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Abstract 

The main purpose of this study was to compare certain personality 

characteristics and attitudes toward corrections of convicts of homicide and 

non-criminals in Hawassa_ And the research questions were the following_ 1. Is 

there statistically significant difference in personality characteristics between 

convicts of homicide and non criminals? 2 . Is there s tatistically significant 

difference in a t titudes towal-d corrections bet ween convicts of h om icide and non 

criminals? 

60 homicides were randomly selected from Hawassa correction center. And 60 

non-criminals were purpos ive ly s elected at the same t own. Two typ es of 

questionnaires (the Big Five personality questionnaire and attitude 

questionnaire) were used to gather information. 

Analysis of the data was made using quantitative methods. In order to 

determine each group's personality characteristic and attitude towards 

corrections, the observed sample mean was compared with expected mean or 

average mean. Independent t-test was also run to determine their difference. 

The results of the study revealed that, the majority of convicts of homicide and 

non criminals were extroverts and there was no significant difference in 

extraversion between these groups. However, the majority of non-criminals were 

agreeable while most convicts of homicides were not agreeable and there was 

statistically significant difference. Consequently, both groups were open to 

experience and there was no significant difference in openness between these 

groups. The majority of convicts of homicide were >'lot emotionally sable where 

as the majority of non-criminals were emotionally stable and statistically 

significant difference was found between the two groups. Even though the 

majority of convicts of homicide and non-criminals were conscientious, there 

was significant difference in conscientiousness between these two groups_ 

The results of the study also revealed that, though the majority of convicts of 

homicide and non-criminals had positive attitude toward corrections there was 

significant difference in attitudes between the groups. In accordance with the 

findings and conclusions, recommendations were forwarded. 
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CHAPT2R ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background of the Study 

Violence and crime are not new phenomena in the field of developmen t theory 

and practice. The available li terature on this s h ows tha t since the 19 u, century 

there has been an assumed link be tween violence, crime and societal 

development. In the 1990's, however, the issue of violence h a s taken on 

particula r significan ce. Th is is pa r t ly because of the abundant concentration of 

crime in the countries of the south . For instance, Africa is currently viewed as 

the most violent continent on the basis of crime victimization rates, fo llowed by 

Latin America. Specifically, Columbia and South Africa stand out as two of the 

most violent societies in the World ( Mcllivaine, 1999) . 

Homicide is one of the most series problem caused by violent behavior. It is the 

killing of one human being by the act or omission of another. The term applies 

to a ll such killings, whether criminal or not. Homicide is considered non­

criminal in a number of situations, induding deaths as the result of war and 

putting some one to death by the valid sentence of a court (Devine, 1978). 

Killing may also be legally justified or excused, as it is in cases of self-defense or 

where some one is killed by another person who is attempting to prevent a 

violent felony. Criminal homicide occurs when a person purposely, and 
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knowingly, cau ses the death of a nothe r and which violates the law (Devine, 

1978) . 

In 1950 about seventeen thousand persons in the United States decided life 

was no longer worth, they struggle and d ied by their own hands. Another eight 

thousand WCl':: murdered . j{oughly onc out of every sixty deaths was th e result 

of either suicide or homicide (Henery, 1954). 

Eysenck,( 1985) suggested crime was biosocia l, and driven by learn ing as well as 

persona lity. The positive modeling of antisocial a nd aggressive behavior occurs 

in the broader social environment. Young persons from criminality contexts 

who are failing at school may see the more socially and materially successful 

people in their community engaging in violent and criminal activity, and see 

this behavior as adaptive and positive. Modeling one's actions on the 

successful, even if they are following a criminal career path is, arguably, a 

rational strategy (Anderson, 1999; Warr, 2002). 

Nevertheless, many persons grow up in poor or socially uncontrolled conditions 

and do not become aggressive or violent. Such persons may avoid crime despite 

seeing the material advantage of criminal and antisocia l activity, particularly if 

they have personality traits associated with resilience, namely low Neuroticism, 

high Extraversion, high Agreeableness/low Psychoticism, high 

Conscientiousness and high Openness (Davey, Eaker, & Walters, 2003). 
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Different physiologis t ,> and studies point out offenders' personality differently. 

For instance, Wilson and Hernnstein (1 985) argue that the primary causes of 

criminal behavior are offeo:der's weak impulse control and lack of empath,' for 

others. And Eysenck (1 985) points to a correlation between crime and high 

leve ls " f extroversinn, n eu,o s!s <1wl f''3\·c h nsis. 

On the other hand, by assessing 113 studies of personality difference between 

criminals and non-criminals, Schuessler and Cressey (1950) offered severa l 

general criticisms . The test results failed to establish personali ty components of 

criminal behavior. Frequently, the results supported the view that criminals 

a nd non-criminals have similar distributions of personality traits. The test 

results didn't distinguish between personality components caused by criminal 

experiences and criminal experiences caused by personality traits . However, as 

to Mannheim (1965), this conclusion does not imply the final impossibility of 

distinguishing between the personalities of crimina ls. 

But by the researchers' assumption, homicide offenders have differem 

personality characteris tics from non-criminals. That is, homicide is the produc': 

of deviant personality. To this end the researcher should control demographic 

variables like sex, and educational level and should accordingly arrange the 

items in their categories to interpret the results. On the attitude of people 

toward corrections, it is observed from m any researches that most people are 

very interested in the treatment and rehabilitative programs than with throwing 

away the proverbial key. 
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• 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Criminal homicide is one of the m ost serious social problems encountered by 

contemporary society. Society is made worse by wrong doing with in its both 

directly and through the weakening of the force of its moral norms, and will 

offenders by th emselves are likely to exhibit problematic conditions like, 

depression, post traumatic stress disorder, substance abuse a nd antisocia l 

behavior. Fea r o f crime is also another consequence of homicide . It m a kes 

people feel vulnerable a nd iso lated, it reduces a person's general sen se of 

wellbeing, it motivates people to buy safety devices with money that oth er wise 

could be used to improve their quali ty of life , and it a lso contributes to 

neighborhood decline and the crime problem. 

According to th e prison center Lhere ar e about 240 convicts of homicide in 

Hawassa correction center. This shows that homicide was really a serious crime 

problem in the research er's site area (SNNPR). 

And this proble m has negative effect on economIC, social and political 

development of the country. So, controlling the problem helps to achieve a wide 

range of economic and socia l development goals. 

In the researche r's opInIOn this problem is mainly related to emotiona l 

imbalance, poor education, faulty family life, mental deficiency and so on could 

be mentioned. Crime as a devastating event h as a lways n egative consequences 

to the life of the society. Though this is the case, researchers h ave given little 
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attention to this issue . Therefore, bearing this in mind, the researcher tried to 

see certain personality characteristics and attitude towards corrections of 

convicts of homicide and non- criminals. 

Hence, this study identifies the personality characteris tics of convicts of 

homicide; and assesses the attitudes of convicts of homicide and non-criminals 

toward corrections. Moreover, the study tries to compare, the personality 

characteristics of convicts of homicide with non-criminals; and attitudes of 

convicts of homicide with non criminals toward corrections. 

1.3. Research Questions 

In order to examine the problem more systematically, the researcher formulates 

the following basic questions: 

1. Is there s tatistically significant difference m the personality 

characteristics between homicide convicts and non-criminals? 

2. Is there statistically significant difference in attitudes toward corrections 

between homicide convicts and non-criminals? 

1.4. Objectives of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to compare certain personality characteristics and 

attitudes toward corrections between convicts of homicide and non-criminals in 

Hawassa. 

Specifically, the study intends: 

1. to identif'y personality characteristics of convicts of homicide. 
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2. to identify the a ttitudes 'of convic ts of ho:nicide toward corrections. 

3. to identify the attitudes of non-criminals toward corrections. 

4 . to compare homicidal personality characteristics with non criminals . 

5. to compare attitudes toward corrections of convicts of homicide with non­

(" rim in::c l ~rol.lps . 

6. to point out some recommendations on the basis of research result. 

1.5. Operational Definitions o f Key Te rm s 

Crime - refers to a ny ac t which violates the law. 

Homicide - refers to killing people . 

Criminal h om icide- refers to killing people purposefully and knowingly and 

wh ich violates the law. 

Convicts of homicide - refer to criminals who a re imprisoned in the correctional 

institution in the case of crimina l homicide. 

Non-Crimina ls _ refer to individuals who didn't have any crime record. 

Personality - refe rs to the characteristic ways in which people behave. 

Corrections - refer to any reha bilitative techniques de&igned and administered 

to illumina te criminals' unwanted criminal behavior. 

1.6. Significance of the Study 

This study tries to identify the attitudes of convicts of homicide as well as non 

crimina ls towards corrections . Hence, based on the findings of the s tudy, 

administrators m ay create awareness among these individuals so that they 
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would develop positive attitude towards rehabilitation. This in tern may h ave 

valuable contrib ution in s haping the behavior of criminals. 

This s tudy a lso tries to see persona lity differen ces between convicts of homicide 

and non criminals. Thus, counselors may get important information about 

personality type of criminals kn owing their personality type will h elp them 

during client-counselor relationship at the time of intervention . 

Moreover, this s tudy gives indispensable insight about attitude and personality 

characteristics of cri minals. Therefore, policy makers may incorporate (-!1e 
typical characteristics of crimina l behavior while making and implementing 

their policies. 

This study deals about attitude of homicide convicts and non criminals to 

wards rehabilitation. Hence, policy makers could dcsign a nd implement their 

policies taking in t.o account th e attitudes of these individua ls. 

Finally, other researchers who a re interested to conduct s tudy related to this 

issue may ge t valuable information. 

1,.7. Delimitation of the Study 

Taking time and financial constraints into account and also in order to make 

the study more specific and m a nageable the researcher delimited the study on 

convicts of homicide and non-criminal groups in Hawassa 275 km away from 

Addis Ababa. And a lso the researcher delimited her sample to 60 convicts of 

homicide and 60 non-criminals (normal group). This is because of time and 
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financial constraint and the same is true in a nalys is. That IS the data was 

a na lyzed by using percentage, mean and t-test. 

1.8. Limitations of the study 

This stlidv ",tel i;'; 0',\"11 ·;r;,it·:llion:; . Ow; cf the fnrcmost limi~ation s of the study 

was its s m a ll sample s ize. Clearly, a representative large sample size would 

have added substan tial weight to the conclus ion drawn and recommendations 

made from the res ults. The second limitation of the study was limited number 

of up-to-date literature on the personality characteristics and attitudes toward 

corrections of homicide convicts . That is why th e researcher used old books. 

