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Abstract 

The purpose of this study is fourfold. First, to validate a new measure of criminal 

attitudes. Second, to test the theory that response latency to attitude items represents 

attitude accessibility with criminal attitudes. fhird, to explore the relationship of 

psychopathy with antisocial attitudes and their response latencies and fourth, to 

investigate if psychopaths' inability to make a morallconventional distinction extends to 

an inability to discriminate an Lm's moral tone. One hundred and twenty federally 

incarcerated offenders were administered the Measures of Criminal Attitudes and 

Associates (MCAA) by microcornputer to assess both their level of antisocial attitudes 

and the response latencies to the attitude items. The MCAA is a newly developed 

measure and part of the study was given to the validation of the instrument. Measures 

of convergent validity included the Criminal Sentiments Scale, the Pride In Delinquency 

Scale, and the Psychopathy Checklist - Revised. Divergent validity was examineâ with 

measures of negative affect: the Be& Depression Inventory, the State-Trait Anxiety 

Inventory, and the State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory. Measures with concurrent 

validity included criminal history variables and self-report of criminal associations. The 

MCAA was found to have acceptable validity and reliability within this sample. The 

nsponse latencies to the MCAA items were examined for each of the f w r  scales 

(Violence, Entitlement, Antisocial Intent. and Associates). The attitude accessibil~ 

rnodel predicts that responw latencies will be faster for those participants for whom the 

target atfitudes are most salient (accessible). In this study the target atütudes were 

antisocial, and those participants for whom the attitudes should be most salient are 

those reportïng l o w  and higher antisocial attitude endoment  and those who scoreci 

iii 



lower and higher on psychopathy. The results did not support the attitude accessibility 

modal of response latency. Participants who respondeâ faster to the attitude items were 

generally more antisocial, and those whose response latencies to antisocial attitude 

items differed least from their response latencies to neutral items were also more 

antisocial. f he data support the response modulation hypothesis offered to explain the 

information processing of psychopaths. Response latency differences between neutral 

and antisocial attitude items were significantly less for those higher on psychopathy 

than for those lower on psychopathy. Although response latencies were generally 

related to prior criminal offending, when psychopathy was partialled out of the response 

latencies the relationship was mostly exthguished. Additionally, the results of the study 

suggest that psychopaths are able to make a distinction in an item's moral tone. The 

results are discussed in ternis of the contribution that response latencies can make to 

the understanding of criminal attitudes and the infomation processing of psychopaths. 
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Intraduction 

Delinquent groups share antisocial and criminal attitudes. Recent meta-analysis 

confirms that antisocial attitudes are among the best predictors of both criminal conduct 

and prison misconduct (Gendreau, Goggin, & Law, 1997; Gendreau, Little, 8 Goggin, 

1995). Attitude strength has been shown to moderate the relationship between attitude 

and behaviour (Fazio & Williams, 1986). Traditional cumulative measures of attitude, 

which may produce equal attitude scores, may reflect differing attitude strengths (Fazio, 

1989). Fazio (1 989) focuses on attitude accessibility (attitude strength) as 

operationalized by response latency as the key to the attitude-behaviour relationship. 

While ample research supports Fazio's model of attitude accessibility, it has not been 

tested in the domain of criminal attitudes. 

Psychopathy, a personality constnict, is consistently associated with antisocial 

and criminal behaviour. Psychopaths comprise betvmen 15 and 25 percent of prison 

populations, and are more likely to be anested at an early age, commit more offences, 

have pooret release outcomes, and employ more threats and violence (Hare, 1 g96; 

Wong, 1984). Psychopathy, as measured by the Hare Psychopathy Checklist (Hare, 

1991), contains two factors: a constellation of personality traits, and a social deviance 

comportent related to an unstable and antisocial Westyle (Harpur, Hare, & Hakstain, 

1989; Templeman & Wong, 1994). Reaearch confimis that the social deviance 

comportent of psychopathy is more strongly associatecl wiai antisocial attitudes than is 

the pemonality cornpanent (Simourd, 1QO7). Hmver, attitude strength has not been 

considered in the relationship between antisocial attitudes and psychopathy. 



The purpose of this study is drst to validate a new measure of criminal attitudes. 

Second, to test the theory that response Iatency to attitude items represents attitude 

accessibility with criminal attitudes. Third, to explore the relationship of psychopathy 

with antisocial attitudes and their response latencies and fourth, to investigate 

psychopaths inability to make a moraVconventional distinction extends to an inability to 

discriminate an item's moral tone. 

This introduction begins with a review and evaluation of existing research 

conducted on the attitude-behaviour, personality (trait)-behaviour relationships. This will 

include a review of the importance of attitude strength, and the attitude-trait interaction 

in the attitude-behaviour relationship. In addition, the literature on antisocial attitudes 

and antisocial behaviour will be reviewed, foilowed by an examination of existing 

measures and a discussion of a new measure of antisocial attitudes. This new measure 

indudes the dimensions of violence, entitlement, general antisocial intent and 

associates. Because self-report measures can be influenced by social desirability 

factors, a review of the literature on social desirability will assist in producing a strategy 

for managing this effect in the chosen attitude measure. The construct of psychopathy 

will be reviewed with specific consideration given to the measurement of the construct, 

its pertinence to antisocial and criminal behaviour, and the differential relationship of the 

two factors (social devianœ and personality traits) wiai various meawres of 

psychopathology and existing antisocial attitude measures. Finally, hypotheses will be 

advanceâ in regard to the measurement of criminal attitudes, and the nature of the 

attitude-psychopathy relationship. 



The Concepts of Attitude and Trait 

Social psychology and personality psychology have traditionally taken divergent 

paths in attempting to undentand and explain human behaviour (Blass, 1984). Blass 

pointed out that social psychologists have assumed situational factors are the primary 

causal deteminants of behaviour, whereas penonality psychologists have assumed 

that enduring personal dispositions brought to the situation are the most important 

causal deteminants of behaviour. In fact, dispositional explanations are central to both 

approaches: the trait concept to penonality psychology, and the attitude concept to 

social psychology (Ajzen, 1988). These concepts were devekped to account for 

differences among and consistencies within individuah (Zanna & Olson, 1982). 

An examination of their respective definitions may assist in distinguishing 

between these two concepts. For example, following a review of several contemporary 

definitions of attitude, Allport (1935) offered his own definition: "An attitude is a mental 

and neural state of readiness, organized through experienw, exerting a directive or 

dynamic influence upon the individual's response to al1 objects and situations with 

which it is related" (p. 810). Allport suggested that the cornmon feature among al1 of the 

definlions was the idea of 'preparation or readiness for response", a precondition of 

behaviour. More recently, Ajzen (1 988) defined attitude as 'a disposition to respond 

favorably or unfavorably to an object, person. institution. or event" (p. 4), with the 

recognition that the central characteristic of an atütude is its evaluative nature. In 

contrast, Ajzen defined a trait as 'a chamderistic of an individual that exerts pervasive 

influences on a broad range of traibnlevant msponses" (p. 2). In addition to the 

different definitions already offered, greater clarification of the two concepts of attitude 



and trait may be advanced through a closer cornparison of their similarities and 

dissimilarities. 

Early on, Allport (1 935) attempted to disentangle attitude and trait concepts by 

suggesting that attitudes have an object of reference and a clear direction (valence), 

which is not the case with traits. "An individuah point of view toward war, Iiquor, the 

church, or capital punishment are cleariy attitude and not traits; but his takative, shy, or 

emphatic rnanner of behaving are traits. The former are clearly less intimate and less 

personal than the latter" (p. 837). Ajzen (1988) noted that both personality traits and 

attitudes are hypothetical constructs that must be inferred from measurable responses, 

a view that is supported by Jaccard (1974). 

Sherman and Fazio (1983) also considered the similarities and differences 

between the constnicts of trait and attitude. lncluded among the similarities are: both 

construds are within-person and useful for predicting behaviour, both are hypothetical 

construds, and are inferences drawn from the observation of behaviour; and both allow 

for a simplification of information. In addition, Bien' (1 967) suggested that both 

constnids are offen viewed as dimensional in nature. For example, an attitude toward 

an objed can range along a continuum from very positive to very negative. Similady, a 

personality dimension such as introversion-extrovenion may also be viewed as a 

continuum. In cantrast, Sherman and Fazio obwrved aime differences between the 

constmds: attitudes must reference an objet3 whereas traits are more global and do 

not need an object to be meaningful; attitudes invoîve an evaluative behaviour towards 

an obi&, whereas traits rnay include an evaluation but involve many kinds of behaviour 

toward many abjects; and attitudes are genemlly considered mom likely to change than 



traits. Despite the dmerences between these two constructs, Ajzen (1 988) suggested 

that it is mostly "historical and largely arüficial boundaries ... that have tended to obscure 

the conceptual similarities and cornmon vicissitudes of the trait and attitude concepts" 

(P. 25). 

The Relationshi~ Between Attitudes and Traits 

Some researchers have sougM to determine if individual differences or traits 

moderate the attitude-behaviour relationship. Zanna, Olson, and Fazio (1980) 

investigated two individual difference variables as possible moderators of the 

behaviour-attitude link: level of self-monitoring' and individual variability of behaviour. 

They hypothesized that low sermonitoring and low behavioural variability would result 

in a stronger relationship htW88n the expressecl attitude and subsequent behaviour. 

The resuits supported the hypothesis. Participants who were classified as low on self- 

monitoring and low on behavioural variability (as detemined by median split) had 

s@nificantly grnater attitude-behaviour consistency than other participants. 

In another study, Olson and Zanna (as cited in Zanna 8 Olson, 1982) proposed 

that psmality traits can moâerate the attitudernemory relationship. These authors 

conducted an expriment that examinad the personality dimensions of mpression- 

sensitkation, self-esteem, internai-extemal locus of control, and dogmatism as they 

related to a recall task (seldive learning). The resuîts showed that those participants 

' SeM-monitofing is a construct deveioped by Snydur (1974). Low se(fm0niton a88ect that they am g u M  

by dispositions, whems hi@ W-monitors ses thdr behaviour as stemming h m  situational cues that 

determine what is mxially accsptabb. 



who were high in self-esteem, had a defensive style, and had an intemal locus of 

control exhibited better recall of attitude consistent information. Howver, when the 

personality measures were taken into account, there was ckar support for the 

moderating effects of personality dimensions on the attitudeniemory relationship. 

Kardes, San bonmatsu, Voss, and Fazio (1 986) studied the relationship between 

the personality trait of self-monitoring and attitude accessibility (attitude strength). 

Attitude accessibility was operationalid in ternis of response latency to attitudinal 

inquiries2. The results revealed a significant relationship between self-monitoring and 

the attitude accessibility scores: accessibility scores were faster for low self-monitoring 

participants. The authon wnduded that attitudes are more accessible for low self- 

monitoring individuals. Other research has shown that self-monitoring moderated the 

values-attitude link (Mellema 8 Bassili, 19QS). 

These studies suggest that personality dimensions do have an impact on 

attitudes through attitude accessibility, the attitude-ôehaviour relationship, the attitude- 

memory relationship, and the values-attitude relationship. Attitude accessibility (attitude 

strength) as operationalized by responæ latency is the focus of the next section. 

Attitude Strenath and Reswnse Latency 

Krosnick and Petty (1 995) pprvided a working definition of attitude strength that 

includes the concepts of durabitity and impacthrlness. Each of these two concepts has 

two manifestations. Durability is reveakd in an attitude's pmistence and resistance. 



whereas attitudinal impact is seen in an attitude's influence on information processing, 

judgments. and influence on behaviour. Krosnick and Petty identifieci these four 

manifestations as strength features with obvious emphasis on the outcome or influence 

of attitude strength. Citing reviews by Scott (1968) and Raden (1985), Krosnick and 

Petty listed the many strength-nlated attributes of attitude strength found in the 

literature: extremity, intensity, ambivalence, salience, affective salience, cognitive 

complexity , overtness, embeddedness, flexibility, consciousness, accessibility , 

evaluative-oognlive consistency, certainty, direct behaviounl experience, importance, 

latitudes of acceptanceIrejeMion, and vested interest. Of t hese many attri butes of 

attitude strength, attitude accessibility was m n  by Fazio, Chen, McDonel, and 

Shenan (1 982) as central to attitude strength, and as directly refiecting the many other 

attributes. 

Fazio's process moâel of the attitude-khaviour relationship was recapitulated in 

Fazio and Williams (1 986): 

According to the proœss model, the chronic accessibility of an attitude is 
a fundon of the associative stmngth of the atütude object and the 
evaluation that the individual holds of the object. That is, attitudes are 
characteriad as objectgvaluation associations and the strength of the 
assmWation acts as a determinant of the acœssibility of the attitude. The 
stronger the association, the greater the likelihood that the evaluation will 
be activated spontaneously upon the individual's encountering the attitude 
object (p. 505). 

Sherman and Fado (1983) suggesteâ that two individuels wu# ho# the same 

evaluation of an object (as traditionally mwsured) but have dHlerent strengths of 

objectavaluation association. This may be due in part to qua lm  of the atütude, such 

as degree of certainty (Fazio & Zanna, 1 W8), salience of parücular objed attributes 



(Shavitt & Fazio, 1991 ), or self-awareness (Zanna, Olson, 8 Fazio, 1981). The strength 

of the objed-evaluation association detemines attitude accessibility (salience), which 

operates at an information processing level (Fazio, 198g); for the purpose of their 

research, attitude accessibility is opeiationally defined as the speed of a response to an 

attitudinal inquiry (response latency). 

In a series of experiments, Fazio et al. (1982) empirically tested the hypothesis 

that attitude acœssibility is a central element in the relationship between attitude and 

behaviour. Further, they hypothesized that attitude accessibility can be influenced by 

the means of attitude formation and attitude expression. In the first experiment, 

participants' attitudes towards five diffennce puzzles were fomed by either direct or 

indirect experience. The resub showed that those participants who had direct 

experience with the puzzles responded faster to the attitude inquiries. The authors 

acknowledgeâ mat the resuits may reflect greater attitude accessibility, or they may 

reflect that the participants in the direct experience condition had the opportunity to 

formulate more fully an atütude towards the puzzles (attitude consolidation). To address 

this question, another expriment was conduded. 

The second experiment was much like the first, except that the participants were 

divided into two additional groups: consolidation versus nonconsolidation. The 

consolidation group was given more opportunity to formulate their atütude through the 

use of a questionnaire which askeâ how 'interesting' was each of the five puzzles. The 

results confirrned those of aie earibr study and showed that paracigants who had direct 

experience responded faster than those mth indi& experienœ. Furthermore, 

participants who had a chance to consolidate their attitudes mpondeâ faster than 



those who did not have the same opportunity. The authors concluded that direct 

experienœ appean to enhance attitude formation and atütude accessibility. 

In their third experiment, Fazio et al. (1 982) ewamined the effect of repeated 

attitude expression on the object-evaluation association. They hypothesized that 

repeated expression would strengthen the object-evaluation and be refiected in the 

attitude accessibiiity; specifcaily, they predicted shorter response tirnes. The resuits 

showed that repeated expression of the attitude was associated with shorter response 

tirnes, and led to the conclusion that repeatedly associating an object and an evaluation 

of it enhanœs attitude accessibility. This finding was later supported by research 

conducted by Powell and Çazio (1 9&), who discovered that repeated attitude 

expression decreases response latency but initial expressions of 1 or 3 times had 

greater incremental impact than 6 expressions. The results showed that attitude 

extrernity canelateci rnodestly with response latency (I = .30). However, given that both 

response latency and reportecl attitude extremity aie considered estimates of attitude 

strength, the correlation was considered low. 

The results of these expewiments are important for a nurnôer of reasons. First, 

they provide ernpirical support for the hypoaiesis that attitude accessibility is an 

indicator of objectavaluation stmngth (attitude stmngth). Second, they demonstrate 

that the method of attitude formation (direct or indirect) and the qualities of the attitude 

(consolidation or expression) have a direct impact on atütude accessibility. Third, the 

experiments operationalue the measurement of attitude accessibility and therefore 

attitude strength through the use of rerponse latemies. 



Perhaps one of the earliest response latency experiments was conduded by 

Lange (1 888; as reported in Allport, 1935). Lange found that participants who wen 

consciously prepared to press a telegraph key immdiately upon receiving a signal did 

so faster than those who were focused more on the incoming stimuli. This notion of 

being consciously prepared (salience) is still being studied over 100 years later using 

response time. Fazio (WQO) identified three uses that have been made of response 

latency: a measure of spontaneous constnict formation (the wmputing or judgrnent of 

an attitude toward a novel object); a measure of processing efficiency (see Geller & 

Shaver, 1976); and a measure of associative strength in memory. 

Associative strength has been found to moderate both the formation of attitudes 

and the consequent behavioural expression of attitudes. Fazio and Williams (1986) 

found that participants with relatively accessible attitudes (fast response latencies) to 

attitudinal inquiry showed both greater selective perceptions of candidates' debate 

performance and greater consistency with voting in accord with the expressed attitude. 

Their research provides support for the hypothesis that attitude accessibility moderates 

both the proassing of attitude relevant information (antecedents) and subsequent 

attitude relevant behaviour (consequences)? This is consistent with other research 

which has shown that biased information processing ieads to attiide polarkation (Lord, 

ROSS, & Lepper, 1979). It is also consistent with research conduded by Bassili (1995), 

which examined the voting intentions of participants. He found that those participants 

with accessible voting intentions (hst response latenchs) have more stable and 

' A mant  volume entiüd YAttituôe Sbsngth: Antacdents and Conseqwncasm (lm), diW by R. Pet& 

and J. Krosnick, proviâes further evidence of the impact of &wgty W atthdes. 



predictable patterns of attitudes and behaviour than thom participants with inaccessible 

voting intentions. 

Despite the utility of attitude accessibility as a measure of associative strength, 

response latency does not have strong correlations with other measures of attitude 

strength (Krosnick 8 Petty, 1995; Powell & Fazio, 1984). One explanation for this 

phenornenon is found in the research of Roese and Olson (1994) who studied response 

latency and participant stated attitude importance while manipulating attitude 

accessibility by varying the frequency of expression. Consistent with earîier findings, 

repeated expression resulted in reduced response latency and greater perceived 

attitude importance. However, further analysis revealed t hat the effect of repeated 

expression on latencies remained when importance ratings were controlled, but the 

effect of repeated expression on importance was removed when latencies were 

controlled. This led the authon to conclude that attitude accessibility is "a heuristic cue 

for perceived attitude importanœ, such that attitudes are judged to be more important 

when they are highly accessiblen (p. 47). In a similar line of research, Bassili (1 993) 

compared two rneasures of atatude strength, an expression of attitude cbrtainty and 

response latency, and found response latency to better account for discrepancies 

between voting intentions and voting behaviour. From these results, Bassili suggested 

that response latency was an operative index, whereas œdainty was a meta-attitudinal 

mwsure, and the directly measurable nature of response latency was postulated to 

account for its acwracy. 

Bassili (1 996) suggesteâ that self-mport masures of attitudinal strength in 

general represent a meta-attitudinal index, which is broadty defineâ as a rerpondent's 



impression of hislher attitudes. In the two studies reported (Bassili, 1996), participants' 

response latencies consistently perfonned better than other operative measures in 

accounting for variance in the relationship between attitude stability and pliability 

(likelihood of reversal given a counter argument). This I d  Bassili to dub response 

latency a "star" among measures of attihide strength. 

This brief review of attitude strength delineates its importance in the attitude- 

behaviour and attitude-trait relationships. Consequently, accounting for attitude strength 

in the study of criminal attitudes is viewed as theoretically relevant, and response 

latency is an empirically supported method to measure attitude strength. With this in 

mind, the review now tums ta the attitude-behaviour nlationship more specific to this 

study: antisocial attitudes and antisocial behaviour. 

Antisocial Attitudes and Antisocial 6ehaviou r 

The importance of attitudes in predicting criminal behaviour among delinquent 

and cnminal adults has long been asserted (se8 Glueck & Glueck, 1930; 1934). Early 

studies with prisonen identifid the prewnce of attitudes of self-justircation, loyalty, 

belief in lu&, and the tendency to exaggerate aociety's shortcomings (Mylonas & 

Reckless, 1963). In addition, attitudes towards legal institutions, legal authority, and 

criminal others (Gendreau, Grant, Leipcigar, & Collins, 1979), along mth shame or pride 

in delinquent ads (Shields 6 Whbhall, 1994 have al1 been associateci with criminal 

offending or antisocial behaviour. Generally, correlations among these dimensions of 

antisocial attitudes are moderate to strong, which is not unexpected. In a series of 

studies, Miltar and Teswr (19M) examined the efféct of thought and schema on 

attitude polarkation. They found that a greater coneleaon among an attitude's 



dimensions is associated with increased polarkation of the attitude. The application to 

antisocial attitudes suggests that a negative attitude in a particubr dimension (i.e., 

social authority) could resutt in a generalued antisocial attitude. 

Several theories of behaviour examine the criminal attitude-criminal behaviour 

relationship. According to Differential Association Theory (Sutherland, 1947), criminal 

behaviour is learneâ through association within social groups, and an eiement of that 

leaming includes the development of attitudes specifc to the social group. 

In a more recent mode1 of criminal behaviour, Andrews and Bonta (1 994) sought 

to focus on "a rational empirical understanding of individual differences in criminal 

activtty" (p. 1). While this approach differs substantially Rom the sociological 

perspective of Sutherland (1 947), it shares the belief that attitudes are important 

contributors to criminal behaviour. 'Thus, both personal attitudes and social facts 

regarding the dominant attitudes of groups are highly relevant variables in a psychology 

of crimen (Andrews 8 Bonta, 1994, p. 1 5). 

Research has supported the criminal attitude-criminal behaviour relationship. In 

a meta-analysis of predictors of criminal khaviour, Gendreau, Goggin, Chanteloupe, 

and Andrews (1 992) found that antisocial attitudeslassociates provided the strongest 

correlation with criminal conduct (I = .22) of six groups of risk factors. The five other 

groups included social class, personal distmss or psychopathology, 

educationaüvocational achievement, parentaüfamily fadom, and 

temperamentcpersonality. Similar findings wbn, evicient in another meta-analysis 

conduded on 133 studies to detemine the best recidivism prsdidor domains 

(Gendreau, Little & Goggin. 1995). The mua s h d  that the best prdictor domains 



in order of mean condation values were adult criminal history, companions, 

criminogenic needs (including anti-social attitudes), and antisocial pecsonality (including 

psychopathy). In addition to community criminal behaviour, antisocial attitudes were 

found to be arnong the strongest of 16 domains in the prediction of prison misconduct 

(Gendreau, Goggin 8 Law, 1997). 

