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Abstract

Two hundred and eight Canadian male federal offenders
participated in this study of the relationship between
social cognition, violent behavior, and psychopathy.
Antagonistic recall, hostile attributions, hostile goal
selection, and the tendency to generate and prefer
aggressive responses were all significantly associated with
the intention to respond violently to hypothetical
situations. Each stage of the social-information processing
model (Crick & Dodge, 1994) and a measure of beliefs
supporting violence significantly correlated with self-
reported frequencies of violent behavior, the number of
violent crimes, and the Hare Psychopathy Checklist -
Revised. Multiple regression analyses revealed that each
distortion contributed to the prediction of violent
responding, even when intelligence, state anger, and
response bias were controlled. Antagonistic social
cognitions significantly postdicted the frequency of self-
reported violence, the total number of violent convictions,

and the level of psychopathy.
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SOCIAL COGNITION, CRIMINAL VIOLENCE, AND

PSYCHOPATHY

Violent crime is a significant public health problem
in North America. One method of addressing this problem is
to assess individuals who perpetrate violent crimes and to
determine relevant approaches to the prevention and
management of future violence. Recent reviews of the
assessment and treatment of violent offenders suggest that
modifying the social cognitions of violent offenders is a
promising treatment approach (Andrews & Bonta, 1994;
Blackburn, 1993).

When faced with similar social situations, why do some
people react with violence, whereas others withdraw or
negotiate? Individual reactions can vary for the same person
across different situations and may vary for different
people within similar situations. Social learning theory
proposes that violent behavior, like most other behaviors,
is determined by a combination of stable behavioral
dispositions interacting with specific features of the
environment. In order to understand a violent act, a number
of interacting variables need to be considered. The

variables include innate and acquired behavior propensities,
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neurophysiological characteristics, cognitive functioning,
and aspects of the immediate situation.

The emphasis on cognitive mediation separates social
learning theory from other behavioral theory. The basic
assumption of this form of cognitive-behavioral theory is
that thoughts, attitudes, and beliefs influence the way
people feel and behave. Aggression is acquired and
maintained internally, through environmental rewards and
self-reinforcement. It is instigated in response to the
cognitive appraisal of the environment. The theories of
Bandura (1983), Berkowitz (1983), and Zillmann (1983),
stipulate that aggressive behavior is a cognitively mediated
process. A central component of this mental process involves
the processing of social information.

Huesmann {(1988) has proposed that social information
processing is a core determinant of aggressive behavior.
Social information processing is a term used to describe the
encoding, interpretation and response to environmental
social cues. Social information processing models articulate
the sequential and interrelated stages through which social
data is perceived and interpreted. A prominent assumption of
social cognitive theories of aggression is that individuals
differ in the way they process information about their

social environment. It is assumed that those who respond
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violently to social situations display particular social
cognitive distortions. In a review of developmental
psychopathology and cognition, Kendall and Macdonald (1993)
identified 50 studies that demonstrate a relationship
between aggression and social-cognitive difficulties. The
assumption underlying these investigations is that an
interaction of situational and personal factors produces
aggressive behavior. Persistently aggressive behavior is the
result of stable deficiencies in the appraisal of social
information.

Social Information Processing Model

The social cognitive theory of aggression is based
primarily on research examining the social information
processing styles of aggressive children. Kenneth Dodge and
his colleagues (Dodge, 1986; Dodge, Petit, McClaskey, &
Brown, 1986) pioneered the development of a social
information-processing model of aggressive behavior. Dodge
(1980) was initially concerned about how aggressive children
misattribute hostile intentions and eventually this
investigation broadened into a model of childhood social
competeance.

Crick and Dodge (1994) have formulated a model of
social cognition and performance that attempts to delineate

the cognitive features of social competence. A primary
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assumption of the model is that effective behavior depends
on rational and objective perceptions of social
circumstances. The socially competent person is capable of
accurately perceiving and appraising his or her social
environment by attending and responding to information that
is socially relevant. Conversely, behavioral problems are
the result of deficits and distortions of this process.
These deficiencies in the processing of social information
are assumed to play a central role in the development of
conduct problems, depression, and social rejection.

The model of social adjustment is an integration of
several cognitive approaches, including social problem
solving (D’Zurilla & Goldfried, 1971), social information
processing (McFall, 1982), and schema theory (Shank &
Abelson, 1977). The addition of the notion of schematic
processing accounts for the stability of social dysfunction.
Schemas represent a system of social knowledge, recalled
from memories of previous social experience. This social
knowledge assists in the interpretation of events and guides
behavior. In the model of social information processing,
generalized experiences and self-schemas (Dodge & Tomlin,
1987) are thought to influence social cognitions at every

processing stage.
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Crick and Dodge (1994) maintain that each phase of
social information processing depends on earlier stages and
interacts with social schemas. They base this assertion on
neuropsychological and cognitive explanations of attention,
emotion and mental processing. The model is rooted on a
connectionist theory of cognitive functioning. Connectionism
indicates that cognitive processing is not a rigid linear
sequence, but a set of simultaneous operations (Rumelhart,
McClelland, & Parallel Distributed Processing (PDP) Research
Group, 1986). Synchronous processing is hypothesized to
follow an analytical progression with interrelated feedback
loops at each stage. The relationship of processing
components at one stage and processing at another stage is
interactive. This model of children’s social adjustment is
depicted in Figure 1.

Crick and Dodge (1994) delineate six stages of social
cognitive processing. The first stage (encoding of cues)
involves the perception of and attention to internal and
external information. The second stage (interpretation of
cues) encompasses the subjective definition of those cues.
Two primary components of the interpretive process are the
attributions of causality and intentions towards others. The
third stage is a motivational process where immediate social

goals are considered. The fourth stage is the response
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Figure 1. A reformulated social information-processing
model of children’s social adjustment.

Note: From “A review and reformulation of social

information-processing mechanisms in children’s social

adjustment” by N.R. Crick and K.A. Dodge, 1994,

Psychological Bulletin 115, p.76.
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access or construction phase, where pectential behavioral
options are produced. In the fifth stage, the response
decision phase, solutions are evaluated and selected. The
response that is selected is implemented in the final stage,
the behavioral enactment stage. All of the information-
processing stages depend on the appraised impact of the
response. Feedback from peers and the environment can
initiate the process.

Social Cognition and Aggression

The application of social information-processing
theory to aggressive behavior is based on abundant empirical
findings that aggressive children demonstrate consistent
deficits and distortions in their resolution of social
problems (see Akhtar & Bradley, 1991 for a detailed review).

When faced with interpersonal problems, chronically
aggressive children display processing biases and social
cognitive deficits at every stage of the social information
processing model (Dodge, 1993). Developmental research has
demonstrated that aggressive children, when compared to non-
aggressive children, misinterpret social information,
attribute hostility, select punitive goals, dgenerate
aggressive responses and exhibit a preference for aggressive
solutions.

Encoding of cues
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In order to successfully interact with others, or
solve social dilemmas, it is important to realistically
perceive and define social information. In a series of
experiments, Dodge and his colleagues explained how
aggressive children tend to misperceive their circumstances
by selectively attending to irrelevant information and by
focusing on threatening environmental cues (Dodge & Tomlin,
1987, Dodge & Frame, 1982, Dodge & Newman, 1981, Gouze,
1987; Lochman & Dodge, 1994; Lochman, Lampron, & Rabiner,
1989).

Dodge and Newman (1981) approached the measurement of
encoding bias in a creative way. They developed a “detective
game” for boys rated as either popular or aggressive by
peers and teachers. The objective of the game was to
determine if the antagonist in a situation acted with
hostility. The participants of the game were allowed to
request up to five pieces of information to arrive at this
decision. The boys rated as aggressive requested less
information and attributed more hostile intentions.

Dodge and Newman observed a developmental progression
in cue encoding. Younger boys requested less information and
older aggressive boys seemed to posses a developmental lag
(responding as younger boys would). Based on an assumption

that people are more likely to recall the information they
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encode, Dodge and Newman also discovered that aggressive
boys were more likely to recall hostile information. A
similar experiment replicated this finding and demonstrated
that the results were not solely due to the general
intelligence of the subjects (Milich & Dodge, 1984)

Other researchers have observed similar attention
deficits. Gouze (1987) established that aggressive preschool
boys (rated aggressive using observational measures and
teacher ratings), were more distracted by an aggressive
cartoon when completing a separate task and took a longer
period of time to shift their attention away from a violent
puppet show. May (1986) found that sensitivity to violent
tachistoscopic stimuli was associated with self-reported
violent behavior. This correlation was irrespective of age,

intellectual ability, economic status and state arousal.

Interpretation of cues

Accurate definitions of social situations not only
depend on the perception of the environment, but on the
meaning assigned to those perceptions. Social cognitive
researchers have repeatedly ascertained differences in the
attributions of aggressive and non-aggressive children
(Bickett, Milich, & Brown, 1996; Dodge, 1980; Dodge &
Newman, 1981; Guerra & Slaby, 1989; Lochman & Dodge, 1994;

Nasby, Hayden & Depaulo, 1980; Waas, 1988). These studies
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have found that aggressive children have a propensity to
infer hostile intentions, particularly in ambiguous
interpersonal situations (Dodge, 1980). This inclination has
been labeled a “hostile attributional bias”.

Dodge and Frame (1982) determined that the selective
attention to hostile cues, a process that is thought to
occur in the encoding stage, partially accounts for the
attributional bias. Many researchers who have uncovered this
bias maintain that hostile attributions and negative
interpretations are central determinants of aggressive
responding. Dodge and his colleagues (Dodge & Frame, 1982;
Dodge et al., 1986) have demonstrated that an attribution
bias is directly related to the decision to retaliate with
aggression.

In an early experiment, Dodge (1980} used the
hypothetical destruction of a puzzle by a peer to provoke a
behavioral response from a group of boys (rated aggressive
or non-aggressive by peers and teachers). The destruction of
the puzzle was presented as occurring under three separate
circumstances. In each condition, information was provided
to suggest that the intentions of the peer were benign,
ambiguous, or hostile. Under hostile and benign conditions
aggressive and non-aggressive boys responded similarly.

Under ambiguous conditions, the boys rated as aggressive
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were more likely to respond aggressively, whereas the boys
rated non-aggressive were more likely to act as they did
when circumstances were benign. A follow-up study determined
that aggressive children assigned hostile intent to the
ambiguous circumstance (Dodge 1980, Study 2). Dodge and
Newman (1981) found that this misattribution occurs even
when aggressive children are presented with information that
the intentions of a peer are harmless.

The interpretation bias of aggressive children is
robust and has been replicated in numerous studies with
children of different ages (Dodge, 1980; Dodge & Frame,
1982; Dodge et al., 1986; Dodge & Tomlin, 1987; Feldman &
Dodge, 1987; Guerra & Slaby, 1989; Quiggle, Garber, Panak, &
Dodge, 1992; Sancilio, Plumert & Hartup, 1989; Waas, 1988).
A hostile attributional bias is also apparent in studies of
aggressive adolescents (Dodge & Coie, 1987; Crick & Dodge,
1992; Dodge et al., 1990; Fondacaro & Heller, 1990; Guerra &
Slaby, 1989; Hains, & Herrman, 1989). It is also
characteristic of aggressive girls as well as boys (Dodge,
Murphy, & Buchsbaum, 1984; Dodge & Tomlin, 1987; Feldman &
Dodge, 1987; Steinberg & Dodge, 1983). The finding of a
hostile attributional bias is not limited to hypothetical

situations. Researchers have confirmed this tendency in
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real-life situations (Hughes, Robinson, & Moore, 1991;
Steinberg & Dodge, 1983).

Clarification of goals

Once information about the environment has been
perceived and interpreted, the next step in the model is the
adoption of a behavioral objective. Crick and Dodge (1994)
define goal clarification as “focused arousal states that
function as orientations towards producing (or wanting to
produce) particular outcomes” (pp. 87). The typical method
of assessing behavioral intent involves presenting subjects
with a list of possible goals and asking them to select
their preference. In the application to aggressive behavior,
research has demonstrated that aggressive children and
adolescents have a tendency to select punitive, retaliatory,
and hostile goals (Crick & Dodge, 1992; Lochman & Dodge,
1994; Slaby & Guerra; 1988). Alternatively, children rated
as popular or prosocial tend to select goals that are
positive and helpful.

Social cognitive deficiencies have also been
implicated in the inability of aggressive children to
integrate and respond to social information. Aggressive
behavior in children in diverse social situations has been
linked to a lack of ability to generate sufficient or

appropriate responses to social situations (Asarnow &
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Callan, 1985; Richard & Dodge, 1982). Research that has
examined the interpersonal problem solving characteristics
of children has found that aggressive children generate
fewer solutions to hypothetical dilemmas in comparison to
nonaggressive children (Asarnow & Callan, 1985; Richard &
Dodge, 1982; Spivack & Shure, 1974: Spivak, Platt, & Shure,
1976; Guerra & Slaby, 1989). One investigator (Deluty, 1983)
failed to distinguish aggressive and non-~aggressive children
according to the frequency of responses. Deluty suggested
that the content and priority assigned to solutions is more
important than the quantity.

Response access or construction

The relative priority of solutions and the quality of
those solutions have received considerable attention.
Aggressive children have a tendency to generate aggressive
solutions to problems (Gouze, 1987; Lochman & Lampron, 1986,
Lochman, Lampron, & Rabiner, 1989), and usually access this
type of response before more effective prosocial solutions
(Lochman, 1985; Richard & Dodge, 1982). Similarly,
researchers have found that within the set of possible
solutions, aggressive children produce a relatively small

number of relevant solutions (Richard & Dodge, 1982; Guerra

& Slaby, 1989).
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Response decision

Aggressive children may also consciously select
aggressive responses. Even when a variety of solutions are
presented along with a hypothetical problem, aggressive
children have a tendency to evaluate aggressive responses
more favourably (Crick & Ladd, 1990, Deluty, 1983, Quiggle,
Garber, Panak, & Dodge, 1992). Aggressive children have also
been found to expect more positive ocutcomes for aggressive
behavior (Dodge, Petit, McClaskey & Brown, 1986; Feldman &
Dodge, 1987; Hart, Ladd, & Buurelson, 1990).

Self-evaluation is thought to exert an important
influence in response decisions. Aggressive children tend to
rate themselves as more capable of performing aggressive
behaviors and less capable of prosocial behaviors (Crick &
Dodge, 1989, Quiggle et. al, 1992). Crick and Dodge (1994}
associate this appraisal of competency with the construct of
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). They suggest that aggressive
responses are preferred because aggressive children are
confident that they can perform these solutions, and are
less confident that prosocial solutions will be performed
successfully.

Social schema

As mentioned earlier, the model proposed by Crick and

Dodge (1994) specifies a central role for schematic
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processing. Responding to the demands of a situation is not
solely the product of immediate situation-based cognitions;
it also encompasses an adherence to a generalized style.
Crick and Dodge (1994) propose that “ a mental
representation of past events is stored in long-term memory.
Later, this memory is integrated with other memories into a
general mental structure that guides the processing of
future social cues” (p. 78).

Crick and Dodge admit that there is little empirical
evidence to support the prominent role of social schemas in
aggressive behavior. However they do suggest that the
failure of aggressive children to attend to relevant cues
may be due to the interference of a well-rehearsed script
for aggression. In this respect, aggressive responses are
the product of a schema that is overlearned and misapplied
to specific situations. The authors provide an example of a
play fight that escalates into a serious conflict, because
of a schema that is inappropriately applied to the
situation.

Empirical support for the existence of aggressive
schemas can be found in the beliefs commonly held by those
who are aggressive (Bergstein, Hemenway, Kennedy, Quaday, &
Ander, 1996; Cotten, Resnick, Browne, Martin, McCarraher, &

Woods, 1994; Perry, Perry, & Rasmussen, 1986; Spaccarelli,
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Coatsworth, & Bowden, 1995). Slaby and Guerra (1988)
demonstrated that the endorsement of violent beliefs
mediated violent response preferences to hypothetical
situations. A study of an ethnically diverse sample of
disadvantaged children found that beliefs supporting
aggression contributed to longitudinal and coexistent
predictions of aggressive behavior (Guerra, Huesmann, Tolan,
Van Acker, & Eron, 1995).