8 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

2.1 . The Concept of Crime 

In dealing with th e h istorical developm ent of crime, particula rly in comparing 

class ical and positive schools of criminology, controversy is noted regard ing the 

defin ition of crime . The cla ssical sch ool insis ts of de fi n in g crime in terms of the 

law. This school ad heres to the concepts of 'no crime with out la w '. On th e other 

hand, the positive school rejects th e legal defin ition of crime. Ca roffa lo, on e of 

the founders of the positive school defines n a tu ra l crime as "an act tha t offends 

the mora l sentiment of piety and probity in th e society" (Johnson, 1978). 

As a result of rej ec tion of the legal defini tion of crim e by the positive sch ools of 

thought today th ere is n o agreement on th e ques tion "what is crime?" A large 

number of criminologists particula rly in North America s till prefer the 

sociological definition of crime. But criminologists in Europe m ostly accep t th e 

legal definition, which is more universal a nd standa rdized. Concerning the legal 

definition of cr ime , Paul (1991) in legal terms states" a crime is any ac t, 

committed found by court of law to be a violation of a criminal status" . For our 

purpose, however , such a narrow definition h as limited utility in terms of social 

problems. We will u se a board definition, one that considers crime a s any 

violation of the law (Pa ul, 1991). 
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In additioD a ccording to Johnson, (1 9 78) criminology is domina ted by the legal 

definition of cr ime, which ins ists tha t crimina l behavior differs from other forms 

of deviance in ~hat it IS a violation of the law promulgated by a political 

authority and subjec t to punishment administered by agents of the state. 

(Offences committed aga inst an individua l) as opposed to wron gs agains t the 

s tate "politica l a uthori ty" means tha t the actions of private organization 

originate a nd en force crim ina l laws. Legally th ere is n o crim e un less a give n 

kind of miscondu c t has been s ingled out, throu gh the enac tm ent of law, to be 

punished by the s tate 's use of the coercive power it legitimately monopolized. 

The state creates crime by producing legal categories against which behavior is 

judged officially and on the basis of these judgments certain behaviors are 

treated a s c rimes (Johnson, 1978). 

According to Bohm & Haley, (1997) the broader defin itions of crime a re socia l 

definitions. A typical socia l definition of crime is beha vior that viola tes the 

norms of the society or, more simply , antisocial beha vior. A norm is any 

standard or rule regarding what human beings should or should not think, say, 

or do under given circumstances. Because social definitions of crime are broad, 

they are less likely than n arrower definitions to exclude behaviors that ought to 

be included. 

Nevertheless, there are several problems with social definitions of crime. (Bohm 

& Haley, 1997) argue that, first, there is no uniform moral code accepted by all 
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of society. There is no uniform definition of anti-socia l behavior. Take, for 

example, the acts that constitute gambling, prostitution , abor tion and 

homosexual behavior. As current public debates indicate, there is much 

controversy in th e United States over whether those acts should be crimes. 

rape, there is no agreement on what constitutes such acts. 

Second, norms are always subjects to interpretation. Each norm's mea ning h as 

a history considered a bortion for example. For, one group abortion is the killing 

of a fetus or a human being. For the other groups of people, abortion is not 

killing at a ll because, for them human life begins at birth and not at 

conception. For these people the abortion issue concerns women's freedom to 

control their own bodies. Thus, what constitutes antisocial behavior or c rime, a t 

least to some extent, is in the eye of the beholder. 

Third, norms ch ange from time to time and from place to place. For example, 

the consumption of alcohol was prohibited in the United States during the 

1920's and early 1930s but is only regulated today. Prior to the mid 1970s, a 

husband could rape his wife with impunity in a ll but a handful of states. Today, 

laws in every state prohibit a husband from rapping or assaulting his wife. In 

short, conceptions of antisocial behavior and crime are not constant; they vary 

with time and place (Bohm and Haley, 1997). 
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2.1.1. Influences on Crime 

The domination of sociologica l explanations of cnme and violence IS 

attribu table, in part to a strong environmen talist approach In criminological 

research and theory. To this date, criminology, text books provide either no 

discussion of biological research what so ever or only a scattered page or two of 

the more explosive theories. But much emphasis is on environmental and 

psychological factors (Denno, 1990). Even if it is in this way Deno, (1 990) 

classified these factors in to three . 

2.1.1.1. Biological Factors 

Crime is defined through the socia l process of enacting legislation . "Inherited" 

criminality would have to be impossibly flexible to the accommodated to the 

great variation in the definition of crime from time to time and from jurisdiction 

to jurisdiction (Johnson, 1978). The genetics of crimina l groups would h ave to 

ma intain a reasonably stable deference room the gen e tics of non-,;rimina l 

groups in spite of the rapid ch ange, wh en measured along the time frame of 

history, in the de ta ils of crimina l behavior. Heredity is m odified at a much more 

gradual p ace because it is changed through mutations and inters group 

amalgamation over a number of generations (Johnson, 1978). 

Heredity provides the cellular elements from the brain and nervous system 

through which behavior is activated. With in a range of proba bility, h eredity 

affects a person's height, weight, skin color, nose shape, and general body 
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build. It sets limits on the development of personality, but it doesn't directly 

mold personality. Instead because the child is plastic, learns rapidly, and is 

influenced by many environmental factors, heredity fUl1 c tions more as raw 

materials which set bounds to the j oint interaction of biological and social 

factors :n '.",;ta h! i"hir:g :he persollality . "Whclt i:; in!leri ted is no t a particular 

trait or characteris tics, but the way in which the development of the organism 

responds to its environment" (Denno, 1990). Further, genetic processes affect 

various aspec ts of personality in d iffering degrees psychological s tudies indicate 

that performances on present - day in te lligence tests are genetically determined 

to an important degree. There is evidence of genetic biases for introversion -

extraversion among personality traits, but neuroticism, dominance, s pecific 

interests and abilities, and psychopathic are heavly changed with the effects of 

nurture (Denno, 1990) . 

• 
In and of itself, heredity doesn't dis tinguish criminals from non-criminals. 

Because no particular form of behavior (aggressive, antisocial, or conforming) 

can be inherited, no criminal act can be described as precisely the product of 

genetic inheritance. Genetically determined physical characteristics, however, 

can influence behavior through interaction with the environment. Further, 

genetic contributions are mediated through bodily functions, such as endocrine 

secretions. In sum, the most tenable conclusion at this time is that genetics has 

some influence on the probability of criminality, but what ever that influence is, 
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it is mediated through later physiological developments and environmental 

factors (Denno, 1990). 

2.1. 1.2. Sociological Factors 

'kC'O"l'f"(: factors :HT t' roper tic,> of th:~ ;';C)c io-l:l dlL'ra l environment incorpora ted 
" , 

with in personalities, which h ave influences on criminali ty (Hawkins, 1996). 

Rather than seetng persistent criminali ty as solely attributable to the 

individual's personality structure, sociogenic theory regards it as dependent on 

affiliation with groups whose range of characteristic attitudes, beliefs and 

values is at least tolerant of law violations. Personality is acquired through 

social interaction famed with in group values which include the coloring of 

personality traits; aggressiveness or cooperative ness, aspira tions, beliefs, 

prejudices, moral concepts, and objects of love offid h ate. Similarly, the groups' 

culture and typical social relationship continue to influence behaviors towards 

or away from criminality (Hawkins, 1996). 

More generally, cultural transmission theorists distinguish three ways in which 

behaviors may be transmitted by learning Vertical transmission refers to 

transmission in the family from parent to child, a learning mechanism often 

emphasized for crime. Horizontal tra n smission refers to learning from-same 

gen eration peers. Oblique transmission refers to learning from adults other 

than the parents; like vertical transmission, it is intergen eration al. In contrast 

to genetic transmission, cultura l tran smission can proceed in three directions 
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(1) Adult _ Children, (2) children _ children, (3) children _adults 

(Hawkins , 1996). 

2.1.1.3. Psychological Factors 

There h a'."c been miltW at. t~mpts to link crime to in nate psych ologica l tendencies 

as well as men tal illnesses. In the mid - 1980's for example Wilson a nd 

Hernnstain a rgued that crime is deeply rooted in human na ture, and probably 

inna te tendencies . More empha sis however , h a s been p laced on crime as a 

result of mental illness. It is cla imed tha t delinquency often springs from 

emotiona l d isturbance and that delinquent behavior can be predicted from 

psychiatric observation. In viewing social-class difference, Clucks fou nd som e 

emotiona l disturbance among 5 1% of de linquent, while 44% of the control 

group of non delinqu ents not shows a very significant difference. Thus only 

limited amount of crime and delinquents can be attributed to psychological 

disturbance (Paul, 1991). 

One hypothesis is that some people are less able to control their impulses, fe lt 

by every one, a re less able to s tructure their behavior in a n ordinary way. A 

popular psychological explanation of deviance suggests tha t it is a form of 

aggression towa rds oth ers a nd towards society produced by frus tration of a n 

individual. When a person h as a n eed that isn't fulfilled h e becomes fru stra ted 

and vents his fru s tration in aggress ion. This is called the frustration-aggression 

theory. ' Albert Cohen h as remarked that "no mechanism ahs been used to 

explain so much deviant behavior a s the frustration aggression hypothes is, and 
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it is as popula r in commnn sense thinking as it is in the professional literature" 

(Popene, 1971). 

2.1.2. Aspect (Types) of Crimes 

All s tudies indicate tha t the types of crime and delinquency are closely related 

to the social stru cture in which it takes place . The type a nd the extent of crime 

are influenced by the nature and composition of the society. This is clearly 

demonstrated in comparative studies of the various primitive and modern social 

structures . It is generally recognized that little crime takes place in primitive 

societies (Chang, 1976). 

It was though t that the nature of cnme a lters as countries become more 

'developed', with property cnmes increasing and persona l and violent cnme 

declining. More recently, this thesis h as been challenged; first because it was 

based on the expenence of nineteenth century Western Europe, which recent 

historical research has s ince corttradicted; secondly because numerous case 

studies from the developing world h ave s hown that such broad generalizations 

are untenable. There is no accepted way of classifying the type of crime. Various 

attempts to classify crimina ls by the types of activities they a re engaged in have 

been made, but this effort hasn't been successful (Marvian and Wolfgang, 

1970). 

Crimes are divided by law into various categories, depending on the severity of 

the offense, the age of the offender, the potentia l punishment that can be levied, 
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and the court which hordes jurisdiction over the case. The criminal universal is 

made up of numerous sub-cultures . The broadest classification is crime against 

person and those aeainst property. Crimes against property, which account for 

over 80% of the total crimes in volume in the USA, appear to have more diverse 

cases than crime against persons (Chang, 1976). 