Antisocial Associates and Antisocial Behaviour 

Antisocial attitudes and antisocial associates are closely bied both theoretically 

and empirically. When studying marijuana use in adolescence, Andrews and Kandel 

(1 979) found that peer influence has a considerably stronger additive effect than 

attitude in the subsequent use of marijuana. The authors found the noms of the peer 

group that are favourable towarâs the behaviour interact with the positive attitude 

towards the behaviour to produce the highest rates of the behaviour. Drawing a similar 

conclusion, Bagoui and Bumkrant (1 979) suggested that the attitude-behavior 

relationship is more consistent when normative pressures are consistent with the 

attitude. That is, if the social milieu supports the attitude, the relationship between 

attitude and behavior is stronger. Additional empirical support comes frorn Gendreau et 

al. (1992) who applied meta-analysis to 372 studies that reported conelations on 

recidivism. The domain of companions, drawn fiom 46 studies, was the single best 

prdictor of recidivism using a standardized correlation coefficient. The authors 

concluded that future research in the area of criminal classification and recidivism 

should focus on the domains of criminal associations and criminal attitudes. 

Antisocial associates play a major rok in ciiminology theories and mwarch. 

Agnew and White (1992) comparecl ekments of general strain #eory with social control 



theory and differential associationlsocial leaming theory. They concluded that whereas 

strain theory focuses on negative relationships, social control theory focuses on the 

absence of positive relationships, and differential association theory focuses on the 

positive relationships with deviant others. An obvious outwme of the cornparison is the 

central role that relationships with othen have within each of the three theories. Agnew 

and White (1 992) then went on to empincally compare their general strain theory to 

differential association theory within a delinquent sarnple. They found that the 

differential association variable of 'Friend's Delinquency' was the strongest predictor 

variable of both delinquency and drug use. 

The research preænted demonstrates the importance of both antisocial attitudes 

and delinquent associates in the prediction of antisocial behaviour. The rneasurement 

of antisocial attitudes and associates is the focus of the next section that begins with a 

review of existing measures. 

Existina Measures of Antisocial Attitudes and Associates 

The Criminal Sentiments Scale 

The Criminal Sentiments Scale (CSS; Gendreau et al., 1979) is a serreport 

measure of criminal attitudes which was devebped h m  the wok of Mylonas and 

Reckless (1963). Mom specifically. the CSS assesses three content amas: attitudes 

towards the law, courts and police (LCP); toieranœ for law violations (TLV); and 

identification with criminal others (ICO). The scak h m  been used on a numkr of 

forensic populations including probationen, (Andrews & Wormith, 1984), young 

offenders (Robertson, 1 QQ8). and adult ofbnden (Simourd, 1997). Furaiennom, 



researchers and pracatkners have used the CSS in sampling surveys, evaluation of 

probation services, controlled experiments of therapeutic intervention, predidion of 

reoffending and release failure (Womiith, 4984; Womith & Andrews, l995), and 

specialized groups of offenders (child molesters) (Hodey, Quinsey, & Jones, 1995). 

Previous research has shown the CSS to be prdictive of recidivism within 

samples of provincial probationers (Andrews 8 Womith, 1984; Andrews, Wormith & 

Kiessling , 1 985) and provincial incarcerates (sentences less than two years) (Bonta. 

1990). Within a sample of federal inmates @=458, with sentences two years or more), 

the CSS was shown to be weakly postdictive when age of the offender was controlled 

(Roy and Womith, 1985). Mills and Kroner (1 997) found the CSS to be generally 

postdictive of pnor incarcerations and pnor convictions in a sample of federally 

incarcerated men. However, the CSS was not predicüve of release outcorne. 

Psychometrically, the CSS consists of two factors labeled Contempt for Criminal 

Justice Personnel (Factor 1) and Disrespect for Conventional Law (Factor 2) (Kroner 8 

Mills, 1998). Further inspection of the two facton found Factor 1 to be comprised of 

mostly tnie-keyed items and Factor 2 to be cornpriseci of mostly fal-keyed items. The 

authors suggested that an acquiescent responsle syle among their sample of federally 

incarcerated males may have contributeci to this finding. A more thorough psychometric 

examination of the CSS was conductecl by Simourd (1997). Simourd modifii the 

original CSS slightly, and administered the instrument (CSS-M) verbally to 114 male 

federally incarcerated offenden. The verbal administration reduced the mean scores as 

compared to a paper and pencil administration. The author suggesteâ that this might be 

the influence of participants' desiring to present in a more prosocial manner when the 



questions were administered in person4. Simourd found intemal reliability as measured 

by coefficient alpha to be .73, .70, -73, and -73 for the subscales of LCP, TLV, ICO, and 

the full scale, respectively. Correlations of the scale with offence-based criteria 

(convictions, property offences, criminal venatility, violent offences, and institutional 

misconducts) were poor, with only the total number of institutional misconducts showing 

a significant relationship with the scale. Simourd (1997) conciuded that the CSS-M is 

linked to deviant behaviour 'albeit in an indirect way" (p. 67). These results suggest that 

the CSS performs better for samples of probationers and parolees than for samples of 

those federally incarceratecl. This is not neœssarily unexpected because the CSS was 

developed on probationer samples, which would be a much more heterogeneous group 

than a federal inrnate sample. The CSS could therefore distinguish the first and only 

time probationer (generally prosocial attitudes) from the person who is starting out a 

life-long criminal career (more entrenched antisocial attitudes). Distinguishing among 

offenders who are all senring federal sentences of two years or more is a more daunting 

task if the antisocial attitudes are more extreme and homogeneous. 

Pride In Delineiuencv Scale 

The Pride In Delinquency (PID) scale was developed by Shields and Whitehall 

(1991) for use with juvenik offenders. This brief IO-item self-report instrument is 

designed to measure the extent to which a penon would experience pride or shame if 

helshe committeâ the 10 ôehaviours. The responses are made on a 2i-point Likert- 

4 This was not the fimt s M y  b find t~i~mlii mth tb m m  means. Langevin and Forth (1W8) found 

CSS scores of their student siampie lo be similw b xxww of f@dmIiy incamted ofbndem. 



type scale (-1 O to +IO). Scores are summed and added to 100 to ensure a positive final 

score. Despite the scale's brevity. the PID perfonned well in tenns of its psychometric 

pioperties and validity. Simourd (1997) verbally administered the PID to federal 

offenden. A factor analysis suggested the presence of two factors labeled "Attitude 

Toward Offences" and "Criminal Subculture". The interna1 reliability, as measured by 

the alpha coefficient, was -75 for the full scale. The PID was significantly related to all of 

the offence-based criteria. Simourd (1997) noted that the PID is more strongly linked to 

risk prediction measures, and concluded that the ?ID outperfonns the CSS-M. The 

psychometric and predictive problems of the CSS within samples of federal offenders, 

as well as the limitation of the single dimension of the PID, prompt the consideration of 

a new rneasure of criminal attitudes for this population of offenders. This rneasure is the 

focus of the next section. 

Measures of Criminal Attitudes and Associates lMCAA) 

Over the past three years a new measure of criminal alitudes consisting of four 

subscales was developed on successive samples of federally incarcerated male 

offenders (Mills, 1997). The development of the initial items and subscales was based 

on dinical impressions and research with a view to devekping a scale that tapped 

dimensions of practical and aieoretical reievanœ to criminal behaviour. Furthemore, 1 

was hoped that developing the sale wiai Meral oflbnden would maximue th8 

sensitivity of the measure to this rather homogeneous group. 

This section describes the theoretical rationale for the MCAA's subscales and 

items. Researchers involved in scak construcüon (Jackson, 1971; Novaco, 1994) have 

undersored the importance of having a theoretical rationak. Fumer, it briefly 



chronicles the development of the Measures of Criminal Attitudes and Associates 

(MCAA) through its four developmental versions. The scale in its current form is 

comprised of two parts. Part I is a quantifiable rneasure of criminal associates, and Part 

II measures the dornains of Attitudes Towards Violence, Sentiments of Entitlement, 

Antisocial Intent, and Attitudes Towards Associates (see Table 1). In addition to the 

specified dornains, the scale makes a unique contribution to the measurement of 

attitudes and associates through the use of rationalizationljustification item couplets, 

and throug h a self-reported and quantifiable method of measuring criminal associates. 

Criminal Associates 

Research has shown that criminal associates is the single best predidor 

of crirninal behaviour (Gendreau, 1997). Yet the literature lacks a consistent method of 

measuring or quantifying criminal associates. To that end. the new scale inctudes a 

section devoted to assessing degree of criminal association. This self-report measure 

of criminal associates asks for information on the four adults the respondent spends the 

most tirne with in the wmmunity. For each of these ad& the respondent reports how 

much spare îime is spent with them. and then responds to the following four questions 

regarding their criminal involvement: Has this person ever committed a crime? Does 

this person have a criminal record? Hss this person ever been to jail? and Has this 

person trieci to involve you in a crime? Frorn these questions we can determine if the 

participant regularfy associates with criminal oaiem, how much time helshe spends with 

them, and the degm of hidher assudates' criminal involvement. In addition to the 



Table 1 

Measures of Criminal Attitudes and Associates 

Part 1 Part Il 

Scales 

Quantified Measures of Attitudes Towards Violence* 

Criminal Associates Sentiments of Entitlement* 

Antisocial l ntent 

Attitudes Towards Associates 

Note. 'These sales include Rationalization/Justification Couplets - 



quantifiecl measure just described. the MCAA contains a sale that measures 

respondents' attitudes towards antisocial others. This provides both a quantifiable 

measure as well as an attitude measure of the sarne construct. 

Attitudes Towards Violence 

tdentifying offenders at high risk for interpersonal violence is important. As such, 

a scale of the MCAA was created in an attempt to measure attitudes towards violence. 

There is support in the literature for the constnict validity of violence using concurrent or 

postdictive measures as the outwme variable. Caprara, Cinanni, and Mazzotti (1 989) 

psychometrically testeâ a scale that measured tolerance toward violence. In addition to 

detennining the psychometric properties of the instrument, these researchers found that 

tolerance toward violence was more strongly associated with postdictive involvement in 

violence than any socioeconomic variable measured. Similady, measures of physical 

aggression were significantly associated with the postdictive criminal indices of prior 

assauh in a sample of violent offenden (Milb, Kroner, & Weekes, 1998). These 

studies suggest that self-report measures of attitudes towards violence and aggression 

aie associated with both self-reports and official reports of violent behaviour. 

Sentiments of Entitlement 

Clinically, a sense of entitlement is often detected through the course of 

interviews and interventions with offenders. This attitude of entitkrnent often underlies 

the reason offenders engage in antisocial behaviour. Wahers and White (1989) 

considereâ entitlement to be a criminal aiinking styîe. Their focus on the cognitive 

characteristics of chinais led to the identification of eight primary cognitions, one of 



which is entitiernent. Walteis and White (1989; Walters 1995a) viewed entitlement as 

the cognition that 'tells them they have a right to take whatever they want from whoever 

has what they desire." (p. 4). A psychometric evaluation of Walter's (1 995b) lnventory 

of Criminal Thinking Styles showed that entitiement was one of two cognitions most 

highly correlated with age of first arrest and age of first incarceration. Entitlement was 

generally more strongly wnelated with the other thinking styles, suggesting a broad 

relationship with many criminal cognitions. In addition, research among sex offenden 

also reports the prevalence of criminal entitlement. 

Hanson, Gizzarelli, and Scott (1994) investigated the differences between incest 

offenders and two comparison groups, male batterers and a cornmunity group, on 

cognitive distortions. Resutts showed more deviant attitudes among the incest 

offenders, including: e perception of children as ôeing sexually attractive, a minimiration 

of hann to the victim, and an endorsement of male sexual entitlement. The identification 

of male sexual entitlement is abo evident in the rape literature (Scully 8 Marolla, 1984). 

For these reasons, the MCAA contains the subscale of Sentiments of Entitlement. 

Rationalization/Justification: A Distinction In Moral Disenaaaement 

A theoretical framework which distinguishes rationalizations from justifications 

was imposecl on the scales measuring vioîence and enütlement. Rationalizations are 

commonly empkyed by most, if not all, people in excusing inappropriate khaviour 

(e.g., late for work, losing one's temper, etc.). Rationalkation of criminal behaviour is 

not an uncornmon phenomenon, and can be preûidive of antisocial behaviour 

(Bandura, Barôaranelli, Caprara, & PastomIli, 1 996). Rationalizations typically involve 

the use of extemal attributions as explanations for behaviour. Them are also 



occurrences when offenders justii thdr behaviour. Justification is viewed as a more 

forœful defence of behaviour in that it changes the wrongfulness or antisocial nature of 

the behaviour into appropriate behaviour (Bandura et al., 1996). 

Rather than adding up a number of items considered relevant to an attitude 

dornain (a purely cumulative model), the rationalization/justification dichotomy allows for 

the items' content area to be ewmined for degree of moral attachment. That is to Say, if 

people rationalize their criminal or antisocial behaviour, they are employing a common 

defence rnechanism (often extemal attributions) to allay personal responsibility, 

whereas if people justify their behaviour, they are asserting the conectness of their 

actions and hence their strong identification with the approptiateness of their behaviour. 

There is both theoretical and empitical support for this dichotomization. 

Agnew's (1995) review of the motivational processes behind leading crime 

theories led to the consideration of the moral evaluation of crime. Agnew observed that 

Differential Association Theory accounted for the moral evaluation of crime by the 

greater presence of definitions favourable to crime offered through criminal 

associations. Agnew suggestd that measuring moral evaluation would include 

determining the level of approval of a criminal ad, which has been shown to k 

associateci with engag ing in the criminal behaviour (Hindelang , 1974). Additionally. it 

was considered important to measure the degree of "moral pmssure exerted by 

individuals beliefs" (p. 380). Elaborating on this point, Agnw statd 'For example do 

individuab believe that violence is a required and approved response to certain types of 

insult, or do they simply view vioknce as an excusable response to insult" (p. 380). 



A distinction has been made between excuses and justifications in studying the 

accounts of rapists (Scully 8 Marolla, 1984) and interpersonally violent offenders 

(Henderson & Hewstone, 1994). These distinctions interacted with level of admittance 

in the former study and attribution in the latter. The distinction between the two types of 

accounts is based on Scott and Lyman's (1 988) definition. An excuse is a denial of 

personai responsibility or causaiity for the act, often attributing cause to extemai factors. 

whereas justification is an acceptance of personal responsibility but with an attempt to 

justify the act (deny it was wrong) in ternis of social noms. 

Justifications in particular have been show to relate to different intrusive and 

antisocial behaviour. For example, Blumenthal(1973) examined the differenœ between 

students who were arresteâ or participated in street disturbances for social change and 

college students in general. The anestees w r e  mon likely to have negative attitudes 

towards the police, and most of the differences could be accounted for by the anestees' 

justification of violence. 

Justifications also played a role in wllege students' proclivity to rape. Osland, 

Fitch, and Willis (1 996) studied the proclivity to r a p  or force sex in wllege males. The 

34% who reported some proclivity to rape or force sex gave more justifications in the 

more violent scenarios than those who did not report any proclMaes. Those who 

reporteci no proclkities were more likely to report that vioknœ was not justifi i under 

any circumstanceci. An important finding in the research was that the perception of the 

level of violence in each of the scenarios did not differ betwwn groups. 

Two scales which tap, in difkrent vmys, the issue of justfiability have been 

show to account for anti-al khaviow. Bandura et al. (1 996) refer to umoral 



justifications" as a mechanism of moral disengagement which is ernployed directly 

towards the behaviour in the proœss of re-construing the antisocial behaviour to be 

more pemnally and socially acceptable. These authors employed a scale measuring 

moral disengagement in their study of elementary and junior high school children. The 

results showed that high moral disengagers were more likely to exhibit delinquent 

behaviour, were less prosocial, and were less troubled by 'anücipatory' guilt. 

The implications of the involvement of justification (moral explanations) in 

antisocial and aggressive behaviour is further supported by the work of Forgas, Brown, 

and Menyhart (1980) who sought to identify the primary attributes u s d  to discriminate 

between a broad range of typical aggressive situations. These researchen found that 

justifiability was one of the four cognitive dimensions that accounted for 70% of the 

variance. Moral considerations have also been found to assist in ewplaining the 

intention-behaviour relationship by distinguishing between moral and non-moral 

situations. Gorsuch and Ortberg (1983) tested the Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) model of 

behavioural intention, and found that moral considerations added to the variance 

accounted for by attitude and social noms in the relationship with behavioural intention. 

This finding held true in 'moral' situations but not so in 'nonnioral' situations. 

Moral evaluations of crime are central to neutralization theory (Sykes & Matza, 

1957). In opposition to the theories of subcuiture values and attiîudes, Sykes and Mata 

(1957) proposed that delinquents used techniques of neutralization to temporarily inhiba 

conventional morality. Neutralization techniques include: (a) denial of responsibility, (b) 

denial of injury, (c) denial of the vicürn, (d) condemning the condemnen, and (e) 

appealing to higher toyalties. Minor (1981) suggesteâ that not al1 delinquents need to 



neutralize because certain individuals do not have much moral inhibition against cecertain 

offences. Agnew and Peters (1988) suggested that people need to be in a situation 

deemed appropriate for the neutralization to lead to devianœ. Research has generally 

supported the relationship between neutralization and deviance (Atkinson, 1998; Ball, 

1983; Bal18 Lilly, 1971 ; Shields & Whitehall, 1994). As an exarnple, Shields and 

Whitehall(1994) found that neutralization scums could distinguish between 

delinquents. Their scale consisted of four vignettes which were followed by five 

questions "asking whether or not a fictional protagonist is rnorallv iustified in committing 

these delinquent acts in light of various neutralizations" (p. 227). Scores on the 

neutralization scale were significantly higher for predatory offenden and for delinquent 

recidivists. 

In keeping with Agnew's (1995) observation previously discussed and the 

research just reviewed, it was felt that the rationalization (excuse) versus justification 

distinction might add valuable information by accounting for some degree of moral 

disengagement in support of the attitude. Therefore, to account for both rationalizations 

and justifications within the same item content domain, the scales of violence and 

entitlement included item couplets which measure the same content area but one is 

phrased as a rationalization, and the other is phrased as a justification. For exampk, an 

item couplet drawn from the Atühidm fowards Vioknce scak dealing with vioîence 

towards sex offenden reflects rationalization with the wording uChild moiesten get what 

they have comingn, and justification with the wording 17here is nothing wong with 

beating up a chiW molester'. 



Antisocial lntent 

Recent research has shown that the Alienation sale of the Basic Personality 

lnventory (BPI; Jackson, 1989) is predictive of cdminal offending (Palmer, 1997) and 

institutional miswnduct (Mills, Kroner, 8 Forth, 1997). A doser examination of the scale 

revealed many items to be future oriented or expressing an intention. This is consistent 

with theory and research in the attitude literature (Ajzen, 1988; Ajzen 8 Fishbein, 1980) 

which shows behavioural intention to be a ôetter predictor of future behaviour than 

attitudes in general. As such, a sale covering general antisocial attitudes expressed as 

intent has been included in the MCAA. 

Develo~ment Of The MCAA 

Through a process of development and revision the MCAA is currentfy in its 

fourth version. This section will briefly recapitulate the scale's development. 

The inlal scales developed included Attitudes Towards Violence, Sentiments of 

Entitlement, General Antisocial Attitudes, Attitudes Towards Associates, and Attitudes 

Towards the Police. Attitudes Towards The Police was thought to measure attitudes 

towards authority, as the police are offen the Arst line of societal authority encountered 

by criminals. The first three scales were also developed to include the 

rationalizationljustifimtion item couplets. 

The primary focus of these three developmental studies was to identify items of 

extremely frequent or extremely infrequent endomment, to identify items that were 

more closely associated with their scaîe than with any other, and to develop scales that 

were not strongly cornlateci with each other. These steps are consistent with the 

construd-approach to scak development (Jackson, 1970). Items m m  considerd too 



frequently endorsed if they were endorsed by 00% or more of respondents. In the 

opposite direction, items were considered too infrequently endorsed if they were 

endorsed by 10% or less of the respondents. In addition, items were expected to 

correlate more strongly with their own sale than any other, and a target of .60 for scale 

intercorrelation was set. 

Studv 1 

In the Rrst study, 74 federally sentenceci men completed the 47-item MCAA 

Developmental Version 1 (DV.1) within their first week of amval at a federal prison. 

They were volunteer offenders who participateci in the study dumg orientation week at 

the institution. The MCAA (DV.l) was administered as a paper and pencil test. 

Participants were tested in groups of ffieen to Wnty under the supervision of the 

author in a roorn away from the secure living unit. The subsequent two studies also 

employed the same methodology. 

The means of each scale fell in the bottom portion of the possible range of 

scores, suggesting overall low endorsement of the items. Coefficient alpha for the 

scales ranged from -58 to .81 with a total $cale alpha mliability of 32. The scales were 

generally moderately to highly comlated. with interwmlations ranging from .48 to .65. 

It was believed that rationalizaüon items would be more frequentiy endorseâ that 

justification items. For the most part, this heu among the item couplets. 

The Attitudes Towards the Police scak was dropped in its entirety due to its high 

comlation (65) with General Antisocial Attitudes. Many of the items in the former 

tappeâ a general antisocial orientation and not a distincüve domain of attitudes towards 

authority as originally intended. The ratiOnalization/iustifi~on dichotomy seemed to be 



tentatively validateâ by the higher endomment rates of rationalization items over 

justification items. This was not the case for each couplet, but the general trend 

suggested that, at some level, offenders are making the distinction between the items. 

Many of the items were not endorsed (* 10%) and were changed or deleted. Due to this 

problem with item endorsement, more items were created and added to the scale. 

Studv 2 

In the second Study, 62 federally sentenceci men completeâ the 53-item MCAA 

(DV.2). Incorporating the changes discussd in Study 1 resulted in four scales being 

included in the MCAA (DV.2): Attitudes Towards Violence, Sentiments of Entitlement, 

General Antisocial Attitudes, and Associates. As before, the Crst three scales were also 

developed to include the rationalPationljustification item couplets. The purpose of this 

developmental round was to identify and reduce aie number of items with extreme 

endorsemenvnon-endomment, to examine the intemal consistency of the scales more 

closely, and to ensure the efficacy of the rationalizationljustification dichotomy. 