The general findings suggest that aggressive children
are more likely to attend to hostile and less relevant
social information (stage 1). They demonstrate a pronounced
bias to attribute hostility (stage 2) and pursue
antagonistic social goals (stage 3). Aggressive children
also generate fewer and less effective solutions for social
problems (stage 4); and they select aggressive solutions and
evaluate those solutions as effective (stage 5). These
stages are interdependent and contribute to the aggressive
child’s inappropriate social behaviors (stage 6). At the
core of these social cognitions a general schema supporting

the use of aggression is thought to exert an influential

role.
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Gaps In Knowledge

Two decades of developmental research demonstrates
that aggressive children differ in the way they perceive and
interpret environmental cues, generate and select solutions
to social problems, and in the attitudes and beliefs that
they hold about aggression. However, the majority of studies
demonstrating empirical evidence of an association between
social cognition and aggression are based on juvenile
populations. Few studies have explored comparable social
processing styles of aggressive adults.

Aggressive behavior has been found to be an enduring
characteristic. Longitudinal studies have determined that an
individual’s relative ranking on aggression is consistent
throughout the lifespan (Olweus, 1984). Peer nominations of
childhood aggression are significantly correlated with self-
reported and spouse-reported aggression in adulthood
(Huesmann, Eron, Lefkowitz, & Walder, 1984). Farrington
(1989) has demonstrated that teacher rankings of aggression
in childhood are predictive of adult criminal offenses.

Therefore, longitudinal studies would suggest that the
social cognitive indicators of childhood aggression carry
forward into adulthood. However, as Blackburn (1994)
correctly points out, longitudinal predictors have a high

false positive rate. Most aggressive children do not become



Social Cognition, Criminal Violence, and Psychopathy
18.

violent adults. Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber (1998) argue
that the stability of aggression over time is misleading
because most aggressive children do not grow up to be
violent. They also point out that adult criminal violence
does not necessarily have a developmental determinant.

Some developmental researchers have used longitudinal
methods to explore social cognitive deficits from childhood
to adolescence. Antagonistic social information processing
styles are not exclusive to young aggressive children.
Researchers have demonstrated that aggressive adolescents
process social information in a way that is consistent with
the distortions of the aggressive children (Dodge et al.,
1990; Fondacaro & Heller, 1990; Hains & Herrman, 1989; Slaby
& Guerra, 1988). In one study of an incarcerated sample,
antisocial aggressive adolescents, when compared to non-
aggressive adolescents, were more likely to define social
problems in a hostile way, adopt hostile goals, generate
fewer solutions and anticipate fewer sanctions for
aggression (Slaby & Guerra, 1988). Persistent and serious
forms of aggression were associated with less effective
social problem-solving skills and more frequent endorsement
of beliefs that support the use of aggression.

In this context, it is plausible that the same

cognitive deficits and distortions that mediate aggression
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in childhood carry over to adolescence and may also extend
into adulthood. However, only a few studies have empirically
tested the association between social cognitive distortions
and violence in adults.

Holtzworth-Munroe (1896) has proposed that a social
information-processing framework would be helpful for the
assessment and treatment of spouse abusers. In a study
comparing the reactions of husbands to statements written by
their wives, violent men were more likely to experience
anger and report negative behavioral intentions (Holtzworth-
Munroe, & Smutzler, 13996). Compared to nonviolent men,
domestically wviolent men are more likely to respond with
irrelevant solutions, verbal aggression, and physical
aggression to videotaped scenes of a couple in conflict
(Dutton & Browning, 1988).

A few studies have examined the social cognitive
deficits of persistently violent criminal offenders. Copello
and Tata (1990) examined the social information processing
differences of violent offenders, non-violent offenders, and
non-offenders. In comparison to non-offenders, both vioclent
and non-violent offenders were more likely to infer violent
threats to ambiguous sentences. The results suggest that the
attribution of violent intent may be related to general

deviance and not specifically to violent behavior.
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Zamble and Porporino (1988) demonstrated that poor
coping and ineffective problem solving was characteristic of
criminal offenders, though the authors did not distinguish
between violent and non-violent offenders. In a previous
study with a population of incarcerated offenders, I
(Bettman, 1993) found that an adherence to an aggressive
problem-solving style significantly contributed to the
postdiction of self-reported violence. The measure used in
this previous study was based on the social cognitive
deficits and distortions described in the developmental
research.

Research with Canadian criminal offenders has
discovered a significant correlation between preferences for
violent scenes in a binocular rivalry tasks and ratings of
violent criminal behavior (Seager, 1996). This suggests that
adults with a history of violent behavior selectively attend
to hostile cues. The same study found that measures of
lifestyle impulsivity, aggressive responses to hypothetical
vignettes, and a preference for attending to scenes
depicting weapons, accounted for a significant amount of

variation in the frequency of violent criminal convictions

and measures of psychopathy.
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Psychopathy and Violence

The construct of psychopathy is relevant to the issue
of violence and social cognition. Psychopathy is a
perscnality trait that has been described in detail by
Cleckley (1976) and researched and operationalised by Hare
(1991). By definition, psychopaths have poor behavioral
controls, are irresponsible, impulsive, and lack empathy and
remorse. Typically those scoring high on measures of
psychopathy have long criminal careers that are marked by
childhood conduct problems, juvenile delinquency, and
diverse adult criminal offenses.

Offenders scoring high on measures of psychopathy have
a higher rate of violent criminal activity. Hare and
McPherson (1984) demonstrated that a sample of psychopaths
had a significantly greater history of violent convictions
in comparison to non-psychopathic criminals. Wong (1984)
found that ratings of violent institutional offenses were
associated with measures of psychopathy. Psychopathy is
widely recognized as a valid predictor of violent recidivism
(Harris, Rice, & Cormier, 1991; Hart, Kropp, & Hare, 1988;
Serin, Peters, & Barbaree, 1990).

Hare (1991) attributes this violent history to a
hostile and self-centered view of the world. The social

cognitions of psychopaths are consistent with the
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distortions of aggressive children. Serin (1988) found that
the Psychopathy Checklist scores of criminal offenders
significantly correlated with hostile attributions to a
series of vignettes. Blackburn and Lee-Evans (1985) suggest
that psychopaths are quick to interpret provocation,
anticipate aggressive outcomes to problem situations, and
demonstrate “an attributional bias towards perceiving
malevolent intent” (p. 93). The authors concluded that this
attributional bias is a core feature of psychopathy.

In summary, few studies have applied social
information processing theory to violent criminal behavior
in adults, but there are studies that suggest a temporal
stability of aggression. The finding that rankings of
aggression are relatively stable throughout the lifespan has
directed experimenters to evaluate the association between
social cognitions and aggression in adolescents. These
investigations have found a consistent relationship between
serious criminal violence and the social beliefs and
cognitive styles of aggressive adolescents. Though a small
number of studies have investigated the relationship between
social information processing and adult aggression, some
studies demonstrate that psychopathy, a personality

construct that is correlated with early onset of criminal
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behavior as well as violence, is also associated with social
cognitive deficits.

Aim of the Current Study

The primary aim of this study was to systematically
examine the sequential stages of social information
processing in a sample of adult criminal offenders. The
systematic examination included multiple measures of social
information processing and violent behavior. Specifically,
it was expected that measures of social information
processing distortions would be significantly interrelated.
It was further predicted that measures of antagonistic
social cognitions would correlate with measures of violent
behavior. The measures of violent behaviors of primary
interest in this study were self-reported history of
violence, and violent criminal convictions. In addition,
measures of antagonistic social cognitions and violent
behavior were expected to correlate with a measure of
psychopathy.

In the application of a model of social information
processing to violent behavior, it is relevant to consider
the association of characteristic schemas of social
information processing with previous experiences. Measures
relating to social schemas were expected tc correlate with

cognitive distortions, violent behavior, and psychopathy. In
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the current study, a measure of beliefs supportive of
violence was used to test this relationship.

It was expected that social information processing
distortions and violent beliefs would account for a
significant proportion of wvariance in the intention to
respond violently to hypothetical situations. Social
processing distortions, in combination, were expected to
account for a significant amount of the variation in violent
social behavior and measures of psychopathy. It was
anticipated that violent responding to hypothetical
vignettes could be predicted by social distortions
representing each stage of the social information-processing
model. Specifically, hostile recall of social cues, hostile
attributions of intent, selection of hostile goals, a
tendency to construct hostile responses, and a positive
evaluation of violent responses, were each expected to
contribute to the prediction of a violent response.

Most of the studies of childhood aggression mentioned
earlier depend on categorical classification of aggression.
Children are classified categorically as aggressive or non-
aggressive, most often by teacher and peer ratings of
aggression. Categorical measures can result in grouping
individuals with varying frequencies of aggressive behavior

into the same classification. Measuring violence by the
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frequency of occurrence prevents this arbitrary
categorization for individuals who are marginally or rarely
aggressive. Therefore, this study is concerned with the
frequency of violent behavior. It was not expected that an
adult offender who had committed only one violent crime
would evince biases or deficits of information processing.
The approach of this study was to conceptualize violence as
a continuous variable, as measured by the frequency of self-
reported acts of violence and officially documented criminal
convictions for violent crimes. It was expected that each
stage of antagonistic social cognition would add incremental
validity to the postdiction of self-reported violence and
officially recorded crimes of violence.

A second objective of this study was to connect social
cognitive distortions to psychopathy. It is plausible that
an antagonistic social cognitive style is a salient feature
of the personality construct of psychopathy. If psychopathy
and cognitive processing are interrelated and both are
associated with violent behavior, then it is important to
disentangle the complexity of this interaction. Sets of
regression equations were utilized to determine if the
postdiction of violent behavior by measures of social

cognition remains valid when psychopathy is controlled.
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Competing Explanations

This study examined the social-information processing
styles of adult offenders while appraising three alternative
explanations. One alternate explanation is that social-
cognitive deficits are not associated directly with
violence, but that both are influenced by a common
underlying factor. In a review of the social information
processing deficits of aggressive children, Akhtar and
Bradley (1991) noted that most investigations failed to
control for underlying variables that could potentially
influence aggression and social cognition. Akhtar and
Bradley identified general intellectual ability as a
possible influence. It is possible that social information-
processing distortions occur as a result of a general
cognitive deficiency.

Some of the developmental studies mentioned earlier
have demonstrated that the social cognitive variations
between aggressive and nonaggressive children were not
explained by intellectual differences (Dodge et al., 1990;
Gouze, 1987; Milich & Dodge, 1984). However, although the
processing deficits associated with aggressive children are
assumed to be a specific problem of social information
processing, intellectual deficits have been associated with

violent behavior in children and adults. Huesmann, Eron and
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Yarmel (1987) demonstrated that intelligence measured at age
8 was inversely associated with measures of peer rated
aggression. The authors implied that intellectual deficits
are influential to the early development of aggressive
behaviors by preventing the development of alternative
behaviors. They concluded that intelligence exerts a less
significant influence in adulthood.

It is possible that a more generalized inability to
process information accounts for the relationship between
processing components and aggressive behavior. The current
study examined the influence of intelligence in the
relationship between social information processing and
violence. Because developmental studies have demonstrated an
insignificant influence of intelligence on social
cognitions, it was not expected that intelligence would play
an influential role in a sample of adults.

A second possibility is that violent responses to
situations are primarily mood dependent and not situation
dependent. It is possible that individuals who respond
aggressively to social situations are emotionally aroused
before they are exposed to the situation. The emotional
arousal may be independent of the particular social

situation and the cognitive appraisal is influenced by mood.
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Berkowitz (1983) suggests that emotional arousal is a
primary determinant of aggressive behavior. Berkowitz
maintains that cognitive attributions assume a secondary
influence once the person is aroused. Research that examines
the dysfunctional attitudes of depressed individuals
demonstrates a significant influence of mood on the
endorsement of beliefs (Miranda, Persons, & Nix Byers:;
1990) . The authors of this study found that dysfunctional
beliefs acted as a vulnerability factor for depression but
that the endorsement of dysfunctional beliefs depended on
current mood.

In the application to aggressive schemas, this
research suggests that cognitive appraisals and the
endorsement of violent beliefs may be influenced by current
mood as opposed to social knowledge and experience. In the
present study, a measure of emotional arousal (state anger)
was administered with social cognitive measures to assess
the influence of participants’ general mood at the time of
testing. It was not expected that the current mood of the
participant would be associated with antagonistic social
cognitions or the endorsement of violent beliefs.

A third and final alternative explanation is the
possibility that response style plays a role in the

assessment of information processing. Possible response
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biases include the desire to make a good impression and a
lack of self-awareness. For example, it is possible that
respondents interpret and consider violent responses, but
are reluctant to admit this when questioned by researchers.
Response bias is another potential influence on the
generation of responses to hypothetical vignettes and the
self-reporting of violent criminal history. In this study, a
measure of response bias was used to assess this potential
influence.

Thus, the current study attempted to demonstrate that
the associations between social cognitive distortions,
violent responses to vignettes, and violent behavioral
history, are not accounted for by intelligence, the current

mood of the participant, or response bias.
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Method

Participants

Two hundred and eight adult male offenders
participated in this study. Initially 289 potential
participants were recruited to participate in this study. Of
those, 243 presented themselves for an initial interview.
The reasons that the offenders did not appear are varied.
From knowledge of institutional practices one can say that
they may have had conflicting appointments. It is however,
impossible to estimate how many failed to appear because
they did not wish to participate. Of the 243 offenders who
arrived for the interview and had the study explained to
them, 26 declined to participate. Two individuals
participated in the study, but after receiving legal opinion
requested to withdraw, and their responses were destroyed.
Nine participants were interrupted during the study and
efforts to have them return later were unsuccessful. Six
participants were disqualified from the study because their

English was poor and they failed to comprehend the interview

questions. Thus, data were available for 208 subjects.
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Characteristics of the Participants

The ages of the participants ranged from 19 years to
62 years. The mean age was 33.9 years (SD = 9 years).
Eighty-two participants (39.4%) had a grade twelve education
or higher. Ninety-two (44.2%) had a grade 10 education or
lower. One hundred and sixty seven (80.3%) participants were
Canadian citizens. Eighty-three (39.9%) participants were
single, 31 (14.9%) were married, and 69 (33.2%) were
involved in common-law relationships. The remaining 25 (12%)
were separated, divorced, or widowed.

The length of sentences ranged from 730 days to life
imprisonment. In Canada the penalty for first and second
degree murder is life imprisonment. Twenty-five participants
were serving a life sentence. The average sentence length of
those not serving a life sentence was 2,491 days. The
longest sentence that was not a life sentence was
approximately 45 years.

One hundred and sixty eight participants (80.8%) were
serving their first federal term of imprisonment. Thirty
(14.4%) were serving their second federal term, and the
remaining nine (4.8%) had served at least three federal
terms of incarceration.

On average, the total number of convictions for prior

and current crimes was 17.5 (SD = 15.6). The number of
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convictions ranged from 1 to 111. Eighty (38.5%)
participants had no current or prior convictions for a
violent offence. Forty (19.2%) had a conviction for one
violent offence. The remaining 88 (41.3%) had at least two
convictions for violent offences. The average number of
violent convictions was 2.18; this ranged from 0 to 13
convictions.

Setting of the Current Study

In an effort to maximize the chances of recruiting a
representative sample of violent and non-violent offenders,
the study was conducted at both a medium-~security and a
minimum~-security federal institution. The medium-security
institution was Collins Bay Institution and the minimum-
security institution was Frontenac Institution. Both
institutions are located in Kingston, Ontario. In the
Canadian correctional system, medium-security institutions
are structured environments designed to incarcerate inmates
who pose a risk to the safety of the community. This level
of security is particularly evident in the physical
structure of Collins Bay, an institution that is surrounded
by tall stone walls, barbed wire, and four guard towers.
Frontenac Institution is located adjacent to Collins Bay and
lacks imposing security features. Although there are

exceptions, most of the offenders in Frontenac Institution
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have been rated as presenting a low to moderate risk for
repeat offending. These criterions indicate that medium-
security institutions incarcerate more violent offenders
than minimum-security institutions.

In the current study, 121 participants (58.2% of the
total) were incarcerated at Collins Bay Institution (medium-
security) and 87 (41.8%) participants were incarcerated at
Frontenac Institution (minimum-security). At the time of the
study, Collins Bay Institution had a total population of 563
offenders, and Frontenac Institution had a population of
approximately 250.