The term index cnmes refer to the eight types of crimes that are reported 

annually by the federal Bureau of inves tigation (FBI) in its uniform cnme 

reports. This category of crimina l behavior generally consists of those senous 

offenses that people thing of when they express concern about the nation's 

crime problem. Index crimes include murder; rape, robbery and assault - all of 

which are violent crimes committed against people - as well as property crimes 

such as burglary, theft, motor vehicle theft and arson . There are almost 2 

million violent crimes reported each year in the United States, including more 

than 22,000 homicides (Scha feer and Lamm, 1995). 

Since the purpose is to forward genera l idea of the various types of crime, it has 

been found more practi.cal to categorize crime into three broad classe!;, these 

are "violent crimes, property crimes and other types of crime" (Mudler and 

Laufer, 1994). 
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2.1.2.1. Violent Crimes 

Crimes of violence are cnmes that are committed against people and are 

prohibited by law and by the accepted social value. The taking of li fe is the most 

serious harm one human be ing can inDict on another. It is usually assumed 

that violence involves the more conventiona l act such as criminal homicide, 

assaults of various types and robbery (Johnson, 1978). 

The attitude of people as regards the use of violence is related with a specific 

population in a society. For instance, social classes or ethnic groups h ave 

different attitude towards the use of violence . Though their theory isn't fully 

accepted, Wolfgang and Ferracuti explain such variation as a sub-culture of 

violence . This means that some members of a group are more irritable, more 

quarrelsome a nd more belligerent than other a nd thus respond to stimuli more 

violently. Therefore, the use of violence to solve personal and inter personal 

problems varies considerably within the same society (Clinard and Robert, 

1979). 

Various studies show that cnmes of violence are high in less developed 

countries than in developed ones. A comparative study of crime of violence in 

developed and developing countries was carried out in Boston and Cairo. It was 

found out that in Cairo 34.6% of a ll arrested were crimes against the person, 

while in Boston this was only 8.3% (Clinard a nd Abbotte, 1973). 
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By any standa rd, the U.S .A. leads devt·loped countries when it comes to 

homicides, and the largest numbers of homicides are committed with hand 

guns. Americans kill twenty-two fellow citizens for each 100,000 of the 

population compared with 1.4 citizens in Switzer land and 0 .33 in Australia. 

There are almost 2 million violent crimes reported each year in the United 

s tates, including more than 22,000 homicides; Murder, assault, rape, robbery, 

kidnapping and many terrorist ac tivities all have a common component: 

violen ce agains t the perso n. The victim of vio lent cr ime experiences th e act 

immediately, per sonally and directly (Andargach ew, 1988). 

Though, it is difficult to clearly identify reasons that cause violent crime m 

Ethiopia. Due to lack of proper delimitation of boundaries people quarreled over 

a small p iece of land . None of them would tolerate the loss or right over his 

property, no matter how small or unimporta n t, until it is settled through proper 

legal means which usua lly takes long time. Crime against the person is also 

caused due to drunkenness or intoxication. Drunkenness leads to fight that 

often results in the loss of life or serious personal injuries (Anda rgachew, 1988). 

2.1.2.2. Property Crimes 

Traditionally property cnmes include la rceny (theft, stealing); obtaining 

property by fraud; burglary; and arson, which not only deprives the owner of 

property but a lso can endanger lives. Larceny is the property crime that is 

committed most frequently. Crime against property is an act of obtaining by 

illegal means the wealth of another person. Crime against property usually 
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consists of the largest group of crimes 10 many societies; "crimes against 

property are different types some property offenders violate the law occasionally 

while others make a career out of it" (Clinard and Meier, 1979). 

As Anda rgachew (1988) has found out, the second largest group offenses in 

Ethiopia is those agains t property. Crime against property can be grouped into 

three categories . The fi rst group consists of breach to trust and fraud. These are 

the most common property offenses. They are mainly urban offenses committed 

by people working in private enterprises or government departments. The 

causes for these crimes are very difficult to establish though an apparent 

reason may be the desire to get rich fast. The second category includes such 

offenses as theft a nd burglary. These again are mainly offenses one comes 

across in urba n areas. The causes for these crimes aren't definitely known but 

poverty and unemployment due to rapid urbanization may be part of the cause. 

The third category consists of such common offenses as arson property 

destruction and banditry. These a re more common in rural areas, and are 

caused mainly by feeling of revenge. 

To add up on what was discussed by Andargachew, (1988), about property 

crime Clinard, (1973) notes, and the Unite Nations report about corruption in 

developing countries as follows: 

The less developed countries may expect to experience the effect of white­

collar crime as their social structure becomes more complex and they will 

have to look at their legal system with this development in mind (49-50). 
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Many agree with Hu ntington tha t "corruption" may be more preva lent in some 

cultures tha n in oth ers, but in m ost cultures it seems to be m ost prevalent 

during the most inten se p hases of modernization. Mydial con cluded that if 

conditions In pre-colonia l times were compared with those fo llowing 

independence, corruption is more prevalent now tha n before independence and 

that in particula r, it h as recently gained ground in the h igh er ech elon of 

officia ls and politicians. Embezzlement and fraud a mong the eli te in Africa is 

wide spread problem tha t saps the development potential of the newly 

independent s tate (Clin ard, 1973). 

When h e discu sses this idea further, Clinard (1 973) argues that corruption is 

one of the most widely pervasive problems in Africa. Minis tries receive from a 

promoter a gift of money or goods in appreciation for services they have 

rendered. 

In the local government a ll the advisors want to be part of the public works 

committee wh ere s ide payments are frequent, while no one wants to be an 

educa tion of health committee . Generally in developing countries the corruption 

of government officials is a n acute problem and that many persons h ave 

amassed large for tunes in political offences. In Africa, Asia and Latin America 

corruption is seldom regarded as a crime. Even though it is specified as crime 

they have a long traditions of making gifts to persons in authority to gain some 

persona l a dvantage. Som e times giving a gifts accepted custom but asking for it 

doesn't. 
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2.1.2.3. Others Types of Crimes 

Although, d ifferent '.nmes could be identified under this heacFng, the 

researcher is interested to discuss only victimless crime and crime against the 

s ta te. 

2.1.2.3.1. Victimless crimes 

In most soc ieties there a re a separate group of laws dea ling with su ch illegal 

activities as drug a buse , prostitution, gambl ing, homosexua lity, drunkenness 

(alcoholism) a nd d isorderly conducts and Vagrancy. These groups of offenses 

are referred to as victimless crimes; because it is assumed that no one is 

injured with the possible exception of those p ersons involved in these acts . 

However, the policies around the world spend a great dea l of time prospecting 

these victimless crimes. Quinney notes, 

A large number oJ criminologists Jeel that these activities should be take out 

Jrom the status books because the prosecution oJ victimless crime is an 

invasion by the state into the private lives oJ individuals as long as the 

individuals are engaged in these activities on their own Jree will (1 979:288-

251). 

Eventually, there a re also argum ents and counter arguments among scholars, 

whether these groups of offen ses should be leveled victimless or not. 
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2.1.2.3.2 . Crin~.e against the State 

On the whole crime against the state a ttempts to a lter in some way the existing 

socia l s tructures . All societies, irrespective of their political and economic 

systems, designate certain acts as crime against the state. All governments 

en act laws against acts that are considered by those in power as endangering 

the state. 

There are a wide range of acts that would be included as cnme against the 

state . These would be variou s in kind like sabotage; assassination, violation of 

militant dra ft laws, perjury, viola tion resulting from a dvocacy and support of 

radical ideas failure to conform to certa in laws because of religious beliefs etc. 

Crimes against the state a re usually committed to improve the existing political 

system. Therefore , political criminals are d ifferent from conven tional criminals 

because they a re committing offences in pursuit of their particular ideas which 

they believe will improve the existing political system. They are not out to 

extract large sum of money from victims and basically they are not motivated to 

kill individuals (Clinard and Meier, 1979). 

Some writers distinguish political crimes from crimes against the state; political 

crimes are committed either by those wh o are in political position or by the 

government himself. Usually political leaders or governments want to punish 

some people whose views a re con s idered to be a threat to the continuity of their 

power. 

23 



2.2. The Concept of Criminal Homici:1e 

MUlder has a quali ty of absolute finality that is relatively unusu a l among 

crimes . Kill ing is the climax of preceding events which explain the ac t, but the 

act itself takes only a moment or two. Nevertheless, the consequences for the 

victim can not be undone, and symbolically killing is among the ultimate 

rejections of sacred norms and the supreme protests against one's lost in life 

(Johnson, 1978). 

Homicide is one of the most series problem cau sed by violent behavior. It is the 

killing of one human being by the act or omission of another. The term applies 

to a ll such killings, whether crimina l or not. Homicide is considered non­

criminal in a number of situations, including deaths as the result of war and 

putting some one to death by the valid sentence of a court (Devine, 1978). 

Killing may also be legally justified or excused, as it is '.n cases of self-defense or 

where some one is killed by another person who IS attempting to prevent a 

violent felony. Criminal homicide occurs when a person purposely and 

knowidgly causes the death of another (Devine, 1978). 

2.2.1. The Causes of Homicide 

According to Elwin, (1950) the causes of homicide are quarrels over property, 

suspicion of magic, insanity, revenge, family quarrels, sex motives and alcohol. 

He has u sed the world 'cause' rather than 'motive' for motive implies 

premeditated. Indeed some were little more than tragic accidents. For this 
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reason it is not easy to fit many of tl-':::m in to such a scheme as that proposed, 

for example, by Jennyson who declares that 'every murder falls in to one of six 

classes, it may belong in a greater or 1,'SS degree to perhaps two of those 

classes, but in one of them it comes logica lly to rest (Elwin, 1950). The six 

cla sses a re as fo llows. 

- Murder for gain; murder for revenge; murder for elimination; murder from 

jealousy; murder form lust of killing; murde r from conviction. 

2.2.1.1. Description of Personality Types 

Personality has been conceptua lized from a varie ty of theoretical perspectives, 

and at various levels abstraction or breadth (John, Hampson, and Goldberg, 

199 1, McAdams, 1995). Each of these levels has umque contribution to our 

understanding of individual differences in be havior and experiences. However , a 

number of personality traits, and scales de signed to m easure them, escalated 

with out an end insight (Goldberg, 197 1). Researcher, as well as practitioners in 

the field of person a lity assessment, were face a bewildering array of personality 

scales from which to choose, with little guida ' lce and no over a ll ratio at hand. 