The means of the scales again fell in the lower haIf of the possible range of 

scores. Item endorsementhon-endorsement improved over the MCAA (DV. 1 ), as did 

intemal reliability (alpha) of the scaks. Items were also examined for their conectd 

item-total correlation. ln geneal, comdeâ item-total conolations bekw .30 cssult in a 

reduction of the scales intemal consistency. For the Associates and Sentiments of 

Entitlement scales, there were no items which MI below .30 conecfeâ item-total 

correlation. The Attitudes Towatds Violence and General Antisocial Attitudes scales 

had Iwo and t h m  items belw 30 comcted item-total correlation, respectively. 



The rationalizationljustification couplets wntinued to show the trend of 

differential endorsement overall, but there were a number of couplets which did not 

meet the criteria (i.e. the justification item was endorsed more than the rationalization 

item). All of these couplets were examined closely and changes made while keeping 

the items consistent with their content focus and rationalization or justification 

orientation. !t became apparent that items which used language suggesting absolutes 

(e.g., completely, always) were not appropriate for rationalization items. Intuitively, this 

makes sense, because rationalizations are not absolutes by nature. 

Part I (self-reported criminal friends) differentially correlated with the attitude 

scales. The attitude sale of Associates conelated more strongly with the self-reported 

criminal association measures (Part 1) than 1 did with the antisocial attitude scales of 

Attitudes Towards Vioience, Sentiments of Entitlement. and General Antisocial 

Attitudes. The resuîts also showed that the scales General Antisocial Attitudes, 

Attitudes Towards Volence, and Sentiments of Entitlement remained highly correlateci. 

It was expected that different domains of criminal attitudes would be moderately to 

highly coitelateci. However, in order to make a distinction between the domains of 

criminal attitudes, a minimum goal of scale intercorrelations below .60 was set, with 

preference for intercorrelations below .50. At this point, additional items m r e  added to 

the scale in order to facilitate the elimination of item that correlate highly with other 

scales in the next round of development. 

Studv 3 

Ninety-fie federally sentenceci men compîetd the 67-item MCAA (OV.3). 

ûfficial criminal history data was colkted on 73 of thse offenders. For each of the 



offenders, the number of convictions, incarcerations, assaub, sexual assaults and 

break and enters was calculated. 

The scales were the same as in the MCAA (DV.2). Extreme item 

endorsementlnon-endorsement had been reduced to seven items with greater than 

85% endorsement, of which oniy two exceeded 90% endorsement. Given the low 

proportion of items wlai extreme endorsements, greater emphasis was placed on other 

issues in sale development. 

Measures of intemal wnsistency remaind moderate to high. Scale 

intercorrelations were reduced slightly from the eailier version (see Table 2). However, 

General Antisocial Attitudes continued to be highly correlated with the other scales. 

There was a maiked improvement found in the area of rationalizationljustification 

dichotomy. The means of the rationalization and justification items within the three 

scales were compared and the diffennces were found to be statistically signifiant: 

Attludes Towards Violence t(95) = 7.4, p * .001; Sentiments of Entitlement t(95) = 7.7, 

p c .O01 ; and General Antisocial Attitudes t(95) = 7.0, p < -001. The Associates scaie 

continued to be more strongly associatecl with the seif+eported measure of criminal 

associations than with the other scales, as shown in Table 3. 

The scales and self-report measums of criminal association were cormlated with 

criminal history for 73 participants; the comlations are reportecl in Taôîe 4. Overall, aie 

Associates scale was the most stmngly comlateâ mai criminal histov, followed closely 

by the Criminal Friend Index (the number of affirmative responcres to questions of 

friendsw criminal behaviour from Part 1). The other attitude mies did not correlate with 



Table 2 

Intercorrelations Of The MCAA DV.3 Subscales 

1 2 3 4 

General Antisocial Attitudes 1 * 

Sentiments of Entitlement 2 .58 

Attitudes Towards Violence 3 .70 .60 - 
Associates 4 .29 .26 .30 - 



Table 3 

Correlations Of The MCAA DV.3 Subscales With Self-Reoorteâ Criminal Associations. 

Subscale Nurnber of Criminal Friends lndex of Criminal Association 

Antisocial .27* .27* 

Entitlement -24' .30** 

Violence .37- .39*** 

Associates .56*** .57- 

Note. *p -05, *% < .01, "*p c .O01 - 



Table 4 

Postdictive Correlations Of The MCAA DV.3 IN = 73) 

Nurnber Of Nurnber Of Assautts Sex Break&Enter 
Convictions lncarcerations Assauîts 

General Antisocial .16 .12 .O9 9.24. -16 
Attitudes 

Sentiments of .O3 .O0 -17 -.O8 0.1 3 
Entitlement 

.16 Attitudes Towards .14 .26* -.O8 
Violence 

Associa tes .42- 34- .18 -.O9 .24* 

Criminal Friend .27* .26* .25* .O3 -17 
Index 

Number of .21 .21 -16 .O3 .18 
Crirninal Friends 
Note. *p < .OS, "3 c .O1, -Q < .O01 - 



criminal history in general, but there were specific instances of significant relationships. 

Attitudes Towards Violence correlated .26 with the number of assault convictions. 

General Antisocial Attitudes correlated signifcantly and negatively with sexual assauît 

convictions. Interestingly, the number of criminal friends did not correlate with criminal 

history unless one accounted for the friends' degree of criminal activity as refiected in 

the Criminal Friends Index. 

The MCAA (DV.3) item endorsement and intemal reliability issues have been 

resolved for the most part. The pn'mary concem at this point in the scale's development 

was the high intercorrelation of three of the attitude scales: General Antisocial Attitudes, 

Sentiments of Entitlement, and Attitudes Towards Violence. Ten of the eighteen 

General Antisocial Attitude items correlated with the two other scales with greater or 

cbser association than they did with their own scale. Reducing the high 

intercorrelations between these scales was the focus of the MCAA's next 

developmental stage. 

Theoretically, General Antisocial Attitudes is likely to overlap with other scales. 

However, Sentiments of Entitlement and Attitudes Towards Violence are theoretically 

different enough to make pursuing their development worthwhile. For instance, 

conceptually an offender could have a strong sense of entitlement, which may 

contribute to his property offending, yet he may not endorse violent behaviours. 

However, this same offender is very likely to have mon general antisocial attitudes. 

Substantial changes were undertaken at this point in order to make the General 

Antisocial Attitudes sale conceptualîy distinct h m  the other scaks. Firat, the 

raüonalizationflustification dichotomy was d r ~ p m ,  and second, the existing items w m  



reworked and new ones added to refled Antisocial Intent. A total of 19 items, both 

positively and negatively keyed, were created for the scale. The additional items 

created the current 72-item version of the MCM. 

Sociallv Desirable Res~ondinq 

The tendency for people ta present themselves in a positive light may confound 

setreport masures, such as attitude questionnaires or trait inventories. This tendency 

has been labeled socially desirable responding. Much heated discussion regarding 

social desirability has occuned in the literature (Block, 1990). According to Nederhof 

(1985), social desirability is 'the tendency ... of subjects to deny socially undesirable 

traits and to claim socially desirable ones, and the tendency to Say things which place 

the speaker in a favourable lig ht." (p. 264). 

Following a review of research, Fumham (1986) argued in favour of interpreting 

social desirability as a trait, citing the consistent and stable individual differences in 

socially desirable responses. Walsh, Tomlinson-Keasey, and Klieger (1 974), who 

d8~8lo(Md a childhood rneasure of social desirability, concluded that there was ample 

support for a social reinforcement theory for the acquisition of sodally desirable 

responding, citing empirical evidence that social desirability is measurable at an eariy 

age and increases through the childhood years. 

In addition to varying opinions on aie nature of social desirability, researchers 

suggest varying methods for controlling it. Alexander and Beggs (19û6) and Arno# and 

Feldman (1981) are among the reciearchen who suggested employing indirect methods 

of information gathering as a meaiod for controlling social desirability. Messicû (1962) 

suggested a statistical method for contidling response bis-, such as staüstically 



partialing out independent measures of response sets from content scores. The 

drawback to this approach is that certain personality traits or features may be related in 

some manner to response sets; consequently, this approach may limit the 

measurement of the trait (Paulhus, 1984). Theoretically, this argument would not apply 

to the measurement of attitudes, because an attitude has been defined as an object- 

evaluation association. Thus, the staüstical rernoval of social desirabitity would not be 

as limiting a factor and may be a reasonabk approach in accounting for the possible 

influence of response sets. 

Psychometnc analysis of social desirability is consistent in finding two factors 

that adequately represent the construct. Reporting on a series of studies, Paulhus 

(1 984) demonstrateâ the twodimensional nature of socially desirable responding : self- 

deception and impression management. Selfdeœption is viewed as an unconscious 

defensiveness that defends against thoughts and feelings that threaten the "psyche", 

whereas impression management focuses on the seif's representation to others. Other 

research has confirmed this factor structure. Factor analysis of three different measures 

of social desirability yielded a 2-factor higher order solution whether the factor analysis 

was fnst completed on the instruments separately, or if the items from al1 instruments 

were considered together (Hoklen 8 Fekken, 1989). The resulting two orthogonal 

factors were described as self versus other orientd. Foltowing a review of research in 

social desirability, Nederhof (1 985) also concludeci that social desirability is comprised 

of selfdeception and other deception. Setïdeception occurs when the person believes 

a statement to be true of him oc herseif, even though it is not true, whems purpowly 

misrepresenting the truth to avoid negative evaluation is defined as otherdeception 



(impression management). Research in an offender sample has supported both two 

and three-dimensional models (Kroner 8 Weekes, 1996). The Mo dirnensional mode1 

has identified one dimension which focuses on the self (self-deceptive) and one 

dimension which focuses on others (impression management). The former dimension 

can be considered as two separate dimensions in the three dimensional model: deoial 

of the negative and over-confident iigidity. 

Social desirability has been shown to account for a large portion of the variance 

associated with the seif-report measurement of psychopathology (Edwards & Edwards, 

1991; Jackson & Messick, 1962). There is also evidence that social desirability can 

influence reporteâ attitudes. Sjoberg (1982) found that correlatioris between the 

reported attitudes toward international aid and subsequent behaviour was in large part 

accounted for by social desirabi1.Q. Therefore, accounting for social desirability is an 

important step towards meaningfully interpreting seIf-report information. This is 

necessary in order for constructs being measured "to reflect relatively independent 

substantive domains" (Holden & Fekken, 1989, p. 181). Holden and Fekken 

recommend that both factors of social desirability be considered in the development of 

psychologicat rneasures, contrary to the opinion of Paulhus (1 984). Paulhus showed 

that impression management differed between an anonymous versus public review of 

the responses, whereas the comsponding selfdeception masure did not. Paulhus 

recommends that the impression management component in seff-report scabs should 

be controlled: 'There L lith teason to belbve that individual differences in impression 

management bear any inûinsic relation to central content dimensions, so b elimination 

can be genemlly mmmended" (p. 608). 



This research on social desirability would strongly suggest that accuracy in 

measun'ng a psychological construd will be enhancd when the influence of socially 

desirable responding is minimized. ldentifying self-report items that are susceptible to 

impression management and removing them from the self-report inventory is one 

strategy that can attenuate the influence of social desirability. This procedure is 

suggested as part of the continuing developrnent of the MCAA. 

The review thus far has shown that the social psychological construct of 

antisocial attitudes has a strong relationship with antisocial behaviour. In addition, 

cuvent measures of antisocial attitudes have been examined and a new measure 

covering theoretically relevant domains has been offered. Finally, it has been suggested 

that accounting for impression management in self-report measures of antisocial 

attitudes will enhance the accuracy of the measure. At this point the review will focus on 

the penonality construd of psychopathy; specifically, it will focus on how psychopathy 

is measured and the relationship this personalÿ pathology has with antisocial 

behaviour. 

Construct and Measurement 

Psychopathy is a pemonality disorder describetâ as a pattern of interpersonal, 

affective, and behavioural symptoms (Hare, 1996; Hart. Ham, & Harpur, 1992). 

l nterpersonall y the prototypical psychopath is grandiose, egocentric. manipuletive, 

dominant, forceful, and cdd-hearted. Affective symptoms include shalkw and labile 

emotions, inability to fom enduring bonds, a profound la& of ernpathy, and absence of 



anxiety, guilt or remorse. Behaviouralîy, psychopaths are impulsive, sensation-seeking, 

antisocial and often criminal, and fail to meet social obligations and responsibilities. 

Neuropsychological screening tests of psychopaths provided no support for a brain- 

damage hypothesis of psychopathy (Hart, Forth, & Hare, 1 990). 

The most widely employed measure of psychopathy is the Hare Psychopathy 

Checklist - Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 1991), a revision of the original checklist. The 

original PCL (22-item) version was found to be vev reliable and highly associated with 

global ratings of psychopathy (Schroeder, Schroeder, & Hare, 1983). This is true for 

both white and black inrnate populations, despite minor difierences in ternis of factor 

structure and score distribution (Kosson, Smith, & Newman, 1990). Atthough a five 

factor solution was first described (Hare, 198O), further research supportd a 

homogeneous, unidimensional sale with a two factor structure (Harpur, Hare, 8 

Hakstian, 1989; Templeman & Wong, 1994). Factor 1 is described as a constellation of 

personality traits (affective and interpersonal) central to the construct of psychopathy, 

and relates to egocentricity, manipulativeness, and the callous, and remorseless use of 

others. Factor 2 reflects the chronically unstable and antisocial lifestyle. This social 

deviance component is more strongly related to antisocial personality disorder than are 

the interpersonal and affective symptoms (Factor 1) (Hare, Hart, & Harpur, 19@1; 

Harpur, et al., 1989). 

The PCL was subsequently revised and two items removed resulang in the PCL- 

R. The revised version, psychometrically assesseâ on male offenders, was found to 

correlate highly with the PCL (L = .88). When coCIBCf8d for un Jiability the correlation 

between the hna scales lies between .O5 and 1 .O. As with the original, the revised sale 



was found to be unidimensional containing two factors representing the penonality 

traits and social deviance of psychopathy. Inter-rater reliability was acceptable (.86) as 

was interna1 reliability (.88) (Hare, Harpur, Hakstian, Forth, & Hart, 1990). The PCL-R 

was found to be reliable and valid with both male and female methadone patients 

(Alterman, Cacciola, 8 Ruthenord, 1 993; Rutherford , Cacciola, Altennan, & McKay , 

1 996). 

Hare (1985) found the PCL to be a more valid method of assessing psychopathy 

than self-report measures such as the psychopathie deviate scale of the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality lnventory (McKinley 8 Hathaway, IW), the socialization scale 

of the California Psychological lnventory (Gough, 1969), and an experimental 

psychopathy seif-report questionnaire. Recently, Lilienfeld and Andrews (1 996) have 

had success in developing a self-report measure, the Psychopathic Personality 

lnventory (PPI), which correlates with the central personality constructs of psychopathy 

in a student sample. Initial cross-validation research has shown the PPI to be more 

strongly associateci with the core personality factor of the PCL-R than with the social 

deviance factor in an offender sample (Poythress, Edens, 8 LilienfeW, 1998). 

Psvcho~athv and Antisocial Behaviour 

Psychopathy has long been acurociated with antisocial, personally intrusive, and 

criminal behaviour. Therefon, it is not surprising that psychopaths comprise behween 

15 and 25 percent of prison populations (Hare, 1996). Psychopaths are more likely than 

nonpsychopaths to be anested at an earlier age, to commit more offences, employ 

mon aliases, spend mon, time in prison, have poorer rslease outcornes. and commit 

more institutional offences wiüi greater thmats and violence (Wong, 1984). Moreovert 



psychopathy has been associated with the poor release performance of offenders in 

ternis of reoffending, suspensions and supwisory problems (Hart, Kropp, 8 Hare, 

1988). Serin, Peters, and Barbaree (1 990) found that the PCL predicted temporary 

absence and parole outcornes. Psychopaths reoffended sooner and more often than 

did nonpsychopaths. Psychopathy has also been usehil in prediding aggression and 

treatment cornpliance in a forensic hospital setting (Hill, Roger, 8 Bickford, 1996). 

Criminal psychopaths are more violent and aggressive than criminal 

nonpsychopaths (Hare 8 McPherson, 1984; Kosson, Steuerwald. Forth, & Kirkhart, 

1997; Serin, 1990; Serin & Amos, 1995). Serin (1 991) found psychopaths to have a 

criminal history that included more violent crimes, but not mon overall convictions than 

non-psychopaths. Violent psychopaths reporteâ a greater likelihood of using 

instrumental aggression (violent acts for purposes of control or material gain), threats, 

and weapons than did nonpsychopaths. Psychopathy scores of reactively violent 

offenders (offenders who commit an offence out of hostility in response to some 

provocation or perceived threat) are lowr than for instnimentally violent offenders 

(Comell. Warren, Hawk, Stafford, Oram, 8 Pine, 1998). 

Psychopathy's strong relationship with crlninal iecidhrism has resuited in its 

inclusion in risk prediction schemes (Riœ, 1997; Webster, Douglas, Eaves 8 Hart, 

1997) for use with both mentally disordered ofbnden (Harris, Rice, 8 Quinsey, 1993) 

and nondisordered offenden, (Lon & Dhaliwal, 1997). In addition, Men  psychopathy 

is combined with phallometnc data (senual deviance) aie variabks serve to 

substantially improve the predidion of sexual reciâivism (Rice & Harris, 1997). 



Psychopathy has been shown to be a valuah predictive constnict in samples 

other than incarcerated adults. For exampie, Hams, Rice and Cormier (1991) found 

psychopathy to predict violent reoffending in mentally disordered offenders. 

Psychopathy is associated with violent offending in juveniles, pamculady when 

considered along with family dysfundion (Forth & Burke, 1998). 

Despite the early onset and enduring nature of psychopathy, there is some 

evidence that behavioural correlates may change over time. The reported criminal 

activities of psychopaths tend to decrease after the age of 40; however, violent crimes 

increase as a percentage of crimes committed. Factor 1 scores tend to remain stable 

across the life span, whereas Factor 2 scores decline with age (Hare, Forth, 8 

Strachan, 1992; Harpur & Hare, 1994; Hare, McPherson, 8 Forth, 1988). Unfortunately, 

psychopathy has been shown to be a predictor of poor response to treatment, and 

within a therapeutic community treatment for mentally disordered offenden, treatrnent 

of psychopaths negatively impaded reiease outcorne (Harris, Rice, 8 Cormier, 1994; 

Rice, Harris & Cornier, 1992; Seto & Barbaree, in press). 

Blair (1995) studied the moral fundioning of psychopaths through the 

presentation of scenarios depicting moral transgressions and conventional 

transgressions. The former was defined by their consequences for the rights and 

wetlfare of others, Mi le the latter was defined as violations of behavioural unifonity 

that structure social interactions within a social systern. Blair cited ample evidence that 

both children and adults judge moral transgressions as more serious than conventional 

transgressions. Blair's research demonstrated that psychopaths as compareci with 

noirpsychopaois did not make a morallconventional distinction. Contrary ta 



expectations, psychopaths treated al1 transgressions as moral. In addition, psychopathy 

was negatively correlated with the identification of vicüm welfare in the scenarios. 

Despite these differenœs in moraUconventional distinctions, there is evidence to 

suggest that psychopathy is not associated with level of moral reasoning once 

intelligence has been statistically controlled (O'Kane, Fawcett, & Blackburn, 1 996). 

As the social psychological constnict of attitudes has been shown to be related 

to antisocial behaviour, so has the personality constnict of psychopathy. However, 

there has been limited research conducted on th8 relationship between attitudes and 

personality traits or constructs that are associated with criminal behaviour. The next 

section will review the relationship of personality and attitudes as they relate to each 

other within a forensic context, with specfic focus on the relationship between 

psychopathy and antisocial attitudes. 

Antisocial Attitudes and Psvcho~athv 

The notion of an attitudeltrait relationship in criminal behaviour was raised 35 

years ago. Followi*ng a study of 300 property offenders, and the resutting relationship of 

attitudes with individual variables, Mylonas and Reckless (1 963) suggested that their 

study 'merely senses that there are personality traits andlor self-components behind 

the individual variability in attitudes towarâ law and legat institutionsn (p. 54). The 

authors concludeci that further exploration was needed on the relationship of attitudes 

towards the law and personality traits. 

Despite the strong criminal a#itudeea*mhal khaviour, and psychopathy- 

criminal behaviour links, few studies nport on aie rdationship of criminal attitudes and 

psychopathy. Simourd (1997) useâ the ?CL-R as a concumnt valMity measure in his 



evaluation of a modified CSS. The CSS-M correlated .l8, .12, and .35 with the PCL-R 

Total, PCL-R Factor 1, and PCL-R Factor 2, respectively. The PID correlated more 

strongly with the sarne measures of psychopathy: .24, . I O ,  and .30, respectively. The 

correlations of the attitude measures are more strongly associated with the social 

deviance aspect (Factor 2) of psychopathy than with the core personality aspect (Factor 

1). 

This review has shown that arnong the similarities of attitude and personality 

(traits) is their common association with behaviour. However, when personality 

dimensions have been studied in conjundion with attitudes, the traits chosen by 

researchers have been those which were thought to impact any kind of attitude. 

Examples of such traits include self-monitoring, dogmatism, and sehsteem which can 

be applied to a variety of attitudes (e.g., attitudes towards religion, politics or pizza). 

These traits are not directly associated with the attitude object or relatd behaviour. In 

addition, traits have been shown to influence attitudes by moderating attitude strength 

as operationalized by response latency. The fonnsic application of this research offers 

a unique opportunity to study the relationship be(ween a personality constnict and an 

attitude which share a common association with behaviour; specifically, psychopathy 

and antisocial attitudes have in common an association with antisocial behaviour. 

Sherman and Fazio (1 983) postulateci that a trait dimension c m  affect the 

reconstruction of information from memory so that infomation consistent with the trait 

position is recalled better. Similarly, they suggesteâ that "attitudes guide information 

processing. The importance of this attikrdwmption link is that it suggests that an 



individual's attitude will guide his/her perceptions of the object in the immediate 

situation in which the objed is encountered" (p. 332). A question which arises from 

Sherman and Fazio's two postulates is whether a trait dimension influences (guides) 

the development of an attitude. Examining the relationship of a personality construct 

and an attitude that share similar associated behaviours would be a step towards 

answering this question. 