Measures

Measures Of Information Processing

Social Problem Interview

To assess each stage of the social information-
processing model, the Social Problem Interview was developed
for this study. This is a structured interview involving the
oral presentation of four hypothetical social vignettes. For
each, the respondent is asked questions to measure his
reaction. Each question was designed to measure a particular
construct of the social information-processing model. The
Social Problem Interview is presented in Appendix A, along

with the scoring sheet summarizing the variable labels and

scoring method (Appendix B).
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The vignettes presented in the interview were
developed to represent realistic social situations that are
ambiguous with respect to the intentions of the antagonist.
The fictitious events were derived from data collected by
Zamble and Porporino (1988), for their study of the coping
styles of a similar population. As a part of that study,
Zamble and Porporino (1988) asked offenders about the type
of problems they encountered in the community. The
situations chosen for this study vary according to the
familiarity of the antagonist (the actor described in the
vignette), the sex of the antagonist, and the social context
of the situation.

The style of questioning is derived from the
Interpersonal Negotiation Strategies model proposed by
Yeates, Schultz and Selman (1990). Functionally, the
sequential steps of this model are similar to those proposed
by social information processing theorists (Dodge et. al,
1986) and social problem-solving theorists (Spivack & Shure,
1985).

Following the oral presentation of the general
situation, the respondent was asked 16 open-ended questions,
and then 8 fixed-choice questions. Open-ended questions were
used to prevent the respondent from answering in a

predetermined or set manner. Research has demonstrated that
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the methods used to elicit social cognitions influence the
response, for example, open-ended questions are more likely
to elicit an aggressive response than questions that
constrain the response (Costanzo, Grumet, & Brehm, 1974).

All open-ended responses were scored using the method
described in Appendix B. The 8 fixed-choice questions
provide an additional method of measurement. The respondents
were given a sheet of paper with written questions and
instructed to score their responses to each question on a 5-
point Likert scale. The advantage of the participant
appraisal is that scoring and interpretation by an
additional person is not required.

The first stage of the model is the encoding of
situational cues. This stage was assessed with questions
regarding the participant’s desire for more information
about the situation (Information Request; “Do you want any
more information about the situation?” and “If so, what
else?”). Another component of situation encoding ranks the
degree of emotional arousal and responsiveness. Respondents
were asked to appraise their level of anger (Anger
Appraisal; “If this situation happened to you, how angry
would you feel?”) and their ability to reflect before
responding (Impulsivity Appraisal; “How likely would you be

to stop and think about what to do before you did
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something?”). A third set of encoding measures assesses the
respondent’s recollection of situational cues. Following the
presentation of all four hypothetical situations, two open-
ended questions were asked about the first situation
(Situation Recall; “What do you remember about situation
one?” and Antagonist Recall; “What do you remember about the
person in situation one?”). Higher scores indicate hostile
and antagonistic recollections of the situation.

The second stage of the social information-processing
model involves the interpretation of situational cues. This
stage was assessed by asking the respondent open-ended
questions about the cause of the situation (“What is the
problem in this situation?”). Causal attribution is scored
if the respondent blames the antagonist for the cause of the
problem. Positive Definition is scored if the respondent
attributes the problem to a misunderstanding, accident or
mutual determinant. Hostile intention is determined by
asking the respondent an open-ended question about the
antagonist’s aim (“Why do you think the other person acted
this way?”). Hostile Attribution is scored when the aim of
the antagonist was thought to be deliberate. “Neutral
Attribution” is scored if the actions are ascribed to
accidental or ambiguous motives. Hostile intention is also

ranked by the respondent’s appraisal on a fixed 5-pocint
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scale (Provocation Appraisal; “Do you think the other person
acted deliberately to upset you?”). Higher scores indicate a
deliberate attempt to provoke.

The clarification of goals is the third stage of the
social information-processing model. Respondents were asked
directly “If you had to deal with this situation what would
be your goal?” “Hostile Goal” is scored if the stated
objective is to punish, harm, or intimidate the antagonist.
“Positive Goal” is scored if the respondent attempts to
negotiate or communicate in a prosocial manner.

In the fourth stage of the social information-
processing model, responses to the situation are generated.
This stage is called the response construction or access
stage and in the Social Problem Interview it is assessed in
four ways. “Response Quantity” is determined by summing the
total number of responses to the 5 response-eliciting
questions (First Response; “If this situation happened to
you, what is the first thing you would do?”, Second
Response; “What if the other person turns to you and smiles,
what would you do?” and “What else could you do?”).

The responses are categorically scored to indicate a
violent response. A “Violent Response” is not a physical act
of aggression towards the interviewer. In this study, a

“Violent Response” refers to the stated intention of the



Social Cognition, Criminal Violence, and Psychopathy
38.

respondents to act violently (physical aggression) if that
hypothetical situation happened to them. The total number of
responses that involve violence, threats of violence,
insults, or acts of intimidation determines a separate item
labeled “Hostile Responses”. Thus the measurement of Hostile
responses is not limited to physically aggressive acts.

A third item labeled “Effective Responses” is the
total number of solutions that are not violent or hostile.
Effective solutions include compromise, communication,
assertion, and avoidance (departing from the situation).
Finally, a fourth item, labeled “Violent Response" is scored
if any of the first five responses involve violence or the
use of force.

The fifth stage of the model is a selection of the
response (Best Response; “0Of all of the responses that you
gave me earlier, what do you think is the very best way to
deal with this situation?”). Response decision is also
measured by the respondent’s appraisal on a 5-point scale
(Violence Efficacy Appraisal; “Would getting into a physical
fight be the best or worst way to deal with this
situation?”). Higher scores indicate the evaluation of a
violent response as an effective response.

Outcome expectations are generated in the response

decision stage. In the Social Problem Interview, the
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expectation of conflict is measured by an experimenter-coded
variable (Expects Violence; “What types of things could
happen afcer?” the second response) and a participant-
appraised variable (Violence Likelihood Appraisal; “If this
situation happened to you, how likely would it end up in a
physical fight?”).

Finally the variable of greatest interest in this
study is the behavioral enactment of a violent response. An
item labeled “Violent Response Access” reflects the relative
position of the first violent response. High scores on this
scale reflect a more immediate access of a violent response.
This item was selected as a measure of behavioral enactment
because it represents the respondent’s generation of a
violent response and also the priority of that response.

Once all responses to the first vignette were
recorded, the experimenter repeats the procedure until all
four vignettes have been presented, at this time the
respondent was asked the questions concerning his
recollection of the first vignette.

In studies involving the interpretation of responses,
it is important to establish a level of inter-rater
reliability, to ensure that the results are not the product
of a biased coding style. To establish the degree of inter-

rater reliability of the social problem interview items, a
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second-rater scored a random sample of 31 participants
(approximately 15% of the sample). The second rater was
blind to the specific hypotheses of this study, participant
characteristics, and to all other responses provided by the
participant on other measures. The second rater scored all
of the social problem items listed above, for all four
vignettes. These ratings were then compared with those of
the experimenter using Pearson correlations. The Pearson
correlations ranged from .77 for Hostile Attribution
(Situation 4) to .98 for First Response (Situation Three).
The majority of correlations were above .85.

Measures of Social Schema

Violent Belief Inventory

The Violent Belief Inventory was developed for this
study to survey participants’ general attitudes towards
violent behavior. It is based on a belief questionnaire
described in Slaby and Guerra's (1988) study involving
cognitive mediators of aggression in adolescent offenders.
Subjects are asked to respond according to their strength of
belief toward 30 statements regarding the use of aggression
(e.g., ”“People respect someone who wins a lot of fights”).
Seven statements do not support the use of aggression and
are scored in reverse (e.g. “The worst way to settle

something is to beat the other guy up”). Responses are
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measured on a 5-point Likert scale with each point
representing a value ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to
“strongly agree” (S5).

Preliminary research supporting the reliability of
this instrument is based on the administration of a 20-item
version of the belief scale to two separate samples of
Canadian Federal offenders. In one sample of 100 research
subjects (sample described in Bettman, 1993), the average
inter-correlation of items within the test was .91.

In the current study (n = 208), scores on the Violent
Belief Inventory ranged from 30 to 127, with a mean of 65.90
and a standard deviation of 19.81. The internal consistency
(alpha) of the total score was .390. The Violent Belief
Inventory is presented in Appendix C.

Measures of Violent Behavior

Violent Behavior Survey

The primary focus of this research is the relationship
between cognitive deficits and violent behavior. The Violent
Behavior Survey is based on the participant’s self reported
history of aggressive behavior. Respondents are asked 21
questions designed to measure the history of violent and
aggressive behavior. Respondents are asked to estimate the
frequency of aggressive behavior in a variety of contexts

and situations. The response to the first question reflects
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the self-reported history of lifetime fights (“How many
times have you been in a physical fight with another
person?”) . The Violent Behavior Survey is presented in
Appendix D.

Correctional File Data.

An objective measure of the subjects’ histories of
violence was required in addition to self-reported history.
The Canadian Police Service Centre of the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police provides a record of prior criminal
convictions. A copy this record is kept on every offender’s
correctional file. All of the participant’s prior and index
convictions were categorized using a format similar to the
one described by Hare (1991) for the assessment of
psychopathy.

This study is primarily concerned with physical
assaultiveness and injury to another person, rather than
narcotic offenses or property offenses such as arson, theft,
fraud, or mischief. Offenses such as murder (manslaughter)
assault (aggravated and common), forcible confinement,
threatening harm, and armed robbery were considered violent
offenses (for a complete listing see Appendix H). Sexual
assault offenses (aggravated sexual assault, attempted rape,
indecent assault) were categorized separately, because it

was unlikely that any sex offenders would have been selected
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by a random sampling procedure. Sexual offenders are
customarily assigned to other institutions.

Robbery is a criminal offense not easily classified as
either violent or non-violent, yet coding it as a violent
offense may have serious consequences to the interpretation
of the results. If robbery is included as a violent offense
the frequency of violent convictions is much higher than if
it is excluded. In this study, robbery was not included
among violent offenses. However, as will be reported,
separate analyses were conducted on an expanded definition
of violence that does include robbery.

Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised

The Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised is an
interview and file-based rating scale of 20 items designed
for the assessment of psychopathy in male forensic
populations. The author provides a comprehensive manual that
outlines the criteria for each of the 20 items (Hare, 1991).
The assessment procedure consists of a structured interview
and a method of collecting and categorizing file
information. The checklist items are each scored on a 3-
point scale (0, 1, or 2) based on the correspondence of the
item to the personality and behavior of the respondent.
Items are appraised on the basis of the person’s lifetime

functioning. The total score can range from 0 to 40. The
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Hare Psychopathy Checklist has proven to be valid and
reliable (Hare, 1991). Hare reports comparisons between the
Psychopathy Checklist and global ratings of psychopathy
yield significant correlations (r =. 83). The overall
reliability was determined to be .88, inter-rater
reliability yielded a coefficient of .93, and test-retest
reliability resulted in a correlation of .92 (Hare, 1991).

In the current study (n = 208) the total scores of the
Hare Psychopathy Checklist Revised ranged from 2 to 37, with
a mean score of 21.25 and a standard deviation of 8.96.
Factor One scores ranged from 0 to 16 with a mean of 8.51
and a standard deviation 0Of 3.82. Factor Two scores ranged
from 0 to 18 with a mean score of 10.57 and a standard
deviation of 4.85. The internal consistency (alphas) of the
total score was .88, factor one score was .75, and factor
two score was .84.

Measures used to test alternative explanations

Shipley Institute of Living Scale.

It is possible that the cognitive processes and
products examined in this study are correlated with
intelligence and that more general cognitive deficits are
associated with violence. The Shipley Institute of Living

Scale (Zachary, 1994) was designed to assess general
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intellectual functioning in adults by testing vocabulary and
abstract thinking.

A 40-item multiple-choice vocabulary test is used to
measure verbal ability. The 20-item abstraction subtest
presents an uncompleted sequence of logically related
characters. The entire test is administered in 20 minutes
(10 minutes for each subsection). Correlations between the
Shipley Institute of Living Scale Total Score and the
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale - Revised Full Scale Score
range from .73 to .90 with a median correlation of .79
(Zachary, 1994). The Shipley Institute of Living Scale has
been validated on a sample of American criminal offenders.
Wcod, Conn and Harrison (1977) found that the scale was an
adequate predictor of Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale -
Revised Full Scale Score.

In the current study (n = 208) the Shipley Institute
of Living Scale estimate of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence
Scale - Revised Full Scale Score was used to measure general
intellectual ability. Scores ranged from 58 to 124, with a
mean of 96.27 and a standard deviation of 14.27.

State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory

The State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory
(Spielberger, 1988) measures the experience and expression

of anger. Anger is conceptualized as having two major
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components - an emotional state and a dispositional trait.
State anger is measured in the present study to examine the
mediating effects of emotional arousal at the time of the
investigation. The State Anger measure is used to test the
possibility that violent responding to social situations is
associated with emotional arousal at the time of
presentation.

A 10-item scale that reflects the intensity of angry
feelings at a particular time measures State Anger.
Individuals rate themselves on a 4-point scale that either
reflects the intensity of their angry feelings or the
frequency of anger expression. Normative data have been
collected on prison inmate populations (Spielberger, 1988).
Adequate reliability has been established. Preliminary
research for this study involved the administration of the
State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory to Canadian federal
offenders. Cronbach’s alpha for this pilot sample was .83
(n=100) . (Sample described in Bettman, 1993).

In the current study (n = 208), the subscale of the
state anger scale was used to measure anger at the time of
testing. State anger scores ranged from 10 to 28, with a
mean score of 11.2 and a standard deviation of 2.72. The
internal consistency (alpha) of the State Anger subscale was

.83.
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Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding

It has often been recognized that people may answer
self-report questionnaires inaccurately, in ways that are
considered socially desirable. The Balanced Inventory of
Desirable Responding (Paulhus, 1990) was developed to
measure a tendency to give socially desirable answers. This
instrument was incorporated in the test battery because
distortions caused by response bias can contaminate the
validity of other measures.

The interference of response style is particularly
relevant to the self-reported measurement of social
cognition and violent behavior. Dutton and Hemphill (1992)
found that subscales of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding were negatively correlated with self-reported
physical abuse and anger in a sample of domestically violent
men. Kroner and Weekes (1996a) found a significant
association between increased victim injury and lower scores
of impression management in a sample of incarcerated
rapists.

The Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding is a
40-item measure that can be scored on a 7-point Likert scale
or as a dichotomous scale (the summation of extreme
responses on the 7-point scale). The author of the test

suggests that a dichotomous scoring method is preferred, and
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this was the method used in the current study. There are two
subscales. The first subscale, Self-Deceptive Enhancement,
measures the tendency to give honest but exaggerated
positive self-reports. The second subscale, Impression
Management, measures purposeful attempts to impress cthers.

The author of the test reports significant
correlations with other tests of socially desirable response
bias (Paulhus, 1994). The Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding correlates with the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale (r =. 71). There are also significant
correlations between the impression management subscale and
measures that are typically used to detect lying (Eysenck’s
Lie scale, MMPI Lie Scale}. Values of coefficient alphas for
the total score ranged from .83 to .85 in a non-clinical
sample (n = 100). Test-retest correlations were .69 for the
Self Deceptive Enhancement subscale and .65 for the
Impression Management subscale. Kroner and Weekes (1996b)
document external validation for the use of the Balanced
Inventory of Desirable Responding with incarcerated
offenders.

In the current study (n = 208) the total scores of the
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding ranged from 2 to
32, with a mean score of 15.4 and a standard deviation of

7.1. Scores on the Impression Management Subscale ranged
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from 0 to 18, with a mean of 6.8 and a standard deviation of
4.2. Scores on the Self-Deception Enhancement Subscale
ranged from 1 to 18, with a mean of 8.6 and a standard
deviation of 4. The internal consistency (alphas) of the
total score was .85, Impression Management Subscale was .75,
and Self-Deception Enhancement Subscale was .81. The
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding is presented in
Appendix E.

Summary of the psychological inventories

Table 1 lists the mean, standard deviation, standard
error of measurement, range, and alpha coefficients for the
psychological scales used in this study.

Procedure

The selection of subjects for the study was determined
by an arbitrary sampling of all the offenders in the
populations of both Collins Bay and Frontenac institutions.
The arbitrary sample was obtained by selecting every fourth
name in an alphabetical listing of the offender population.