What made m atters worse was that scales with the same name often measure 

concepts that are not the same, and scales with different names often m easure 

concepts that are quite similar. Although diversity of scientific pluralism is 

useful, the systematic accumulation among the researchers became difficult 

amidst the Babel of concepts and scales (Goldberg, 1971). 
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As Allport (1958), many per&'onali ty researchers h ad hoped that hey migl:: 

device the stru cture that would transfer Babel in to a communi ty speaking a 

common la n gu age . As Allport once ::Jut, "each assessor has their own pet units 

and u ses a pet battery of d iagn ostic devices". 

What personality psychology needed was a descriptive model, or taxonomy, of 

its subject matter of the central goals of scientific taxonomies is the definition of 

over arching domains with in which large numbers of specific instances can be 

understood in a s im plified way. Thus, in personality psych ology, taxon omy 

would permit researchers to study specified domains of personality 

characteristics, rath er than examining separately the thou sands of particular 

a ttributes that m ake human beings individual and umque (Savcier a nd 

Goldberg, 1996). 

After decades of research, the field is approaching consensus on a gen eral 

taxonomy of personality tra its, the "Big Five" per sonality dimensions . The Big 

Five represents a taxonomy or classification of trai ts that some personality 

psychologists su ggest capture the essence of individua l differences in 

persona lities. These traits were arrived a t through factor analysis studies. 

Factor analysis is a technique genera lly done with the use of computers to 

determine meaning full rela tionships and patterns in behavior data. According 

to Goldberg, (1958) one h as to begin with a large number of behavior varia bles. 

The computer finds relationships or natural connections where variables are 

maxima lly correlated with one another and minimally correlated with other 
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variables and then g~ClUps the data accordingly. After this process !-las been 

done m a ny times a pattern appears of re lationsh ips or certain factors that 

cap ture the essence of a ll ')f the data. Such a process was used to detert'line 

th e Big Five personality factors. Many researchers tested factors other th a n the 

Big Five and found the Big Five to be the only consistently re lia ble factors. 

Allpor t, Norma n and Cattle were influen tial in formulating this taxonomy which 

was later refined. Allpor t compiled a list of 4500 traits; Cattell reduced this lis t 

to 35 traits. Others continued to analyze these factors and found congruence 

with self-ratin gs, ratings by peers a n d ratings by psychological staff th a t 

even tually became th e Big Five fac tors. 

Allport and Odbert's (1936) classification provided som e initial s tructure for th e 

person a li ty. However, to be of practical value , taxonomy must provide a 

systematic frame work for d is tinguis h ing ordering and naming individua l 

d iffere nces in peoples' behavior and experience (John, 1989). Aiming su ch 

taxonomy, Cattell (1943) u sed the All port a n d Odbert lis t as a starting point fOl' 

his multidimen s ional m odel of persona lity structure . Because the size of that 

list was too over wh elm ing for research purpose Cattell (1 9 43, 1945) began with 

the subset of 4 ,500 trait terms . Indeed, m ost taxon omic research has focu sed 

on, the per son a lity tra it category, a lthou gh th e other categories a re n ot less 

importa nt. For example emotional s ta te , and socia l evaluation categories h a ve 

recently received considerab le a tten tion (Almagor, Tellegen a n d Waller, 1995 ; 

Ben et - Martinez and Waller, 1997). 
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Cattell's pion eering 'Nork, and the availa bili ty of a rela tively short list of 

variables, stimulated the researchers to examine the dim ensional structure of 

trait ratings . Several inve ~' ~igators were involved in discovery and clarificati.nn of 

th e Big five dimensions. First, Fiske (1949) constructed much s implified 

desc ri p tion from 22 o f Catte ll 's vQriQbles; the factor struc tures derived from 

self-ratings, ratings by peers ratings by psychological staff members we re highly 

similar and resembled what would be later known . 

The Five-Fac tor structu re has been replicated by Norman (1963), Borgatta 

(1 964), and Takem oto-ch ock, (1981) in list derived from Cattell's 35 varia bles. 

Following Norman (1 963), the facets were labeled . 

(I) Extraversion (talkative, assertive, energetic). 

(II) Agreeableness (good - natured, cooperative, trustful) 

(Ill) Conscien tiou s n ess (orderly, responsible, dependable) 

(IV) Emotional stability versus Neuroticism (Calm, not neurotic, no t easily 

u p set). 

(V) Openness or culture (intellectu a l, polish ed , indep en den t m inded). 

These factors even tu a lly becam e known as the "Big -Five" (Goldberg, 1981 ) a 

title chosen n ot to reflect intrins ic greatness bu t to emphasize that each of 

these factors is extrem ely broad. Th ese the Big Five s tructure doesn't imply tha t 

personality d ifferences can be reduced to only five tra its . Ra ther , these five 

dimens ion s represent person a lity at th e broadest level of a bstraction, and each 
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dimension su mmanzes a l""ge numb er, distinc t, more specific personaI!::y 

characteristics. 

2.2.1.1.1. The Personalities of Criminal People 

Personali ty is an irnp'l rt8 pt predictor of offt:ncli ng. Caspi , Moffitt , Silva, Kruger 

and Schmutte, (1994) found greater participation in delinquent activities, 

whether broke n down by country, gender, and race, and whether delinquency 

was measured by self-report or officia l records-was associated with young 

persons who s howed greater n egative emotional expression (defined by greater 

aggression, greater alienation and greater stress reactions) and weak constraint 

(i.e. low traditiona lism, low harm avoida nce and lack of control). Individual 

differences in personality interact with social influences; impulsivity is a 

stronger predictor of antisocial behavior in poorer communities (Lynam, Caspi, 

Moffit, Wikstom, Loeber, and Nowak, 2000). 

Eysenck's three "super traits" of pen:onality P(psychoticism), E (Extraversion) 

and N (Neuro ticism) reflect like other structural models of person ality, higher 

order theoretical constructs emerging out of lower level-facets for each 

dimension. P reflects tough minded hos tility, and involves elements of 

aggressIon, coldness, egocentrism, impulsivity, and a lack of empathy (Eysenk 

and Eysenk, 1976). 

The term "P" it self derivers from Eysenck's observation that criminality and 

genetic antisocial behavior is more common in the male relatives of fami lies 
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with Schizophrenic propend, so IS a broad spectrum indicator of 

psychopathology (Laurent, Gilvarry, Russel, & Murray, 2002) . Eysenck 

proposed that P like E. reflected low corticClI arousal, but was driven by 

abnormalities in neurotransmitter levels rather than physiological mechanisms. 

Persons high In E a re characterized by socia bility, liveliness, ac tivity, 

assertiven ess, dominance and venture some n ess . Eysenck theorized that 

persons high in E had lower levels of s pontaneous cortical a rousa l in the 

re ticular activating center of the brain s te m, and sought excitement to increase 

their a rousal levels to what would be normal for a person with a lower level of E 

(Eysenck, 1985). Eysenck once believed crimina ls to be higher in E tha n non -

offenders , although he revised this view when impulsivity was found to be 

intermediate to N and P (Gray, 2000). When E was revised to accommodate the 

repositioning of impulsivity as a qua lity intermediate to his traits of P and N, 

criminals were found more introverted and h igh in N (Gudjonsson, 1997). 

Eysenck's third omnibus dimen sion - N - addresses the continuum a nd control 

of cmotions,with high N persons less variable in mood. Persons high in N are 

tense, unstable guilt r idden, emotion al and negative. While person s low in N are 

at the opposite poles of these sub traits, being low. N is not always a virtue, if N 

operates in conjunction with high P, or low A, or psychopathic, a person may 

behave antisocially and not care about the implication to themselves, let alone 

others (Benning, Patrick, Salekin & Lestico, 2005). On this Cale, (2006) found P 

and N were most strongly linked to antisocial behavior. 
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In addition broader tra it dimensions modu la te findings and reiterate th e need 

to remain mindful of traits beyond those which index a ntisocial tendencies 

alone. For example, when individuals crimina l behavior was examined in a 

cohort of detained young offenders using th e antisocial process screening device 

(Fric k f..:, I-hIre . '?002 ) Zl nel F'F~r traits der ived front the Dig fiYt~ version of the 

Interpersonal Adjective scale (Trapnell & Wiggins, 199 1), greater a ntisocial 

behavior was associated with lower A, greater N, lower 0, and lower C (Salekin, 

Leistico, Trobst, Schrum, & Lochman, 2005). 

On the other hand, by assessing 113 studies of personality differences between 

criminals and non criminals, Schuessler and Cressey (1950) offered several 

general criticisms. The test results failed to es ta blish personality components of 

criminal behavior. Frequently, the results supported the view that criminals 

and non-criminals have similar distribution of personality traits. Because of 

this overlap in distributions, Schuessler and Cressey considered it "practically 

impossible" to predic ' individual delinquen cy from a n individual test score . 

The test results didn't distinguish between personality traits caused by criminal 

experiences and criminal experiences caused by personality traits. Mannheim, 

(1965) properly cautions, however, that these conclusion do not imply the final 

impossibility of distinguishing between the personality of delinquents and the 

personality of non delinquents; rather Schuessler and Cressey demonstrated 

the inadequacies of the studies they surveyed (Johnson, 1978) . 
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2.2.2. Consequence s of Ho m icide 

Harm to soc iety is not, I think, a distinct considera tion society is m ade worse by 

wrong doing with in it, both direc tly a nd through the weakening of the force of 

its m oral n orms, and will suffer from loss of the services of a t least some of its 

mem bers. Again th ere is some th ing like collective grief, arising from the 

rapture of what many are called socia l frien d ship when one member of society 

is lost by death. There is finally the a nxiety that spread s with in a group of 

people when lives a re in danger. But these harms are the consequ ences of the 

kinds of h a rm suffered by wron gfu l killers, th eir victims, a n d their victims' 

friends and families (Devine, 1978). 

As Taylor's review su ggests that; crim inal h omicides a re like ly to exhib it combo 

rid condition s including PTSD (post tra u matic stress d isorder) , depression , 

su bstance abuse and antisocial behavior. 

In addition, for m a ny crimes vic tims fear is the mos t burden some and lasting 

consequence of th eir victimization s. However , fear of crime is a lso contagions 

one does not h ave to be a violen t crime victim to be fea r full of violent crime. In 

fact research s h ows tha t people who h a ve heard a bout other people 's 

victimizations are nearly as fearful as the people who have ac tually been 

victimized themselves (Bohm & Haley, 1977). 