Ajzen (1 988) reported that personality psychologists consider personality 

structures in tens  of "rnultidimensional trait configurations". Atthough previous 

research has examined the differences in attitudes along individual trait dimensions, 

examining the relationship between attitudes and psychopathy is an examination of 

attitudes and a "rnultidimensional trait configuration", and this is an important distincüon 

frorn previous investigations into the attitudeltrait relationship. 

Pumose of the Study 

The purposes of the cunent study are to (a) validate a new measure of criminal 

attitudes, (b) test the Fazio (1 989) model of attitude accessibility with criminal attitudes, 

(c) explore the relationship of the personality construct of psychopathy with antisocial 

attitudes and their response latencies, and finally to (d) investigate if psychopaths' 

inability to make a moraVconventional distinction extends to an inability to discriminate 

an item's moral tone (Le., rationalkation versus justification). 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 pertain to a new measure of criminal attitudes, the MCAA. 

Convergent, divergent and concurrent valiâity wiII be investigated. The reletionship of 

the MCAA and psychopathy will ôe exarnined to detemine if the new MCAA domains 



hold a similar pattern wiai psychopathy (stronger for Factor 2 than for Factor 1) as do 

other measures of criminal attitudes. 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 relate to testing the model of atütude accessibility. Those 

participants for whorn attitudes a n  more accessible (salient) are expecteâ to have 

faster response latencies to the attitude items. Participants scoring high and low on 

attitudes (Hypothesis 3) and on psychopathy (Hypothesis 4) are expected to have more 

accessible attitudes. 

Finally, Hypothesis 5 perlains to the relationship of psychopathy with the 

difference in moral tone of the attitude items (rationalkations and justifications), which 

are found in the MCAA scales of Violence and Entitlement. 

Hvaotheses 

Hvoothesis 1 : Validitv of the MCAA 

Consistent with construct validity the four attitude scales of the MCAA (lhobnce, 

Entitlement , Antisocial Intent, and Associates) will be more strong ly associated with 

existing measures of criminal attitudes than mai messures of negative affect. In 

addition, the MCAA scales will be positiveîy correlated with criminal history variables. 

Hv~othesis 2: The MCAA and Psvchooathy 

Consistent with other antisocial attiiude rneasures (Shourâ, 1997), the four 

attitude scales of the MCAA will coneltate moâerately mth psychopathy as measured by 

the PCL-R. More specifically, the MCAA will k more strongly correlated with Total 

Score and Factor 2 than with Fador 1. 



Hv~othesis 3: Antisocial Attitudes and Res~onse Latencies 

Fazio and Williams (1986) found that response latencies were associated with 

attitude extremity. Specifically, the more extreme the attitude the faster the response 

latencies. Bassili (1 995) reported a significantly stronger correlation between voting 

intention and voting behaviour for those higher on attitude accessibility (faster response 

latency) than aiose lower on attitude (slower response latency). These findings are 

consistent with the Fazio (1 989) rnodel of attitude accessibility. 1 herefore, it is 

hypothesized that response latencies to the MCAA attitude items (attitude accessibility) 

will be related to the endorsement of those attitudes (attitude extremity) and with the 

criminal history measures (behaviour). For those participants who score lower and 

higher on the MCAA attitude scales, attitudes should be more salient, and therefore 

response latencies to the items should be faster. Additionally, it is hypothesized that 

response latency will add incremental variance accounted for in the relationship 

between attitudes and criminal behaviour. 

Hv~othesis 4: Psvcho~athv and Remonse Latencies 

Psychopathy's posiüve correlation with antisocial attitudes (Simourd, 1997) 

would suggest that as in Hypothesis 3, for those participants lower and higher on 

psychopathy, attitudes should be more salient therefore iesponse latencies to the items 

should be faster. Specitcaîîy, those who score lower and higher on the measure of 

psychopathy will respond more quidtly than those who have a moderate score. 

Hv~othesis 5: Psvcho~athv and the Endorsement of Moral Tone 

It is hypothesized that those scoring high on psychopathy will endorse more 

rationalkation and justification items than those saring low on psychopathy. In 



addition, based on Blair's (1 995) finding that psychopaths did not make a 

moraVconventional distinction between negative actions describeci in a series of 

vignettes, 1 is hypothesizeâ that there will be no difference in the number of 

rationalization and justification items endorsed by those s ~ f i n g  high on psychopathy, 

white there will be significantly fewer justification than rationalization items endorsed by 

those sscoring low on psychopathy. No hypothesis is made concerning the those who 

score moderately on psychopathy. 

Method 

Partici~ants 

Participants were 120 incarcerated males convicted of an offence for which they 

were serving a sentence of two years or more. The age of the parîicipants ranged from 

20 to 69 years of age with a mean of 35.8 years (SD = 11.5). The racial composition 

consisted of 76.7% Caucasian, 12.5% Black. 8.3% Native, and 2.5% other. Confining 

offences for the participants were categofizad as assauttïve (22%), robbery (23%), 

sexual(35%), property (IO%), criminal negligence or drhring related (5%), and drug 

relatd (5%). 

Measures 

Hare Psvchooathv Checklist - Revised IPCL-R) 

The ?CL-R (Hare, tQ9l) is a 20-item symptom rating scale which measures the 

personality and social deviance traits of psychopathy (see Appendix A). A rating for 

each item is made on s -oint scale h m  O (does not apply) to 2 (dms apply) based 

upon detailed criteria containecl in the manual. The combined scores of the ratings can 

range from O to 40, and reflect the participant's conespondence to the prototypical 



psychopath. Ratings are made following a semi-structureci interview and file review 

(Hare, 1991). 

Measure of Criminal Attitudes and Associates IMCAA) 

The MCAA (Mills, 1997) is a tWO part self-report measun of criminal 

attitudes and associates. Park A is a measure intended to quantify criminal 

associations. Participants are asked to recail the four adults with whom they spend the 

most free time. For each adult they then indicate how much of their free time is spent in 

their associates' Company (0-25%, 25-50%, 50-75%, 75-1 00%). The participant then 

answen four questions regarding the degree of the criminal involvement of their 

associates. This provides both a measure of time spent and criminal involvement for 

the participant's closest associates (Appendix B). Part A of the MCAA was used to 

calculate WO measures of criminal associates. The fimt, 'Number of Criminal 

Associates" was calculated by adding up the number of friends for whom the participant 

had answered 'yes' to any of the questions of criminal involvemnt. This meant the 

participant could indicate zero to four criminel associates. The second measure is the 

"Criminal Associate Index". This measure is calculated by assigning a value of one 

through four to the percentage of time spent with each identified associate (see Table 

5). That number is then multiplied by the numôer of yes responses to the four questions 

of criminal involvement. Each of the msuîting products are added togethet to produce 

the Criminal Associate Index. 

Part B is a 72-item measure of attitudes that is comprised of four scaîes: 

Violence (18 items), Entitietnent (24 items), Antisocial Intent (19 items), and Associates 



Table 5 

The MCAA - Part A 

Consider the 4 adults you spend the most time wiar in the community, when you answer 
fart l. 
No names ~lease of the ~ e o ~ l e  vou are refemna to. Then answei the questions to the 
best of your knowledge. 

A. How much of youi free time do you spend with person #1? (Please Circle Your 
Answer) 

less than 25% 25% - 50% 50% - 75% 75% - 100% 
f 1) (2) (3) (4) 

B. Has person #1 ever cornmitted a crime? 

C. Dws person #1 have a criminal record? Yes No 
(1) (0) 

D. Has person #1 ever been to jail? 

E. Has person #t trieâ to involve you in a crime? Yes No 
f 1) (0) 



(1 1 items). Unique to the MCAA is the inclusion of item couplets which tap the same 

content area but differ in moral tone. For identification purposes, these differences in 

moral tone are called rationalization and justification. Justification items are more 

absolute in moral tone and indude such phrases as "... there is nothing wrong with ...", 

whereas rationalization items avoid explicitly using moral language. For example, from 

the Violence sale the item "People who get beat up usually had it corning" is 

considered a rationalization item. This item's justification counterpart is 'There is 

nothing wmng with beating up someone who asks for it". There are equal numben of 

rationalization and justification items since each content area is tapped with each level 

of moral tone. Participants respond to a dichotomous choice of agreeldisagree 

(Appendix C). 

Criminal Sentiments Scale (CSS) 

The CSS (Gendreau et al., 1979) is a 41 -item measure of anti-social attitudes. 

This serreport measure is cornprised of 3 subscales: Atütudes Towards the Law, 

Courts and Police (ALCP, 25 items); Toleranœ for Law Violations (TLV, 10 items) and 

Identification with Criminal Others (ICO, 6 items) (Appendix D). Participants respond 

using a five point Likert scale. Items from the ALCP are scored so that higher scores 

are indicative of positive attitudes towarûs the law, courts and police. High scores on 

the TLV and C O  scaks indicate procriminal attitudes. For the purpose of this study, 

the ALCP items w r e  reved-keyd so that a high score indicated procriminal 

attitudes, similar to the TLV and ICO scales. 



Pride In Delinauencv Scale IPID) 

The PID (Shields 8 Whitehall, 1991) is a IO-Lm self report instrument that 

measures the pride or shame a participant would feel about an antisocial behaviour 

(Appendix E). Responses are made on a 21-point scale from -10 (very asharned) to 

+10 (very proud). The responses to the 1 O items are summed and added to 100 to 

produce a positive score. The PID wao adrninistered by microcornputer for the purposes 

of this study. In order to adapt the rneasure to the microcornputer the scale was altered 

to a 9goint Likert type scale from 1 (ashamed) to 9 (proud). 

Balanced lnventonr of Desirable Res~ondina IBIDR) 

The BlDR (Paulhus, 1994) is a 40-item serreport masure of the tendency to 

give socially desirable responses on ~e~repor ts  (Appendix F). The measure is 

cornpriseci of two subscales: SeMeceptive Enhancement (SDE, 20 items), which 

msasures the tendency to give honest (though selfdeceived) but inflated seif- 

descriptions; and Impression Management (IM, 20 items), which measures the 

tendency to give situationally defined inflated selfdescriptions. Responses are made on 

a 1 to 7 sale anchored by "not true" (1) and "very twe" (7). To reduce the influenœ of 

social desirability on scale items, Paulhus (1984) recommends the elimination of those 

items strongly associated mai impression management. To that end, the IM sale of 

the BlDR wiii be employd in mis study. Intemal consistency for the IM scale as 

indexed by coefficient alpha ranged behmen -80 and .86 for student samples (Paulhus, 

1904). Kroner and Weeîces (1 096) confimicd the 2-factor sûucture, reliability and 

validity M i n  an offender sample. 



State-Trait Anaer Ex~ression lnventorv (STAXI) 

The STAXl (Spielberger, 1988) is a combination of Spielbergefs earlier work in 

the area of state-trait anger (Spielberger, Jacobs, Russell, 8 Crane, 1483), and anger 

expression (Spielberger et al., 1985). The structure of the anger expression subscales 

has been replicated in an offender sample (Kroner & Reddon, 1992). However, the 

authors concluded that the state and trait subscales were confounded by anger 

expression. Subsequently, the State Anger and Trait Anger scales are not included, and 

only the anger expression components were uwd in mis study. The three anger 

expression scales are anger-in (8 items; expression of anger inwardly), angerout (8 

items; outward expression of anger), and anget-control(8 items; controlling the 

expression of anger). Responses are made on a 14 sale anchored by "almost never" 

(1) and "almost ahnays" (4), with higher scores indicating greater presence of anger-in, - 
out, -control. Kroner and Reddon (1992) reported masures of intemal consistency in 

an offender sample of .72, .80, and .87 for the scales of anger-in, angerout, and anger- 

control, respectively . 
State-Tral Anxietv lnventorv lSTAl) 

The STAl (Spielberger, 1983) is a 40-item self-report instrument which measures 

of anxiety. Twenty items a& how the iespondent feels "right now" (state anxiety) and 

20 questions ask how the respondent "generally feeW (trait anxiety). Answrs to the 

state anxiety items are made on a CpoMt scak from "not at all" (1) to "very much sol' 

(4). Answen to the tral anxiety items are made on a similar +point scale from "almost 

never" to "almost alweys". Spielberger (1 083) reports test-West stability of tral anxiety 

among male and female cdlege studenb over a 101 days pend to be .73 and .77 



respectively. Test-retest reliability for state anxiety was expecteâly lower for the same 

sample and time period, .33 for males and .31 for fernales. Spielberger (1 983) has 

demonstrated the STAl's convergent and divergent validity in relationship with other 

anxiety measures and the Personality Research Fom (Jackson, 1967). 

Beck Deoression lnventow IBDI) 

The BDI (Beck & Steer, 1987) is a 21 -item seff-report instrument designed to 

measure the severity of depression. The symptoms and attitudes associated with 

depression are measured through the presentation of four response alternatives. In 

each case the first response alternative is a neutral statement of the symptom, which is 

then followed by three progressively severe statements of the symptom. As a result the 

items are measured on a 4-point scale ranging from O to 3. Beck and Steer (1 987) 

report intemal consistency ranging from .79 to .90 in samples of depressed and 

addicted participants. 001 noms for offenders have been shown to be elevated over 

noms for the general population (Baothby & Durham, 1999). 

Criminal Histow Variables 

ûfficial criminal records were obtaineâ for al1 participants. For each participant, 

the total number of criminal convictions and total number of incarcerations were 

calculated. From the total number of convictions, the number of (a) violent, (b) non- 

violent, and (c) sexual assauît convictions wen calculated. 

Institutional Misconduct Variables 

The number of instituüonal misconducts for which the offender was found guilty 

was detennined by a r e v h  of institutional files. The misconducts w m  classi f i  as 

either major or minor offences, a distinction which is maûe by the comcüonal systern in 



detemining how to proceeâ with the misconduct. Welldefined guidelines are 

established within the correctional system for determining which institutional offences 

are considered major and which are considered minor. Minor offences are fomally 

deal with within the participant's living unit by a senior security staff. They include, but 

are not limited to, offences such as improper dress, disrespect towards an officer, non- 

cornpliance of direction, failing to show oneseif for an institutional count, etc. Major 

offences are presented at the institutional court, which is presided over by an 

independent chairperson, usually a lawyer from the community. These offences 

include, but are not limited to, alooholldrug use or possession, threatening, inciting, 

refusing urinalysis, and refusing an order. Evidenœ is presentd by senior security 

officem. and the offender is given the right to legal counsel if he should choose. The 

dg ht to appeal a decision is also a part of the proœss. 

Res~onse Latencv Variables 

Response latencies were measured and recorûeâ by a micro computer. The 

computer presented the instructions (which includes the use of the response 

abmatives) followed by a wmmand to press a key Men the participant was ready to 

proceed. The item then appeared on the s c m  accompanied by the response 

almatives. When the participant made his response, the computer recorded the 

response and response latency, cleared the screen, and presented aie next item. 

Plior to calculating the mean responw latency rneasures, respon- latencies 

shorter than 1 second and greater than 30.0 seconds mm, diminated. These latencies 

are considered outlien produced by not reading the item before responding, and 

distraction fmm the item, respectively. 



Response latencies were adjusted to account for person differences as 

recommended by other researchers (Fazio, l99O; Holden, Fekken, & Cotton, 1991 ; 

Holden & Kroner, 1992). Fazio (1 990) suggested accounting for the possibly 

confounding influence of reading speed through one of two methods. The first is to 

statistically remove the influence of reading by partialing out the response latencies 

associated with items neutrai to the attitude being considered. The second is to 

produce a difference score through subtraction of the response latency of the attitude 

items from the response latency of the neutral items. 

Methods of calculating response latencies differ and this variance is due to the 

type of data and method of collection. This study examined response latencies 

gathered in a unique manner from a unique population and in keeping with an 

exploratory approach, three response latency rneasures will be included in the analysis. 

The "Mean Response Latency" is a simple calculation of the mean response 

time to the MCAA scak items. For each participant there were four Mean Response 

Latency measures, one for each of the scales of Violence, Entitlement, Antisocial 

Intent, and Associates. 

Two additional measures of response latency were calculated which 

mathematically accaunt for reading speed in two different ways. Individual reading 

speeâ was approximated by measuring the responw latency to items not associated 

with the MCAA scales. To accomplish this, al1 items comprising the BlDR weie 

wmtlated with the four MCAA scales. The BlDR items which wcwd rot significantly 

comlated to any of the MCAA scaleo wre considered neutral to antisocial attitudes 

and wero included as a rneasum reading s p d .  Ten items met this criterion and they 



are reported in Appendix I along with the correlations to the MCAA scales. The mean 

response latency to these items was calculateci and considered to represent the 

response latency to items neutral to antisocial attitudes and an approximation of 

reading speed. 

The "Partialled Response Latency" measure was calculateci by predicting the 

Mean Response Latency from the mean neutral item response latency (response 

latencies to the BlDR items described above) and saving the residuals. This resulted in 

four measures, one for each of the MCAA scales, and represented the response 

latency to the MCAA scale items with the influence of the neutral item response 

latencies partialled out. 

The meen "Difference Response Latency" also aaccanted for responses to 

neutral items through the subtraction of the rnean response time to the MCAA scales 

from the rnean response time to the neutral items. For example, a mean response 

latency to the items of the Associates sale may be 3500 milliseconds for a participant 

and the mean response latency to the neutral items may be 4500 milliseconds. The 

DHerence Response Latency for that participant would then be 1000 milliseconds. 

Procedure 

All participants were drawn from offenden who were consecutive admissions to 

the Millhaven Assessrnent Unit and who participated in a psychological assessment 

during their fourth or fah week at assessment unit. Psychological assessments required 

by the Corredional Service Canada and the National Parok Board a n  generally for Iwo 

purposes: the first at intake to detemine the IeveI of risk and needs and to rnake 

recommendations for programming, and the second as a pis-mkase assasment to 



determine the level of risk and to identify appropriate supervision strategies. In either 

instance, the PCL-R is completed by the interviewer, and in most cases the offender 

completes a battery of serreport measures. 

Offenders who participateci in a psychological assessment were approached to 

participate in this study. Prïor to testing and completion of a psychological assessment, 

offenders are asked to read and sign a consent fom for that purpose. At this time, 

offenders will be asked if they would consent to participation in this study, and 

agreement would be indicated by the signing of a consent form for this study (Appendix 

O). A Debriefing Information Shmt explaining the study to the participants is found in 

Appendix H. 

The BIDR, PID, MCAA and CSS were adminiatered by microcorn puter 

(Computerized Item Management System; Kroner, Muirhead & Mills, 1997). Differences 

behNeen setheport measures administered on cornputer as compared with paper- 

pencil administration a n  sufficiently small so as not to threaten their validity (Miles & 

King, 1998). In addition to the cornputer recording the item responses, the response 

latency to each item was also measured. Criminal history data was gathered from 

RCMP records. For a sub-sample of 69 offenden, six or more months had passed 

since the testing was completeâ, which a H d  the number of misconducts incurreâ in 

the 6-months following their transfer out of the Millhaven Assessrnent Unit to be 

gatheied from file information. 



Analvsis 

MCAA - Social Desirabiiitv Issues 

Prior to undertaking the analysis to test the hypotheses, consideration was given 

to the influence of social desirability in the attitude measure. In order to avoid the 

possible confound of impression management in the MCAA items, the BIDR, 

specifically the Impression Management scale, was employed to control for impression 

management through the removal of items which correlatecl with the lmpression 

Management scale more strongly than they do with their own scale. 

Psvcho~athv and the PCL-R 

Livesley, Jackson and Schroeder (1992) viewed personality disorders as a 

cluster of traits, and examined categofical and dimensional models for classifying 

personality dsorders by comparing a clinical sampfe with a general population sample. 

The results showed a similar 15-factor solution in both samples supporting the 

dimensional model of personality pathology. The authors concludd, "personality 

pathology in a clinical population appears to differ in quantity rather than qualityn (p. 

438). In arguing in favour of hie lwoaimensional organkation of personality disorder, 

Blackburn (1987) drew a similar conclusion when he noted mat classification systems of 

personality disorâer are unreliable and "impose artificial discontinuities ôetween 

disorder and nonnality" (p. 81). bspite the diagnostic ability of the ?CL-R, research 

has found the PCL-R to be more reliabk as a dimensional measure than as a 

categorical measun (Rutherford et al.. 1996). For these masons, the PCL-R data a n  

anaiyzed primarily from a dimensional perspectke. In aâdition, by using the ?CL-R as 



the measure of psychopathy, the pitfall of cornparhg se'repoct with serreport is 

avoided. In this study, attitudes are being measured by selfïeport, whereas 

psychopathy is being assessed through interview where style and content are assessed 

and rated, as well as through the corroboratiori of historical data of behavioural 

responses. 

Oescri~tive Statistics of the Measures 

The descriptive data for the instruments are presentd in Table 6. The mean 

scores for the total MCAA and its composite scales were generally in the lower third of 

the response ranges. For example, the range of MCAA total scores was 61 (3 to 64), 

and the mean was 22.5 (So = 12.6). Mean responses for the CSS indicate greater item 

endorsement. For example the mean CSS total score was 88.7 which falls in the upper 

haif of the range of scores (maximum 162 minus minimum 50 equals 112). The CSS 

means were similar to those reported on another sampk of federally incarcerateâ 

offenders (Mm 14.3, == 3.3, ICO;M= 23.6, Se= 5.5, TLV; = 54.8, mi 13.9, 

LCP, Mills 8 Kronet, 1997). Endorment of the PID was similar to the MCAA in that 

the mean score fell in the l m r  third of the response range. 

Intemal cansistency was assesseci by Cronbach's coenicient alpha, and ranged 

from -71 ta .93 for the attitude masurem One exception was the ICO scale which had 

an alpha of A8. This was likely due to the fsw number of items in this scale. The mean 



Table 6 

S a l e  #o f  Items Mean SD Minimum Maximum Alpha 

MCAA 72 22-5 12.6 3.0 64 3 3  

Violence 

Entitlement 

Antisocial lntent 

Associates 

CSS 

LCP 

TLV 

ICO 

PID 

Impression Management 

PCi-R 

Factor 1 

Factor 2 

Number of Criminal 
Associates 

Criminal Associate Index 



scores for the PCL-R are similar to scores collecteâ previously at the same facility = 

19.2, Sq = 8.9, PCL-R Total; M = 7.6, = 3.6, Factor 1; M = 8.9, = 4.9, Factor 2, 

Kroner, 1 999). 