All of the offenders selected to participate in this
study were sent a “pass” through the internal mail. A “pass”
is a standard letter instructing security staff to allow the
participant access to the appointment at the designated
time. Offenders who did not respond to the initial pass were

recalled at a later date, though only two attempts were made
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Table 1

Summary Statistics For The Psychological Inventories Used In

This Study (n = 208)

Mean Standard  Standard Range Alpha
Error Deviation Coefficient

Viclent Beliefs Inventory 65.9 1.3 18.8 30-~-127 .90
State Trait Anger Expression Inventory

Slate Anger 11.2 .19 2.7 10-28 .83
Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding

Total Score 15.4 .49 7.1 2-32 .85

Impression Management 6.8 .29 4.2 0-18 .75

Self-Deception Enhancement 8.6 .28 4 1-18 .81
Psychopathy Checklist - Revised

Total Score 21.2 .62 8.9 2-37 .88

Psychopathy Factor One 8.5 .26 3.8 0-16 .75

Psychopathy Factor Two 10.6 .34 4.8 0-18 .84

Shipley institute Of Living Scale
WAIS |Q Estimate 96.2 .99 14.2 58-124
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for each potential participant. All interviews took place in
offices in the Psychology Departments at each institution.

Once the offender presented himself at the specified
location, a research assistant explained the purpose and
procedure of the study in detail. The research assistant
assured participants that their involvement was voluntary
and confidential. The offender also received a written copy
of the information form (Appendix F). If the offender agreed
to participate, he was asked to sign a consent form
(Appendix G).

Subjects were informed about the purpose of the study,
the selection procedures, the nature of administration, and
the inclusion of institutional file data. Participants were
informed that they could withdraw for any reason, without
explanation, and that any information collected on withdrawn
participants would be destroyed. Participants were also
assured of confidentiality. A procedure for grievance
included the names of the researcher's supervisor, and the
head of the Department of Psychology of Queen's University.

The Consent Form reiterated the limits of
confidentiality, outlined the procedure and conditions of
withdrawal, and provided written consent to have the

participant’s institutional files reviewed by the
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researcher. The consent form was signed and dated by the
offender after reading the information form.

After consenting to participate, the offender was
given the Social Problem Interview. All interviews were
conducted by one of two research assistants who were unaware
to the specific hypotheses being tested in this study. A
second phase of the interview focused on the participant’s
criminal behavior. This section included a structured
interview that allowed the researcher to score the items of
the Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised (PCL-R).

The research assistants were provided with detailed
instructions and scripted procedures for both the interview
and the Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised. All scores on
the Hare Psychopathy Checklist were reviewed in detail by
the experimenter and compared against institutional file
information, criminal records, psychological reports and
prior administrations.

The research assistants asked standardized questions
and wrote down the participant's responses verbatim. These
written responses were coded later by the experimenter. Both
research assistants had mental health service experience
{(one was an undergraduate psychology student, the other had
a Psychology B.A. degree and a Behavioral Science Technician

diploma). Both research assistants attended a two-day
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seminar in the administration and scoring of the Hare
Psychopathy Checklist - Revised. The research assistants
participated in several interviews together to develop a
standard approach and procedure. Nine randomly selected
interviews were audiotaped and reviewed by the experimenter
to insure interview integrity.

Once the interviews were complete, the participant
filled out a battery of written psychological inventories,
as described above. For the participants who had difficulty
reading, some items were read aloud by the research
assistant. The interview and written tests were administered
privately and individually in an office.

Approval to conduct the research was received from the
research committee of the Correctional Service of Canada
(Ontario region), the Wardens of Collins Bay Institution and
Frontenac Institution, the Inmate Committees of both
institutions, and the Ethics Committee of the Department of

Psychology at Queen's University.
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Results

Characteristics of the data.

All the variables used in the statistical analyses
described below were evaluated for their adherence to
univariate and multivariate assumptions. Standardized scores
were used to determine if particular cases were extreme or
unduly influential. Univariate outliers were discovered for
two participants who reported an excessive history of
violent conflict. One individual reported 3,000 lifetime
fights, another reported 1,000. Both scores significantly
influenced the distribution even after the variable was
transformed using a logarithmic transformation. To reduce
this influence, the frequency of reported violence was
reduced to the next lowest score in the distribution (200)
for both individuals.

Almost all of the variables measuring prior history
and self-reported violence were significantly skewed. The
skewness results from the disproportionate number of
participants who had no history of violent crime. Therefore
a logarithmic transformation was used to normalize the
distributions of the total number of self-reported fights,
total convictions for violent crimes (excluding robbery),
and total convictions for violent crimes (including

robbery) .
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Homoscedasticity and linearity were evaluated by
visual interpretations of the scatterplots between the
residuals and the variables, and these assumptions were met.
An analysis of the Mahalanobis distances (p < .001

criterion) revealed no cases of multivariate outliers.

Responses to Social Situations

Each of the four situations elicited different
frequencies of violent responses. It is important to remind
the reader that the current study does not define a “violent
response” to a hypothetical situation as a response of
physical aggression towards the interviewer. None of the
respondents physically harmed or threatened the research
assistants. Rather a “violent response” is a statement or
intention to respond to the hypothetical situation with
violence. The percentages of the types of responses to each
of the four hypothetical situations are presented in Table
2.

Table 2 shows that situation four was the least
provocative. Only 16 (7.7%) participants responded violently
to this hypothetical situation of a woman spilling a drink
on their lap. Situation three was the most provocative: 105
(50.5%) participants considered at least one violent
response to the scenario of a man spilling a drink on their

lap.



Social Cognition, Criminal Violence, and Psychopathy
56.

Table 2

Percentages of Response Type to the Four Social Problems (n

= 208)
Situation One Situation Two  Situation Three Situation Four
Friend Man uses pool  Man spills drink  Woman spills drink
demands table when you on your lap on your lap
interest on loan want it
Expression of at least one 26% 39% 51% 8%
violent response
Expression of at ieast one 50% 44% 65% 3%
hostile response
Expression of at least one 93% 94% 86% 95%
non-violent response
Causal Attributions 38% 67% 56% 43%
Positive Definitions 31% 7% 16% 22%
Hostile Attributions 39% 39% 57% 37%
Neutral Atfributions 50% 30% 32% 48%
Hostile Goal 11% 13% 27% 4%
Positive Goal 52% 27% 20% 36%
Violence is the best response 4% 3% 10% 1%

Expects Violent Outcome 39% 44% 57% 14%




Social Cognition, Criminal Violence, and Psychopathy
57.

Thus, the most provocative situation and the least
provocative situation were similar in every respect except
for the sex of the antagonist. All subsequent analyses use
the summed responses to all four situations. The summed
responses for each item of the Social Problem Interview are
the variables of interest, because they best represented a
general style of social information processing.

Relationships among Social Problem Interview Responses

Participants were asked a variety of questions
regarding their likely response to the scenarios. The
interview questions were designed to elicit responses that
could represent each stage of the social information-
processing model. The stages will be considered in the order
of their conjectured occurrence.

Encoding of cues stage

The preliminary stage of this social information-
processing model proposes that the selection of a violent
response is associated with a biased encoding of
environmental information. Pearson correlations were used to
determine the interrelationship of several responses
relevant to the encoding of environmental cues and the
frequency of violent responding, both in the hypothetical
situations and in actual previous behavior. This set of

Pearson correlations is presented in Table 3.
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As shown in Table 3, the preference for a violent
response as measured by ‘'Violent Response Access’ was
significantly correlated with each component of the cue
encoding stage and measures of violent behavior.
Participants who expressed violent responses were more
likely to state that they would act immediately (Impulsivity
Appraisal) and would be angry (Anger Appraisal). The high
inter-correlation between impulsivity, anger appraisal and
violent response preference is important because it suggests
that expectations of immediacy and arousal are strongly
associated with the preference to respond with violence. It
is important to consider that those more likely to generate
a violent response to hypothetical vignettes are more likely
to have a history of violent behavior and to score higher on
a measure of psychopathy. Participants who preferred a
violent response to the situation were also more likely to
recall hostile information about the circumstances of the
first situation (Situation Recall) and about the antagonist
(Antagonist Recall) described in that situation. All but two
of the encoding deficits were significantly associated with
the frequency of self-reported fights, the frequency of
violent criminal convictions, and the Hare Psychopathy
Checklist. Hostile recollections were not significantly

associated with violent convictions or psychopathy. The
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Table 3

Correlation Matrix of Cue Encoding, Violent Behavior, And

Psychopathy (n = 208)
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Antagonist Recall .35™ 24~ 30™
Self-Reported Fights .50~ .60
Violent Convictions .52
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request for more information was not significantly related
to any of the encoding deficits or measures of violent
behavior.

Interpretation of cues stage

The social information-processing model posits that
aggressive individuals misinterpret social situations by
attributing hostile intent to others and blaming others for
the cause of the problem. Table 4 presents the Pearson
correlations between Violent Response Access and responses
related to the interpretation of social information. The
correlations presented in Table 4 demonstrate that
interpretation biases are significantly associated with the
selection of a violent response, violent behavior and
psychopathy. Participants who expressed a preference for
violent solutions (Violent Response Access) were more likely
to blame the antagonist for causing the problem (Causal
Attribution, r = .49, p < .01), and more likely to attribute
deliberate hostile intent problem (Hostile Attribution, r =
.50, p < .01). They were significantly less likely to
express accidental or circumstantial causes (Neutral
Attribution, r = -.45, p < .01). These attribution biases
are significantly associated with the frequency of violent

behavior and psychopathy.
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Table 4

Correlation Matrix of Cue Interpretation, Violent Behavior,

And Psychopathy (n = 208)
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Clarification of goals stage

A violent response selection was also expected to be
associated with the choice of punitive goals and
difficulties regulating emotional arousal. The results
presented in Table 5 confirm that violent responding is
significantly positively correlated with the selection of
hostile goals (r = .67, p < .0l) and significantly inversely

correlated with the selection of positive goals (r = -.18, p

< .01).

Table 5

Correlation Matrix Of Goal Clarification, Violent Behavior,

And Psychopathy (n = 208)
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Table 5 shows that the expectation of poor anger
control (Anger Control Appraisal) is significantly
positively related to a higher frequency of violent
responding {r = .68, p < .01). Violent behavior and
psychopathy are also significantly positively associated
with the expression of a hostile goal and the expectation
that anger would not be controlled.

The correlations provide mixed support for the
expectation that violent behavior would be inversely related
to the formulation of positive goals. Only self-reported
violence maintained this association. The frequency of
violent criminal convictions and measures of psychopathy
were not significantly correlated with the expression of
positive goals.

Response construction stage

In developmental studies involving children’s
responses to hypothetical social problems, much emphasis is
placed on the child’s ability to generate solutions and the
quality and quantity of those solutions. Table 6 presents
the Pearson correlations of the response construction and
access style of the participants in this study.

As shown in Table 6, Violent Response Access was
significantly correlated with the total number of responses

to the situation (r = .37, p < .01).
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Table 6

Correlation Matrix of Response Construction, Violent

Behavior, and Psychopathy {(n = 208)
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Notwithstanding this artifact of coding, those who
preferred a violent response were much more likely to
provide hostile responses. When solutions are coded as
effective (withdrawal, negotiation, passive) or hostile
(insults, threats, intimidation, violence), it is clear that

those who respond with violence generate more hostile and

less effective solutions (r = .77, p < .0l). The strength of

this correlation is only partially due to the fact that
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violent responses are included in the scoring of the number
of hostile solutions (in addition to threats, insults, and
intimidation). The matrix of correlations shown in Table 6
also confirms that measures of violent behavior and
psychopathy are significantly associated with the quality
and quantity of responses.

Response decision stage

Once a set of responses has been generated, the next
stage in the sequence of social information processing
involves the evaluation and selection of a response. Several
factors are thought to play a role in this decision. One
factor concerns the estimation that the response selected
would resolve the problem. As seen in Table 7, Violent
Response Access is significantly positively correlated with
the selection of violence as the best response (r = .55, p <
.01}. This relationship is supported by the participant’s
appraisal of violence as the “best” or “worst” way of
dealing with the problem (Violence Efficacy Appraisal).

Decision-making is also influenced by expected
outcomes. Violent Responding was significantly positively
correlated with the expectation that a physical fight would
occcur following the participant’s second response to the
situation (Expects Violence; r = .76, p < .01). Similarly,

violent responding was significantly correlated with the
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Table 7

Correlation Matrix of Response Decision, Violent Behavior,

and Psychopathy (n = 208)
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participant’s appraisal of the likelihood of a fight
(Violence Likelihood Appraisal). The strength of these
interrelations is probably influenced by the action chosen
by the participant. If the participant chooses to enact an
aggressive response, he would expect a physical
confrontation.

Finally, deciding on a course of action is thought to
depend on the participant’s self-appraisal of his ability to
resolve the problem. The significant negative correlations
between Efficacy Appraisal and measures of violence suggest
that those who report greater violence and who had more
numerous convictions for violent crimes were more likely to
expect that they would not handle the situations well. The
correlations demonstrate that those who preferred a violent
response to the hypothetical vignettes, even those who felt
that a violent response was the best way of dealing with the
situation (Violence Efficacy Appraisal) were more likely to
recognize that they would not handle the problems well
(Efficacy Appraisal).

Consistent with a preference for violent solutions,
the expectation of conflict, and the endorsement of violence
as an effective solution correlated positively with measures

of violent behavior and psychopathy.
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Relationships between Schema Measures and Situation

Responses

The social information-processing model is conceived
as a multidimensional process that is interdependent with
social knowledge and previous experience (referred to as the
“data base” in the social information-processing model) .
Table 8 presents the Pearson correlations between a set of
representative measures of each social information-
processing stage and a measure of social schema (Violent
Belief Inventory).

Each of the representative processing measures
correlated significantly with the Violent Belief Inventory.
The endorsement of violent beliefs was significantly
positively correlated with self-reported fights, violent
convictions, and psychopathy. The significant inter-
correlations between each of the social information
processing variables are noteworthy.

To summarize, the measures representing each stage of
the social information-processing model were significantly
correlated with violent response preference, self-reported
violence, violent convictions, and psychopathy. These
significant relationships are evident when the experimenter
interpreted interview responses and when the participants

appraised the situation themselves.
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Table 8

Correlation matrix of violent beliefs, processing deficits,

violent behavior, and psychopathy (n = 208)
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Relationship between processing, behavior,

intelligence, mood, and response bias.

Several alternative explanations for a relationship
between social information processing deficits and violent
responding are plausible. One conceivable explanation is
that intellectual deficits may be responsible for less
reasoned attributions, an inability toc generate solutions,
and poor decision making. The Pearson correlations presented
in Table 9 indicate that intelligence, as measured by the
Shipley Institute of Living Scale, is not significantly
related to any of the primary social-information processing
variables.

A second possibility is that the respondent’s mood
during the interview influenced social cognitions. It is
possible that the participants who responded violently to
hypothetical situations were emotionally aroused or angered
at the time of the test. Hostile and violent responding may
have reflected the subject’s mood rather than the processing
of situational information. The Pearson correlations
presented in Table 9 show that self-reported anger at the
time of the interview, as measured by the State subscale of
the State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory, is only

associated with the attribution of hostility. State anger is
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Table 9

Correlations of Processing Measures, Violent Behavior, and

Psychopathy with Intelligence, Mood and Response Bias

Balanced [nventory of Desirable Responding

Shipley State Impression Self Deception  Total Score
WAISIQ Anger Management  Enhancement
Estimate (STAXI)

Measures of Social Informnation

Processing Distortions
Data Base (Schema) Measures

Violent Beliefs Inventory .03 .12 —.49%* —.27%* —.44**
Stage 1: Encoding of Cues

Antagonist Recall .01 .00 -.18%* -.13 -.18#**
Stage 2: Interpretation of Cues

Hostile Attribution .08 .15% -.35%r ~.24%* —.34**

Provocation Appraisal .00 .02 ~.30%* -.20%* —.29%*
Stage 3: Clarification of Goals

Hostile Goal -.06 .09 -.27%* -.10 -.22%%

Anger Control Appraisal .08 .02 -.39%> —.25%* -.36%*
Stage 4: Response Construction

Hostile Responses .08 .01 ~.31#** ~-.18%* -.28*%%
Stage 5: Response Decision

Best Response .05 .01 -.19%+ -.15* -.19%*

Violence Efficacy Appraisal .00 -.08 -.26%* —.18%* ~.25%+*
Stage 6: Behavioral Enactment

Violent Response Access .07 .03 -.36%% -.13 -.28%*
Measures of Violent Behavior

Seif-Reported Fights .14 .06 —.43%w -.18%* -.36**

Violent Convictions .10 .06 -.28%%* -.25%% —.31**
Measures of Psychopathy

Hare Psychopathy Checklist — .08 .04 -.26%% -.21*x —.27%*

Revised (total score)

Factor One .07 -.07 -.03 -.01 -.01
Factor Two .06 .13 -.38%w -.30*w -.39%*

*+_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed}
*_Carrelation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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A third explanation is that a desire to make a good
impression or a tendency towards self-deception may have
influenced the responses to hypothetical situations. Table 9
includes correlations between scores on the Balanced
Inventory of Desirable Responding and the primary social
information processing variables. Each social information-
processing variable was inversely correlated with response
bias measures. The correlations suggest that responding to
situations with hostility and violence is inversely related
to self-deception and a desire to make a good impression.
The findings support the claim that providing socially
appropriate responses to vignettes is associated with
impression management and self-deception. Therefore,
subsequent analyses controlled for this type of response
bias.

