield
different results. Second, the Col. C result may be erroneous

L]
and recally no significant differences exist between the two

i

i
Tl
g
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TABLE 4

SUMMARY TSCS DATA FOR COMPARISON OF -
JD 1st REGIDIVISTS (N=10) VERSUS JD 1st NON-RECIDIVISTS (N=18)

Variable Non-Recidivists Recidivists t-score prob. sign.
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 2-tail

TP 297.44 32.58 298.20 21.97 -0.07 0.948 N.S.

R1 103.44 12.97 104.70 8.91 -0.27 0.788 N.S.
R2 101.06 14.69 102.20 14.79 -0.20 0.845 N.S. i
it
R3 92.94 11.16 90.80 6.61 0.55 0.585 N.S. xw
Col. 64.56 7.67 65.10 8.02 -0.18 0.861 N.S. i
Col. 56.67 8.57 56.90 5.76 -0.08 0.939 N.S. 1
barely '

Col. 58.11 6.58 63.20 5.81 -2.04 0.052 .05

Col. 58.66 10.37 51.10 8.64 1.96 0.061 N.S.

Col. 58.83 5.94 60.90 5.04 -1.01 0.324 N.S

SC 37.44 4.78 34.40 4.99 1.59 0.124 N.S.

D 105.39 32.61 104.30 19.55 0.10 0.924 N.S
TV 44,67 10. 39 51.60 5.29 -1.96 0.061 N.S ’

RV 19.50 3.94 22.30 4.99 -1.64 0.114 N.S.

cv £5.17 8.93 29.30 2.71 -1.42 0.168 N.S.
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groups. Third, first offenders who become recidivists versus
those who do not scored higher on Col. C - sense of personal
worth. This may indicate that such youth consider their pre-
vious delinquent involvement to be accidental, and as a result
are not open to personal counselling. All three of the fore-
going possibilities warrant further investigation.

The TSCS data for delinquent recidivists convicted
of committing more than one previous delinquency (N = 31) and
non-recidivists convicted of committing more than one previous
delinquency (N = 12) is reported in Table 5 and is shown
graphically in Figure 6.

As the data indicates, a significant difference was
found between the two groups on only one subscale, Col. E -
social self. The results were in the hypothesized direction
on all of the test's subscales, with the non-recidivists ob-
taining the higher mean score in each case. ‘

No significant differences were found between the two
groups on the test's dimensions of: truthfulness of response
(SC) or the variability scores (TV, RV, CV). However, a sig-
nificant difference was found between the two groups on the
dimension of definiteness of self (D) subscale. This finding,
when taken in conjunction with the Col. E difference, suggests
that delinquents who were non-recidivists had better developed
social skills and a more definite view of themselves. Non-

recidivists may be seen as better equipped to resist negative
*

peer pressure and to develop other positive relationships.

i

M
[T
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TABLE 5

SUMMARY TSCS DATA FOR COMPARISON OF
JD X2 RECIDIVISTS (N=31) VERSUS JD X2 NON-RECIDIVISTS (N=12)

Variable Non-Recidivists Recidivists t-score prob. sign.
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 2-tail
TP 321.33 36.22 304.55 31.61 1.50 0.141 N.S.
R1 113.00 10.93 106.90 13.41 1.40 0.169 N.S.
R2 108.92 17.94 100.42 14.56 1.61 0.115 N.S. i
R3 98.58 11.65 97.23 9.48 0.39 0.695 N.S. %F
i
Col. A 68.92 9.43 62.07 11.41 1.85 0.072 N.S. b
Col. B 57.83 5.02 56.87 10.08 0.31 0.755 N.S.
Col. C 63.83 10.94 59.94 10.57 1.07 0.289 N.S.
Col. D 62.92 11.87 58.42 12.45 1.08 0.288 N.S.
Col. E 67.00 6.99 58.61 11.09 2.43 0.020 N.S.
SC 39.33 5.55 36.84 4,53 - 1.52 0.136 N.S.
D 115.00 30.39 94,81 28.31 2.06 0.046 N.S.
TV 51.00 11.76 46.13 9.97 1.37 0.179 N.S.
RV 23.08 6.74 20.77 5.65 1.14 0.261 N.S.
cv 27.92 7.20 25.36 6.70 1.10 0.277 N.S.
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The profile pattern similarity illustrated in Figure
6 suggests that basically the two groups have the same charac-
teristics, although differences in profile level are also evi-
dent. Thus, while the magnitude of the differences between the
groups was not conclusive, it may be clearly seen that all the
results are in the hypothesized direction. It may be reasonably
suggested that with a larger sample the results would have been
significant. Once again further investigations appear to be

warranted.