Validitv of the MCAA (Hvoothesis 1) 

MCAA Items and lm~ression Manaaement 

All items of the MCAA were correlated with both the sale to which they belong and with 

the Impression Management scak of the BIDR. Items which conelated more strongly 

with the Impression Management scale than their own sale would be removed from 

the analysis in an attempt to reduce the influence of item social desirability. Appendix J 

contains al1 of these item conelations. None of the items met the criterion for exclusion, 

thus the 72-item MCAA was employed in the subsequent analyses. 

Intercorrelations of the MCAA Scales 

Scale intercorrelations were moderate (see Tabb 7) and range from .42 to .66 

(M = 54). Scales most hig hly correlated were Violence and Entitlement and scales ieast 

correlated were Entitlement and Antisocial Intent. 

Convement ValidQ 

The relationship of the MCAA scales with other measures of antisdal attitude 

and measures of antisocial associates was examineâ; the resulang correlations are 

reported in Table 8. Correlations wem moderate to high and spanned the range of .47 

to .69 with other rneasures of antisocial attitudes. The Vioknce scaie was most strongly 

comlateâ with boai the CSS and PID, and the Associatm scak was kast strongly 



Table 7 

Intercorrelations of the MCAA Scales 

Scale MCAA Violence Entitlement Antisocial 
lntent 

MCAA * 

Violence .85 - 
Entitlement .81 -66 - 

Antisocial Intent -79 .56 .42 

Associates .78 .48 .53 .57 



Table 8 

Correlations Between the MCAA and Other Measures of Antisocial Attitudes and 

Associates 

Scales CSS LCP TLV ICO PID #of Criminal Criminal 
Associates Associate 

Index 
MCAA .77 .68 -74 -69 .72 .56 .62 

Violence .68 .63 +65 .51 -69 .35 .42 

Entitlement .65 .54 .70 -57 .48 .42 .46 

Antisocial lntent 3 9  .54 5 2  53  .67 -4 1 .50 

Associates .55 .47 .50 -63 .47 .67 .66 

Note. All correlations exceed p < ,001. CSS = Criminal Sentiments Scale, LCP = Law, - 
Courts and Police subscale, TLV = Tolerance For Law Violations. ICO = Identification 

With Criminal Othenr, PI0 = Pride In ûelinquency Scale. 



comlated with the same two measures. As expected the Associates scale was most 

strongly associated with ICO (Z = .63) and setf-reported criminal associates (Number of 

Criminal Associates & = .67) and Criminal Associate Index (L = Be)). 

Divernent Validity 

The MCAA scales were conelated with measures of negative affect (depression. 

anxiety, and anger) in order to investigate the relationship with constructs not directly 

relevant to antisocial attitudes. The range of absolute values of the correlations 

spanned .04 to .38 and are reported in Table 9. This range of correlations was weaker 

and does not overlap with the range of correlations between the MCAA scales and 

other measures of antisocial attitudes (-47 to .77). 

Criterion ValidiW 

Descriptive statistics for the criminal history indices are reported in Table 10. The 

meen number of convictions and incarcerations were, 20.3 and 7.1 respectively, which 

is not unexpeded given that most federally sentenced offenders are recidivists. The 

total number of convictions m m  broken down into violent, non-violent, and sexual 

offences. These indices were then correlated with the MCAA, CSS, and PID to 

investigate the relationship of the MCAA with criterion variables relative to other attitude 

measures (see Table 11). The scales of Antisocial Intent and Associates were most 

strongly relatd to the criterion variabîes, and thcm correlations met or exceeded the 

correlations of al1 other atütude m e a s u ~  with the same vanabks. To test the strength 

of these relationships a test of statistical 



Table Q 

Correlations of the MCAA with Measures of Neaative Affect (n = 120) 

Depression State AX Trait AX Anger In Anger Out Anger 
Control 

MCAA -16 ..tl .24- .35- .27** O. 33*+* 

Violence -21 * -06 .17 .35- .24* -.27+* 

Entitlement -04 .O7 .13 .14 -1 6 -.25** 

Antisocial .14 .O7 .20f .38*** .2Sa* -.27** 
lntent 

Associates -14 -16 .2Qm .26++ .22* -,29*+ 

Note. *Q .e .05, **e < . O l t  me c .001, State AX = State Anxiety, Trait AX = Trait Anxiety. - 



Table 10 

Descri~tive Statistics for Criminal Historv Indices 

Index Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

Convictions 20.3 17.2 1 98 

Incarcerations 7.1 6.8 1 44 

Violent Offences 2.8 2.6 O 13 

Non-violence Offences 16.3 16.3 O 93 

Sexual Assautts 1 ,2 2.3 O 18 



Table 11 

Attitude Measures P ostdictive Conelations with Criminal Historv Indices 

Scale Convictions Incarcerations Violent Non-violent Sexual 
Assaults 

MCAA .35- .37-* .25** .36**' 0.21 * 

Violence A4 .18* -12 .15 -.16 

Entitlement .21+ -21 .12 .22* - . I l  

Antisocial lntent .34*** .37*** .24*+ 34- -. 1 8+ 

Associates .49*** .47*** .36**+ .49++* -.23+ 

CSS 27.' .33- .27** ,27** 0.21 

LCP .25** .3OW .27** .25++ 0.17 

TLV .20* .26** .18 .21 -.22+ 

C O  .29** -35- .22* .30** -. 1 9* 

PID .26'* .29- .20* .28- -.23* 

Note. *& c .OS, "Q < .01, **p < .O01 - 



significance of differences between two dependent coirelations was employed (A-Stat; 

Reddon, 1995). The Associates scale was significantly more strongly conelated than 

was the CO scale with the Criminal History lndices of Convictions (t(117) = 2.9, Q < 

.01), and Non-violent offences (t(117) = 2.7, p e .O1). Similady, the Associates scale 

was significantly more strongly correlated than the Antisocial lntent scale with the same 

indices (t(117) = 2.0, Q c .05, Convictions; t(117) = 2.0, Q c .05, Non-violent offences). 

The scales of Violence and Entitlement generally conelated less strongly with the 

criterion variables than the other attitude measures, despite sharing a similar pattern of 

correlations of the other MCAA scales in the convergent validity analysis. 

The MCAA and Psvcho~athv (Hv~othesis 2) 

The total scale and factor intercorrelations of the PCL-R as shown in Table 12 

were found to be consistent with other research (Hare, 1991). 60th factors were found 

to be highly conelated to the total scale score and were correlated to each other by .32. 

Attitude measures were correlateci with the PCL-R (see Table 13). Consistent with 

eadier research and confirming Hypothesis 2 the PCL-R total score and Factor 2 were 

generally moderately to highly conelateâ with the attitude measures, wheress Factor 1 

was not. The MCAA total and Associates scale scores were the most highly conelated 

with psychopathy . When psychopathy was comtlated wiai the Criminal History Indices 

(Table 14) both the PCL-R total and Factor 2 m m  more highîy carrelated with the 

outcome measures than was Factor 1. Of note was the signifiant negative correlation 

between prior sexual offences and the ?CL-R and Factor 2. This is consistent with the 

negative correlations found behwen antisocial attitudes and prior sexual offenœs. To 

invesügate this further the 42 participants whose confining offence was a æxual crime 



Table 12 

PCI-R l nterconelations 

PCL-R Factor 1 Factor 2 

PCL-R * 

Factor 1 .76 - 
Factor 2 -84 -32 - 



Table 13 

Correlatbn of Attitude Measures with PCL-R 

Scales PCi-R Factor 3 Factor 2 

MCAA .4t - .O7 -54- 

Violence -26+* .O2 .37*+* 

Entitlement -25** -.O2 .36*** 

Antisocial lntent -35- .13 .42**+ 

Associa tes SI** -12 .64**+ 

CSS .34*- .O8 .Me+* 

CCP .31ef" -1 O .39- 

TLV .23* 0.02 .Wf + 

ICO -43- .Il .52+*+ 

PID .37- .12 .4SH+ 

Note. *g e -05,- < .01, *me e .O01 - 



Table 14 

Correlation of the PCL-R with Criminal Historv Indices 

Convictions Incarcerations Violent Non-violent Sexua t 

PCL-R .47"* .47+ ++ .42*" .45- -.18" 

Factor 1 .18* .16 .16 -15 .O6 

Factor 2 35"- -58- .50*+* .55- -.35*** 

Note. *Q c .05, "*p c .O01 - 



were identified and the criminal history variables were examined. The means for this 

group were as follows: convictions (M = 10.1, = 8.1). incarcerations &A = 3.2, = 

3.1), violent offenœs (M = -6, = 1 .O), nonviolent offences = 6.4, = 2.6), and 

sexual offences (M = 3.1, Se = 3.0). The means of the criminal history variables for the 

78 non-sex offenders were compared with the sex offender means and found to be 

statistically greater, with the exception of prior sexual offences: convictions (- = 25.7, 

SD = 18.2, t(118) = 5.3, .OOl); incarcerations (M=9.2, ==7.3, t(118) =SA, g< - 
,001); violent (M = 3.9, = 2.5, t( l  i8) = 8.2, c .001); nonviolent (M = 21.6, = 

17.3, t(118) = 5.4, p < .001); and sexual offences (M = .23, = .79, t(118) = 8.0, p < 

.001)* 

Given that both antisocial attitudes and psychopathy are related to the Criminal 

History Indices. exploratory analyses which ernployed stepwise multiple regressions 

were undertaken to detennine if attitudes and psychopathy would combine to improve 

the preâiction of antisocial khaviour. In a series of five stepwise multiple regression 

analyses the independent variables of PCL-R total score and the four MCAA scales 

were used to predict the five Criminal History Indices. In four of the five analyses both 

the PCL-R total score and the Associates scale entered the equation (see Table 15). 

Where sexual offenœ history was the dependent variabk, the Associates scale was the 

sole predictor to enter the equation. For the maining dependent variables the 

incremental variance accounted for with the inclusion of the second variable ranged 

from 3% to 7%. Additionally, in two analyses (Convidions and Voient offenœs) the 

?CL-R entered the equation first. whereas Associates enterd the equation fimt in the 

other two analyses (Incarœrations and Non-violent offbnœs). 



Table 15 

Ste~wise Rariression of Psvcho~athv and the MCAA on Criminal Histow Indices 

Independent Variables: PCL-R, Violence, Entitlement, Antisocial Intent, ~ssociaies 

Dependent Step Variable R RL Chanye in 
Variable Entering R 
Convictions 1 PCL-R .47 .22 

2 Associates .54 .29 .O7 

Incarcerations 1 Associates .49 .24 

2 PCL-R ,55 ,30 .O6 

Violent t PCL-R -42 .18 

2 Associates .45 .21 .O3 

Non-violent 1 Associates .49 .24 

2 PCL-R .54 .29 .O5 

Sexual 1 Associates .23 .O5 

Note. Probability neeâeâ to enter the equation = .05, probability ta be removed = . I O  - 



The Criminal History Indices are postdictive measuns gathered concunently with 

the measures of attitudes and psychopathy. To explore the predictive effmcy of these 

measures Total, Major and Minor miscanducts were correlated with the attitude and 

psychopathy measures (see Table 16). Only Factor 2 of the ?CL-R was correlated 

significantîy wlh al1 of the misconduct measures. The PCL-R total score was 

significantly conelated with Total rnisconducts; all other correlations were not 

signifiant. Only 27 (39%) of the 69 offenders incurred misconducts. The data was also 

analyzed using Receiver Operating Characteristics (ROC; see Table 16) as 

recommended by Mossman (1904) and Rice and Harris (1 995). The reported area 

under the curve (AUC) can be interpreted as the probability that a randomly drawn 

offender who committed a misconduct will have a higher score on the instrument than a 

randomly drawn offender who did not comrnl a miscanduct (Rice & Harris, 1995). Most 

of the measures did little better than chance (50%) with the exception of the PCL-R 

total score (AUC = .72), Factor 2 (AUC = -75) and the Associates scale (AUC = .70). 

Antisocial Attitudes and Res~onse Latencies (Hv~othesis 3) 

It should be noted that due to an administrative problem, response latencies for 

13 participants were lost All response latency analyses are based on 107 participants. 

The three measures of response latencies detscribed prcnriously in the Method sedion 

were employed in the analyws: Mean Response Latencies, Partialled Response 

Latencies, and Merence Response Latencb. The "Mean Response Latency" is a 

calculation of the mean mponse time to the MCAA items for each scale separately, 

cretating a Mean Response Latency measun, for each of the four scales. The "Parüalled 



Table 18 

Correlations of the Attitude and PCL-R with Institutional Misconduct and Area Under the 

Curve for ROC Analvsis In= 691 

Scale Major Minor Total ROC 
MCAA -.O2 .O8 .O4 -63 

Violence .O3 .O1 .O2 .56 

Entitlement 4 2  .O1 -.O0 -56 

Antisocial lntent .O0 .12 .O7 -56 

Associates -04 .14 . l l  -70 

CSS 

LCP 

TLV 

ICO 

PI0 

PCL-R 

Factor 1 .O6 .13 .12 -61 

Factor 2 .24+ .24* .30* .75 

Note. < .O5 - 



Response Latency" measure was calculated by predicting the Mean Response Latency 

from the mean neutral item response latency (response latencies to BIDR items 

unrelated to antisocial attitudes) and saving the residuals. This resuited in four 

rneasures: one for each of the MCAA scales, and represented the response latency to 

the MCAA sale items with the influence of the neutral item response latencies 

partialled out. The mean "Difference Response Latency" also acccrunted for responses 

to neutral items through the subtradion of the mean response time to the MCAA sales 

from the mean response time to the neutral items. 

The mean response latencies to the ten neutrat items (BIDR items), and the 

Violence, Entitlement, Antisocial Intent, and Associates scales were 9327,6091,6448, 

5608, 5557 milliseconds respectively. In addition, the mean response latency to the 

neutrat items was significantly correlated with al1 of the MCAA scales (I = -25, p c .05, 

Violence; 1 = -.26, Q c .05, Entitlement, 2 = -.31, e c .05, Antisocial Intent; [ = -.29, Q < 

.O1, Associates). The response latencies to the neutral items were therefore not 

independent of antisocial attitudes. Response latencies to the antisocial attitude sale 

items were signifjcantly faster than to the neutral items (t(106) = 13.8, g > .001, 

Violence; #106) = 1 1.8, Q .O01 Entitlement; g(lO6) = 16.1, p < .001, Antisocial Intent; 

# lm)  = 16.6, Q < .001, Associates). 

The relationship between the three measures of nsponse latencies and the 

MCAA scab's scores are shown in Table 17. In general, a sirnilar pattern emerges: the 

MCAA scales are negatively conelateâ with response Iatencies. Specifically, the 

Difference Response Latencies a n  significanüy and negatively correlated with al1 

scales exœpt Associates. This means that the greater the dHerence betwemn the 



Table 17 

Response Latencv Measures' Intercorrelations and Correlations with MCAA Scales 

Mean Response Partialled Response Ditference Response 
Latencies (RT) Latencies Latencies 

(Partial RT) (Difference RT) 
Violence 4 3  .O9 -.26** 

(Partial RT) -.Si*** 

Entitlement 

(Partial RT) -.53*** 

Antisocial tntent - . IO .O5 -.29* 

(Partial RT) -.55** 

Associates 

(Partial RT) -55- 

Note. *g < .05, p < .O1, "Q < .001. The variables of neutml it and attitude rt were - 
entered into a regression equation atong with the interaction term of neutral rt x attitude 
to predict the respective MCAA scaie scores. This wao don8 to detemine if aie neutral 
Ns had a similar slope to the attitude rYs, which if true would make the partialling 
acceptable. Only the intendion term for the Viodenœ scaie (Violence rt x Neutral rt) 
significantly contributed to the regression equation after the variabies w r e  accounted 
for (1(103) = 1.98, p = -05). This would suggest caution when interpreting this specific 
partiallecl variable. The Partial RTs in general do not contribute greatly to the analysis 
and are included primcirily as an exploratory masure. 



response latencies to the neutral and to the antisocial attitude items the more prosocial 

the expresseci attitudes. Mean Response Latencies were also negatively correlated with 

the MCAA scales, but only the Associates scale reached stabstical significance. These 

correlations indicate that the faster the response latency to the antisocial attitude items, 

the more antisocial attitudes were endorsed. The Parüalled Response Latencies did not 

correlate with the MCAA scales. Statistically removing (partialling) the influence of the 

neutral items apparently had the effect of removing the shared variance between 

response latencies and antisocial attitudes. These findings provided only partial support 

for the hypothesis that responæ latency would be associated with attitudes. 

The intercorrelations of the three response latency measures are also shown in Table 

17. There is a general trend of statistically significant conelations between the 

measures. Mean Response Latencies were positive1 y carrelatecl with bot h Pa rtialled 

Response Latencies and Difference Response Latencies. Difference Response 

Latencies were significantly and negatively correlated with Partialled Response 

Latencies. This negatWe correlation was an unexpeded finding. Partialling out the 

mean response latency to the neutral items from the Mean Response Latency had the 

impact of increasing and reversing the relationship with the Difference Response 

Latency. For example, Table 17 shows that the correlation betW88n the Mean 

Response Latency and the Differenœ Response Latency is .23 for the Volence scale. 

When the neural L m s  are paiaalled out of the Mean Response Latency creating the 

Partialled Responcre Latency the comlation wiai aie DMmnœ Response Latency 

became 4 1 .  The increaacr in the strength of the mlaüonship is expected Jnce both the 

Pattialled Response Latency and the Difference Response Latency account for neutral 



item responding, but in different ways. The negative relationship between these same 

two response latency measures is a resuît of the direction of subtraction to create the 

Difference Response Latency. 

The relationship between the response latency measures of Mean Response 

Latency, Partialled Response Latency, and Difference Response Latency and the 

Crimina! History Indices are shown in Table 18, Table 19, and Table 20, 

respectively.The response latencies to the MCAA scales were correlated with the five 

Criminal History Indices cteating 20 correlations in each table. Mean Response 

Latencies correlations reachd significance in 8 of the 20 correlations, whereas 

Partiallecl Response Latency and Difference Responw Latency correlations reached 

significance in 1 out of 20 and 14 out of 20 correlations, respectively. The negative 

carrelations between the Mean Response Latencies and Criminal History Indices (Table 

18) indicates that faster responding to the attitude items was associated with more 

criminal offences. However, for the Differenœ Response Latencies the smaller the 

difference be-n mean neutral item response latencies and mean antisocial attitude 

item response latencies (Mean response tirne to the 10 neutral items minus the Mean 

Response Latency) the greater were the number of criminal offences. Aîtematively 

exptessed, the cormlations show that faster responding to antisocial attitude items is 

associatd with more criminal offences and the faster the petticipant msponds to the 

antisocial items relative to the neutral items is amodated with h r  criminal offences. 

As before only partial support of the hypothesis that mponse latency would be 

associated witti the outcorne measutes is found in the data. 



Table 18 

Correlations of the Mean Reswnse Latencies ( R n  of the MCAA with Criminal History 

l ndices 

Convictions Incarcerations Violent Non-violent Sexual 

Violence (RT) -.24** -.16 -.17 -,24** .16 

Entitlernent (RT) -.2 1 -.1 3 -.18 -.21 + .OQ 

Antisocial l ntent (RT) -.13 -.O5 -.O9 -.1 3 .O8 

Associates (RT) -,2? ** -.20+ -.29** -.26*+ .19* 

Note. *Q -05, p < -01. The negative correîations indicate that faster responding to the - 
antisocial attitwle items is associated with greater incidence of criminal history. 



Table 19 

Correlations of the Partialled Res~onse Latencies [Partial Rf) of the MCAA with 

Criminal Historv Indices 

Convictions Incarcerations Violent Non-violent Sexual 

Violence -.O7 -.O2 -.O7 -.O8 .ll 

(Partial RT) 

Entitlement 

(Partial RT) 

Antisocial lntent 

(Partial RT) 

Associates 

(Partial RT) 

Note. 'p c .O5 - 



Table 20 

Correlations of the Difference Resoonse Latencies (DifFerenœ R n  of the MCAA with 

Criminal Histow Indices 

Convictions Incarcerations Violent Non-violent Sexual 

Violence -.21 * -.20* -. 1 9* -.20* .O9 

(Difference RT) 

Entitlernent 

(Difference RT) 

Antisocial lntent -.28** 

(Difference RT) 

Associates 

(Difference RT) 

Note. *p < .05,> < .O l .  The negative correîaüons indicate that the smaller the - 
difFerence between mean response latendes to the neutml items and mean responw 

latencies to antisocial attitude items, me greater the incidence of criminal history. 



In general there was no relationship between the Partialleci Response Latencies 

and the outcome variables with the exception of the Associates scale and Violent 

criminal history (I = 9.22, Q * .05). The pattern of the conelations differed between the 

Mean Response Latency (Table 18) and the Difference Response Latency (Table 20). 

The Mean Response Latencies were significantly and negatively correlated with the 

Criminal History Indices for the Associates scaie. ln contrast the Difference Response 

Latency was significantly and negatively correlated with al1 indices except sexual 

offence history for the Violence, Entitlement, and Antisocial lntent scales. The 

Associates scale had generally weaker correlations with the Criminal History Indices 

(0.1 0 to -. 1 9) with only two conelations reaching significance. 

To investigate the potential contribution of response latencies to the prediction of 

criminal behaviour a series of multiple regressions were conducted for each of the three 

response latency measures. For each response Iatency rneasure the MCAA scale 

score and the corresponding response latency were entered into a muitiple regression 

equation to predict each of the five Criminal History Indices. Then a second regression 

using only the MCAA scale score was employed. The betas and difference in variance 

accounted for are recorded in Appendix K, Appendix L, and Appendix M for Mean 

Response Latency, Partialled Response Latency, and Difference Response Latency 

respecüvely. The percentage of variance eccountd for in each method of response 

latency is summarized in Table 21. 

As shown in Table 21 the Partialid Response Latencies added little to the 

predidion of criminal history. However the Mean Response Latencies and the 

Difference Response Latencies addd up to 5.4% and 3.7% more variance accounteâ 



Table 21 

Percent of Variance Amunted for when Resmnse tatencv Measures are lncluded with Scale Scores in the Prediction of 

Outoome Indices. 

Mean Response 
Latencies 

Viol Entit Ansoc Assoc 

Vident 5.2* 3.6 1.3 6.4.. 