Multiple Regression: Predicting Violent Responding

Most of the studies demonstrating an association
between aggression and social cognition have used between-
group designs to determine if individuals ranked as high or
low on aggression differ significantly on social cognitive
dimensions. This univariate approach prevents an

identification of the unique contributions of each stage to
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the selection of a violent response or real life violent
behavior

This section will present the results of several
hierarchical multiple regression equations to further
explore the associations demonstrated by the correlations in
the preceding section. Hierarchical regression was selected
because there is a sufficient theoretical rationale for the
ordering of the independent variables. This procedure can
control for the overlap among related variables in the
prediction of a dependent variable. This is important
because the social information processing variables are
related to one another (Table 8).

The first hierarchical multiple regression equation
investigated the relative contributions of each primary
social information-processing variable to the prediction of
violent responding. In this equation, the sequence of
accessing a violent response (Violent Response Access) is
the dependent variable. The independent variables are the
Social Problem Interview responses representing the
theoretical stages of the social information-processing
model.

The total score of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable
Responding entered the regression equation first. This

priority of entry permits an examination of the
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contributions of information processing variables over and
above the effects of response bias. It is necessary to
examine the covariance because both response bias subscales
correlated significantly with violent responding and primary
social information processing variables. Following the entry
of the response bias measure, an estimate of intelligence
and an appraisal of anger entered the equation. The sequence
of entry essentially controls for the influence of response
bias, intelligence, and mood. Once these variables were
statistically controlled, measures representing each social
problem solving stage were forced into the equation in
individual steps.

As evinced by the hierarchical multiple regression
model summary presented in Table 10, the BZ adjustment of
the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (adjusted 52
= .076, p <. 001) accounted for 8% of the variance in the
selection of a violent response. The subsequent entry of
intellectual ability and state anger failed to contribute
substantial variance to the prediction.

When response bias, intelligence, and mood were
statistically controlled each the variables representing
social schema (Violent Belief Inventory) and social
cognitive distortions accounted for a significant portion of

the variance. Additions of the social information-processing
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Table 10

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression of Processing Stages

on Violent Response Access (n = 208)

Predictors Standardized  Standard t Adjusted Change
Coefficient Error R? in R?
(Beta)

(Constant) 9.66%*
Step 1: Response Bias

BIDR-Total -.283 .067  -4.23%¢ .076 .08Q**
Step 2: Intellectual Ability

Shipley WAIS-IQ .058 .067 .861 .075 .003
Step 3: Anger

State Anger (STAXI) -.007 .068 -.098 .070 .000
Step 3: Schema

Violent Belief .472 .067 7.01%w .248 .179%e

Inventory
Step 4: Encoding of Cues

Antagonist Recall .289 .059 4.85%* .323 .07 T7*w
Step 5: Interpretation

Hostile Attribution .324 .061 5.33%% .404 .082%#
Step 6: Goal Clarification

Hostile Goal .472 .053 8.96%* .573 .166%*
Step 7: Response
Construction

Hostile Responses .478 .049 9.68%w .708 L132%*
Step 8: Response
Decision

Best Response .160 .047 3.38%x .723 LQLS%e
®p < .05
23 Je) < .01
note:

Dependent variable: Violent Response Access

Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:

BIDR Total = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score
Shipley WAIS 1Q = Shipley Institute of Living — Wechsler Aduit Intelligence Survey Revised, Full Scale
intelligence Estimate

State Anger (STAXI)=  State-Trait Anger Expression [nventory - State Anger Subscale
Violent Belief = Violent Belief Inventory



Social Cognition, Criminal Violence, and Psychopathy
76.

variables representing each stage of the model significantly
improved upon this prediction.

In combination, all of the variables accounted for
slightly more than 72% of the variance associated with
Violent Response Access (adjusted R?> = .723). The multiple R
when all variables have entered the equation was .85. As
would be expected with such a high proportion of explained
variance, Analysis of Variance Statistic F (9,198) = 60.91,
p< .001, shows that the simultaneous test that each
coefficient is 0 can be rejected.

The substantial results prompted concerns that the
association may be an artifact of experimenter bias. Because
five information-processing variables were coded from open
interview responses, it is possible that one or more of the
participant’s responses affected the coding of other
responses. An additional hierarchical multiple regression
was performed to explore this possibility. For this
equation, summarized in Table 11, only participants’ direct
appraisals of the situations entered as independent
variables. The encoding of information and the construction
of hostile responses could not be represented because the
respondent did not appraise these two stages. The

clarification of goals was replaced by participant
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Table 11
Summary of the Hierarchical Regression of Processing
Appraisals on Violent Response Access (n=208)
Predictors Standardized Standard t Adjusted Change
Coefficient Error r? in R®
(Beta)
{Constant)
Slep 1: Response Bias
BIDR-Total -.283 .067 -4, 23%* .076 .080**
Step 2: Inteilectual Ability
Shipley WAIS-IQ .058 .067 .86 .075 .003
Step 3: Anger
State Anger (STAXI) -.007 .068 -.09 .070 .00Q0
Step 4. Schema
Violent Belief Inventory .472 .067 7.01%* . 248 L179%*x
Step 5: Interpretation
Provocation Appraisal .506 .060 B8.42%* .441 .192%w
Step 6: Goal Clarification
Anger Control Appraisal .410 .070 5.86%* .520 .08Qw»
Step 7: Response Decision
Violence Efficacy .158 .065 2.42* .531 013~
Appraisal
* p < .05
** p < .01
note:
Dependent variable: Violent Response Access
Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:
BIDR Total = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score
Shipley WAIS IQ = Shipley Institute of Living — Wechsler Aduit Intelligence Survey Revised, Full Scale

Intelligence Estimate
State Anger (STAX!) =  State-Trait Anger Expression inventory ~ State Anger Subscale
Violent Betief = Violent Belief Inventory
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appraisals of anger control. This substitution is based on
Crick and Dodge’s contention that emotional arousal is
regulated in the goal clarification stage (Crick & Dodge,
1994) .

As in the earlier regression, measures of response
bias entered the equation first, followed by a measure of
intelligence, then mood, social schema measures, and finally
participant-appraised social-information processing
variables. As shown in Table 11, the majority of the
variance in Violent Response Access can still be accounted
for by the participant’s direct appraisals of the
situations. Even with the exclusion of two processing stages
(Encoding ¢f Cues and Response Construction) the remaining
appraisals accounted for 53% of the variance. Each of the
social information processing appraisals made significant
contributions to the prediction of Violent Response Access.
Thus, social information processing appraisals are
significant predictors of violent responding even when coder
interpretation plays no role.

Postdiction of Viclent Behavior

The two preliminary multiple regression equations
illustrate the significant contributions of each stage of
the social information processing model to the prediction of

violent responding. Although these equations are consistent
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with a model of antagonistic social cognition, most of the
constructs are artificial. The variable that was predicted
in the preceding regression equations represented the
intended response to a hypothetical situation. Therefore,
additional hierarchical regression equations were used to
evaluate the contribution of the social information-
processing model to actual behaviors. The dependent
variables selected to represent violent behaviors are the
self-reported frequency of physical fights and the total
convictions for violent crimes (with and without the
inclusion of robbery offences). Three distinct hierarchical
regressions were used to independently measure these
behaviors.

As before, a measure of response bias was entered
first and then each successive stage of the social
information-processing model was entered in to the equation.
In the multiple regressions that follow, some changes were
made. First, intelligence and mood, two variables that may
have influenced social cognition were excluded. These
variables did not correlate with any of the independent or
dependent variables in the study, nor did they significantly
contribute to the prediction of a violent response

preference.
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A second change in the equation concerned the
measurement of each social information processing stage. In
an effort to represent the construct of each stage,
composite variables were used to postdict behavior.
Preliminary regression equations demonstrated that violent
responding could be postdicted from experimenter-coded and
participant-appraised responses. Earlier correlations
confirmed that both measurement methods are associated with
violent behavior. Each composite variable combined the
standardized measure of an experimenter-coded and a
participant-appraised response. The objective of aggregating
social information processing variables was to reduce
measurement error.

The encoding of cues stage and the response
construction stages did not have a participant-appraised
measure. The encoding of cues stage was assessed by the
participant’s recollection of the antagonist in the first
situation (Antagonist Recall). The response construction
stage was represented by Violent Response Access, the
dependent variable used in the two preliminary regressions.
The reader will recall that Violent Response Access measures
the relative priority of a violent response in the total

quantity of responses generated by the participant.



Social Cognition, Criminal Violence, and Psychopathy
81.

As observed in the hierarchical multiple regression
summary presented in Table 12, the model of social cognition
accounts for a significant amount of the variance in the
self-reported frequency of physical fights. With R?
adjusted, 53% of the variance in self-reported violence can
be explained by a combination of response style, schema
measures, and responses to social situations. Only one of
the composite variables, the selection of violence as the
preferred response (Conflict Evaluation) failed to
contribute significant incremental postdiction to self-
reported violent history.

An additional hierarchical multiple regression tested
the ability of the social information processing stages to
postdict the number of prior violent convictions (excluding
robbery convictions). Table 13 summarizes the hierarchical
multiple regression model.

As displayed in Table 13, the model significantly
postdicts violent crime (R*= .48, F (7,200) = 8.60, p <
.01). The construction of a violent response {(Violent
Response Access) and the appraisal of a violent response as
the best way to deal with the situation (Conflict Evaluation

Composite) did not significantly contribute to the equation.
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Table 12

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression of Processing Stages

on Self-Reported Violence (n = 208)

Predictors Standardized Standard t Adjusted Change
Coefficient Error r? in R?
{Beta)
(Constant) 15.18%*
Step 1: Response Bias
BIDR-Total -.355 .065 =5.45** .122 .126%w
Step 2: Schema
Violent Belief Inventory .535 .062 8.57%* .351 231 %
Step 3: Encoding: .200 .057 3.53#%+ .385 .037%*
Antagonist Recall
Step4. Hostile Attribution .328 .063 5.21*x . 455 071w
Composite
Step 5: Hostile Goal -269 .070 3.82%w .489 .036%*
Composite
Step 6: ViolentResponse .352 .080 4. 41%r .532 .044e+
Access
Step 7: Conflict Evaluation -.023 .070 -.33 .530 .000
Composite

* p < .05

** p < .01

note:

Dependent Variable: The total number of physical fights (self-

report}

Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:
BIDR Total = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score
Hostile Attribution Composite Hostile Attribution (standardized) + Provocation Appraisal (standardized)
Hostile Goal Composite Hostile Goal (standardized) + Anger Control Appraisal (standardized)

Conflict Evaluation Composite  Best Response (standardized) + Violence Efficacy Appraisal (standardized)
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Table 13

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression of Processing Stages

on Violent Criminal Convictions (Violent Convictions Without

Robbery) (n = 208)

Predictors Standardized ~ Standard t Adjusted Change
Coefficient Error R? in R?
(Beta)

(Constant) 10.70%*
Step 1: Response Bias

BIDR-Total -.306 .066 ~4.61%r .089 .094%w
Step 2: Schema

Violent Belief inventory .249 .072 3.45% .135 .050*~*
Step 3: Encoding: .153 .066 2.29+* .153 .022+

Antagonist Recall
Step 4: Hostile Attribution -190 .078 2.45* -173 -024*
Composite
Step 5: Hostile Goal .238 .088  2.70%+ .198 .028%*
Composite
Step 6: Violent Response .194 .104 1.86 .208 .013
Access
Step 7: Conflict Evaluation -.036 -092 -.394 -205 -001
Composite
* p < .05
** p < .01
note:

Dependent Variable: The total number of viclent cenvictions (not
including robbery)
Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:

BIDR Total = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score
Hostile Attribution Composite ~ Hostile Attribution (standardized) + Provocation Appraisal (standardized)
Hostile Goal Composite Hostile Goal (standardized) + Anger Control Appraisal (standardized)

Conflict Evaluation Composite  Best Response (standardized) + Violence Efficacy Appraisal (standardized)
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The failure of conflict evaluation to add incremental
postdictive power is consistent with the earlier analysis
for self-reported violence. Statistically this is not
surprising, given that very few participants endorsed
violence as an effective strategy (see Table 2). However,
the construction of a violent response, arguably the primary
feature of Crick and Dodge’s theory, failed to add to the
postdiction of violent convictions, even though this measure
contributed to the postdiction of self-reported violence.

As mentioned in the Method section, robbery
convictions were classified separately from other violent
crimes because the inclusion of robbery would significantly
increase the frequency of violent convictions. This
significant increase would raise the possibility that the
influence of robbery convictions is disproportionate to
other violent crimes. Therefore, violent convictions were
computed both with and without robbery. Table 14 shows that
that a linear combination of social cognitive measures are
slightly better postdictors of violence when robbery is
included in the definition of violent crime than when it is
omitted (Table 13). The combined equation accounts for 25.2%
of the variance in violent convictions including robbery.
However, as in the preceding equation, violence response

preference and a composite variable measuring the selection
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Table 14

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression of Processing Stages

on Violent Criminal Convictions (Violent Convictions

Including Robbery) (n = 208)

Predictors Standardized Standard t Adjusted Change
Coefficient Error R? in R?
(Beta)

(Constant) 12.21%=
Step 1: Response Bias

BIDR-Total -.340 .066 -5.18%* .111 115%*
Step 2: Schema

Violent Belief Inventory .289 .070 4.10%+ .175 .06 7**
Step 3: Encoding: .193 .064 2.99%x .206 .035x

Antagonist Recail
Step 4: Hostile Attribution .208 .075  2.78%+ .231 .029%+
Composite
Step 5: Hostile Goal .192 .085 2.25% .246 .019+
Composite
Step 6: Violent Response .178 .101 1.76 .254 .011
Access
Step 7: Conflict Evaluation --049 .089 -85 -252 -001
Composite
* p < .05
*+ p < .01
note:

Dependent Variable: The total number of violent convictions {including
robbery)
Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:

BIDR Total = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score

Hostile Attribution Composite  Hostile Attribution (standardized) + Provocation Appraisal (standardized)
Hostile Goal Composite Hostile Goal {standardized) + Anger Control Appraisal (standardized)
Confiict Evaluation Composite  Best Response (standardized) + Violence Efficacy Appraisal (standardized)
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of violence as the best response, failed to add to the
postdiction.

Predicting Psychopathy

The correlations presented in an earlier section
demonstrate that almost every feature and every stage of
antagonistic processing is associated with psychopathy.
Table 15 shows a summary of the hierarchical multiple
regression when psychopathy is the dependent variable.

As shown in Table 15, the linear combination of social
processing distortions accounts for 33.6% of the variance in
the measure of psychopathy. Some of the processing measures
do not contribute a significant amount of variance to this
prediction. Specifically, the endorsement of violence as the
best solution failed to add incremental predictive power.
Thus, psychopathy is not only associated with an
antagonistic processing style, but also specific social
cognitions account for differences in the measurement of
psychopathy. At the same time, it is apparent that
psychopathy also includes elements that are not contained in

the present notion of social information processing.
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Summary of the Hierarchical Regression of Processing Stages

on Psychopathy (Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised Total

Score) (n = 208)

Predictors Stndardized  Standard t Adjusted Change
Coefficient Error R? in R?
(Beta)
(Constant) 18.54#+
Step 1: Response Bias
BIDR-Total -.273 .067 -4.06%*r .070 .0T74%*
Step 2: Schema
Violent Belief Inventory .319 .071 4.46%* .148 .082x*
Step 3: Encoding: .208 .065 3.18s .185 .040**
Antagonist Recall
Step 4: Hostile Attribution .375 .073 S.16** .276 .093%*
Composite
Step 5: Hostile Goal .208 .082 2.51+* .294 .022+
Compasite
Step 6: Violent Response .362 .095  3.81we .339 .047%*
Access
.029 .084 .351 .336 .000

Step 7: Conflict Evaluation
Composite

* p < .05
** p < .01
note:

Dependent Variable: Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Total Score
Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score
Violent Belief Inventory
Hostile Attribution (standardized) + Provocation Appraisal (standardized)
Hostile Goal (standardized) + Anger Control Appraisal (standardized)

Best Response (standardized) + Violence Efficacy Appraisal (standardized)

BIDR Total =
Violent Belief =

Hostile Attribution Composite

Hostile Goal Composite

Conflict Evaluation Composite
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Postdiction of Violence with Psychopathy and Social

Cognition.