PART TWO

Part Two presents the results of the computations using
the discriminant function statistic comparing the recidivist
and non-recidivist groups and the four delineated referral
types, as discussed earlier in the chapter.

In reaching the final discriminant function equation
a TSCS variable was considered for selection only if 1its
partial multivariate F ratio was larger than 1.

In order to check the adequacy of the derived discrim-
inant functions and in doing so indicate the effectiveness of
the TSCS in being able to discriminate between recidivist and
non-recidivist program clients, the study sample is classified
to see how many clients are correctly classified by the variables
selected. The procedure used was part of a subprogram of the
SPSS computer program and involved the separate linear combina-

.

tion of discriminating variables for each group. The manual

i
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states that these produce a probability of membership in the
respective group, and the client is assigned to the group with
the highest probability.

In using the discriminant scores as a classification
tool, the goal is to attain results that would represent an
improvement over predictions made without the test. Thus, it
is meaningful to discuss the degree of improved accuracy
brought about by using the derived test functions. In making

such a comparison, knowledge of the proportion of participants m

by
i
s

who remained non-recidivists was used for base rate comparisons.
For example, we know that 51.80% were not recidivists; thus, the
net gain in using the test would be the percentage of improve-
ment over 51.80%.

In applying the discriminant function statistic to the ,
total data reported for the Recidivists (N = 67) and Non-recidi-
vists (N = 72), four TSCS subscales (hereafter cited as varia-
bles) met the established criteria for inclusion in the equation.
The selected variables, as well as their F values for inclusion
and discriminant coefficients, are reported in Table 6.

Discriminant scores were calculated for both groups
and are presented as two separate frequency distributions in
Figure 7. The calculated group centroid for the non-recidivists
was -0.27791 and for the recidivist group, 0.29865. The non-
recidivist scores ranged from -2.953 to 1.480, and the recidi-
vists from —}.655 to 2.801, indicating considerable overlap

between the groups. When the point biserial Pearson correlation
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was calculated, an r value of 0.289 was obtained, demonstrating
only a small separation between the two groups, which was found
to be significant at the .001 level.

For classification purposes a cutoff score was computed
to be 0.041666. Results from the classification analysis are
presented in Table 7. Examination indicates that the derived
coefficients were able to correctly predict non-recidivist
membership with 56.09% accuracy and recidivist membership with
62.07% accuracy. The computed overall accuracy through use of
the derived classification function coefficients was 59.71%.

In comparing the net advantage of using test score
classification using discriminant function analysis versus random
assignment on the basis of population size, a simple comparison
between the proportion of individuals who became recidivists
or remained non-recidivists and the aforementioned computed
overall accuracy score may be made. While such an approach
may be weak, since it assumes that accuracy by chance will be
equal to sample size rather than the two possible outcomes
(50/50 chance), this weakness may be compensated by the fact
that in this study the discriminant classification has been
weakened, as the functions were derived from a 'best-fit' of
existing data rather than by comparison with a new sample.

We know from the data that 48.20% of the clients be-
came recidivists and 51.80% did not. Thus, the net advantage
of using test score classification is calculated to be a rela-

tively small 7.91%.
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TABLE 6

SUMMARY DISCRIMINANT RESULTS
FOR RECIDIVIST (N=67) AND NON-RECIDIVIST (N=72) DATA

Variable F Value Standardizéd Discriminant
Function Coefficients
R 2 3.11505 -0.71159
Col.D  1.66587 | 0.92206 |
Col.C 1.17760 -0.52287 :
Col.E 2.85479 -0.70092

TABLE 7

PREDICTION RESULTS FOR
RECIDIVIST AND NON-RECIDIVIST GROUPS

Predicted Group Membership % Grouped

Actual Group N Group 1 Group 2 Correctly
Group 1 -

Non-Recidivists 72 41 31 56.9%
Group 2 -

Recidivists 67 25 - 42 62.7%

% of “"Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified : 59.71%
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In applying the discriminant function statistic to the
TSCS data reported for HR recidivists (N = 14) and HR non-recid-
ivists (N = 20), two of the test variables met the established
criteria for inclusion in the equation. The selected variables
as well as their F values are reported in Table 8.

Discriminant scores were calculated for both groups
and are presented as two separate frequency distributions in
Figure 8. The calculated mean for the non-recidivist group
was -0.38503 and for the recidivist group was 0.55005. The
non-recidivists' scores ranged from -2.030 to 0.824 and the
recidivists' from -0.816 to 2.949. When the point biserial
Pearson correlation was calculated, an r value of 0.467 was
obtained, demonstrating moderate separation between the groups,
which was significant at the .01 level.