Non-Vident 5.4* 2,3 0.6 1.4 

La tencies 
Partialîed Response 

Averaae 

Viol Entit Ansoc Assoc 

0.6 0.0 0.0 O. 1 

0.1 0,3 1.4 0.0 

0.7 0.2 0.2 3.5 

0.8 0.0 0.4 0.0 

1.5 0.0 0.1 1 .O 

0.8 0-1 0.5 2.3 

0,9 

Dinerenœ Response 
Latencies 

Viol Entit Ansoc ~ssoc -  

3.3 3.7* 3.7- 1.1 

2,4 3.7" 3.2 0.9 

3.1 3.5 3.7" 0.1 

2.9 3.5" 3.4** 1.1 

0.2 1.1 1.1 0.0 

2.2 3.0 2.9 0.5 

2.2 
- . - - . - - 

Note. Vil = Violenœ scak, Entit = Entitlement scaie, Ansoc = Antisocial lntent scaîe, Assoc = Associates scale, *The - 
q n s e  latency masure entereâ the prediction equation to the exclusion of the attitude scale. ** The response latency 
measure aôded signifiant variance to aie atütude scale in the prediction equation. "* Scale Average does not inckide 
Convictions, 



for respectively, depending on the sale and criminal history variable considered. For 

Mean Response Latencies more variance was accounted for when response latencies 

to the Violence scale was considered. An examination of the relative betas of the 

Violence sale score and Mean Response Latencies indicates that the response 

latencies are relatively more important to the prediction of criminal history than sale 

score for four of the five Criminal History Indices. f his would suggest that for thie 

pa rticular sca te and response latency measure, how the participant responded is as 

important or more important to the preâiction of criminal history than what they 

responded. Using the relative betas as an indication of variable contribution to the 

equation, for the remaining MCAA scales the sale scores generally contributed more 

to the equation than do the response latencies. 

The improvement in variance accounted for by the Difference Response Latency 

measure was generally found in the MCAA scales of Violence, Entitlement, and 

Antisocial lntent atthough little additional variance was accaunted for by Difference 

Response Latencies to the Associates scaîe. The additional variance accounted for 

ranged frorn 2.4% to 3.7% for the former scales when predicting criminal history with 

the exception of sexual offences. In general, the improvement observed in variance 

accounteâ for was more broadly distributed among the scales for the Difference 

Response Latencies than for the Mean Response Latencies M e n  the improvement in 

variance accounted for was found primariîy in aie isriponse latencies of the Violence 

scale. Again, only partial support of me hypothmis that response latency would add 

incremental variance accountd for when predicting the outcorne masures was found 

in the data. 



Psvcho~athv and Resoonse Latencies (Hv~othesb 4) 

In order to examine the relationship of psychopathy with response latency the 

?CL-R was correlated with the three measures of response latency for each of the 

MCAA scales (see Table 22). The Partialled Response Latency shows no relationship 

with the PCL-R. Correlations of the PCL-R with the Mean Response Latencies were 

generally low, with only the scales of Violence & = -.20, c .05) and Associates @ = - 
.24, Q < .Os) reaching significance. The strongest correlations of response latencies 

with the PCL-R occurred with the Difference Response Latency. When correlations 

were significant the relationships were al1 negative as was the case with attitudes 

reporteci earîier. This indicates that as the PCLd score increased the response time to 

the attitude items (Mean Response Latency) decreased. Similady, as the difference in 

response time (Difference Response Latency) between the attitude items and neutral 

items increased the PCL-R score decreased. 

Thus far in the analysis the Partialled Response Latency has not been conelated 

with antisocial attitudes, Criminal History Indices or psychopathy. Given that the Mean 

Response Latency and the Difference Response Latency are associated with these 

rame variables, it therefore seems plausible that neutral L m  responw time may be 

directly related to psychopathy. To investigate the potential influence of psychopathy on 

msponse latencies the PCL-R was tint conelated with the mean responw time to the 

neutral items and was found to be signifiant = -.29, p c .Ol). The mlationship of the 

PCL-R with the response Iatency to the neutml items exceeded that of its relationship 

with the Mean Response Latency of the MCAA scab (I = -10, p < .05, Violence; = - 
.19, n.s., EnMement; 1 = -. 17, n.s., Antisocial Intent; = -.24, Q c .05, Associates). Next, 



Table 22 

Correlations of the PCL-R with Remonse Latencv Measures 

Mean Response Latency 

Violence Entitlement Antisocial lntent Associates 

-.20* -.1Q 0.1 7 -.24* PCL-R 

PCL-R 

PCL-R 

Partialled Response Latency 

Violence Entitlement Antisocial Intent Associates 

.O0 -00 -04 -.O4 

Difference Response Latency 

Violence Entitlement Antisocial lntent Associates 

9.25- -25- -.26** -.22* 



the PCL-R was partialled out of the Mean Responw Latency and Difference Response 

Latency measures using the same residual method employed to calculate Partialled 

Response Latency. These partialled measures were then correlateâ with the Criminal 

History Indices and the resulting correlations are reported in Table 23. Of the resulting 

40 correlations only one was found to be signficantly correlated: the Associates Mean 

Response Latency correlated wiai Violent offences (I = 0.25, p < .Of). The pattern of 

correlations between these masures of response latencies, controlled for the PCL-R 

and the Criminal History Indices, is similar to the pattern of correlations between the 

Partialled Response Latency measure and the Criminal History Indices, including the 

lone signifiant comlation between Associates and Violent offences. This suggests that 

response latencies to neutral items are influenced by psychopathy and when they are 

partialled out indirectly, as in the case of the Partialled Response Latency rneasure, or 

directly as reported here, the relationship betwwn response latency and criminal 

history is considerably weaker. 

In order to test the hypothesis that participants with low and high levels of 

psychopathy would respond faster to the attitude items than would the intemediate 

group, the participants were parütioned according to theii PCL-R scorecl into three 

approximately equal groups: Low (n-38, PCL-R scores <= le), Moderate (n=36, PCL-R 

scores a= 17 and <= 24), High (n=33, ?CL-R scores >=25). A simple ANOVA was 

undertaken for each of the MCAA scaks using both the Mean Response Latency and 

the Differenœ Response Latency as dependent variabks with the Low, Modemte and 

Hig h groups of the PCL-R as the independent variable. The eigM AN0V.s had 



Table 23 

Correlations of Resmnse Latencies (RT) and Diierenœ Res~onse Latencies (Differenœ R n  Controlkd for PCI-R 

Score with Criminal Histon, Indices 

C~nviction~ 9-15 

lncaroemtions -.O8 

Vident -.15 

Non-vident -.16 

Sexual .15 

Differenœ 

RT - 
9.09 

-.O8 

0.09 

-.O9 

-04 

Oifferenœ 

RT - 
-. ?2 

-.12 

-A0 

0.12 

.O9 

Antisocial lntent 

Differenœ 

RT - 
-. 16 

-*O6 

0.14 

-.16 

A1 

Associates 

Differenœ 

RT - 
-,O9 

-.O7 

-,O1 

-.O9 

.O2 

Note. 3 < .01, Multipk regression equations were condudeci wiai the Convictions and Incarcerations outcome variables, - 
e M n g  PCL-R, response latency, and PCL-R x response latency as an interaction tem. None of the interadion ternis 
m m  s i g n h n t  which indicates that the relationship behnreen the tesponse latency measure and the criminal history 
variable were consistent woss bels of psychopathy. 



planned cornparisons between each of the thrw groups and the results are reported in 

Table 24. 

None of the wntrasts between the Moderate and High gmups approached 

significance. However, there were signifiant differences found between the High and 

Low groups for al1 MCAA scales when comparing the Clifference Response Latencies. 

When making the same cornparisons using aie Mean Response Latency measures, 

only the scale of Violence showed a significant difference between Low and High 

psychopathy groups. Signifiant differences were obs8iveà between the Low and 

Moderate groups for the three scales of Violence, Entitlement, and Antisocial lntent 

when comparing Mean Response Latency. Only the Associates scale showed a 

difference in the Difference Response Latency between the Low and Moderate 

psychopathy groups. This confirmed the hypothesis that there was a relationship 

between psychopathy and response latency. However, the relationship was not as 

hypothesized: Response latencies were hypothesized to be faster for participants high 

and low on psychopathy because the salience of the attitude should be greater. 

Instead, response latencies were slower for participants lower on psychopathy than 

those who scored higher on psychopathy. 

Psvchonathv and the Endomment of Moral Tone IHwothesis 5) 

The descriptive statistics and interconelations of the MonalWon and 

justification subscales of the Violenoe and Entilement clceles am reported in Tabk 25. 

The subscale intercorrelations am moderateîy high nnging from -46 to .78. The means 

show the rationalkation items to be more ftequently endorwâ #an the justification 

items. To test these diftemnces aime 1-tests wre conâucted. The fint compared the 



Table 24 

ANOVA's between PCL-R Gtou~s with Mean Ros~onse Latencies (Rn  and Difference 

Res~onse Latencies (Oiff R n  as lndemndent Variables 

Group Means Overaii F Probability of Contrasts 
Low Moderate High 1 & 3  1 & 2  2 & 3  

Violence (RT) 6658 5709 5854 3.5" <.O5 <,O5 .72 

Violence (Diff RT) 3972 2894 2759 2.8 <.O5 .O5 .81 

Entitlement (RT) 7070 5909 6321 4.4" .O7 <.O1 .32 

Entitlement (Diff RT) 3561 2694 2293 2.4 <.O5 -14 .50 

Antisocial Intent (RT) 6159 4998 5471 4.0' -10 <.O1 .27 

Antisocial Intent (Diff RT) 4471 3605 3142 2.9 <.O5 -12 .42 

Associates (RT) 6138 5321 5305 2.6 .O5 .O5 .97 

Associates (Diff RT) 4492 3283 3308 3.4* <.O5 <.O5 -96 



Table 25 

Descri~tive Statistics and Intercorrelations of the Rationalization and Justification 

Subscales. 

Note. Viol-R = Rationalization items f m  the Violence scale, Viol-J = Justification - 
Rems from aie Violence scale, E n t u  = Rationalization items from the Entitlement 
scale, Entit-J = Justification items from the Entitlement scale. 



endorsement of al1 rationalization items with al1 justification items in the combined 

scales of Violence and Entitlement. The second and third mpared the endorsement 

of the rationalization items with the endonement of the justification items for the scales 

of Violence and Entitlement separately. The t-values for these comparisons are shown 

in Table 26 under the column labeled Full Sample. All of the comparisons were 

significantly different. 

To test the first part of Hypothesis 5 (that those high on psychopathy would 

endorse more rationalization and justification items than those low on psychopathy), t- 

tests were used to compare the endorsement frequency of the Low Psychopathy and 

High Psychopathy groups for al1 rationalization items and al1 justification items 

combined from the two scales of Violence and Entitlement. The Low and High 

Psychopathy groups represent approximately the lower third and upper third of PCL-R 

scores respectively. The Low Psychopathy group has scores less than or equal to 16 

on the PCL-R &41) and the High Psychopathy group has scores greater than or equal 

to 25 on the PCL-R @=3?). Identical cutoff scores for group mernbership were used 

here as in Hypothesis 4, however the group are slightly lerger because this analysis 

used the full sample whereas Hypothesis 4 analyses used participants for whom 

response latency data was available. Signifiant differences were found between these 

two groups for both rationalization items t(119) = 2.4, e -05 and justification items 

t(119) = 2.7, e c .O1 . ln both comparisons t h  Low Psychopathy group endorsed fewer 

items (M = 6.Q, = 3.6, raüonalization; &J = 3.9, = 2.7, justification) than the High 

Psychopathy group (M = 9.3, = 4.6, rationalization; M = 6.0, = 4.1, justification), 

supporang the fimt part of the hypoaiesis. 



Table 26 

Means and t-values for Paired Samoles Corn~arina Rationalization and Justification 

Endotsement. 

Full Sample Low Psychopathy High Psychopathy 

(IJ = 120) Group (n = 41) Group (n = 37) 

Rationalization 8.1 6.9 9.3 

Justification 4.8 3.9 6.0 

t-value 13.6* 8.6. 7.6* 

t-value 12.8+ 6.8. 8.3* 

t-val ue 9.2+ 6.0* 4.9+ 

Note. *e c .001, Violence-R = Rationalization items fiom the Violence scale, - 
Violen-J = Justification items from the Violence sale, Entitlement-R = 
Rationalization items from the Entitlement scale, Entitîement_J = Justifcation items 
from the Entitlement scale. 



To test the second part of Hypothesis 5 (that those high on psychopathy will not 

differentiate between items of differing moral tone and that those low on psychopathy 

will make the distinction) three t-tests were conducted. For both groups comparisons 

were made between the total rationalization items endorsement with the total 

justification items endorsement and then comparisons were made between the 

rationalization endorsement with the justification endorsement for the scaies of Violence 

and Entitlement separately. The t-values for the comparisons are reported in Table 26 

and al1 comparisons were significant to the .O01 level. The results indicate that the High 

Psychopathy group made a distinction behNeen the rationalization items and 

justification items in a manner similar to the Low Psychopathy Group but with greater 

overall endonement. Thus, the second part of the hypothesis was not supported. 

In order to explore the possibility that group high on psychopathy was not 

extreme enough in the construct to demonstrate the hypothesizeâ results, those 

participants whose PCL-R score was greater than and equal to 30 (n = 11) were 

grouped together and the same t-test for paired sampîes was conduded. The 

endorsement of total rationalization items (M = 10.5, = 4.1) was greater than the 

endorsement of the total justification items (M = 6.5, = 4.4) t(10) = 4.1, p < .O1. 

The same pattern heu when the endonement of rationalization items was compared 

wR the endorsement of justification items W i n  the Violence scale (M = 4.5. = 2.3 

rationalization; M = 2.6, = 2.0 justification; t(10) = 3.8, p c .01) and Entitlement sale 

(M = 6.0, & = 2.7 rationalization; M = 3.8, = 2.5 jusafication, t(10) = 2.9, g 4 -05). 

Despite the more extreme PCL-R scores in this latter group, participants still endorsed 

more rationalization items than they diâ justification items. 



Additional exploratory analyses were undertaken to determine if the 

rationalization items added together with the justification items to improve the variance 

accounted for between the attitudes and the criterion variables of Criminal History 

Indices. ln a series of stepwise regression equations the subscales of rationalization 

items and justification items for first the Violence scale and then the Entitlement scale 

were entered into regression equations predicting the Criminal History Indices. The 

resutts are reported in Table 27. No subscale predicted Violent or Sexual offences for 

either the Violence or Entitlement scales. For both Violence and Entitlement scales it 

was the justification item subscale which entered the equation to the exclusion of the 

rationalization item subscale when prediding Convictions, Incarcerations, and Non- 

violent offences. 

Discussion 

This study exarnined the relationship between criminal attitudes, their response 

latencies, and psychopathy. Discussion of the findings will commence first with the 

MCAA which was examined for validity. Second, the uülity of response latency as a 

predictor of behaviour is wnsidered. Third, the influence of psychopathy on 

participants' responw latencies is revieweâ. Fourth and last, the utility of an item's 

moral tone is discussed in ternis of aie relationship wiai behaviour and the influence of 

psychopathy on the ability of participants to differentiate betwcren these two types of 

items. 



Table 27 

Ste~wise Rearession of Rationalization and Justification subscales on Criminal Histoq 

l ndices 

Dependent Variable R R2 P 
Variable Entering 

lndependent Variables: Violence Rationalization ltem Subscale, Violence 
Justification ltem Subscale 

Convictions Viol-J A9 .O3 c .O5 

Incarcerations Viau ,20 .O4 < -05 

Violent na. - O - 
Non-violent Mol-J .20 .O4 c -05 

Sexual n.a. - - - 
lndependent Variables: Entitlement Rationalization Item Subscale, Entitlement 

Justification ltem Subscale 

Convictions Entit-J .23 .O6 < .O1 

Incarcerations Ent it-J .21 .O4 < -05 

Violent n.a. - - - 
Non-violent E n t u  .24 .O6 < .O1 

Sexual n.a. D O O 

Note. Probability needed to enter the eqwtion = .OS, probability to k removed = -10. - 
ViolJ = Violence Justification Items, Entit-J = Entitîement Justification Items. 



Validitv of the MCAA lHvoothesis 1 & 2) 

The MCAA scales demonstrate acceptable validity in this sample of federally 

incarcerated males. The sample is quite similar to previous research with consecutive 

general admissions to federal cwtody in the same region (Mills, Kroner, & Forth, 1998). 

Each item of the MCAA correlated more strongly with its own scale than it did with the 

Impression Management sale of the BIDR. This is noteworthy given that many of the 

BIDR items (75%) and almost al1 of the IM scale items (95%) were significantly related 

to one of the MCAA scales. Convergent validity was demonstrated in the MCAA's 

strong relationship with the CSS and PID; other valMateci measures of antisocial 

attitudes. Additionally, the MCAA scales also correlated with the personality construct of 

psychopathy which is itseif related to criminal behaviour. Divergent validity was 

demonstrated in the MCAA scales' association with measures of negative affect. 

Specifically. the strength of the correlations between the MCAA scales and the 

measures of antisocial attitudes and associates were greater and did not overlap with 

the strength of the correlations between the MCAA scales and the measures of 

negative affect. 

Criterion validity was evidend in the MCAA's relationship with criminal history. 

Correlations of the MCAA total score, Antisocial Intent, and Associates with the criminal 

history vahbles equaled those of the other antisocial attitude measures. This would 

suggest that the MCAA scales of Antisocial lntent and Associates a n  tapping domains 

diredly related to criminal behaviour. The scaîes of Violence and Enütlement were less 

associateâ with cnminal history and did not relate significantty to a number of Viese 

outcorne variables. This may be due in part to the presence of psychometrically weak 



items which attenuate the overall relationship between the scale score and the outcome 

variable. Additionally, items which are related to the participant's future behaviour 

(Antisocial Intent scales) and who they associate with (Associates scale) rnay have 

more salience than Entitlement or Violence items which are more abstract. The 

Associates scale was generally more strongly associated with criminal history and 

psychopathy than were the other scales. The salience of the Associates scale is 

evidenced again when it enters into a stepwise regression along with the PCL-R to 

predict criminal history variables. Moreover, ROC analysis suggests that the Associates 

scale is better at distinguishing between offenders who commit misconducts and 

offenders who do not. when compared with other attitude scales. fhese AUC 

probabilities meet or exceed the AUC reported in another sample that used risk 

prediction instruments in the prediction of institutional misconduct in which AUCTs 

rangeâ h m  .86 to .72 for minor misconduct and .53 to .63 for major misconduct 

(Kroner 8 Mills, 1 999). 

In general, the ICO scale of the CSS tendeâ to have stronger correlations with 

criminal history and psychopathy than did other scales of the CSS or the PID. Because 

both the MCAA Associates scale and the CSS's ICO scale are tapping the same 

domain area of attitudes towards criminal associates, this WW m m  to indicate that 

this particular domain may be of greater rekvance to antisocial behaviour than other 

domains. Prior research using meta-analytic techniques tend to confimi this finding. 

Gendreau et al. (1992) found antisocial attitudes/as80~iatsr, to have the strongest 

correlation with cnminal conduct. Also, were found to k second to cRmir!al history in b 



association with recidivism (Gendreau et al., 1995) and institutional misconduct 

(Gendreau et al., 1997). 

Research with other samples supports the importance of this domain. Simourd 

(1997) found the ICO, as compared with other CSS scales and the PID, to have the 

strongest correlation with previous convictions and nurnber of institutional rnisconducts. 

A similar pattern emerged Ri a more ment study (Simourd, 1999) where the ICO scale 

was more strongly associated with number of convictions, incarceration, and 

institutional misconducts ove? other scales of the CSS and the PID. This held true for 

both violent and non-vioknt offenders. Of parücular note with regard to the ICO scale is 

that it consists of only six items, and is therefore less likely to be capitalizing on a broad 

range of potential variance in its relationship with the criterion variables. 

Why the domain of attitudem towards criminal associates seems to be more 

strongly associated with prior criminal history may be explaind by the research that 

suggests that the attitude-behaviour relationship is more consistent when normative 

pressures are consistent with the attitude (Bagoai & Bumkrant, 1979; Liska, 1974; 

Schofield, 1975). In the instanœ of the Associates and ICO scales, the attitude object is 

the criminal or antisocial associate (the source of normative pressure). By endorsing the 

items on the Associates and ICO scales the participants are not only endorsing 

favourable attitudes towards ddinquent others (and aiemfore delinquent behaviour), 

but they are simultaneously identifyiing the extent to which they agree with the source of 

"normative pressure". The success of the Assodates and ICO scales also lends 

support to Differential Association theory which holds that the influence of associates 



on delinquent behaviour is best represented by the positive relationships an individual 

has with deviant others (Agnew & White, 1992). 

The results support the hypothesis that the MCAA appean to be a valid measure 

of criminal attitudes, meeting and exceeding the association of other antisocial attitude 

rneasures in relation to the criterion variables. 

Res~onse Latencv to Antisocial Items (Hv~othesis 3) 

For the whole sample, mean response latencies to the antisocial items were 

significantly faster for the attitude items than they w re  to the neutral items (10 BlDR 

items not related to the MCAA). This difference was found to be greater for those 

participants who endorsed fewer antisocial attitudes. These findings would suggest that 

participants made a distinction between the neutral and antisocial items in ternis of their 

response latencies to the items, and furaier, that distinction was greater for those who 

expressed fewer antisocial attitudes. Also, the response alternatives to the BlDR items 

were 1 to 7, whereas the response alternatives to the attitude items were 

agreeldisagree. The additional response alternatives to the neutral items may have 

contributed to the longer response üme (Fazio, 1990). 

The use of three different measures of response Iatency reflects the exploratory 

nature of this research. Response latencies have h n  measureâ in different ways in 

attitudinal research, and the rneaiod is oRen determined by the research paradigm. For 

example, Bassili (1 995) subtracted a baseline mponm to factual questions from the 

latency to questions on voting intention in his study on political attitudes, yet Fario and 

Williams (1 986) used original reciponse Iatenciets men they conduded that response 

latencies to fadual questions wem independent of the target attitude and therefore 



content specific. This is similar to the Mean Response Latency and Difference 

Response Latency in the current study. The use of the three response latency 

measures in this study is informative in that each produceâ a different pattern of 

relationships with the attitude and outcome variables. 