The sets of regression equations described in the
preceding sections establish that the postdictive
relationship between social cognition and violent crime is
significant. However, the significant postdiction of
psychopathy suggests that the postdictive utility of social
cognitions may be overly optimistic.

The significant correlation of all social information
processing variables with psychopathy introduces another
viable explanation of violent criminal behavior. Psychopathy
is a construct that has notable associations with violent
history and violent recidivism. Given these associations, it
is conceivable that social cognition is influenced by the
co-occurrence of psychopathic traits. The previous
postdictions of violent behavior may have been consequential
because the variance postdicted by social cognition was
attributable to psychopathy. Because psychopathy is an
acknowledged postdictor of violent history, and because it
represents enduring characteristics, it should enter first
in postdictive equations. When psychopathy is entered before
the social information processing variables, the incremental

relevance of social cognition can be determined.



Social Cognition, Criminal Violence, and Psychopathy
89.

Table 16 displays the summary of the hierarchical
regression of psychopathy and social information processing
stages on the selection of a wviolent response (Violent
Response Access). Each social information processing stage
adds incremental validity to the prediction of a violent
response preference beyond response bias and psychopathy.
The regression equation presented in Table 16 is similar to
a preliminary regression summarized in Table 10, except that
psychopathy has been added to the equation. Both
hierarchical regressions involve the prediction of Violent
Response Access using a linear combination of social-
cognitions. A comparison of Table 16 with Table 10 confirms
that the addition of psychopathy marginally improves the
predictive relationship (adjusted gzimproves from .72 to
.73). Although the total prediction is slightly augmented,
the incremental validity of independent social cognitive
variable decreases when entered after psychopathy.

A similar result occurred when psychopathy and social
cognitions combined to postdict self-reported violence.
Table 17 shows the summary statistics of a hierarchical
multiple regression with psychopathy entered before social
cognitions to postdict the self-reported number of physical

fights.
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Table 16

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression of Psychopathy and

Processing Stages on Violent Response Access (n = 208)

Predictors Standardized Standard t Adjusted Change
Coefficient Error R? in R?
(Beta)

{Constant) 1.03 -3.12%+
Step 1: Response Bias

BIDR-Total -.283 .067 -4.23%« .076 .08Q#**
Step 2: Psychopathy

PCL-R-Total .523 .059 8.82%+ .327 .253#*
Step 3: Schema

Violent Belief Inventory .334 .062 5.34%* .407 .082¢*
Step 4: Encoding of Cues

Antagonist Recall .210 .055 3.80%» .443 .039%*
Step 5: Interpretation

Hostile Attribution .247 .057 4.30%+ .488 .046**
Step 6: Goal Clarification

Hostile Goal .416 .051 8.22%+ .615 L126%*
Step 7: Response
Construction

Hostile Responses . 440 .051 8.55%+ .716 .100**

Step 8: Response Decision
Best Response .156 .046 3.36%+ .730 .015**

—

* p < .05
** p < .01

note:
Dependent Variable: Violent Response Access
Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:

BIDR Total = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score
PCL-R Total = Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised - Total Score
Violent Belief = Violent Belief inventory
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Table 17

Ssummary of the Hierarchical regression of Psychopathy and

Processing Stages on Self-Reported Violence (n = 208)

Predictors Standardized Standard t Adjusted Change
Coefficient Error R? in R?
(Beta)

(Constant) 15.18#%*
Step 1: Response Bias

BIDR-Totai -.355 .065 =5.41ws .122 L126%
Step 2: Psychopathy

PCL-R-Total .549 .056 9.79% .399 L2T79%*
Step 3: Schema

Violent Belief Inventory .395 .057 6.97%x .512 L115%*
Step 4: Encoding: .115 .051 2.23¢ .522 .012%

Antagonist Recall
Step 5: Hostile Attribution .196 .061 3.19%¢ .543 .023 %
Composite
Step 6: Hostile Goal .202 .066 3.05*+ .561 .020*s
Compasite
S[ep Vs Wo[entResponse .252 .078 3.22%» .580 021w
Access
Step 8: Confiict Evaluation -.031 -067 --47 -378 -000
Composite
* p < .05 -
** p < .01
noce:

Dependent Variable: The total number of physical fights (self-report)
Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:

BIOR Total = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score

PCL-R Total = Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised — Total Score

Hostile Attribution Composite  Hostile Attribution (standardized) + Provocation Appraisal (standardized)
Hostile Goal Composite Hostile Goal (standardized) + Anger Control Appraisal (standardized)

Conflict Evaluation Composite  Best Response (standardized) + Violence Efficacy Appraisal (standardized)
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Consistent with the earlier hierarchical regression on
self-reported violence (Table 12), all but one social
processing variable enhanced the postdiction. As before, the
Conflict Evaluation Composite failed to improve the
postdiction of self-reported violence. Thus, the linear
postdiction is maintained even with psychopathy entered in
the second step. The results of this equation are also
comparable to the insertion of psychopathy in the prediction
of a violent response preference (Table 16). When
psychopathy is entered in the equation it marginally
improves upon the predictive capacity of the linear
aggregation but reduces the successive validity of each
subsequent processing stage. The social cognitions still
contribute to the postdiction but not as much as before.

Previous research has determined that psychopathy has
an influential role in the postdiction of violent behavior
(Hare & McPherson, 1984; Serin, Peters, & Barbaree, 1990).
In the current study, two hierarchical regressions were
employed to determine if social information processing
stages improved the postdiction of violent criminal
convictions beyond differences in psychopathy. A slight
modification was made to the measurement of psychopathy to

avoid unwanted redundancy between psychopathy and criminal
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history. Two items of the Hare Psychopathy Checklist -
Revised that may have an excessive influence on the history
of violent crime were removed. Specifically, the items were
a history of juvenile delinquency and criminal versatility
(history of convictions across several categories of
criminal behavior).

The first multiple regression concerned the
postdiction of violent criminal convictions without the
inclusion of robbery convictions. Table 18 summarizes this
regression equation. As shown in Table 18, when response
bias and psychopathy enter the regression equation, almost
all of the social cognitions that follow on subsequent steps
fail to postdict violent criminal convictions. The composite
variable measuring the selection of a hostile goal is the
only variable that significantly contributes to the
postdiction. This equation is very different from an earlier
regression that excluded psychopathy (Table 13). In the
earlier equation, four of six social information processing
stages added to the postdiction of violent crime. When
psychopathy is entered before social cognitions, only one of
six adds to the postdiction. This divergence is not a result
of a redundancy between psychopathy and criminal convictions
because criminal history items were removed from the

measurement of psychopathy.
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Table 18

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression of Psychopathy and

Processing Stages on Violent Criminal Convictions (Violent

Convictions Without Robbery) (n = 208)

Predictors Standardized Standard t Adjusted Change
Coefficient Error R? in R?
(Beta)
(Constant) 10.70%*
Step 1: Response Bias
BIDR-Total -.306 .066 =4.16** .089 L0094
Step 2: Psychopathy
PCL-R-Total (minus .447 .061 7.35%+ .276 .189%*
criminal history items)
Step 2: Schema
Violent Belief Inventory .112 .069 1.63 .282 .009
Step 3: Encoding: .073 .062 1.45 .283 .005
Antagonist Recall
Step 4: Hostile Attribution .044 .077 .56 .281 .001
Composite
Step 5: Hostile Goal .168 .084 2.01 .291 .014*
Composite
Step 6: Violent Response .070 .101 .69 .290 .002
Access
Step 7: Confiict Evaluation -.051 .087 -.59 .287 .001
Composite
* p < .05
*+ p < .01
note:

Dependent Variable: Violent Criminal Convictions (Violent
Convictions Without Robbery)

Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:

BIDR Total = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score

PCL-R Total = Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised — Total Score

Hostile Attribution Composite  Hostile Attribution (standardized) + Provocation Appraisal (standardized)
Hostile Goal Composite Hostile Goal (standardized) + Anger Controf Appraisal (standardized)

Conflict Evaluation Composite ~ Best Response (standardized) + Violence Efficacy Appraisal (standardized)
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A similar result occurs when robbery is included in
the measurement of violent convictions, though the relative
contributions of social cognitions are dissimilar. Table 19
reveals the summary of the hierarchical multiple regression
of psychopathy and social cognitions when violent
convictions (including robbery) is the dependent variable.

Consistent with the postdiction of violent convictions
without the inclusion of robbery, when robbery is included
only one measure of social cognition adds to the
postdiction. The violent belief inventory, a measure of
hostile schema is the only measure of social cognition that
adds incremental validity to the equation once response bias

and psychopathy have been entered.
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Table 19

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression of Psychopathy and

Processing Stages on Violent Criminal Convictions (Violent

Convictions Including Robbery) (n = 208)

Predictors Standardized Standard t Adj uszt:ed Change

Coefficient Error R in R?
(Beta)
(Constant) 12 21w+
Step 1: Response Bias
BIDR-Total -.340 .066 -5.18** .111 L115%*
Step 2 Psychopathy
PCL-R-Total (minus .522 .057 9. 17% .367 .258%*
criminal history items)
Step 3: Schema
Violent Belief Inventory .129 .064 2.01* .376 .012%*
Step 4: Encoding: .101 .058 1.74 .382 .009
Antagonist Recall
Step 5: Hostile Aftribution .037 .071 .51 .380 .001
Composite
Step 6: Hostile Goal .109 .070 1.39 .383 .006
Composite
Step 7: Violent Response .027 .085 .28 .380 .000
Access
Step 8: Conflict Evaluation -.068 .081 -.83 .379 .002
Composite
* p < .05
** p < .01
note:

Dependent Variable: Violent Criminal Convictions (Violent
Convictions Including Robbery)
Independent (predictor) variable abbreviations:

BIOR Total = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding Total Score

PCL-R Total = Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised ~ Total Score

Hostile Attribution Composite ~ Hostile Attribution (standardized) + Provocation Appraisal (standardized)
Hostile Goal Composite Hostile Goal (standardized) + Anger Controi Appraisal (standardized)

Conflict Evaluation Composite  Best Response (standardized) + Violence Efficacy Appraisal (standardized)
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Discussion

This study was designed to examine the relationship
between social cognitions and criminal violence in adults.
It shows clear evidence that social cognitive distortions
are associated with violent intentions, violent behavior,
and a measure of psychopathy. The results support the
proposal that an antagonistic and hostile style of
processing social information is connected to the selection
of violent responses to hypothetical social situations, real
life violent behavior, and psychopathy. Furthermore, the
association between processing distortions and violent
response preference is significant when response bias,
intellectual ability, and the current mood of the subject
are statistically controlled.

The social information processing mechanisms that
characterize aggressive children were used as a framework
for this investigation. The general results of this study
are consistent with Crick and Dodge’s (1994) theoretical
model of social information processing and behavioral
competence. The current study adds support to previous
investigations that have demonstrated social cognitive
differences between aggressive and non-aggressive children
and adolescents, and has extended this finding to adults

convicted of violent crimes. The finding is important
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because it shows that distortions of social cognitions are
associated with serious criminal violence, whereas most
developmental studies use third-person rankings of childhood
aggression.

The results indicate that the selective attention to
external and internal hostile cues, the attribution of
hostile intentions and causality, the construction of
punitive goals and aggressive responses, and a biased
evaluation of those responses are each significantly
associated with violent responding, violent behavior, and
psychopathy. These variables were significantly inter-
correlated. The inter-relationships between social
information processing measures support Dodge and Crick’s
{1994) contention that the sequential stages are
reciprocally related.

This study is one of the few to simultaneously
evaluate each component of the social information-processing
model and demonstrate the association of those components to
multiple measures of violent behavior. Similarly, a social
schema measured by generalized beliefs supporting violence
was found to correlate with processing distortions, violent
behavior, and psychopathy.

The results also support the theory that a hostile

style is a central feature of the psychopathy construct
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(Blackburn & Lee Evans, 1985; Hare, 1991). All of the social
information processing variables significantly correlated
with the Hare Psychopathy Checklist - Revised (with the
exception of information requests). Regression equations
demonstrated that antagonistic social cognitions explained a
significant portion of the wvariance in psychopathy. The
current study demonstrated that social cognitions were
significant postdictors of self-reported and officially
recorded violent behavior. However, when the postdiction
includes psychopathy, the incremental utility of social
cognition decreases substantially. This suggests a possible
interaction between psychopathy, violence, and social
cognition.

The social cognitive deficits and distortions
associated with violence are not associated with a general
inability to solve problems. The mechanisms underlying
hostile interpretations and aggressive solutions are not
linked to an impoverished capacity to think intelligently.
The lack of association between the measures of social
cognitive distortion and general cognitive functioning
precludes a possible alternative interpretation that those
who respond violently do so because a general cognitive

deficiency prevents them from responding appropriately.
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Similarly, the general mood of the subject did not
influence the endorsement of beliefs or social cognitions.
This finding should be interpreted cautiously. This is not
to say that emotional arousal has nothing to do with social
cognitive distortions or violent behavior. The significant
and strong correlation between anger appraisal and all of
the dependent measures suggests that emotional arousal plays
a crucial role. Rather, the measure of state anger used in
this study controlled for the possibility that some factor
outside of the testing situation may have made subjects
angry and therefore interfered with the assessment. For
example, if a participant had been insulted moments before
showing up for the interview, and had been angered by this
insult, it would have been difficult to assess the impact of
that arousal on his responses. The hypothetical situations
were not provocative and were presented by nice people in a
non-threatening environment. In a real situation one would
expect that arousal would play a very significant role in
the response.

Although the results provide substantial support for
the general hypothesis that particular distortions in
information processing are associated with violent behavior,
some results failed to meet expectations. The first

inconsistency was at the encoding stage of the social
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information-processing model. Aggressive children when
compared to non-aggressive children seek out less
information about the problem (Dodge & Newman, 1981). In
this study, the request for more information about the
hypothetical situation was not related to cognitive
processing distortions, violent behavior or psychopathy.

It was expected that there would be an inverse
association between the request for more information and
each measure of violence. The request for more information
was assessed in the interview by asking the participants if
they wanted more information about the situation; however,
this request went unanswered. In order to insure that a
standard version of the situation was presented to all
subjects, the research assistant only noted the request for
more information, and did not provide any additional
descriptions. This technique may have discouraged further
requests once it became apparent that more information was
not forthcoming. Therefore, it is difficult to conclude if
information seeking is unrelated to violent processing or if
the design of the measure prevented this association.

In studies of aggressive children, a common finding is
that they generate fewer solutions to problem situations in
comparison to controls. In the current study, a different

result was found. Violent Response Access and measures of
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violent behavior were significantly positively correlated
with the total number of responses to the situation. This
was not expected, but makes sense. The higher rate of
solutions may have occurred because the method of coding the
total number of solutions included aggressive and
inappropriate solutions. Violent respondents have a larger
repertoire of solutions because they do not rule out violent
and aggressive options.

Study Limitations

Several methodological considerations limit the
generalizability of the results. It is impossible to
conclude from the current investigation that violence
results from social cognitive distortions. The correlational
design of this study prevents the determination that a
causal relation exists between processing distortions and
violence. As with all correlational designs, it is equally
likely that unidentified constructs are responsible for the
association.

The setting of the current study 1is a potential
deficiency related to causality. It is possible that the
processing distortions of violent offenders are exacerbated
in an institutional setting and may dissipate upon return to
a less restrictive environment. An argument can be made that

all of the participants in this study were criminal
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offenders living in similar environments, and therefore the
influential effects of the environment were controlled.
However, this control may be insufficient. It is possible
that violent offenders are more influenced by the
institutional setting than non-violent offenders. For
example, an offender labeled as violent might use any
instance, including a confidential interview, to reflect
that label. Further research is needed to assess the
influence of social cognitions in different settings.

The geographical location of the current study may
also limit the generalization of the findings. It is
possible that social cognitions and violence are associated
with culture and nationality. Though the current study
included participants of diverse cultures and countries of
origin, the great majority of the participants were white
Canadian English speaking males. Additional research is
required to determine if the associations reported in this
study can be generalized to other populations.