Fear of CrIme h as many detrimenta l consequences . It makes people fell 

vulnera ble and isolated, it reduces a person's gen eral sen se of well-being, it 
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motivates pecple to buy safety devices wi th mon ey tha t other wise could be 

u sed to improve their quality of li fe, and it a lso contributes to neighborhood 

decline and the crime problem s. 

As Bohm & Ha ley, (1 997) explains : 

Fear . . . Can work in conjunction with other factors to s timulate more 

rapid neighborhood decline. Together, the spread of fear and other 

local problems provide a form of p ositive feed back that can further 

Increase levels of crime. These f eed back processes include (1) 

physical and psychological with drawl from community life: (2) a 

wealcening of the informal social control processes that inhibit crime 

and disorder: (3) a decline in the organizational life and mobilization 

capacity of the neighborhood: (4) deteriorating business conditions: 

(5) the importation and domestic production of delinquency and 

deviance; and (6) further dramatic changes in the composition of the 

population. At the end lies a stage characterized by demographic 

collapse. 

2.3. Criminal Justice System 

Like the fa mily schools, organized religion, and the law, crimina l justice is an 

institution of social control. A primary role of such institution is to persuade 

people through subtle and n ot so subtle means, to abide by the dominate 

values of society. Subtle m ean s of persuasion include gossip and peer pressure, 
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where as expu lsion s and incarceration a re examples of not so su btle means 

(Boh m a nd Ha ley, 1997). 

As an in s ti tution of socia l contro l, cr im ina l jus tice diffe rs from the others in two 

importa n t ways . Firs t, the ro le of crim inal jus tices is restricted offic ia lly to 

persu ading people to abide by a limited ran ge of social valu es; those wh ose 

violation constitu tes crime. Thu s, a lthough courteou s behavior is desired of a ll 

c itizens, ru de behavior is of no officia l concern to cri minal jus tices, u nless it 

viola tes th e crim inal law. Dealing with non-criminal rude behavior is primarily 

the respon s ibility of the fa m ily , second crimin a l ju s tice is gen erally society's 

"last line of defense" agains t people wh o refu se to a bide by the dominant socia l 

va lues a nd commit crim es . Usua lly society turns to criminal jus tices on ly a fter 

the other ins titutions of social control h ave failed. When the fa mily , the schools 

organized religion a nd so on h ave failed to pe rsuade a person to a bide by th e 

domin a n t socia l values codified in th e crimina l law, crimina l justices is ca lled 

on to do \"hat the other institu tions of socia l control cou ld not (Bohm and 

Ha ley, 1997). 

According to Johnson (1978 P.226) crim inal justices sys tem h a s two broad 

classes: 

Criminal justice s ystem 1 is known well. It is the traditional 

series of agencies that have been given the f ormal 

resp onsibility to control cn me. Police and sheriffs ' 

departments , judges, prosecutors and their staffs, def ens e 
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offices, jails and prisons, and p robation a mi parole agencies 

criminal justice 1 is an overt system, the one seen every day 

in operation, the one customarily understood and referred to 

in crime and delinquency literature. But broader implications 

of the term s ystem many public and private agencies and 

citizens outs ide of police, courts aILd corre<.:tions are or ouyht 

to be involved in reducing and presenting crime, the primary 

goal of criminal justices. These agencies and p ersons, when 

dealing with issues related to crime reduction and prevention, 

plus the traditional triad of police, court, and correction make 

up a larger criminal jus tices system, a system which this 

commission calls criminal jus tice system 2. 

A s tate legis lature , fo r example , becom es part of this la rge crim ina l ju stices 

system when it consider s and debates any proposed law tha t might affect even 

remotely, any area of crimina l justice ac tivities. So the executive agencies of h e 

state, educational administrative u n its, welfa r e depar tments, youth servlce 

bureau s , recreation departments, and oth er pu blic officers become a part of 

crim inal jus tices system 2 in many of th eir decis ions and ac tions (Johnson 

1978). In genera l according to Bohm a nd Ha ley (1 997) crimina l justice system 

is classified in to th ree that is police, th e cou r ts and corrections . 
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2.3.1. Corrections 

Crime and the official polices on crime a re two sides of the same phenomenon. 

Those who threaten the capitalist s tate and its class interests are controlled by 

means of the crimina l law, and criminal sanctions are applied to those who are 

accordingly defined as criminal. 

The state's definition of crime thus anticipa tes the respon se that which makes 

for the definition of crime a lso produces the policies for con trolling crime 

(Quinney, 1979). 

When she discusses this idea further, Quinney (1 979) argues that the organized 

force of the capitalist state takes many forms as the criminal sanction is 

formulated a nd administered. In all cases the state controls the lives of the 

people, but the ways in which it is accomplished are diverse. In conventional 

language the variations a re generally divided into "punishment" and 

"correction". Each form of criminal sanction implies divergent aims the punitive 

sanction supposedly is replaced by treatment in modern times. 

The modern trend toward corrections continues the objectives of punishment. 

Correctional reform, however, involves controlling crime and criminals by 

modern scientific knowledge and professional management (Taylor, 1983). The 

state's business is to maintain peace and correction is to treat or "rehabilitate" 

anyone who threatens public order. Prisons are to be made into therapeutic 
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centers, where offenders will be scientifically managed a n d perha ps cha nged , 

and at least reintegrated into society (Taylor, 1983). 

2.3.2. Attitudes of People toward Corrections 

There is little or no published literature on the punishment and rehabilita tion 

views of gen era lly convicts of homicide and non-criminal groups , there is a large 

body of literature that h as explored views on punishment and rehabilitation 

among the gen eral population. One a rea tha t has been found to be a s ignifica nt 

predictor of punishment and rehabilita tion views is gender. Men tend to be 

much more supportive of punishment of crimina ls , while women are more 

supportive of rehabilita tion efforts. La mbert (2005) argued that women a nd m en 

h ave differen t m oral reasoning and views of jus tices. Specifically m en 

emphasize punitive punishment and individu a l rights, while women advocate 

compassion, reha bilitation, and sen s itive to oth er. 

Education a lso h as been found to have a liberalizing effec t on vIews toward 

crime and punishment. Those with higher education level are less punitive and 

m ore supportive of treatment effort (Lambert, 2005). 

A new poll commissioned by the ACLU released today revea ls a strong 

dissatis faction with the current state of the crimina l justice system in American 

and a growing public confidence in rehabilitation and alternative punishments 

for non-violent offenders (Bohm & Ha ley, 1997). 
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Contrary to popular belief, punishment and retributl"n are not for most in 

Am erican's mind" said Ndilne Strossen, president of the ACLU. "In fact, this 

new study s~ows our nation to be far more concerned with rehabilita tion and 

social reintegration than with throwing away the proverbial key." 

Peter Nelissen did research on attitudes of pnsoners and personnel toward 

rehabilitation. He noticed in practicing the ignorance of an objective rationale 

approach of correctional in tervention a nd decided to investigate the 

psychosocial conditions to develop such an approach. The author stresses that 

he has certainly not an unrealistic belief in the possible renaissa nce of the 

rehabilitation idea. In his view imprisonment can however-according to human 

s ta n dards - not do without these programs. More over these program s may 

perform a very important counterbalancing positive function is an essentia lly 

detrimental in negative environment. Correctional research shows fruitful 

attempts to improve the effectiveness of at least some correctional intervention 

with at least some offenders. One of the study results of this research is tha t 

positive attitudes towards rehabili tation seem to be most strong (European 

Journal of crimina l justices, 1998). 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Res earch Design 

In order to achieve th e objectives of the study, the study employed descriptive 

su rvey method. This me thod was selected becau se; Seyoum and Ayalew 

(1 989: 16) stated the descriptive method is concerned with depicting the existing 

s ituation. Moreover it deals with the relationships between variables, the testing 

of hypoth esis, and the development of generalizations, prin cip les or theories 

th at have universal validity. 

3.2. Target Population 

The target population of th is s tu dy includes crimina l homicides that were 

convicted and imprisoned in Hawassa correction cen ter and non-criminals in 

the same town . The total number of convic ts oi h omicide was a bout 240 in th e 

year 2008/9, though the number Ouctuates. Out of that 235 were males and 

only five were females. 

3.3. Sample Selection Procedures 

In order to d raw adequate an d representative samples from the target 

population, ra n dom sampling and purposive sampling techniqu es were u sed. 

Throu gh ra n dom sampling, 25% of convicts of homicide from 240 were selected. 
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That is 60 convic ts of homicide were ra ndomly selected from the tarf~(: t 

popula tion for th e m a in study . And 20 convicts of homicide were taken for pilot 

study. 

Based on th e age , s ex and educa tion a l level of selec ted samples of homicide 

convicts, 60 non-criminals who have a lmost the same age a nd edu cationa l 

levels with samp les of homicide convicts were purposively selec ted. Equa l 

numbers of males with samples of convicts of homicide were a lso purposively 

selected from non criminals . Sin ce the study was comparative, the research er 

u sed this m ethod of samplin g becau se; Lamber t (2005) found th a t age, sex and 

edu cation a l level h as in fluence on th e attitu des toward rehabi lita tion and 

treatment. 

3.4. Data Gathering Instruments 

Th e researcher used two types of questionnaires to gather in formation about 

the person a li ty ch a rac teris tics and altitu des toward corrections of convic ts of 

homicide a nd n on -crim inal ones . These were the Big-Five persona lity 

questionnaire and attitude questionna ire. 

Essentia lly, the Big - Five persona lity questionna ire which contains 4 1 items 

and 5 points scale wa s adopted from Buch a na n (2001). And the items were 

s ta tements in which h omicide convicts and non-cr imina ls responded to each 

item on a 5-points scale , indicatin g the degree to which each s ta tement IS a 
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true description of them selves which range from 1 (s trongly di3agree) to 

S(stronglyagree). 

The second tool was a ttitude questionnaire having IS items with S points scale 

ra nging from l(strongly disagree) to S(s trongly agree). This tool was prepared by 

the researcher. 

Both types of tools were gIven to the thesis advisor. After each type of 

questionnaire was checked and a pproved by the advisor, the items were 

translated in to Amharic and back to English and given to th ree experts to 

know about its applicability to local situations. The experts rejected 2 items on 

openness personality type and the research er again substituted these items by 

another 2 openness items from John, (1 99 1) and experts approved it. 