The Mean Response Latency is the raw data conected for instances when the 

items were not read (responding too fast) and instances when the participant was 

distracted from the item (responding too slow). This response latency measure would 

contain within it al1 of the influences of individual differences such as reading speed, 

cognitive processing, personality, etc. It may be that these individual differences are 

related in sorne way to the attitude or behaviour of interest; this appears to be the case 

with the current data. The mean response latency to the neutral items was significantly 

correlated with the MCAA attitude scales. This wouM suggest that there exists an 

individual difference influence on responses to neutral items that is related to antisocial 

attitudes. With this in mind it is no surprise that two of the threm response latency 

rneasures had significant relationships with both attitudes and outcome variables. 

Mean Response Latencies to the Associates sale items are significantly 

correlated with the Associates scale score. This means the faster the response to the 

Associates sale items the greater the number of items endorsed. Other sale 

response latencies are not conelated with their respective scale scores. This pattern 

holds tnie when Mean Response Latencies are cornlateci with the outwme variables. 

Mean Response Latencies to the Associates scale is genenlly more strongly 

associated with the outcome measures. 



W hen Difference Resp onse Latency (the relative response differenœ between 

neutral and antisocial attitude items) is examined an almost opposite pattern emerges. 

The correlations between the Difference Response Latencies and the attitude scales 

are significantly conelated for al1 scales other than the Associates scale. Likewise, the 

Difference Response Latencies to the Violence, Entitlement, and Antisocial lntent 

scales correlate generally stronger with the outcorne variables than the same 

correlations for the Associates scale. 

Subtracting the attitude response latencies from neutral item response latencies 

appears to influence the relationship of the response latencies with attitudes and 

criminal behaviour. A clear inference from this finding is that Mean Response Latencies 

and Difference Response Latencies (the relative difference between response latencies 

to neutral and antisocial attitude items) have different psychological meaning. The data 

show that Mean Response Latencies significantly related to the measure of attitudes 

towards associates only, whereas Difference Response Latencies are significantly 

related to antisocial attitudes scales other than attludes towards associates. This may 

reflect a difference in the meaning of the Associates items as already discussed in the 

wntext of criterion validity (a person orientation of the items) which allows for a more 

direct or simple measure of its meaningfulness. The Diffennœ Response Latencies' 

relationship with the other attitude measures (Molence, Entiüement and Antisocial 

Intent) suggests that it is the relative responding to antisocial attitude bms  which is 

more meaningful for items of more abstrad content. 

The analysis showed that those participants with greater antisocial item 

endorsement msponded faster to both neutml items and antisocial items than those 



participants who were more prosocial in their responses. However, the differenœ 

between the neutral item and attitude item response times were smaller the more 

antisocial the participant. This indicates that the more antisocial the individual, the less 

the difference between responses to neutral items and responses to attitude items. An 

inference from these findings is that response latencies to both neutral items and 

antisocial attitude items are relevant to antisocial behaviour. Specifically, that 

participants who have engaged in more antisocial behaviour and endorsed more 

antisocial attitudes respond faster to items in general. This finding suggests a 

participant intrinsic construct (Le. trait or penonaiity constnict) which is associated with 

response time to both antisocial attitude and neutral items. If response latency is an 

indication of attitude strength as previous research has shown, then as has been 

hypothesized, those participants swring higher and lower on antisocial attitudes (MCAA 

sales) should have a more salient attitudesbject relationship (greater attitude 

strength). These data do not support that hypothesis. Differences in attitude strength 

represent differences in the salience of an attitude-object relationship or, altematively 

put, differences in the individual processing of the attitude-object relationship. Why 

stronger antisocial attitudes are related to faster responding may better be explained by 

an alternative theoretical penpecti've on individual processing. This will be wnsidered 

more fully in the following discussion on psychopathy. 

The Partialled Response Latency was the response latency measure teast 

associated with antisocial attitude and criminal history. It is also the response latency 

measure which is rnost independent of individual différences due to responding to 

neutral %ms. However, responding to neutral items was diiectly ielated to criminal 



attitudes; therefore, the result of this statistical independence from general response 

latencies is an absence of relationship with the outcorne variables. The one exception is 

the signifmnt negative correlation between the Partialled Response Latency of the 

Associates scale and number of Violent offences. There are four conclusions which can 

be drawn from the differential relationship of the three response latency measures with 

the outcome variables: (1) the more antisocial offenders respond generally faster to al1 

items (both neutral and antisocial), (2) the differences between neutral items and 

antisocial attitude items is smalkr for the more antisocial offenders, (3) the domains of 

the antisocial items are relevant to the way in which offenders respond (not al1 domains 

of antisocial attitudes are equal), (4) statistically partialling out the response latencies to 

neutral items removes valuable information relevant to antisocial attitudes and 

behaviour. 

Psvcho~athv and Res~onse Latencies (Hwothesis 4) 

As with the relationship belween attitudes and response latencies, there was a 

different pattern of association between psychopathy and the three response latency 

measures. The hypothesis that both high and low scoren on psychopathy would hold 

stronger attitudes and therefore respond faster than moderate scorers on psychopathy 

was not supported. The nsuîts showed that high scorers on psychopathy respond 

faster than low scorem. Additionally, the difference be-n responses to neutral items 

and antisocial atütude items wre significantly srnalier for high scorers on psychopathy 

than low scorers. These findings in concert with the correlation between psychopathy 

and neutral item response Iatencies suggest that response latencies to items in general 

may be influenced by psychopathy. 



Based on the Fazio (1989) model which identifies response latency as 

re presentat ive of attitude accessibility , h ypotheses three and four predicted specific 

response latency-antisocial attitude and response latency-psychopathy relationships 

would be consistent with the theory of attitude accessibility. Specifically, those 

participants for whom attitudes are more salient (high and low scoren on 

attlude/psychopathy) would respond bster than those participants for whom the 

attitude was less salient. In the absence of support for these hypotheses an alternative 

explanation must be sought. The relationship of psychopathy with the neutral item's 

response latencies was a clue that the processing of the items in general may be 

influenced by the construct of psychopathy. In keeping with this finding, an information 

processing perspective of psychopathy may shed light on the results. 

Newman (1 998) postulates that psychopaths have an information processing 

deficiency which causes psychopaths to be less likely to process the meaning of 

contextual cues. Previous research into the aff8Ctive processing of psychopaths by 

Williamson, Harpur, and Ham (1991) and Patrick (1994) suggested that psychopaths' 

deficient processing was Iimited ta affective stimuli and negative affective stimuli, 

respecüvely. Of these two studies, only the Williamson et al. study examined the 

response time to words. Psychopaths and non-psychopaths were compareâ in their 

recognition response times to both affecüve (negrtive and positive) and neutral words. 

Non-psychopaths responded faster to affective words than they did to neutral words as 

was hypothesized. Companng the relative m p n w  times between affective and 

tieutral items was not part of the analysis; hawsver, visual inspection of the means 

reported reveals a gmater dRemnœ between rwponw times to neutrai and affective 



words for nonpsychopaths than psychopaths. As mentioned, this difference was not 

statisitically tested but is consistent with the difference between neutral and antisocial 

attitude items found in the cuvent study. 

In contrast, Newman's proposal of a response modulation hypothesis identifies 

"a subtle but potentially consequential deficl that interferes with the psychopath's ability 

to use contextual cues to enhance seif-regulationn (p. 92). Thus Newman's information 

processing perspective suggests a more generalized deficit which includes, but is not 

lirnited to, affective processing. ln support of this perspective, Newman refers to 

research which finds psychopaths deficient in passive avoidanœ tasks (Newman 8 

Kosson, 1986; Newman & Schmitt, 1998), less likely to alter their responses in light of 

negative feedback (Newman, Patterson & Kosson, 1987), and less infiuenced by 

contextual cues (Newman, Schmitt & Voss, 1997). Of particular note the latîer study 

focused on motivationally neutral (non affectively laden) items. 

Newman, Schmitt and Voss (1997) employed a picture-word task of 160 trials. In 

half of the tnals the participant had to detemine if two words were related Nord  Trials) 

and in the other haIf of the trials, if two pictures were related (Picture Trials). Each trial 

presented a context display with a picture and worâ together and a test display with a 

picture or word alone. Prior to each trial the participant is told if 1 is a picture or word 

trial. In 40 experimental trials the to-bignord component (word or picture) of the 

context display was conceptually related to the test display and the to-be-attended-to 

component was unrelated b the test display. Forty cornparison trials were also 

administered whem the to-be-ignored componemt of the context display was unrelatd 

to the test display. The balanœ of 80 filkr trials had aie to-be-attended-to component of 



the context display conceptually related to the test display. The interference of 

contextual cues was calculated by subtracting a participant's response latency to the 

comparison trials from the response latency to the experimental trials. The resub 

confirmed that there was significantly less interference among psychopaths than among 

controls. Newman, Schmitt and Voss suggested that the intenerence of contextual cues 

is an automatic influence: Automatic in the sense of a relatively involuntary processing 

of contextual cues. The authors concluded that the processing deficiency found in 

psychopaths extends beyond those responses related to punishment and affect: The 

influence of the deficiency is more generalized. Additional work with a variety of Stroop 

Tasks has also found that peripheral cues fail to interfere with primary task performance 

in psychopaths (Newman, September 1999 personal communication). 

Other studies have found physiological differenoes in the brain of psychopaths. 

Mills (1 995) study cornpared the electrocortical activity of psychopaths with non- 

psychopaths during the performance of various verbal and non-verbal tasks. Among the 

conclusions drawn from the resub was that psychopaths brain functioning during 

cognitive activity was unusual. One specific observation was that for psychopaais, 

"emotional tasks seem to be processed in merely perceptual, unelaborated ways" (p. 

11 1) and further that information prmssing was lupetficial, diffuse and concrete" (p. 

119). Anomalies in the brain hrnction of psychopaths have alao been found using Single 

Photon Emission Computerizeâ Tomography to meawre cembral bload flow during a 

lexical decision task employing neutral and emotional wordo (Intrator et al., 1997). 

Relative to controls~ psychopaths were found to have increasd cerebral blood flow in 

the left and right frontal temporal regions as wdl as in the sub-corücal contiguous 



11 1 

regions. This increased brain activity suggests that psychopaths processing of emotion 

is more diffuse, leading the authors to suggest that the finding may reflect the additional 

resources needed by psychopaths to process emotional information. A reasonable 

conclusion from these studies is that psychopaths pnicess information differently, and 

this difference can be observed at the neural level. 

The finding of the present study shows that those participants higher on 

psychopathy responded faster to both neutral items and antisocial items than do those 

participants lower on psychopathy. In addition the Difference Response Latency was 

greater for those lower on psychopathy than those higher on psychopathy, indicating 

that participants lower on psychopathy responded faster to antisocial attitude items than 

neutral items relative to those higher on psychopathy. This finding suggests that 

participants higher on psychopathy did not discriminate (as represented by the time to 

respond) between neutral items and antisocial attitude items to the same degree as 

other participants, as they seem to respond in like manner to both types of items. As 

rnentioned, research has shown that psychopaths do not discriminate between affective 

and neutral stimuli (Williamson, et al., 1991). The resulk of the present study would 

suggest that psychopaths rnay not distinguish between neutral items and antisocial 

attitude items as it relates to information processing. This would support Newman's 

(1998) contention that deficits in infomraüon processing in psychopaths is not limited to 

affectively laden stimuli. However, in ternis of item content (endomment of the Lm), 

psychopaths endorse more antisocial attitude items and can disting uish between 

rationalkations and justifications (elements of moral tone) as reporteci in the next 



It has been suggested and subsequently discussed that psychopathy may be the 

participant intrinsic construct that may explain the pattern of response latencies. 

Notwithstanding that the results are consistent with the response modulation 

hypothesis. an altemate interpretation should not be overlooked. Offenden are often 

impulsive, and impulsivity is also a construct that may explain the results. There is 

ample research that links impulsivity with criminal and antisocial behaviour in both 

criminal and noncriminal populations (Blackbum & Coid, 1998; Colder & Stice, 1998; 

Luengo, Carrillo-de-la-Pena, 8 Romeio, 1994; Heilbnin, Heilbrun, and Heilbrun, 1 978). 

In addition, Blackbum and Coid (1998) found a strong relationship between 

psychopathy and a factor they labeled "impulsivity" which was the first factor derived 

from penonality disorder measures. Further, the impulsivity factor was the factor most 

strongly related to measures of criminal behaviour. This is not unexpected given that 

impulsivity is one of the domains which comprises the PCL-R: hence, impulsivity helps 

to define psychopathy. Item 14 of the PCL-R considers an impulsive person one 

"whose behavior is generall y impulsive, un premeditated, and lacking in reflection or 

forethought" (p. 12; Ham, 1 991). 

Elsewhere impulsivity has been defined as a "more inclusive class of action- 

oriented personality predispositions that indudes extraversion, sensation seeking , and, 

in general, a lack of inhibitory behavioral controlsl' (Barratt & Patton, 1983; p. 89). It is 

the "lack of inhibitory controll' which wuld suggest mat the more impulsive participants 

(also the more criminally oriented given the relationship ôetween impulsivity and crime) 

would respond faster to items in gsneral. If impulsivity as measured by d-report or 

ratings generalizes to response latencies to attitude items then it is possible that 



impulsivity may produce the negative correlations obsewed between response latencies 

and antisocial attitudes, and response latencies and psychopathy. However, impulsivity 

has been described as a higher order factor that includes other factors such as 

impulsive behavior, risk-taking, and nonplanning (Eysenck, 1983). To detemine if 

impulsivity is responsible for fast responding, careful consideration would need to be 

given to which factor(s) of hpulsivity are relevant. ln addition, 1 may be difficult to 

distinguish impulsivity from psychopathy given that the former, defines in part, the latter. 

Thus, careful analysis would be necessary in future research to determine which of 

these two constructs (psychopathy or impulsivity) best accounts for the response 

latency data. 

Endorsement of Moral Tone [Hvwthesis 5) 

At one level participants made a distinction between the moral tone of the items 

in the Violence and Entitlement scales. Endorsement of rationalization items was 

significantly greater than endorsement of justification items across the whole sample. 

Contrary to the hypothesis, psychopathy did not influence the relative endorsement 

rates of rationalization and justification items. Overall, those higher on psychopathy 

endorsed more of each type of item, however those high on psychopathy still endorsed 

significantly more rationalization items than justification items. This held true for a small 

sub-sample of very high PCL-R scorem. 

The subscales of rationalization and justification items did not combine to 

increase the variance accounted for when preâiding criminal history. In each case 

where the subscales wem predictive of criminel history, it was the justification items 

which entered the equation to the exclusion of aie roüonalization items. In fact, the 



Multiple R statistics of the justification items of the Violence and Entittement scales 

which entered the equation (see Table 28) met or exceeded the correlations of the 

respective total scale scores with the outcome variables of Convictions, Incarcerations, 

and Non-violent offences (see Table 11). This finding suggests that rather than 

contributing incremental variance to the equation, items of the rationalization subscales 

may be attenuating the relationship. This rnay be caused by certain items which for 

psychometric reasons are adding more error variance to the equation. Another 

observation of interest is that the justification items which were endorsed less often and 

therefore have less scale variance available to associate with the criterion variables 

than do the rationalization items, are more strongly associated with the criterion 

variables. This observation is consistent with the theoretical argument that those people 

who justfy their behaviour are more likely to engage in the associated behaviour. 

Therefore, despite the psychometric disadvantage of a reduction in available variance, 

the justification items may be more directly relata to the behaviour than the 

rationalization items. 

The inclusion in the MCAA of items with differing moral tone stems from the 

research which demonstrates that offenders offer diftennt reasons for their behaviour, 

and that these reasons can be classfieâ into categones of moral tone. For instance 

rapists who deny their offence tend to employ justifications, that is to present their 

behaviaur as situationally appropriate. Whereas rapists who admit their offences 

employ excuses, usually in the fom of extemal attributions to outside forces (Le. 

alcohol) (Scully & Marolla, 1984). Similarly, vioknt mdûivist offenden were shown to 

employ more jusificatkns of th& ùehaviouir than excuses, paiacularîy if they attrîbuted 



blame to the victim (Henderson & Hewstone, 1984). This finding was replicated in a 

study with wife assaukrs (Dutton, 1986). 

The justification of criminal behaviour has also been demonstrated by research 

into the neutralization techniques of offenden. Neutralization is the process that 

delinquents employ which suspends the moral constraints to engage in an antisocial 

behaviour. Shields and Whitehall(1994) showed that juveniles endorsed more 

statements which morally justified the perpetrator of a crime describeâ in a vignette 

than did non-offenders. Additionally, greater levels of neutralization could distinguish 

between preâatory and non-predatory offenders, and betW88n recidivists and non- 

recidivists. These results provide evidence that justification of behaviour may be more 

indicative of likelihood of behaviour. With this in mind the item couplets were created for 

the Violence and Entitlement scale. The use of the tems rationaluation and justification 

may be unfortunate in that aie items do not necesarily rationalize or justify a 

behaviour. However, they were stnictured so that the justification items had a stionger 

moral tone (more absoluü91 in the conedness of the behaviour) and included phrases 

such as "it is not wrong" white tapping the same item content domain as the 

rationalization items. This distinction is more than semantics in that it is bom out in the 

endorsement rates of the items. The resuits sem to support the use of items of 

stronger moral tone, sinœ despb t h  weaker endorscwnt rate they are more strongly 

associated with the criterion variables. 

The relative endorsement of the rationalization and justification items was 

independent of the level of psychopathy. This is contrary to the original hypothesis. The 

hypothesis that psychopaths wouiâ not make a distinction behnmn the endorsement of 



rationalization and justification items was baseâ on Blair's (1 995) findings that 

psychopaths did not make a morallconventional distinction between negative actions 

descnbed in a series of vignettes. However, other research by Blair, Jones, Clark and 

Smith (1 995) on a larger sample for the most part confimed Blair's (1 995) findings with 

the exception that psychopaths did make a distinction on the seriousness of the 

vignettes sirniiar to the non-psychopathic controls. This finding that psychopaths can 

make a distinction in degree of moral significance suggests they are not rnorally blind. 

Research with younger offenders shows a general lack of statistical difference between 

psychopaths and delinquent controls on measures of moral reasoning (Chandler & 

Moran, 1990; Trevathan and Walker, 1989). Additionally, psychopathy and moral 

reasoning abilities have been shown to be unrelated in aduît offenden once 1Q has 

been controlled (O'Kane, Fawcett, & Blackburn, 1996). Even Blair et a h  (1995) 

findings of psychopathhonpsychopath diffennces occuned when within-group 

differences were examined; betweengroup differences w r e  not significant. However, 

taken in the light of previous research, the conclusion drawn is that the distinction 

between rationalization and justification is too gross a measure to record the subtle 

differences in moral reasoning betwwn psychopaths and nonpsychopaths. 

Limitations of Findinas and Suanestions for Future Research 

As a new rneasure of antisocial associates and antisocial attitudes the MCAA 

has demonstrated aaptable validity and intemal consistency. A limiting factor is the 

generalizability of the instrument to other sampies. The current population of federal 

offenders is the same, arguably hornogeneous, population on which it was developed. 

Recent research has shown that the MCAA had acceptable test-retest reliability in an 



offender sample, as well as convergent, discriminant and concurrent validity in a 

student sample (Mills & Kroner, 1999). However, the MCAA remains to be tested in 

other populations of offenders (young offenders, probationers, etc.). Additionally, the 

rationalization/justification dichotomy of items requires further validation. Participants 

were able to distinguish at one level, that of item endorsement, between rationalization 

items and justification items. However, to test if these items actually represent different 

levels of moral tone may be accomplished by examining the relationship of the items 

with techniques of neutralizations (Shields & Whitehall, 1994). Also the face validity of 

the items may be tested by having participants 'bin' the items accarding to moral tone. 

As a first incursion into the measurement of the response latencies to antisocial 

attitude items, the current results provide interesting findings upon which to build future 

studies. Prior to suggesting a course of research some methodokgical issues need to 

be addressed. The neutral items used in the research had a different set of response 

alternatives (1 to 7) than did the antisocial attitude items (agreeldisagree). No doubt this 

would account for some of the difference in response latency between the two types of 

items, and make a direct cornparison difficuit. Future neutral items should have the 

same agreddisagree response alternatives as daes the MCAA. Additionally, the neutral 

items were administered separately from the MCAA (as part of a difrent test). It would 

be optimal to administer neutral items both before and during the administration of the 

MCAA. This would provide a measun of response latency to neutral items both prior to 

and during the presentation of antisocia! attitude items permitting a more accurate 

cornparison. On a technical note, mponses to the MCAA wre made using a traditional 

keyboard. This could introâuce systmatk difbnwrœs between participants who were 



familiar with cornputer keyboards and those who were not. A more standardized 

approach would be the inclusion of a response box with dearly marked response 

buttons. This would reduce the time spent by participants searching for the response 

key and subsequently reduce a source of response error. 

Having correcteci methodological weaknesses a future line of research should 

include a replication wiai a non-offender sample. The response latencies to the 

antisocial attitude items appear to be predorninantly influenced by the presence of 

psychopathy, which has led to the conclusion that differential information processing 

attributed to psychopathy best accounts for the results. Howsver, in the absence of 

research which has measured response latency to antisocial attitudes in other samples, 

the following question remains: are the antisocial attitude items prompting the pattern of 

response latencies or b the presence of psychopathy? Administering the MCAA along 

with other social attitude items and neutral items to a non-offender sample where the 

presence of psychopathy would be much less of an influence, would serve to clam the 

issue. Additionally, adminietering other social attitude items to an offender population 

would pemit a cornparison with antisocial attitude items and further clam the influence 

of psychopathy on information processing of attitudes in general. 

The future study of response latencies wuld benefit from the inclusion of an 

anxietyhegative affect measure to identify lm anxious psychopaths and low anxious 

controls. Newman et al. (1987) noted that nnrearch has demonstrated the confound of 

failing to account for anxiety in psychophysiological research mai psychopaths. The 

current study had an insufficient number of high psychopaths to make such a 



comparison feasible. It remains to be demonstrated if accounting for level of anxiety 

would enhance the difference in response latency obsewed in the cuvent study. 

lm~lications 

Among the implications of the results of this study is the observation that the 

attitude domain tapped by the Associates scale of the MCAA and the C O  scale of the 

CSS appean to have particular relevance in the prediction of antisocial behaviour. As 

previously discussed, this may be due to the domain's ability to tap both attitude and 

associate relevant information with the same items, hence increasing the relative 

content variance for predicting antisocial behaviour. This attitude domain appean to 

hold promise in the prediction of antisocial or criminal behaviour and would likely benefit 

any scheme or assessrnent in the prediction of that behavior. 