Several limitations of the assessment methods used in
this study must also be noted. The principle limitation is
that hypothetical situations were employed to measure
processing distortions. Such situations are artificial and
may not be relevant to actual social situations. Although

developmental research has demonstrated a consistency in
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processing of hypothetical situations and real life
situations (Steinberg & Dodge, 1983), there is some evidence
to question the validity of responses to hypothetical
vignettes (Vitaro & Pelletier, 1991). Of course, exposing
criminals, especially violent criminals, to real provocation
would be unethical and dangerous. However, future
researchers may devise safe and respectable methods of
adapting laboratory tasks to the study of social information
processing.

Another limitation of the measures used in this study
involves the assessment of violence. Aggression and violence
are related concepts that are difficult to define and
measure accurately. Standard definitions of both have been
proposed but not widely accepted. This study attempted to
circumvent definitional controversy by employing several
measures of violence. Each of these determinations has
complications. Memory, impression management, self-
awareness, and subjective definitions could limit self-
reported violence. Officially recorded violence is
influenced by each stage of the criminal justice system,
including detection, apprehension, arrest decision,
conviction, plea bargaining, and sentencing. Psychopathy is
associated with violence but is not a measure of violence,

and because the measurement of psychopathy is somewhat
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dependent on a history of criminal behavior it has similar
measurement limitations. Therefore, it is possible that this
study employed inadequate indicators of violent behavior.

An additional limitation concerns the measurement of
response bias. The significant inverse correlations between
measures of response bias and almost all of the variables in
this study raises the possibility that standard social
desirability measures may be inappropriate for a criminal
population. Measures of response bias are developed on the
assumption that the respondents are attempting to make a
good impression by endorsing culturally acceptable norms.
But what if a person’s cultural norms are antisocial; in
this case the test of response bias may be a measure of
deviancy. This is suggested by the finding that significant
negative correlations exist between the Balanced Inventory
of Desirable Responding and measures of antisocial behavior
that are independent of self-reporting. Forensic research
would benefit substantially from a structured scale
measuring deception and response bias that is not associated

with antisocial behavior and attitudes.
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Implications

Despite its limitations, the findings of this study
have implications for the assessment, prevention, and
treatment of violent behavior.

Assessment implications

The results of this study have several implications
for the assessment of social cognition. The first derives
from the finding that the association between violence and
social cognition holds true both when respondents appraise
themselves on a constrained five-point scale or when
experimenters code open responses to interview questions.
Each assessment method has advantages, but the findings of
this study suggest that both techniques are valid.

The advantage of participant appraisals on constrained
scales is that the items are easy to administer and easy to
interpret. The disadvantage is that the items constrain the
response. The advantage of an open-ended question is that it
does not influence the respondent to answer in a particular
way. The disadvantages are that experimenter interpretation
introduces a potential source of bias. Open-ended responses
require time to interview subjects, code responses, and
establish interrater reliability. A combined approach such
as the one used in this study may be optimal to offset the

disadvantages of either method.
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The current study may aid future researchers
interested in the link between violence and personality. The
connection is suggested by the finding that psychopathy
measures are associated with social cognitive deficits. The
deficits that contribute to the prediction of violence
account for a substantial amount of variance in the
measurement of psychopathy, supporting Blackburn and Lee-
Evans’ (1985) contention that antagonistic attributions are
a central feature of psychopathy. It is possible that the
assessment of processing distortions can augment the
measurement of psychopathy. The assessment implications are
important because social cognitions may change over time and
situation, adding a dynamic component to a personality
construct that is mainly measured by static and unchanging
indicators.

Another possibility is that the developmental
researchers studying aggressive children and adolescents are
also studying young psychopaths. There is considerable
evidence that the psychopathy construct is a taxon, evident
at an early age (Harris, Rice, & Quinsey, 1994). Recent
advances in the assessment of psychopathy have traced this
construct to children (see Lilienfeld, 1998 for a review).
Given the current findings of a strong association between

social cognitive distortions and a measure of psychopathy,
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it is plausible that some of the subjects in developmental
studies possessed early indicators of criminal personality.
Only longitudinal research can establish the persistence of
cognitive deficits, aggression, and psychopathy. However,
the current findings suggest that researchers who study the
processing style of aggressive children should alsoc consider
a broader range of conduct difficulties and the childhood
markers of psychopathy.

A third implication relates to the measurement and
management of response bias. Response biases are
significantly associated with processing distortions,
violent behavior, and psychopathy, and the desire to make a
good impression was inversely correlated with all of the
latter measures. While the participants who preferred
violent solutions probably had little reason to endorse
socially desirable responses, those who did not respond
violently may have been attempting to make a good
impression. This is the first study that has included a
measure of response style in the assessment of hostile
social cognitions. Future research involving social
cognition and criminal violence would profit from the
consideration of the influences of response bias. As

mentioned earlier, it would be important to differentiate
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the overlapping construct of social desirability (or
antisocial desirability) and deceptive responding.

Future research efforts would also benefit from a
standard procedure to assess and examine the social
cognitions associated with violence. Most studies in the
literature exploring social cognitions rely on unique
measures developed for a singular investigation. The present
study shares this liability. Without a recognized standard
metric, comparisons across social information processing
studies and different populations will remain problematic.

Prediction implications

One method that may advance the assessment of social
cognition would involve a systematic investigation of the
situations that are problematic for violent criminals. A
restricted range of hypothetical situations that were
intentionally ambiguous with respect to outcome and
provocation limited the current study. A better
understanding of the environmental and situational
antecedents of violent crime might contribute to a more
applicable assessment of violent behavior and social
cognition.

Future investigations could apply this information to
the delineation of different “types” of violent offenders.

Typology research is important because it may help advance
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predictions of future violence by forecasting high-risk
situations.

The prediction of violent recidivism is an area that
may be advanced by additional research involving social
information processing distortions. It is plausible that a
periodic assessment of antagonistic social cognitions based
on environmentally relevant provocation may contribute to
the prediction of violent crime. Support for this assumption
comes from meta-analytic studies that have identified
criminal attitudes as a valid predictor of future crime
(Gendreau, Little, & Goggin, 1996). Palmer (1997)
demonstrated that measures of coping in combination with
measures of psychopathy and prison conduct significantly
predicted violent recidivism.

Additional support for attitudinal predictors can be
found in a study of mentally disordered offenders. Quinsey,
Coleman, Jones, and Altrows (1997) differentiated patients
who reoffended violently from matched controls using a set
of procriminal attitudes and behaviors. The set of “dynamic
antisociality” factors separated violent recidivists from
controls even after actuarial risk had been considered. In
addition, the factors distinguished the period immediately

preceding reoffense from an earlier period.
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The attitudes and behaviors that differentiated
violent recidivists in the Quinsey et al. study are
conceptually similar to the antagonistic social cognitions
measured in the current study. A follow-up to the current
study will investigate the possibility that processing
deficits may add to the actuarial prediction of violent
behavior. The promise of a dynamic prediction approach is
the enhancement of actuarial estimation by identifying the
individual and contextual factors that precede violent
recidivism. This identification can then contribute to
violent risk management strategies.

Prevention implications

Prediction can lead to prevention and the current
findings have clinical implications for the treatment and
management of violent behavior. At the start of this
dissertation it was mentioned that violent crime is a public
health problem in North America. This statement not only
reflects the severity of the problem but also offers a
prescription for prevention. Public health approaches
address social problems as though they were medical
epidemics by focusing on groups as well as individuals. The
underlying assumptions of those who adopt a public health
approach is that violence can be prevented by a systematic

combination ¢of detection, education, social policy, and
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intervention. Public health problems are typically addressed
by multiple disciplines and usually operate at three phases
of prevention.

The primary phase of prevention is education. At this
phase all members of society are exposed to information
about how to prevent violence. Educating at-risk populations
are a priority. The developmental literature suggests that
basic social proficiency skills would be a useful
intervention for school aged children (Eargle, Guerra, &
Tolan, 1994). Education could also target at-risk
populations, such as children living in neighborhoods with
high rates of violence or children exposed to marital
conflict and parental abuse.

The current study suggests that criminal offenders who
have not been convicted of a violent crime exhibit social
prccessing distortions. It is possible that these criminals
will lead successful lives upon release, but it is also a
possibility that processing deficits may interfere with
successful reintegration into the community (Zamble &
Porporino, 1988). Non-violent offenders could benefit from a
brief education package that promotes effective social
problem-solving skills. Information and education designed
to promote social competence is not an intrusive

prescription.
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Secondary prevention consists of delivering brief
intervention to high-risk populations. For medical
interventions, this means treating individuals who already
manifest symptoms of the disease or engage in behaviors that
will promote a disease. Several studies mentioned in the
review of the literature have concluded that social
processing deficits are evident in delinquent youths that
have committed serious acts of aggression (Slaby & Guerra,
1988). It may be possible to offer moderate intensity
interventions to delinquent youths that are at risk for
escalating their criminal careers to serious violent crimes.
Fortunately, there are numerous techniques and psychosocial
skill interventions that have been developed for delingquent
adolescent populations (Aber, Brown, Chaudry, Jones, &
Samples, 1996; Guerra & Slaby, 1990). Incorporating a
treatment component designed to promote an appropriate and
effective information processing style may benefit violence
prevention efforts.

The current study has implications for secondary
prevention for criminal adults. In recent years, forensic
researchers have considerably advanced the prediction of
violence (Gendreau, Goggin, & Paparozzi, 1996; Harris, &
Rice, 1997). Though violent recidivism cannot be predicted

with absolute certainty, actuarial measures enable a
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prediction that improves over chance. Criminal offenders who
present a moderate risk of future violence and who have
demonstrated an episodic history of aggression or violence
may benefit from a moderate intensity intervention that
promotes effective social problem solving, objective
processing, and effective coping.

Secondary prevention promotion indicates a triage
approach to the assessment of adult social competence. New
offenders who enter the prison system could complete a brief
inventory to measure social competence and processing
deficits. Offenders who show deficits on those tests or
those who have a history of violent crime and at least a
moderate level of recidivism risk, could participate in a
more thorough assessment. The prescription for clinical
intervention would be based on an assessment of social
cognitive need.

This assessment approach leads to the third and final
phase of public health promotion. Tertiary prevention is
aimed at treating individuals who have the disease and are
at risk for communicating the disease. In the application to
early intervention, aggressive children and adolescents may
benefit from multi-systemic interventions and long term

maintenance to prevent life-course persistent violence
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(Borduin, Mann, Cone, Henggeler, Fucci, Blaske, & Williams,
1995).

Adult criminal offenders who present a high risk for
violent recidivism may also benefit from an intensive
intervention with appropriate follow-up. The current study
suggests that effective social information processing and
cognitive restructuring could assist tertiary prevention
efforts. A promising finding of this study is the
endorsement of violence as the best solution to social
dilemmas was infrequently endorsed and rarely postdictive.
Furthermore, the endorsement of violence and previous
violent behavior was positively associated with the
recognition that the participant would not handle the
situations well. This result can be interpreted as an
opportunity for intervention because most offenders
recognize that violence is not the best solution to social
problems and seem able to distinguish effective solutions
from ineffective ones.

An intensive level of correctional rehabilitation
could include clinical strategies that have already been
developed and applied successfully to diverse clinical
populations. Social problem solving therapy adapted to
ameliorate the social cognitive distortions highlighted in

this study is a technique that holds promise. Cognitive
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restructuring may be useful to challenge and modify the
antagonistic schemas of violent criminals. Neither of these
techniques may prove sufficient and clearly more research
would be required to determine the efficacy of these
interventions.

Research implications

Future research involving the cognitive antecedents to
violent crime would benefit from a design that examines a
cause and effect relationship. In this context, longitudinal
studies that identify early risk markers for adult violence
are needed to establish treatment targets. Longitudinal
research should examine the origins of social-cognitive
distortions. Currently, a considerable amount of research
indicates that harsh discipline, parental abuse, and
parental attributions are associated with aggression and
processing deficits in children (Dodge et al., 1990; Dodge,
Pettit, Bates, & Valente, 1998; Spaccarelli et al., 1995).
These investigations should also attempt to explain other
possible origins such as biological predisposition,
attention deficits, emotional dysregulation and impulsive
behavioral styles. Causal research designs would help
connect the development of processing deficits to the

expression of violent behavior throughout the lifespan.
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Finally, more research is needed to explore the
existence of antagonistic schemas. The current study
proposes that a particular style of schematic processing is
evident in violent adult offenders. It has been demonstrated
that antagonistic schemas are associated with psychopathy,
an enduring personality trait. This investigation limited
the measurement of schematic processing to select social
information processing variables and beliefs supportive of
aggression. Future research could define additional
components of an antagonistic schema. One possible component
involves the attitudes and relative influence of social
groups and intimates. Another suggestion for schema research
might comprise the endorsement of a code of proscribed
deviancy and sub-cultural norms for violence. Similarly,
schematic processing may depend on a lack of empathy or
consideration for others and a self-identification with
autonomy and rebellion.

Concluding Remarks

As is probably true of most investigations, the
current study raises more questions than it answers.
However, the current study does answer some questions. All
of the major components of social information processing
were associated with a violent response preference, self-

reported violent behavior, official convictions for violent



Social Cognition, Criminal Violence, and Psychopathy
118.

crimes, and psychopathy. Measures of violence were
consistently correlated with antagonistic and hostile social
cognitions and inversely associated with prosocial
cognitions. Furthermore, social cognitive distortions
combined as valid predictors of response preference, self-
reported violence, criminal convictions, and psychopathy.
This study is the first multivariate study that
examines each stage of social information processing in the
simultaneous prediction of serious violent crime. This study
advances the understanding of social information processing
and social competency by demonstrating particular
distortions and biases associated with adult criminal

violence and psychopathy.
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Social Problem Interview

Interviewer reads aloud:

The following situations, or events similar to them, sometimes happen to people on the street.
After you have listened to each situation, 1 would like to find out how you would react to them.
Please try to imagine that the situation is happening to you, and answer the questions according
to how you think you would react, not how you should react.

Situation #1

Hand out the sheet describing the written version of this situation, then read the following out loud:

You borrowed money from some guy named John who has been hanging around you lately.
Mostly the money was spent on stuff that both of you did together (like rounds of drinks at the
bar, or a party that you both put on for friends). One day John demands his money back, with
interest, furthermore he wants it right away. When John lent you the money he did not say that he
wanted extra back, or when he wanted it returned.

S1R1. Interviewaer. “If this situation happened to you, what is the first thing you would do?”

Open Response #1 (write down rasponss).

S1R2. Interviewer. “What if John just turns to you and smiles, what would you do?”
Open Response #2 (write down response):

Second Response (S1) | STROZYN [Violence=1 T Evorything ese=0
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S1R3 to S1R6. Interviewer. What else could you do?

(Experimenter records answer then repeats this question until the subject can not generate any solutions.
Experimenter records the responses, then prompts “What else could you do? When the subject finishes
the experimenter records the total number of solutions, and scores each solution)

S1RO3YN Open Response #3 (write down responss):

S1RO6YN

SIRO6SQ

e | S K R R R vty 1. A

if the first violent response is in
S1RO1YN = 5, S1R0ZYN =4,
S1RO3YN 3=3, SIR04YN =2,
S1ROSYN =1. If NO violent
responses =0

Sequence (S1)

S1RT7T: Total number of responses generated for situation 1.

S1RO7T

Total number of responses




STRO7ES

Solutions (S1)
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S1RO7HS

Solutions (S1)

Number of Hostile

S1RO7HS

solutions. Count the number of
violent and aggressive responses,
even if repeated. Include threats,
insults, intimidation, provocation,
and disrespectful demands.

S1RO8EV. interviewer: What type of things could happen after you ... (response given to S1R2)?

Write down responses?

Expects Vioknos (51

s1 ROBEV Any expectahon of wolence or
physical conflict (ends in fight,
even if other person initiates) =1, if
none=0

Interviewer: “Now let's take a step back and look at this situation...”

S1R09. Interviewer. “Do you want any more information about the situation?” Yes[ ]/ No []
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S1R10. interviewer: "If so what? What else?”
(Experimenter repeats this question until the subject no longer requests facts. Record the number
of additional facts and the type of facts requested. It is not necessary to provide facts)

Write down the requests

4 Total number of requests for
information for situation

S1R12. interviewer. What is the problem in this situation?
(If subject only repeats situation prompt with “Why is that a problem?”)

S1R12HD
The othet pefson is !he cause of
the problem, blames other, insults
=1, all others=0

S1R12PD

S1R13: Interviewer If you had to deal with this situation what would be your goal?