For classification purposes, a cutoff score of .0833
was established. Classification results from the analysis
are presented in Table 9. Examination indicates that the
derived coefficients were able to correctly predict non-recid-
ivist membership with 75% accuracy and recidivists with 64.3%
accuracy, for an overall accuracy of 70.59%.

Our data indicates that 41.18% of the HR clients
became recidivists and 58.82% did not. Thus, the percentage
degree of improved accuracy brought about by using the test

versus assignment by sample size is 70.59% compared to 58.82%,

or a differgnce of 11.77%. This latter figure represents an

improvement of 3.86% over the results for the larger sample.
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TABLE 8

SUMMARY DISCRIMINANT RESULTS
FOR HR RECIDIVIST (N=14) AND HR NON-RECIDIVIST (N=20) DATA

Variable F Value Standardized Discriminant
Function Coefficients
Col. B ) 2.65772 , -1.18300
Col. C 5.61268 0.99848
TABLE 9

PREDICTION RESULTS FOR
HR RECIDIVIST AND NON-RECIDIVIST GROUPS

Predicted Group Membership % Grouped
Actual Group N Group 1 Group 2 Correctly
Group 1 -
Non-Offenders 20 15 5 75.0%
Group 2 -
Offenders 14 5 9 64.3%
% of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified : 70.59%




FIGURE 8
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In applying the discriminant function statistic to the
TSCS data reported for POE recidivists (N = 12) and POE non-re-
cidivists (N = 22), five of the test variables met the criteria
for inclusion in the equation. The selected variables as well
as their F values are reported in Table 10.

Discriminant scores were calculated for both groups
and are presented as two separate frequency distributions in
Figure 9. The calculated mean for the non-recidivist group
was -0.5351 and for the recidivist group was 0.98928. The non-
recidivist scores ranged from -1.368 to 0.628 and the recidi-
vists' from -0.804 to 2.247, indicating some overlap between
the groups. When the point biserial Pearson correlation was
calculated an r value of 0.742 was obtained, demonstrating
substantial separation between the two groups, which was
significant at the .01 level.

For classification purposes a cutoff score of 0.1666
was established. Classification results from the analysis are
presented in Table 11. Examination shows the derived coeffi-
cients were able to correctly predict non-recidivist membership
with 86.9% accuracy and recidivists with 91.7% accuracy, for
a substantial overall accuracy of 88.24%.

Our data indicates that 35.29% of the POE clients
became recidivists and 64.71% did not. Thus, the percentage of
improved accuracy brought about by using the test versus
assignment by sample size is 88.24% compared to 64.71%, or a

difference of 23.53%. This latter figure represents an
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TABLE 10

SUMMARY DISCRIMINANT RESULTS
FOR POE RECIDIVIST (N=12) AND POE NON-RECIDIVIST (N=22) DATA

Variable F Value Standardized Discriminant
Function Coefficients
R 2 10.61856 -1.06109
D -, 6.18775 - 0.78253 -
Col.A 3.92749 -0.41274
Col.D 2.80557 0.41745
Col.E 1.13237 -0.27790
TABLE 11

PREDICTION RESULTS FOR
POE RECIDIVIST AND NON-RECIDIVIST GROUPS

Predicted Group Membership % Grouped

Actual Group N Group 1 Group 2 Correctly
Group 1 -

Non-Offenders 22 19 3 86.4%
Group 2 -

Offenders 12 1 11 91.7%

% of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified : 88.24%




FIGURE 9

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF POE RECIDIVIST AND
NON-RECIDIVIST GROUPS DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION SCORES
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improvement of 15.65% over the results for the larger sample.

In applying the discriminant function statistic to the
TSCS data reported for JD 1st recidivists (N = 10) and JD 1st
non-recidivists (N = 18), six of the test variables met the
criteria for inclusion in the equation. The selected variables
as well as their F values are reported in Table 12.

Discriminant scores were calculated for both groups
and are presented as two separate frequency distributions in
Figure 10. The calculated mean for the recidivist group was
-1.00554 and for the non-recidivists' was 0.55863. The recidi-
vist scores ranged from -2.052 to 0.216 and the non-recidivists
-0.963 to 1.311, indicating some overlap between the groups.
When the point biserial Pearson correlation was calculated, an
r value of 0.763 was obtained, showing substantial separation
between the two groups, significant at the .01 level.