Fina lly, pilot testing was made on 20 subjects for the purpose of determining 

the reliability of the too ls . Accordingly , the selected 4 1 personality items on 

their five categories and I S attitude items (translated in to Amharic) were tried 

on 20 convicts' of homicide. No time limit was made for the completion of the 

questionna ire. Finally the responses of the subjects were scored for both scales 

and their reliability were assessed by computing Cronbach Alpha . These 

measures proved to be reliable with a = 0.872 for extraversion , a = 0 .792 for 

agreeableness, a = 0.846 for conscientiousn ess, a = 0.816 for neuroticism, a = 

0.784 for openness and a = 0.8S 1 for attitude. So, this implies the items of 

both questionnaires were reliable and the researcher took the whole items for 

the main s tudy, after making some modification on certain items . 
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3.5. Data Collection Procedure 

Before the on set 01 data collection, the correction center was visited and the 

institution manger and police guards were contacted. In addition, the 

information on the numbers of convicts of homicide specifically the numbers of 

female convicts of homicide and male convicts of homicide was collected. 

Following this, a schedule was drafted and su bjects were sampled out. Finally 

the researcher a nd three other assistants gathered the data with in [our weeks, 

employing an average of one hour [or every respondent. Besides, th e 

questionna ire was administered individually for prisoners at the correction 

center and for non criminals at their homes and work places. 

3.6. Data analysis Procedures 

The data collected to measure Big - Five personality characteristics and 

attitudes toward corrections of convicts of homicide and non-criminals were 

organized in line with the obj ectives of the study, and SPSS 15.0 for windows 

was applied. 

To find out each groups personality characteristics in Big-Fives and attitude 

toward corrections, th e researcher used comparisons between the two means. 

The expected mean (average mean) compared with the observed sample mean. 

The expected mean was computed in the following way. The expected mean (11 = 

maximum score + minimum score -;- 2) (Yalew, 1997). 
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Moreover, as explain ed earlier, the subjects inves tigated in this study constitute 

convic ts of h omicide groups and non-crimina l groups . The research questions 

were concerned with the comparison of convicts of homicide '1nd n on-criminals 

on certain personality characteris tics and attitudes toward corrections . So, t-

tes t was nm and mC<'lnS com parison was made 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS 

This ch a pter presents the a nalysis and interpretation of data in the ligh t of the 

basic questions, which the study has set out to test. The findings are presented 

in two main sections. The first part deals with demographic information of 

participants. The second part briefly discu sses the relationship between crime 

and person a lity. This part also presents the re lationship between crime and 

attitudes toward corrections. 
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4.1. Demographic/Background Information 

Table 1: Age, Sex and Educational Level of the Two Groups of 

Respondents 

Demographic Variables Homicide Convicts Non-criminals 

N % N % 

Male 57 95 57 95 

Sex Female 3 5 3 5 

Total 60 100 60 100 

Age 18-23 years 12 20 12 20 

24-29 years 26 43 .33 26 43.33 

30-35 years 22 36.37 22 36.67 

Total 60 100 60 100 

Elementary (1-4) 5 8.33 5 8.33 

Educational Junior (5-8) 4 6.67 4 6 .67 

level Secondary (9-10) 9 15 9 15 

Higher secondary (11-12) 25 4l.66 25 4l.66 

College and university 17 28 .34 17 28.34 

Illiterate - - - -

Total 60 100 60 100 

A total of 120 convicts of homicide and non-criminals were participa ted in the 

s tudy. From both groups, 95 percent were males and 5 percent of them were 

females. Regarding their age, 20 percent of convicts of homicide and 20 percent 

of non-criminals were 18-23 years old. In addition, table 1 s how that 43 .33 
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percent of convicts of homicide and the same percent of non-crim inals were 

within 24-29 years old . Finally, as the same table shows, 36.67 percent of 

homicide convicts and 36.67 percent of non-crimina ls were within 30-35 years 

old. When we see their educational level, 8.33 percent of each group was from 

grade 1-4 a nd 6.67 percent of each group was from gra de 5-8. Besides 15 

percent of each group was from grade 9-10 and 41. 66 percent of each group 

were from grade 11 - 12. Last ly, 28 .34 percent of each group was from colleges 

and univers ities. 

4.2. Differences of Personality characteristics between 

Non-Criminals and Convicts of Homicide 

One of the purposes of the present study was to investigate whether or not 

there is statistically s ignificant difference in personali ty characteristics between 

convicts of homic ide a nd non-criminals. The results obtained were presented as 

follows. 

Table 2: Means, Percentages and Standard Deviations for 

Extraversion on Homicide Convicts and Non-criminals 

Groups N % Mean Expected mean Standard 
X 11 deviation 

Homicide 60 9l.7 3l.35 27 2 .72 
convicts 
Non-criminals 60 95 3 l.67 27 3.41 
11 = expected mean, N =Tota l number of respondents 
n= number of respondents who h ave tha t particular type of personality. 

Percentage (%) = n x 100 
N 

As indicated in table 2, the mean score of h omicide convicts (31.35) as well as 

the m ean score of non- criminals (31. 67) were greater than the expected mean 
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(27). This implies th2t the majority of both convicts of homicide 2nd non­

criminals had extrovert personality characteristic . In other words there were 

individuals in both groups who were not extroverts . That means as we see from 

table 2, in homicide convicts there were 8.3 percent of respondents who were 

not extroverts, besides in non-cr iminals there were 5 percent of respondents 

who were not extroverts. 

Table 3: Means, Percentages and Standard Deviations For 

Agreeableness on Convicts of Homicide and Non-Criminals 

Groups N % Mean Expected mean Standard 

X Jl deviation 

Homicide convicts 60 23.4 15.83 2 1 2.68 

Non-criminals 60 85 30.57 21 3.15 

As indicated in table 3, the mean score of convicts of h omicide (1 5.83) was less 

than the expected mean (2 1). This shows that the majority of homicide convicts 

were not found to be agreeable. On the other hand th e mean score of the non ·· 

criminals (30.57) was greater than the expected mean (21) . So, th is implies that 

non-crimina l participants had agreeable personality cha racteristics. This 

doesn't mean that there were no non-criminal participants who were not 

agreeable. That means as table 3 shows, there were 15 percent of non-criminal 

respondents, who were not agreeable. In the same way there were 23.4 percent 

of convicts of homicide who were agreeable. 
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Table 4: Means, Percentages and Standard Deviations F o !' 

Conscientiousness on Convicts of Homicide and Non-Criminals 

Groups N % Mean Expected mean Standa,d deviation 

-
X P 

Homicide convicts 60 93. 3 37. 11 30 5.13 

Non-criminals 60 96 .7 39.68 30 6 .03 

As demonstra ted in table 4 , the mean score of convicts of h omicide was found 

to be 37 .11. In a ddition, the same table s hows that the mean score of non-

crimina l participants was found to be 39 .68. This clearly shows that the mean 

scores of both groups were greater than th a t of th e expected mean (30). 

Therefore, one may infer from th e above data that the majority of convicts of 

homicide as well as n on -cr iminals were found to have conscientious personality 

type. But as table 4 indicates, there were 6.7 percent homicide convicts who 

were not con scientious and there were 3 .3 percent n on -crimina l respondents 

who were not conscientious . 

Table 5: Means, Percentages and Standard Deviations For 

Neuroticism on Convicts of Homicide and Non-Criminals 

Groups N 0/0 Mean Expected Standard 
-
X mean deviation 

fl 

Homicide 6 0 80 3 1.08 24 2.8 1 

convicts 

Non-criminals 6 0 5 13.67 24 3.26 
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As it is depicted in table 5 , the mean score of convicts of homicide on 

neurotic:sm was found 3l.08, which was greater than t:1e expected mean (24), 

s howing the majority of homicide convicts had neurotic personality. On the 

other hand, the mean score of non-criminals was 13.67 which was less than 

expected mean. This shows that non-crimina ls were not neurotic . This doesn't 

mean that there were no non-criminals that were n eurotic. Since the table 

indicates that there we re 20 percent of homicide convicts who were not 

neurotic , and there were 5 percent of non-criminal respondents who were 

neurotic. 

Table 6: Means, Percentages, And Standard Deviations of Openness on 

Homicide Convicts and Non-Criminals 

Groups N % Mean Expected mean Standard 

-
X Jl deviation 

Homicide con·;icts 60 88.3 26.20 21 4.34 

N on -criminals 60 95 27 .10 21 5.45 

As indicated in table 6, the mean score of convicts of homicide on openness was 

26.20 and for non crimina ls the mean score was 27.10. In both groups the 

mean scores were greater than the exp ected mean. This implies both groups 

had openness personality characteristics. In other words, the majority of them 

were open to experience. That means, there were respondents who were not 

open to experience in both groups. Further more, the table shows us that there 
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were 1l.7 percent o f convicts of homicicc respondents who were not open to 

experience and there were also 5 percent of non-criminal respondents who were 

not open to experience. 

Table 7: Difference in Extraversion between Convicts of Homicide 

And Non-Criminals 

Groups N Mean Std. t df Sig (2-tailed) 

-
X deviation 

Homicide 60 3l.35 2.72 

convicts .563 118 0.575 

Non-criminals 60 3l.67 3.41 

In order to determine the difference in certain personality characteristics of 

convicts of homicide and non-criminals independent t-test analysis was 

employed. Thus, table 7 shows no s ignificant difference between convicts of 

hc;micide and non-criminals in extraversion p~'rsonality (t=0.563, df=118, 

P>0 .05). This shows that the difference in extmversion personality between 

these two groups was found to be statistically in significant. That means 

convicts of homicide and non-criminals were found to have the same 

extraversion personality type. 
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Table 8: Diffe re nce in Agreeabl~ness be tween Convicts of Homicide And 

Non-Criminals 

Groups N Mean Std. t df Sig (2-tailed) 

-
X deviation 

Homicide 6 0 I S.83 2 .68 

convic ts 27.S68* 118 .000 

Non-cri m ina ls 6 0 30 .S7 :U S 

* P<O.OS 

* t- value is s ignifican t a t the O.OS level (2 - tailed) 

As table 8 s hows, the re was s tatistically s ign ificant agreeablen ess difference 

be tween the two groups (t=27 .S68 , d f= l l 8, P<O.OS). It means that non 

criminals showed greater agreeable persona lity characte ris tic than homicide 

con victs. This differen ce was actually seen in the mean score of the two groups 

(for convic ts of homicide = I S.83 a nd n on c rimina ls = 30.S7).1n other words 

non- c rimi nals a nd homicide convic ts we re different in agreeableness 

per sona li ty type . 