Items with greater moral tone (justification items that included "right" or "wrong") 

were more strongly associated with the outcome variables than were the justification 

items. This finding underscores the importance of how an item is worded in addition to 

the content area that the item taps. Specifically, the justification (endorsing the moral 

correctness) of antisocial behaviour seems to k more strongly related to the outcome 

variables. While this is not a conclusive point because the outcame measure was not 

predidive, it has implications for future attitude scaie development in that moral tone 

should be considerd as moral cornmitment to the cotrectness of the behaviour 

appears to k more strongîy associated mai that behaviour. 

Another applieâ implication of these rewb is mat k m  responw Iatencies to 

existing paper-and-pencil inventories may add important and relevant information for 

assessing antisocial constnidr, and predicting khavioui. W i i  the advent of the 



amputer into the area of psychological assessment, incorporating response latencies 

into the interpretation of endorsement levels should not be far away. Hence, including 

how a respondent answers items (processing) in addition to what the respondent 

answers (content) may have future importance in clinical assessrnent. 

Conclusions 

Subject to the limitations described, the results of this study would suggest that 

the MCAA is a valid instrument for the measure of antisocial attitudes and associates. 

Furthet, the relationship between antisocial attitudes and antisocial behaviour rnay be 

more fully explained by accounting for how participants respond (information 

processing) in addition to what their responses are (endorsement of content). It is 

hopd that by correcting rnethodobgical weaknesses, the response latencies to 

antisocial attitude items will contribute more to the attitude-behaviour relationship in the 

future. The resub suggest that the contribution of response latencies to the attitude- 

behaviour relationship may be due to the representation of psychopathy (information 

processing differences) or impulsivity in the response latencies. In addition to the 

potential contribution of response latencies to the attitude-behaviour relationship, the 

findings support the theoretical advancement of Newman's (1998) response modulation 

hypothesis by further generalizing the differential information processing of psychopaths 

into the area of response to attitudes. 

Also, while the response latency data supports the response modulation 

hypothesis, it sirnuitaneously suggests a limitation or caveat to the hypothesis that 

response latencies repmsent attitude strength (attitude accessibility) when measureâ in 

the context of criminal attitudes. The m u b  of this study suggest that response 



latencies (information processing) may be as valuable to the understanding of antisocial 

attitudes as to the understanding of psychopathy. 
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Appendix A: Psychopathy Checklist - Revised (PCL-R) 



Rating Items for the Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised 

Glibness/çuperficial Cham 
Grandiose Sense of Self Worth 
Need for Stimulation/Proneness to Boredom 
Pathological Lying 
ConningiManipulative 
Lack of Remorse or Guilt 
Shallow Affect 
Callous/Lack of Empathy 
Parasitic Lifestyîe 
Poor Behavioral Controls 
Promiscuous Sexual Behaviour 
Earîy Behavioral Problems 
Lack of Realistic, Long-terni Goals 
l rnpulsivity 
l rresponsibility 
Failure to Accept Responsibility for Own Actions 
Many Short-term Marital Relationships 
Juvenile Delinquency 
Revocation of Conditional Release 
Criminal Venatility 



Appendix B: Measure of Criminal Attitudes and Associates (MCAA) PART 1 



R.urich Qimtionnrin (MCM) 

This questionnaire has two parts. The first part asks some questions about your friends 
and acquaintances. The second part is a series of statements for which you can 
respond by showing whether you agree or disagree with the statement. Please answer 
al1 the auestions. 

Consider the 4 adults you spend the most time with in the community, when you answer 
Part 1. 
No namer ~leaso of the mook vou ire nhrrina to. Then answer the questions to 
the best of your knowledge. 

A. How much of your free time do you spend with person #1? (Please Circle Your 
Answer) 

less than 25% 25% - 50% 50% - 75% 75% - 100% 

B. Has person #1 ever cornmitteci a crime? Yes No 

C. Does person #1 have a criminal record? Yes No 

D. Has person # l  ever been to jail? Yes No 

E. Has person # l  tried to involve you in a crime? Yes No 

A. How much of your free time do you spend wiac person #2? (Please Circle Your 
Answer) 

less than 25% 25% - 50% 50% - 75% 75% - 100% 

B. Has pemon 12 ever committed a crime? Yes No 

C. Does person #2 have a criminal record? Yes No 

D. Has person #2 ever been to jail? Yes No 

E. Has person #2 tried to involve you in a crime? Yes No 



A. How much of your free time do you spend with person #3? (Please Circle Your 
Answer) 

less than 25% 25% - 50% 50% - 75% 75% - 100% 

B. Has penon #3 ever committed a crime? 

C. Does person #3 have a criminal record? 

O. Has person #3 ever been to jail? 

E. Has penon #3 tried to involve you in a crime? 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

A. How much of your free time do you spend with person #4? (Please Circle Your 
Answer) 

less than 25% 25% - 50% 50% - 75% 75% - 100% 

B. Has person #4 ever commMed a crime? 

C. Does person X4 have a chinal record? 

O. Has person #4 ever been to jail? 

E. Has person #4 tiied to involve you in a crime? 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Y ~ s  NO 



Appendix C: Measure of Criminal Attitudes and Associates (MCAA) PART * 



Attitudes Towrrdm Violance: 

Itss understandable to hit someone who insults you. (R~ )  
11s not wrong to hit someone who puts you down. (J') 

It's none of my business, if I saw a store being robbeâ. (R) 
lgnoring a store being robbed is not wrong. (J) 

Sometimes a person may have ta carry a wsapon to protect themselves. (R) 
There is nothing wrong with canying a weapon to protect yourself. (J) 

It is understandable for a person to fight when they are threatened. (R) 
A person is completely right to fight back if they have been threatened. (J) 

Child molesten get what they have coming. (R) 
There is nothing wrong with beating up a child molester. (J) 

Sometimes you have to figM to keep your self-respect. (R) 
It's not wrong to figM to Save face. (J) 

If you make someone realîy angry, you shouldn't cornplain if you get hit. (R) 
Someone who makes you very angry desewes to be hit. (J) 

People who gel beat up usually had it coming. (R) 
There is nothing wrong with beating up someone who asks for it. (J) 

It is reasonable to expect a fight from someone you cheated. (R) 
Its al1 right to fig ht someone if they stok from you. (J) 

Attitudes Towrrda Entitîomont: 

45. If someone found a wallet, its O.K. to keep the money as a retward ôefore 
tuming it in. (R) 

3. Any money I find in a wallet rightfully belongs to me. (J) 

48. Sometimes you have to break the law to survive. (R) 
6. If you canY get a job, then you have to do crime to get by. (J) 

%ationaluation Item 

Justification Item 



Stealing to survive is understandable. (R) 
A hungry man has the right to steal. (J) 

Anyone with self-respect would rathr steal than have to live off of charity. (R) 
Its not wrong to steal, if it lets you keep your selhesped. (J) 

Taking what is owed you is not really stealing. (R) 
A person is right to take what is owed them, even i f  they have to steal 1. (J) 

People should be allowed to decide what is right and wrong . (R) 
Only I can decide what is right and wrong. (J) 

A person should decide what they deserve out of life. (R) 
Only I should decide what I desenre. (J) 

I should be given what I need. (R) 
It would be wrong if I didn't gel what I needed. (J) 

You should not judge what other people do. (R) 
No one has the right to pass judgment on me. (J) 

I should be treated like anyone else no matter what I do. (R) 
No mattet what I've done, its only right to treat me like everyone else. (J) 

A lack of money should not stop you from getting what you want. (R) 
Its wrong for a lack of money to stop you from getting things. (J) 

Most people break the law in some way. (R) 
Sometimes you have to break the law. (J) 

4. 1 am not likely to commit a crime in the Mure. (0') 

7. 1 can see myself becoming law-abiding. (-) 
11. I would keep any amount of money I found. 
14. 1 could not see myseîf buying stolen goods. (-) 
18. I could see myself lying to the police. (+) 
21. In certain situations I wouîd try to outnin the police. (+) 
25. 1 would not cheat on an exam. (-) 

' Negatively Keyed Item 

Positiveiy ~ s y d  item 



I would be open to cheating certain people. (+) 
I am likely to get away with any future crime I may comma. (+) 
If l were a salesman, I would never lie to a customer. (-) 
I could easily tell a convincing lie. (+) 
I could not see myself as a professional thief. (-) 
Rules will not stop me from doing what I want. (+) 
I would not enjoy getting away with something wrong. (-) 
I would nin a scam if I could get away with it. (+) 
For e good reason, I would commit a crime. (+) 
If it put money in my pocket, I would take advantage of someone. (+) 
I will not break the law again. (-) 
I would be happy to fool the police. (+) 

Attitudes Towards h o c .  

I have a lot in common with people who break the law. (+) 
None of my friends have cornmitteci crimes. (-) 
I know several people who have committed crimes. (+) 
I would not steal, and I would hoM it against anyone who does. ( 0 )  

I am most comfortabk around people who obey the law+(-) 
I always feel welcomed around criminal friands. (+) 
Most of my friends don't have criminal records. (-) 
I have friends who have been to jail. (+) 
None of my friends has ever wanted to commit a crime. (0) 

I have cornmitted a crime with friends. (+) 
I have friends who are well known to the police. (+) 



Appendix D: Cnminal Sentiments Scale (CSS) 



Rasaaich Quastionnrin (CSS) 

Instructions: You will note that each statement in this scale has five possible answers. 
Please read the statement. C hoose the answer you think is the best. 

Strongly Strongly 
Disag ree Agree 

By choosing 1, you have complete and strong disagreement with the statement. 
Choosing 5 would mean very strong and complete agreement with the statement. Read 
each statement carefully, decide just how much you disagree, or agree, with 1 and then 
select your answer that indicates how you feel about the statement. 

1. Laws are so often made for the benefit of small selfish groups that a penon cannot 
respect the law. 
2. Nearfy al1 laws deserve our respect. 
3. It is our duty to obey al1 laws. 
4. Laws are usually bad. 
5. The law is rotten to the core. 
6. Almost any jury can be fixed. 
7. You can't get justice in court. 
8. On the whole, lawyers are honest. 
9. Fake witnesses are often produced by the prosecution. 
10. On the whole, the police are honest. 
11. A cop is a friend to people in need. 
12. Life would be better with fewer police. 
13. The police should be paid more for their work. 
14. The police are just as crooked as the people they arrest 
15. All laws should be strictly obeyed because they are Laws. 
16. The law does not benefit the common person. 
17. The law as a whole is sound. 
18. ln the long run, law and justiœ are the same. 
19. The law enslaves the majority of people for the benefit of a few. 
20. On the whole, judges are honest and kind-heartd. 
21. Court decisions are almost aîways just. 
22. Almoa anything can be fixed in the courts if you have enough money. 
23. A judge is a good penon. 
24. Our society would be better off if there wen more police. 
25. Police rarely try to help people. 
26. Sometimes a person like myself ha8 to break the Low in order to get ahead. 
27. Most successful people used ilkgal means to becorne successful. 
28. Peopk who have been in trouble with aie law have the same sort of ideas about life 
that l have. 



29. People should always obey the law no matter how much it interferes with their 
personal ambition. 
30. I would rather associate with people who obey the law then with those who dont 
31. It's al1 right for a peison to break the law if he or she doesnt get caught. 
32. I'm more like the people who can make a living outside the taw than I am like those 
who only break the law occasionally. 
33. Most people would commit crimes if they knew they wouldn't get caught. 
34. People who have been in trouble with the law are mon like me than people who 
don? have trouble with the law. 
35. There never is a cause for breaking the law. 
36.1 dont have much in common with people who never break the law. 
37. A hungry penon has the right to steal. 
38. It's all right to evade the law if you don? actually break it. 
39. No one c m  violate the law and be rny friend. 
40. A person should obey those laws which seem reasonable. 
41. A penon is a fool to work for a living if he or she can get by some easier way, even 
if it means violating the law. 



Appendix E: Pride In Delinquency Scala (PD) 



R-arch Questionniin (PID) 

Instructions: You will note that each statement in this scale has nine possible answen. 
Please read the staternent. Choose the answer you think is the best. 

Apply each statement to yourself as if you had aded in that manner. By choosing 1, 
you would be very ashamed of that behaviour, and by choosing 9 would be very proud 
of that behaviour. 

Read each statement carefully, decide just how much you would be ashamed or proud 
and then select your answer that indicates how you fael about the statement. 

Ashamed Proud 

1. Beating up a child molester. 
2. Committing sexual assauît. 
3. Breaking into a family's home when no one is in and stealing jewelry and a VCR. 
4. Seeing a store being robbed and not calling the police. 
5. Driving home after a party when you've had too much to drink. 
6. Striking someone who insults you. 
7. Selling cocaine. 
8. Carrying a concealed weapon. 
9. Pointing a shotgun at a store clerk you own age and telling himlher to hand over al1 
the money in the till. 
10. Getting away ftom the police after a high speed chase. 



Appendix F: Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR) 



Instructions: Using the sale below as a guide, choose a number for each statement to 
show how much you agree with it 

By choosing 1, the staternent is not true for you. On this scale, 4 is sornewhat true. 
Choosing 7 would mean that the statement is very tnie of you. 

Read each statement carefully, decide just how much you disagree, or agree, with it 
and then select your answer. 

Not truc Somawhat Very Trw 

1. My first impressions of people usually 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 
tum out to be right. 

2. It wouM be hard for me to break any of my 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 
bad habits. 

3. 1 dont care to know what other people 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 
really think of me. 

4.1 have not ahnrays been honest with myself. 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 - 7  

5. 1 always know why I like things. 1 -2 -34 -54 -7  

6. When my motions are aroused, it biases 
my thinking. 

7. Once I've made up my mind! other people 
can seklom change my opinion. 

8.1 am not a safe driver when I exceed the 
speeâ liml. 

9.1 am fully in control of my own fate. 

10. It's hard for me to shut off a distuibing 
thoug ht. 

1 9. I never regret my decisions. 

12.1 sometimes low out on things because 
I canY make up my mind soon enough. 



13. The reason I vote is because my vote 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 - 7  
can make a difference. 

14. My parents were not aiways fair when they 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 
punished me. 

I am a wmpletely rational person. 1 - 2 - 3 4 5 - 6 -  7 

I rarely appreciate criticism. 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 - 7  

17.1 am very confident of my judgments. 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 

18. I have sometimes doubted by ability 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 
as a lover. 

19. lt's al1 right with me if some people 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 
happen to dislike me. 

20.1 don? aiways know the reasons why 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 - 7  
I do the things I do. 

21. I sometimes tell lies if I have to. 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 

22.1 never cover up rny mistakes. 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 

23. There have k e n  occasions when t have 1-2-34-5-6- 7 
taken advantage of someone. 

24,l never swear. 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 - 7  

25.1 sometimes try to get even rather than 1 --2-3--4--5--8-7 
forgive and forget. 

26.1 always obey laws, even if I'm unlikeîy to 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 - 7  
get caught. 

27.1 have said something bad about a fiiend 1 -2--3--4-5--6-7 
behind hislher back. 

28. When I hear people talking privately. 1 1-2-3-4-54-7 
avoid listening . 



29.1 have received too much change from 1-2-34-SN-$- 7 
a salesperson without telling him or her 

30. 1 always declare everything at customs. 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 

31. When I was young I sometimes 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 
stole things. 

32.1 have never dropped litter on the street. 1-2-3--4-5--6-7 

33. 1 sometimes drive faster than the 1-2-3--4---54- 7 
speed limit. 

34.1 never read sexy books or magazines. 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 

35.1 have done things that I donY tell other 1-2-34-5--6-7 
people about. 

36.1 never take Uiings that dont belong to me 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 - 7  

37. 1 have taken sick-leave from work or 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 -  7 
school even though I wasnY really sick. 

38.1 have never damaged a library book or 1-2-3--4--54- 7 
store merchandise without reporting it. 

39.1 have some pretty awful habits. 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 - 7  

40. 1 don? gossip about other people's 1 - 2 - 3 4 - 5 4 - 7  
business. 



Appendix G: Consent Fom 



CONSENT FORM 

1, have been asked to take 
part in a study about offender attitudes. The research is k ing  conducted by Jeremy 
Mills, under the supervision of Dr. Adelle Forth from the Deparbnent of Psychology, 
Carleton University, as part of the requirements for his Ph.0.. 

Participation in this study involves answering questions on a number of self- 
report questionnaires which are provided at the time of the psychological testing for 
assessment purposes. Participation in the study may take an additional 25-30 minutes 
to the cunent testing being conducted for assessment. The questions are related to 
offender attitudes, anger, anxiety, and depression. The research will be looking at the 
relationship between attludes and elements of personality, whik accounting for 
emotional states. 

The infonnation collected for research puiposes will be kept confidential. 
Publication of the resuits will not resuît in your being identified as a participant. 
Information obtained, apart from the regular test battery, will not be put on any 
institutional file. 

I consent to the disclosure of infonnation in my institutional files to Jeremy Mills 
for the confidential use for research purposes. 

I understand that participation in this study will not affect any administrative 
decisions conceming me such as my institutional placement or parole. My refusal to 
participate will also not affect my treatment by CSC in any way. I am free to withdraw 
from the study at any time for any reason without consequena or penalty to me. 

I have read the above statement and freely consent to participate in this study. 

Signature of Participant Signature of Wiiness 

Date 



Appendix H: Information Fom 



INFORMATION FORM 

The study in which you earlier consented to participate, examines offender 

attitudes about antisocial behaviour. It also considers things which may effect attitudes, 

such as mood (anger, depression, and anxiety) and our desire to present ourselves 

favourably. By examining these things together, it will help us understand how to 

accurately measure attitudes. 

I would like to thank-you for the tirne and effort that you have given to the study. I 

hope that the results will help us to understand oflenders better and to improve our way 

of providing psychological services to them. 

If you have any questions or comments about this study, you should cal1 Dr. 

Adelle Forth (61 3) 520-2600 ext. 1267 or if you have any ethical concerns contact Dr. 

Gick (61 3) 520-2600 ext. 2664 Chair of the Ethics Cornmittee. If you still are not 

satisfied, you may cal1 the Acting Chair of the Psychology Department, Dr. Matheson 

(6 1 3) 520-2600 ext. 751 3. 



Appendix 1: Correlations of BlDR Items not Associated with MCAA Scales 



6IDR Item Violence Entitlement Antisocial Associates 

lntent 

83 .12 . l l  -.O1 .O4 

B5 .O1 .O8 -.O7 .O0 

06 .1 O .O5 .O6 .O0 

69 -.O3 -.O4 -.O3 .O4 

Bf2  .O5 .1 O -.O3 .O3 

61 5 -.O1 .O5 .O5 -.O4 

817 .O1 -.O9 -,O4 0.1 3 

68 9.02 0.09 9-32 -.O5 

619 .O2 A1 .O3 .1 O 

837 .O4 .O9 .15 -1 3 



Appendix J: Correlation of MCAA Items with Impression Management 



- 

Item # Correlation with Impression Management Comlation with Own Scale 
i 9.30 .47 





Appendix K: lncremental Variance Accounted for with the Inclusion of Mean Response 

Latencies in the Regression Equation. 



Convictions 

Incarcerations 

Violent 

Non-Violent 

Sexual 

Average 

Violence Scak Entitlernent Scale 

RL1.23 Rdlv2 Difference Betal Beta2 RL1.23 RL1.2 Difference Betal Beta2 

.O73 ,019 ,054 . I l 0  9.239 .O73 ,047 .O26 194* 9.162 

,060 ,034 ,026 ,167 -. 162 ,051 ,044 .O07 199' -.O85 

,061 .O09 ,052 ,071 -.228* ,046 .O10 .O36 .O73 -,191 

,077 ,023 ,054 ,126 -.233* ,075 ,052 ,023 ,208* œ.152 

.O58 ,029 .O29 0.151 ,472 ,025 .O17 ,008 -. I l8 ,090 

4.0% 1.9% 
Diierence 
Note. *p < .05, -p < .O1 Subscript 1 = Indice, Subscript 2 = Raw Scaie Score, Subscript 3 = Response Latency to the - 
items in the Scale, Beta 1 is the 8eta vake for the raw scale score in the regression equation, Beta 2 is the Beta value for 

the response latency to the $cale ltems in the regression equatlon, Average Difference does not include Convictions. 





Appendix L: lncremental Variance Accounted for with the Inclusion of Partialled 

Response Latencies in the Regnssion Equation. 



Indices Violence Scak Entitlement Scale 

Rz1,23 RZ1.2 Difference Ma1 Ma2 R'1.23 RL1.2 Difference M a l  Beta2 

Convidions ,025 ,019 ,006 .143 -,O81 ,047 ,047 ,000 .217* -.O14 

Violent ,016 ,009 ,007 .1 03 -.O80 .O1 1 .O09 ,002 ,100 -,O42 

A~erage 0.8% O. 1 % 
Differenœ 
Note. *p < .05, p < .O1 Subscript 1 = Indices, Subscript 2 = Raw Scak Score, Subscript 3 = Resiâual calculated from - 
predicting mean response îatency to the items in the scale from the mean response latencies of the neutral items, 6eta 1 

is the Beta value for the rew scale score in the regression equaüon, Beta 2 is the Beta value for the residualr in aie 

regremion equatbn, Average Difference does not include Convictions. 





Appendix M: lncremental Variance Accountad for with the Inclusion of the Difference 

Response Latencies in the Regression Equation. 





Associates Scale Antisocial lntent Scale 

RL1.23 R% Difference Betal Beta2 ~ ~ 1 . 2 3  ~ ' 1 . 2  Difference Betal 6eta2 

Sexual ,053 .O53 ,000 -.224* .O24 .O49 .O38 .O1 1 -.165 ,106 

A~erege O. 5% 3.0% 
D i e n œ  
W. *p < .05, p < .O1 Subscript 1 = Indices, Subscript 2 = Raw Scaîe Score, Subscript 3 = Difference between the 

response latencies to the neuûal items and response latencies to scaîe items, Beta 1 is the Beta vabe for the raw scale 

rcore in the tegression equation, Beta 2 is the Beta value for the differenœ in response latencles in the regremion 

equation, Average Differenœ does not indude Convictions. 