For classification purposes a cutoff score of -0.2084
was established. Classification results from the analysis are
presented in Table 13. Examination shows the derived coeffi-
cients were able to correctly predict non-recidivist membership
with 88.9% accuracy and recidivists with 80.0% accuracy, for a
substantial overall accuracy of 85.71%.

Qur data indicates that 35.72% of the JD 1st clients
became recidivists and 64.28% did not. Thus, the percentage of
improved accuracy brought about by using the test versus
assignment by sample size is 85.71% compared to 64.28% or a

difference of 21.43%. This latter figure represents an
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TABLE 12

SUMMARY DISCRIMINANT RESULTS
FOR JD 1ST RECIDIVIST (N=10) AND NON-RECIDIVIST (N=18) DATA

Variable F Value Standardized Discriminant
Function Coefficients
Col.C 4.16478 -1.82380
SC 1.42108 : 0.84279
R 3 1.91352 1.53523
R 2 2.72011 1.76348
Col.A 1.91457 -0.76186
Col.D 2.86629 -0.80763
TABLE 13

PREDICTION RESULTS FOR
JD 1ST RECIDIVIST AND NON-RECIDIVIST GROUPS

Predicted Group Membership % Grouped

Actual Group N Group 1 Group 2 Correctly
Group 1 -

Non-Recidivists 18 16 2 88.9%
Group 2

Recidivists 10 2 8 80.0%

% of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified : gg 71%
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FIGURE 10

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF JD 1ST RECIDIVIST AND
NON-RECIDIVIST GROUPS DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION SCORES
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improvement of 13.52% over the results for the larger sample.

In applying the discriminant function statistic to the
TSCS data reported for JD X2 recidivists (N = 31) and JD X 2
non-recidivists (N = 12), two of the test variables met the
criteria for inclusion in the equation. The selected variables
as well as their F values are reported in Table 14.

Discriminant scores were calculated for both groups
and are presented as two separate frequency distributions in
Figure 11. The calculated mean for the recidivist group was
-0.26921 and for the non-recidivists' was 0.69547. The recid-
ivists scores ranged from -2.019 to 1.310 and the non-recidi-
vists from -0.680 to 2.131, indicating substantial overlap
between the two groups. When the point biserial Pearson cor-
relation was calculated, an r value of 0.438 was obtained,
showing moderate separation of the two groups, significant at
the .01 level.

For classification purposes a cutoff score of 0.20726
was established. Classification results from the analysis are
presented in Table 15. Examination shows the derived coeffi-
cients were able to correctly predict non-recidivist membership
with 83.3% accuracy and recidivists with 67.7% accuracy, for
an overall accuracy of 72.09%.

Qur data indicates that 72.09% of the JD X2 clients
became reciaivists and 27.91% did not. Thus, no improved
accuracy would be brought about by using the derived function

versus random assignment, since both were equal.
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TABLE 14

SUMMARY DISCRIMINANT RESULTS
FOR JD X2 RECIDIVIST (N=31) AND NON-RECIDIVIST (N=12) DATA

Variable F Value Standardized Discriminant
Function Coefficients
Col.B 5.89947 -0.79323
Col.E 3.26310 1.34416
TABLE 15

PREDICTION RESULTS FOR
JD X2 RECIDIVIST AND NON-RECIDIVIST GROUPS

Predicted Group Membership % Grouped
Actual Group N Group 1 Group 2 Correctly
Group 1 -
Non-Recidivists 12 10 2 83.3%
Group 2 -
Recidivists 31 10 21 67.7%

% of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified : 72,09%




FIGURE 11

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF JD X2 RECIDIVIST AND
NON-RECIDIVIST GROUPS DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION SCORES
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SUMMARY

In this chapter, the results and an analysis of the
research data has been presented.

Part One of the chapter dealt with major findings
involved in testing the hypotheses stated in Chapter I. In
addition to comparing TSCS data for the overall population of
recidivists and non-recidivists, the hypotheses were further
examined according to the four types of juveniles that were
referred to the program. In each case the statistical tech-
niques employed in the analysis were identical.

Part Two reported the results from an application of
discriminant function analysis on the TSCS test data reported
for the recidivist and non-recidivist groups. As in part one,
independent analyses were also conducted according to the four
types of offenders that were referred to the program. Discrim-
inant scores and classification information was reported for
each of the groups and the results of a comparison with random
classification assignment were also shown.