Table 9: Differences in Conscientiousness between Homicide 

Convicts and Non-criminals 

Groups N Mean Std. t df Sig (2-tailed) 
X deviation 

Homicide 6 0 37.11 S.13 
convicts 2.SIO* 118 .013 
Non-crimina ls 6 0 39.68 6.03 

* P<O.OS 

* t-value is s ignifican t a t the O. OS level (2-tailed). 
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Table 9 shows sta ti s~ically s ignificant d ifference in conscienti01.:; s ness 

personality between h omicide convicts a nd non-crimina ls (t=2.5 1, df= liS, 

P<0 .05). In oth er words conv:cts of h omicide and non criminals didn't ha\',~ 

similar conscientious ness persona lity characteristic. Moreover, the mean of 

conscientious ness fo r n on -cr im inals (39. 6S) was greater than that of convicts of 

homicide (37 .11). From this one may infer that, non-crimina ls were found to be 

more conscientiou s than convicts of homicide. 

Table 10: Differe nce in Neuroticism be tween Homicide Conv icts 
and Non-criminals. 

N Mean Std. t df 
Groups X deviation 

Homicide 60 31.0S 2.S1 

Sig (2-
tailed) 

convicts 31.331* l i S .000 
Non-crimina ls 60 13.67 3.26 

* P<0.05 

* t-value is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

As indicated in table 10 , the independent t-test reveals that there was a 

statistically s ignificant difference between convicts of homicide and non-

criminals in terms of neurotic personali ty. This difference is actually seen in the 

mean scores of the two groups (convicts of homicide = 31.08 and non-criminals 

= 13 .67). From this one may infer that, convicts of h omicide participants were 

found to be much more neurotic than non criminals. This implies that, neurotic 

personality was one of th e personality characteristic of convicts of homicide . 
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Table 11 : Di fference in Openness between Convicts o f Horr.icide and Non-

criminals 

Groups 11 Mean Std. t df Sig: (2-tailed) 
-
X deviation 

Homicide 6 0 26.20 4 .34 

convicts 1.000 I 18 .3 19 

Non-criminals 60 2 7.10 5 .45 

As ta ble 11 dep icts that the re was no sta tis tically significant d ifference in 

open ness personality between co nvicts of homic ide and non-criminals (t= 1.000, 

df=118, p>0.05). Ac tua lly, the means of the two groups were not as such fa r 

a pa rt. That means convicts of h omicide and non crimina ls had the same level of 

openness personality cha racteristic. 

4.3. Attitude Difference among Convicts of Homicide 

And Non-Criminals toward Corrections 

The other purpose of th e s tudy was to see whether there is statistically 

s ignificant difference in the attitudes between convicts of homicide an d non-

criminals towa rd corrections or not. Thus , in order to determine the difference , 

independent t-test analysis was u sed and presented as follows . 
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Tabl:! 12: Means, Percentages a nd Standard Devi<:tion for Attitude towards 

Corrections on Convicts of Homicide and Non- Criminals 

Group" N % Mean expected mean Std. 
-
X 

fI 
deviation 

Homicide 60 100 73 .98 4S 3 .29 

convicts 
- -

Non-crimina ls 60 93 .33 67 .6 1 4S 6.98 

fl = expected mean , N = number of respondents 

As indicated in table 12 , th e mean scor e of attitude of convicts of homicid e was 

73.98. The table also shows that the mean score of non-crimina ls was 6 7 .61. 

Both means were greater th a n the expected mean (45). This implies that 

convicts of homicide and non-criminals h a d positive attitude toward 

corrections. Further more when we see the percentage on table 13, 100 percent 

of convicts of homicide had positive attitude toward corrections, and 93.33 

percent of nOIl-criminals also h a d positive a ttitude toward conections. This a lso 

shows that non-criminals as well as homicide convicts har! positive attitude 

toward corrections. 

Table 13: Difference in Attitude toward Corrections between 

Convicts of Homicide and Non-Criminals 

Groups N Mean Std. deviation t df SigI2-tailed) 
X 

Homicide 60 73.98 3.29 
convicts 6.384* 118 .000 
Non-criminals 60 67.61 6.98 

* P<0.05 
* t-value is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 13 above indicates a statistically signifi.:ant difference in a ttitudes towa rd 

corrections be tween convicts of homicide and n on-criminals (t = 6.384, d f= 118, 

P<O.05).lt means convicts of homicide had s tror;,,: positive attitude where as 

non-criminals had pos itive attitude toward corrections. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION 

This chapter briefly prese nts the major findin gs of the study in light of other 

related li teratures . in addition, justifications for any contradictory results wi ll 

be stated . 

The first issue of the study focuses on Big- Five personality differences between 

co nvic ts of homi c ide and no n-criminals. As th e fi ndings confirmed, there were 

statistically s ign ificant differences in some personali ty characteri stics between 

convicts of homicide and non-criminals . On the other hand there were no 

statistically significant d ifferences in some other personali ty characteristics 

between convicts of homicide and non-crimina ls. 

When we look at, extrover t personality c ha racteristic, for ins tance the mean 

scores fo r extraversion of convicts of homicide and non-criminals were a lmost 

the same (mean of homicide convicts = 31.35 a nd mean of non-criminals = 

3 1.67). Th is indicates that the means of these tw:) groups were not as such fa r 

apart. The independent t-test also shows that no significant difference existed 

between extraversion of convicts of homicide and non-criminals. 

However, Eysenck (1985) believed that crimina ls to be higher in extraversion 

than non-crimina ls (Gray, 2000). In addition, when extraversion was devised to 

accommodate the positioning of impulsivity, non-criminals were found more 

extroverted than criminals (Gray, 2000). 
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But, the present finding con firm s that both convicts of homicide a nd non-

crimina ls had almost eimilar average scores on this personality type that lead to 

ins ignificant differences . But, the previous s tudy by Eysenck (1 985), clearly 

showed that there IS s ign ificant difference In extraversion persona lity 

characteris tic between convicts of homicide and non-criminals. 

On the other hand, Davey, Eaker, & Walters (2003) s how greater association 

between vio lent behavior and low extra vers ion personali ty. So the resu lt of the 

presen t study on this persona li ty character is tic is opposite to the studies 

mentioned in the literature. Thi s might be because of the respondents' 

unreliable response. 

Regarding agreeablen ess personality characteristics the m ean score of non-

crimina ls was found to be greater tha n the expected mean. On th e other hand, 

the m ean score of con victs of homicide in this personality type was fou nd to be 

less th a n expected mean. This indica ':es that m ost of non-crimina ls were 

trus ting, friendly and cooperative, whereas the majority of homicide convicts 

were not agreeable. In addition, the finding shows a statistically significant 

difference in agreeableness between convicts of homicide and non-criminals. 

This implies that non-cr iminals were found to have more agreeable personality 

characteristic than convicts of homicide. This finding is consistent with the 

pervIOus studies indica ted in the lite rature . For instance, Cale (2006) found 
, 

th at low agreeableness was most strongly linked to antisocial behavior. That 
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means, the lower t1~e agreeableness , and the high er the an tisocial Lc: ha vior will 

be. This was clearly manifes ted in the present s tudy. 

When we come to conscientious ness, the present stu dy s hows a s ta tistically 

significa nt difference between convicts of homicide and non-crimin a ls. Non­

crimina ls were found more conscientiou s than convicts of hom icide. However, 

wh e n we sce the ir mean score comparison with expected means, the m ean 

scores of both groups were grea ter tha n their respective expected mean. This 

s hows m ost of the responden ts in both groups were co nscientious. Fur ther 

analysis indicates that non-criminal respondents were more planned a nd 

organized than convicts of homicide. This means strictly planned individuals 

were not involved in committing homicide. 

Though, the researcher of the present study couldn't find s tudies which 

compare conscientiousness between convic ts of homicide and non-crimina ls, 

there are s tudies which compare antisocial tendency with conscientiousness 

which supports the present finding. Antisocial process screening device (Frick 

a nd Hare , 2002) and FFM traits derived from the Big-Five version of fne 

Interper sonal Adjective Scales (Trapnell and Wiggins, 1991) found greater 

antisocia l behavior in association with lower conscientiou sness (Salekin, 

Leistico, Trobst, Schrum, and Lochman, 2005). 

Unlike agreeablen ess, the present study shows that convicts of homicide had 

higher mean score in n euroticism than non-criminals . In addition when we see 

the comparison with the expected mean, the mean score for convicts of 

58 



homicide WqS found to be greater than expected mean. This implies convicts of 

homicide were neurotic, whereas, the mean score for non-criminals was less 

than the expect:cd m ean. Here we see that convicts of homi\~;de were more 

neurotic than the non crimina ls but the majority of non-criminals were 

emotionally stable (not neurotic). Furthermore, the independent t-test analysis 

revealed a statistically significant difference in neuroticism between non­

criminal groups a nd convicts of homicid e, which is convicts of h omicide, were 

more neurotic than non -crimina ls. Actually, the m ean scores of homicide 

convicts were found higher than non-criminals on this personality type. 

There are different studies which support this finding. For example, Cale, 

(2006) found that neuroticism is strongly linked to a nti-socia l behavior. Another 

study, u s ing antisocial process screening device (Frick & Hare, 2002) and FFM 

traits derived from the Big Five version of the in terpersona l Adjective scales 

(Trapnell & Wiggins, 1991) shows greater association between antisocia l 

behavior and neur'Jticism (Salekin, Leistico, Trobst, Schrum, & Lochman, 

2005). 

Even though the Antisocial process screening device (Frick & Hare, 2002) and 

FFM traits derived from the Big-Five version of the Interpersonal adjective 

scales (Trapnell & Wiggins, 1991); and Davey, Eaker, & Walters (2003), have 

shown greater antisocial beh avior associated with lower openness, the 

independent t-test analysis in the present finding revealed that the difference 

on openness between homicide convicts and non-criminals was not significan t. 
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~.1o reover, as we see from the present finding, ,he mean scores of convicts of 

homicide and non criminals were greater than expected m ean. Th is implies that 

both convicts of homicide a nd non-criminal respo,c:dents were creative and 

imagina tive. The present finding s hows opposite result with the studies 

indicated in the li tera tu re . Th is gap migh t be because of unrel iable response of 

the respondents of the presen t s tudy. 

In general, in the presen t findings crimin a l behavior is associa ted with h igh 

neuroticism, low agreeableness and low conscientiou sness, which are discussed 

in the literature. However, the comparison of convicts of homicide with non 

crimina ls in extraversion and openness, and no s ignificant difference is 

relatively a new perspec tive. That is in the present study high n euro tic ism, low 

agreeableness and low con sciou s n ess were the cau ses for committing homicide. 

Besides , th e oth er purpose of the study was to investigate attitude difference 

toward corrections between convicts of homicide and non-crimi nals. When we 

see the independent t- test analysis on attitude towards corrections between 

homicide convicts and non-crimina ls , the difference was I ~)und to be significant. 