Interviewer Can you think of other goals?
Write responses until no more goals are generated:

S1R13HG

S1R13PG

request, resoluuon helpfut=1
other=0
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S1R14__interviewer why do you think the John acted this way?

Write response:
S1TR14HI
calling, character flaw,
provocative=1, other=0 (drunk=0)
S1R14NI

S1R15: Interviewer: Of ail the responses that you gave me earlier, what do you think is the very
best way to deal with this situation?

Write response:
S1R15YN

S1R16: Interviewer: What would the typical straight john do to handle this situation?

Write response:
S1R16YN

Violence=1/ Everything
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Situation One
Here is a set of questions asking you to rate your answer on different scales. Circle the

answer that best describes your reaction to the situation that was just presented to you.
If you would like me to read the situation to you again - just ask. Please answer the
following by yourself. If you need any help with these questions -just ask.

17. How much of a problem would this situation be for you?
Noproblematall | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | abigproblem

18. If this actually happened to you, how well do you think you could handle it?
Would handle it verypoorly | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | § | Would handle it very well

19. How likely would you be to stop and think about what to do before you did something:
Would definitely stop & think | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | Would act right away

20. If this situation happened to you, how angry would you feel?
Notangryatall | 1 | 2 | 3| 4 | 5 | Very Angry

21. If this situation happened to you, how likely would it end up in a physical fight?
Nochanceofafight | 1 | 2 | 3 [ 4 | § | Certainto fight

22 Would getting into a physical fight be the best or worst way to deal with this situation?
Worstwaytodeal | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | Best wayto deal

23. Do you think the other person acted deliberately to upset you?
Didnotwanttoupsetme | J | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | Triedto upsetme

24. How much respect does the other person have for you?
Other person respects me ﬁ ] 2 ] 3 ] 4 | S —l Person does not respect me

25. How well could you control your anger in this situation?
Completecontrol | 1 | 2 ] 3 | 4 | 5 | Litle Control




Appendix A — Social Problem Interview
135

Situation #2

You and a friend are going to have a pool game tomorrow with two other people for a lot of money.
Unfortunately you have not piayed in quite some time, and the people you are playing with are as gocd as
you are (maybe better). You decide to go to the local bar to practice.

When you get there you see some guy by himself at the only pool table in the bar. The guy is just
bouncing the pool balls off each other with his hand (not even using a pool cue). He is not piaying a game
(or at least not a game you ever heard of), but he has been at the table for 30 minutes. He is aware that
you are standing there waiting for the table, but he seems a litle drunk, and does not seem to care. Finally
you ask the guy if you can play a round. The guy just turns to you and says "no".

Situation #3
You are sitting at a table in a restaurant with some friends. Some guy (not a waiter or staff person) with a
tray of drinks walks by and spills some of his drink on your lap. He continues to walk and does not look

your way.

Situation #4
You are sitting at a table in a restaurant with some friends. A woman (not a waitress or staff person) with a
tray of drinks walks by and spills some of her drink on your lap. She continues to walk and does not look

your way.

items presented in the review stage (after all situations are addressed)

S1R26SR. What do you remember about situation one? (Prompt with vague details)

Antagomst Recal —SIRZISR lfany hestle of violent
recollections score 1, all others=0

if situation one escalated into a fight between you and John, what would your friends think if you beat John
up?



Second Response (Sx)
Third Response (Sx)
Fourth Response (Sx)
Fifth Response (Sx)

Violent Response (Sx)

Violent Response
Sequence (Sx)

Number of Sclutions (S1)

Number of Effective
Solutions {Sx)

Number of Hostile
Solutions (Sx)

Expects Violence (Sx)

Information Request (Sx)

Causal Attribution (Sx)

Positive Definition (Sx)

Hostile Goal (Sx)

Positive Goal (Sx)

Hostile Attribution (Sx)

Neutral Attribution (Sx)'

Best Response (Sx)

SxRO7ES

SxRO7HS

S1RO8EV

SxR09
SxR12HD

SxR12PD

SxR13HG

SxIR13PG

SxR14H|

SxR14NI

SxR15YN
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e Ay
Violence=1/ Everything eise=0
Violence=1/ Everything eise=0
Violence=1 / Everything else=0
Violence=1 / Everything else=0
Violence=1 / Everything else=0

......

If any of the above responses (S1R01-05) are violent=1, If
None=0

if the first violent response is in SIRO1YN = 5, STIROZYN =4,
S1R0O3YN 3=3, ST1RO4YN =2, SIROSYN =1. i NO violent
responses =0

Total number of responses

Total number of non-hostile, non-violent solutions.
Include avoidance, compromise, compliance, and
withdrawal. Polite assertion.

Do not include threats, insuits, intimidation

Total number of hostile and violent solutions. Count the
number of violent and aggressive responses, even if
repeated. Include threats, insults, intimidation, provocation,
and disrespectful demands.

Any expectation of violence or physical conflict (ends in fight,
even if other person initiates) =1, if none=0

Requests more information.. yes=1, no=2

The other person is the cause of the problem, blames other,
insults =1, all others=0

Accident, misunderstanding, miscommunication=1, other=0

Punish, retaliate, get even, force, demand, provoke,
conflict=1, other=0

Communicate, assertion, pofite request, resolution,
helpful=1, other=0

Deliberate, on purpose, name calling, character flaw,
provocative=1, other=0 (drunk=0)

Accidental, benign, other difficuities, personal problems=1,
other=0

Violence=1/ Everything else=0
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Belief inventory
Participant #:

The following statements are beliefs that have to do with getting into fights. After reading each statement
please circle the number that best describes how much you agree with the statement. Circling “1” wouid
mean that you strongly disagree with the statement, circling “5" means that you strongly agree with it
Remember there are no right or wrong answers.

1. It's O.K. to hit someone if | just go crazy with anger.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
2. Itis NOT important to show everyone how tough | am.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

3. if | back down from a fight everyone will think | am a coward.
Ce gEEer S L 20 3 T & 5
Strongty Disagree Strongly Agree

4. If someone gets beat up, it's usually not their fault.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

5. People who get beat up probably suffer a lot.

1 , 2 3 4 5
Strongty Disagree Strongly Agree

6. The best way to get ahead is to fight my way to the top.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

7. | do not feel good about myseif after | have been in a fight
1. 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

8. People respect someone who wins a iot of fights.

1 2 3 4 &
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree



Appendix C - Violent Belief Inventory
138

8. ltis all right to beat up someone who has made fun of me.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
10. The worst way to deal with someone who informs on you is to beat that guy up.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongty Agree
11. You have to fight someone if he violates certain rules.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
12. Winning a fight makes me feel good.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
13. Most of the leaders | know either have muscle themselves, or muscle to back them up.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
14. Usually it's the tougher guys that get the best women.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
15. The worst way to settle something is to beat the other guy up.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
16. Getting a beating is the only way to iearn a lesson.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
17. It's all right to beat up someone who has cheated me.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
18. Violence is the only way to settle certain problems.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

19. You should not fight with someone who steais from you

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree



20.

21.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

- 29.

30.
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Might makes right.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

If | get into a fight, chances are I'll never get caught for it.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
. If people know that | can fight, they will not bother me.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongty Disagree Strongly Agree
Getting into a fight shows people | am not a punk.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
| have to fight if someone insults me in front of other people.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
Most people wouid pick a fight with me if they thought they could win.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
It is good to be prepared for a fight in every situation.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
If | had a son, the best lesson | could teach him would be how to fight.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

Close friends are friends that will stick by you in a fight.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
If someone insults me and | let them get away with it without a fight, it shows that the insulit is true.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

Real men use their fists when they have a beef with someone.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

139
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Vioclent Belief Inventory items that are reversed scored.

* 2. Itis NOT important to show everyone how tough | am.

*4. If someone gets beat up, it's usually not their fault.

* 5. People who get beat up probably suffer a lot.

* 7. 1 do not feel good about myseif after | have been in a fight

* 10. The worst way to deai with someone who informs on you is to beat that guy up.

* 15. The worst way to settle something is to beat the other guy up.

* 19. You shouid not fight with someone who steals from you
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Behavior Survey

Participant #

Some people have been in many fights in their lifetime; others have only been in a few.
The following questions are designed to measure your history of fighting.

Some of the questions can be answered by selecting either “Yes” or “No”. For those just
put a “v* in the space next to your response. Most questions ask you “how many times”
you did something. These questions are followed by a “#: ". The symbol #
means number. The question is asking you to fill in the number.

Often it is hard to remember exactly how many times we did things. If you do not know
the exact number write down you best guess (an estimate). If you have never done
what the question asks, or it has never happened, just write a zero “0” after the “#:"

Read each question carefully

1. How many times have you been in a physical fight with another person? #

2. How many times have you seriously hurt someone (required medical #*
attention) in a physical fight?

3. How many violent crimes have you been convicted of? (Do not inciude #*
robbery)

4. How many violent crimes have you committed, including those that you were #*
never caught for? ? (Do not include robbery)

5. How many times have you threatened someone with physical harm?

6. How many times have you fought in jail and prison?

8. How many times have you used a weapon on someone?

9. How many times have you hit a wife or a girifriend?

#
#
7. How many assaults have you been convicted of? #
#
#*
#:

10. How many times have you taken part in a robbery involving the use of physical
force?

11. How many times have you taken part in a robbery involving the use of a #
weapon?
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12. How many times have you fought with someone who was trying to arrest you? | %
13. How many times have you become violent in order to get people to do things | #

for you (for example, forcing someone to give you cash or drugs)?
14. Of all the times you have fought, how many times were you drunk or stoned? | &
16. Of all the times you have fought, how many times did you fight a complete #*

stranger?
16. Have you ever taken a cognitive skills program? Yes No
17. Have you ever taken an anger control program? Yes No
18. In all the times you have been in jail or prison, how many disciplinary charges | #

involving violence have you had?
19. As a child (under 12) how many times did you physicaily fight? #
20. As a child (under 12) how many times did you use a weapon on someone? &
21. How many times were you charged with a juvenile crime involving violence or | -

weapons?

End of questionnaire.
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Balanced Inventory

Using the scale below as a guide, write a number beside each statement to indicate

how much you agree with it.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

NOT TRUE SOMEWHAT VERY
TRUE TRUE
My first impressions of people usually turn out to be right.
It would be hard for me to break any of my bad habits.
I don’t care to kmow what other people think of me.
I have always been honest with myself.
I always know why I like things.
When my emotions are aroused, it biases my thinking.
Once ['ve made up my mind, other people can seldom change my opinion.
I am not a safe driver when I exceed the speed limit.
I am fully in control of my own fate.
. It’s hard for me to shut off a disturbing thought.

. [ never regret my decisions.

W ® Nk W -

p— s et
N -~ O

. [ sometimes lose out on things because [ can’t make up my mind soon enough.

p—
w

. The reason I vote is because my vote can make a difference.

N

. My parents were not always fair when they punished me.

—
U

. [ am a completely rational person.

o

. [ rarely appreciate criticism.

[
~

. [ am very confident of my judgements.

._.
o

[ have sometimes doubted my ability as a lover.

o
b

It’s all right with me if someone happens to dislike me.
[ don’t always know the reasons why [ do the things [ do.

)
e

. I sometimes tell lies if I have to.
I never cover up my mistakes.
There have been occasions when I have taken advantage of someone.

RERR

I never swear.

. | sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.

. I always obey laws, even if [ am unlikely to get caught.

. [ have said something bad about a friend behind his or her back.
. When I hear people talking privately, I avoid listening.

NONN
Ny

AR RN

N~
-
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29.
30.
31
32
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
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I have received too much change from a salesperson without telling him or her.
I always declare everything at customs.
When [ was young [ sometimes stole things.
I have never dropped litter on the street.
[ sometimes drive faster than the speed limit.
[ never read sexy books or magazines.
I have done things that I don’t tell other people about.
I never take things that dont belong to me.
I have taken sick leave from work or school even though I wasn’t really sick.
[ have never damaged a library book or store merchandise without reporting it
[ have some pretty awful habits.
I don’t gossip about other people’s business.
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Information Form
This form is intended to tell you about a study of problem-solving study, which you may be
interested in participating in.

Purpose
This study will examine the relationship between how people solve social problems and how they
process social information.

Why you were selected

In this study, | have seiected 100 inmates by chance, simply by choosing names randomly from a
list of all inmates in the institution. With this letter | am asking you if you would like to be invoived
in this study. There is no special reason why you were picked over anyone else.

Procedure

If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked to fill out several written [paper and pencii]
questionnaires about the way you solve problems on the street. | will also interview you and ask
you how you would solve some social problems. | will also be interested in comparing this
information with your previous criminal record, so | will ask you for your permission to get this
information from your institutional files. The interviews will be private, and only you and myself or
an assistant will be there. There are no right or wrong answers to the questionnaires, and there
are no time limits. | estimate that filling out all the questionnaires may take one and a half-hours
time at the most, and can it be finished in one session.

Withdrawing from this study
You may withdraw from this study at any time, for any reason. You do not have to explain why
unless you wish to do so. If you decide to withdraw, all information gathered by this study

concerning you will be destroyed.

. Confidentiality

All answers that you give will be strictly confidential. None of the answers you give will go into
institutional files or reported to correctional staff. Your answers will be coded in such a way that no
single individual can be identified in the results of this study without consent. All the information
provided by you will only be used for the purposes of this research study, provided that you do not
give specific information that you are about to harm yourself or someone else.

145
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If anyone wants to use the information, it will require your written permission. The general findings
of this research may eventually be presented in a scientific jounal, but no person couid be
identified from this. If you are interested in the findings of this study, you can request them from
me when the study is finished.

Complaints
If you decide to participate, and if you should have any complaints or criticisms about the way you

were treated during the course of the research, or about any aspect of this study, you may discuss
them by contacting my supervisor, Dr. Ed Zamble. If you are still unsatisfied you may contact the
Head of the Department of Psychology at Queen's University.

Dr. Edward Zamble Dr. R. Kalin

Department of Psychology Head of the Department of Psychalogy
Queen’s University Queen's University

Kingston, Ontario Kingston, Ontario

K7L 3N6 K7L 3N6

(613] 545-2892

Thank You,
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Participant #:
Consent Form
I, [print full name], have been selected to take part in a research

study of Social Problem-solving. | have read the “Information Form® describing this study, which has been
given to me to keep. | have been told that this study is being carried out by Michael Bettman, under the

direction of Dr. Edward Zamble of the Psychology Dept. at Queen’s University.

My signature below shows that | agree to take part in this study. | also consent to have my
institutional files reviewed by the principal researcher. | understand that taking part in this study is entirely
voluntary. | will be free to refuse to answer any specific questions that are asked of me. | may also
withdraw from the study at any time. My participation will not in any way influence the way | am treated by

the Correctional Service of Canada, or the National Parole Board.

Any information that | give will be strictly confidential. The information | give will be used for research
purposes only, and this information will be coded in such a way that | cannot be identified in any reports of
this study. | have been given information on where | can take any complaints or requests for more

information.

My signature below shows my agreement to take part in this study.

Today's Date participant’s signature participant's name [print]

Experimenter:
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Description of Offenses:coded-as: Violent Criminal Code

Aggravated Assault

Armed Robbery

Assauit

Assault With A Weapon Or Causing Bodily Harm

Assauit With Intent

Assauiting A Peace Officer

Attempt To Commit Murder Section 239
Attempt To Commit Rape

Cause Bodily Harm With Intent To Endanger Life

Causing Bodily Harm By Criminal Negligence Section 221
Causing Bodily Harm With intent Section 244
Causing Death By Criminal Negligence Section 220
Causing Injury With Intent paragraph 81(2)(a)
Common Assaulit

Conspiracy To Commit Murder

Discharging A Firearm With Intent To Endanger Life

Extortion

Forcibly Seize

Grievous Bodily Harm

Kidnapping

Manslaughter Section 236
Murder First Degree

Murder Second Degree

Pointing A Firearm Subsection 86(1)
Robbery With Violence

Threatening With A Weapon

Unlawfully Causing Bodily Harm

Use Of Firearm During Commission Of Offense Section 85
Wounding

Wounding With Intent



IMAGE EVALUATION
TEST TARGET (QA-3)

1.6

B el 2
=

14

150mm

|

.25

IMAGE . Inc
653 East Main Street
==_. Rochester, NY 14609 USA
e: 716/482-03G0
716/288-5989

Phon
ax:

1

—

[+]
| _:____

APPLIED

© 1993, Applied Image. Inc.. All Rights Reserved