The conclusions, recommendations, and implications for

further research are presented in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter presents a general overview of the study
and discusses some of its implications. Initially, a summary
of the research and relevant findings is provided. This is
followed by a discussion of some of the conclusions that may
be made from the work. Finally, the chapter concludes with
recommendations that others may wish to consider in conducting

further research in the area.

SUMMARY

The study was designed to investigate whether signifi-
cant differences in self-concept exist between juveniles who
are referred to a community social agency who later become
recidivists versus those who do not. A recidivist was defined
as a juvenile who committed an adjudicated offence or had a
Probation Officer's Enquiry conducted on them within a period
of eighteen months from their initial referral.

The review of the literature indicated that a number
of studies had found significant differences in self-concept
between subgroups of delinquents as well as between delinquents,
and non-delinquents. However, it was noted that most of the
studies made comparisons on the basis of intergroup differences

*

at one point in time rather than employing a before-after
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research design testing a homogeneous group and making compar-
isons at a later date. Consequently, it was noted that causal
inference has been difficult and the question of whether
negative self-concept precedes or follows initial and subse-
quent labelling of delinquents, is still largely open. It
was concluded that research employing a before-after design
might be beneficial in providing further data to answer the
question as well as indicate the characteristics of juveniles
who are likely to benefit from such a programme. In addition,
the research was designed to explore the Tennessee Self Concept
Scale's possible utility as a classification instrument for
community social agency programmes.4

The sample used in the study consisted of 139 boys who
were referred to a juvenile social agency, located in Burnaby,
British Columbia, known as PURPOSE, during the period from
February 1974 to October 1976. The sample contained 34 juven-
iles with no previous -court history.but who had been feferred by
social workers because of behavioural problems; 34 who had
admitted committing a delinquency but as a result of a Proba-
tion Officer's Enquiry had never had court proceedings insti-
tuted against them; 28 delinquent first offenders, and 43
delinquents who had been convicted of more than one previous
delinquency.

The main instrument of the study was the Tennessee
Self Concept Scale which was administered to all of the subjects

»
as part of the normal intake process in the programme. - An
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eighteen month follow-up on each of the subjects was conducted.
Delinquent offence data was obtained from court records main-
tained in the four juvenile probation offices in the area.

The specific hypothésis was that clients who commit
an adjudicated offence or had a POE conducted on them during
the follow-up period differ in initial self-concept from those
who did not. It was predicted that program recidivists would
have a more negative self-concept than non-recidivists. In
other words, the position was taken that negative self-concept
precedes initial and subsequent labelling of delinquents.

The differences between recidivist and non-recidivist
test scores were compared using a t-score and discriminant
function analysis. In order to further test the hypotheses
and in recognition of Fitt's (1973) observation that large
groups may obscure sub-group differences, outcome comparisons
were conducted on four subgroups of referrals differentiated on
the basis of the degree of their formal court records.

The study produced two major groups of findings: (1)

a comparison of self-concept differences between program recid-
ivists and non-recidivists on the TSCS; and (2) discriminant
function comparisons between the two groups and subsequent
classification predictions from the data.

In the first analysis, the study showed that signifi-
cant differences in self-concept exist between juveniles who
committed an adjudicated offence or had a POE conducted on

'
them during an eighteen month follow-up versus those who didn't.
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The differences in mean scores between the two groups were all
in the hypothesized direction with non-recidivists obtaining
higher scores on all of the selected test variables. Compar-
ative t-tests earlier reported in Table 1, indicate that these
differences are significant at the .05 level, or better, on
five of the nine test subscales. Non-recidivists:

1. Had a higher overall self-concept as indicated by

the significant difference attained on the ''Total
Positive'" subscale;

2. Were more satisfied with their perceived identity as
indicated by the significant difference attained on
the "Self-Satisfaction'" subscale;

3. Had a more positive view of their personal appearance
and health as indicated by the significant difference
attained on the 'Physical Self" subscale;

4. Felt more worth as a family member as indicated by the
significant difference attained on the "Family Self"
subscale;

5. Felt they possessed more developed social skills as
indicated by the significant difference attained on
the '"Social Self'" subscale.

The second analysis, using discriminant function anal-
ysis, revealed that the TSCS may be used to differentiate, at
least on a limited basis, between clients who are likely to
become recidivists and those who won't. An r value of 0.289
was obtained from the data analysis which demonstrates only
a small separation between the two client groups. This is
further confirmed by frequency distributions earlier illus-
trated in Figure 7 and the classification analysis earlier
reported in Table 7. Figures indicate that the derived
coefficients were only able to correctly predict group member-

L]

ship with an over