This implies that h omicide convicts had strong positive attitude toward 

rehabilitation (education, coun seling a nd treatm ent), wh ereas, non-criminals 

were found to have pos itive but not strong a ttitude toward reha bili tation and 

treatment. In other words, non-crimina ls were not strongly agreed, but they 

preferred reha bili ta tion a nd treatment th an punishing crimina ls . 
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Although , the resea rcher of th e p resen c study could not find studies which 

directly compare a ttitudes of homicide convicts with non-criminals toward 

correction, there is a study which indicates attitude difference by gender 

towards corrections . Men have n egative attitude toward corrections, while 

wom en have positive attitude toward corrections (Lambert, 2005). However, 

many authors suggest that correctional reform, involves controlling crime a nd 

criminals by modern scientific knowledge a nd professional management. 

Furth er, th ey su ggest prisons are to be made in to the therapeutic centers, 

where offenders will be sc ientifically managed a nd perhaps changed, and at 

least reintegrated in to society (Taylor , 1983). This is a lmost similar with the 

present finding, which reveals tha t both groups were found to have positive 

attitude on rehabilitation, though criminals tha n n on -criminals strongly 

support it. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

5.1. Summary 

The mam purpose of the present s tudy was to investigate certain person a li ty 

characteris t ics and a ttitudes toward corrections o f homicide convicts m 

comparison with non-criminals in Hawassa Town. Hence, in order to m eet the 

a bove stated objective, the study was guided by the following basic research 

questions: 

1. Is there a statistically s ignificant difference in the personality characteristics 

between convicts of homicide and non crimina ls? 

2. Is there a statistically s ignifican t d ifference m the a ttitudes towa rd 

corrections between convicts of homicide a nd non crimina ls? 

Moreover, to achieve this objective , ra ndom sampling and purposive sampling 

techniques were employed to select research pa rticipants, (Convicts of homicide 

and non-criminals) respectively. 

Accordingly, 60 convicts of homicide and 60 non-criminals were included in the 

s tudy . At the same time two-types of questionnaires were used to collect 

information . The first type of questionna ire was the Big-Five person a lity 

questionnaire which was adopted, wh ere as th e attitude questionnaire was 

prepared by the researcher. 
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To determine each grol'p's persona lity characteristics a nd a ttitudes toward 

corrections mean comparison was made. The observed sample mean was 

compared with expected m ean (JI) . 

To inves tigate the difference in personality characteristics and attitudes toward 

corrections between convicts of homicide a nd non-criminals the independent t­

test was run. 

The present findi ngs revealed th at th e m ajority of convicts of homicide and non 

criminals were extroverts a n d there was no statistica lly s ignificant difference in 

extraversion between these groups . However, there was statistically significant 

difference in agreeableness between con victs of homicide and n on criminals. 

Besides, the results of the s tudy revealed that the majority of convicts of 

homicide were not agreeable, whereas most of non crimina ls were found to be 

agreeable. Although, both non criminals and convicts of homicide were found 

conscientious in the present study, criminals were more conscIOus than 

convicts of homicide. On the other hand, the majority of non criminals were 

found emotion a lly stable, where a!; the m aj ority of convicts of homicide were 

neurotic and there was statistically significant difference in neuroticism 

between these two groups. When we see openness personality characteristics 

the majority of both groups were found to have creative and imaginative 

personality characteristic and both groups were found to h ave almost similar 

openness personality characteris tic . The results of study a lso revealed that, 

though the majority of convicts of homicide a nd non criminals h ad positive 
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attitudes toward corrections, cO!lvicts of hom icide than non criminals s trongly 

support it. 

5 .2 . Conclusions 

Based on the results of the study, the following conclus ions were d rawn by the 

researcher. 

• The re was no statistica lly significan t difference between convicts of 

homicide and non-criminals in extrave rsion persona li ty . 

• It was found out that th ere was statis tically s ignificant difference In 

agreeableness between convicts of homicide a nd non-crimina ls. 

• Even though th e m ajority of convicts of homicide a nd non-crimina ls were 

found to have conscientiou s personality type, there was statis tically 

significant d ifference in conscientiousness between these two groups. 

• It was a lso found out th at there wr.,s statis tically s ignifica nt difference in 

neuroticism be tween convicts of homicide a nd non-criminals. 

• The study a lso revealed that there was no statistically significant 

differen ce in openn ess between convicts of h omicide and n on -crimina ls . 

• In gen era l the study revealed that neuroticism, low agreeableness a nd low 

conscientiousness were associated with criminal homicide . 

• Fina lly it was found out that there was s ta tis tica lly s ignifican t difference 

between h omicide convicts and n on-criminals in attitudes toward 

corrections. Besides the wh ole of convicts of homicide and the majority of 

non-crimina ls were found to have no negative attitudes. 
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5.3. Recommendations 

In th is section things to be done so a s to illuminate unwa nted personalities 

of crimina ls and to make crimina ls to be productive citizens . Much 

expectation IS valuable from different concerned bodies, such as policy 

makers a nd im pleme nters, admi nis tra tors , cou nselors, governmental and 

non-governmental organizations. So, based on the conclusions m ade the 

researcher fO I wa rd s the follo\\ Ing recomm endation s: 

1. Th ose convicts of homicide who have neurotic person ality should be given 

counseling services . Hence , the correction cen ter, a nd NGOs shou ld work 

in making neurotic prisoners to ge t out of neuroticism. Actually, 

personality is stable but it can be changed by altering the environment. 

2. Counselors should use their effort to illumina te neurotic and non­

agreeable (unwanted) personali ty. 

3. Since, the attitude of convicts of homicide and non-criminals was positive 

toward corrections, Policy mak~rs a nd implementers should take care on 

policy making and implementation on corrections. 

4 . Th e a im o f correction centers is to teach prisoners to have appropriate 

beha vior. So as to make prisoners effective in their life after prison, 

governmental and nongovernmental organizations shou ld provide basic 

education and rehabilitation services . 

5. Issues related to personality and attitudes toward corrections In 

comparison with crimina ls and non criminals need further intensive 

investigation. Hence, the present researcher kindly calls for other 

potential researchers to address this issue at a wider scale. 
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Appendix A 

Addis Ababa University 

School of Graduate Studies 

College of Education 

Department of Psychology 

Questionnaire 

This questionna ire is designed to gathe r information about certain 

personality c ha racteristics and attitudes on corrections. The 

questionnaire is to be filled in by both samples homicide convicts and 

comparable non-criminals. 

Right at the out set, I would like to assure you that your responses will 

be kept confid ential and used only for research purposes. 

So, you are kindly requested to give genume and sincere responses . 

There is no need to write your name . 

Thank you, in advance, for your cooperation , urgent and genume 

responses. 

Part I: Background Information 

1. Age ___ _ 

2. Sex 1. Male D Female D 
3. Education level 

1. Elementary (1-4) D 

2. Junior (5-8) D 

3 . Secondary school (9-10) D 

4. Higher secondary (11-12) D 

5. College and university D 

6. Illiterate D 



Part II: Items on big five personality 

Instruc tion: Indicate the extent to wh ic h you a gree most to the 

following pe rsona li ty inventory by pu tting a tic (/) m a rk agains t ea ch 

inventory. S trongly a gree (5), agree (4) , ne ith e r a gree nor disagree (3) , 

disagree (2), strongly disagree (1). 

1. Extraversion Ite ms 

I/No Items text Rating scales 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 I a m the life of th e par ty 

2 I a m s killed in handling socia l s ituations 

3 I don't like to dra w attention to my self 

4 I m a ke friends ea sily 

5 I know how to captiva te people 

6 I keep in the background 

7 I don't talk a lot 

8 I feel comfortable a round people 

9 I have little to say 

2. Agreeablen.ess Items 

I/No Items text Rating s cales 

5 4 3 2 
"r--

1 

1 I respect others 

2 I insult people 

3 I believe that others have good intentions 
" 

4 I accept p eople as they are 

5 I get back at others 

6 I cut others to pieces 

7 I have a good word for every one 



3. Conscientiousness Items 

I I No Items text Rating scales 

'" 4 3 2 1 ~ 

---:- -
1 I a m a lways prepared 

2 I make plans and stick to them 

3 I carry out my pla ns 
- --

4 I do jus t enough work to ge t by 

5 I find it difficult to ge t down to work 

6 I pay attention to de tails 

7 I waste m y time 

8 I get chores done right away 

9 I shirk m y duties 

10 I don't see things through 

4. Neuroticism Items 

IINo Items text Rating scales 

5 4 3 2 1 

1 I I have frequent mood swings 

2 I [ am not easi ly uoth cred Ly citing:; 

3 j I dislike m y self 

4 ! I seldom feel blue 
I 

5 I I panic easily 

6 I feel comfortable with my self 

7 I a m often down in the dumps 

8 I often feel blue 



5. Openness Items 

I/No Items text Rating scales 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

5 4 3 2 
-

I Prefer work that is routine 

I believe in the importa nce of art 

I a m not interested in abstract ideas 

I a m ingenious 

I avoid philosophical discussions 

I do not enjoy going to art museums 

I do not like art 

Part III: Items on Attitude 

Instruction: Indicate the extent to which you agree most to the 

following attitude items on corrections of criminals by putting a tic (/) 

mark against each item (s trongly agree (5), agree (4), neither agree nor 

disagree (3), disagree (2), stron gly disagree(l) . 

I/No Items text Rating scales 

5 4 3 2 

1 The treatment given to prisoners in prison should 

be good 

2 Convicts of homicide should get counseling 

servIce. 

3 Individuals In detention should receIve 

rehabili tation services. 

4 The pnsons should be comfortable on the 

pnsoners. 

5 The only way to reduce crime in our society is not 

to punish criminals and throw away the key 

rather it is to rehabilitate them. 

1 

1 



6 It is important that the pnson guard listens to 

the prisoner and hears about his problems 

7 The best way to rehabilitate offender IS glvlllg 

them a good education. 

S Offender should get library services 

9 Correctional officers should accept offenders' 

questions on their basic needs . 

10 The best way to rehabilitate offenders is to teach 

them a skill that they can use to get a job when 

they are re leased from prison . 

1 1 Rehabilitation programs s hould be available even 

for offenders who have been involved in a lot of 

crimes in their lives. 

12 Trying to rehabilitate offenders probably will 

lessen the chances that they will go back in to 

cnmes. 

13 The offenders In prison should get effective 

treatment. 
1-4 -- Th e uest INay to rehabilitate cAlenders is to try to 

help offenders change their values and to help 

them with the emotional problems. 

15 Prisons are to be made in to th '.Tapeutic centers. 
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