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The present study was desi%hed to inuvestigate the

relationshipn between cognitive functi®nhing and criminal histary:*

hY

One hundred and nineteen inmates at a maximum security provincial

institution were tested on a number of specific cognitive
. coc

functions (impu151bity, empathy, locus of contrel, and field

]

.dependence/independgnce) . Three measures of criminal history were

constructed from the available inmate information on file (level

of criminal involuvement, level of institutional disruptive

behaviour; and offence types). In examining the relptionship

-

between cogni{iue functioning and criminal history, intelligence,
education ana age were controlled statistically. In additign, the
—degree of the inter-relatedness among the cognitive functions was
inuvestigated to assess if any underlying‘thene or themes existed.

Correlational analyses revealed that the relationship betwueen

~

cognitive functioning and criminal history was weak ouerall,' but

with some ‘significant findings. It was found that many inmates

were field dependent, louw in empathy, and some inmates hold an

internal locus of confrol. it was also found that to some degree

intelligence, education, and age influence cognitive ability and

criminal behaviour . The interjrelatedness among the cognitive

- ¢1) - S/f“\ﬁ



functions u?g~;:nerallv weak, although tweo factors emerged; an
external loéug of control and an internal (self-reliant)
origntatioﬁ. Results are discussed in reference to a cognitive '
nodei'of delin;uency preueﬁtion and offender rehabi?itation. The
main premise of the Mo@elzis that inadequate cognitive functioning
is associated with criminal behauviour and that many, but not all
of fenders evidence ida&equacies in‘a.nuanc of cognitiue skills

considered essential for the effective solution of human

" interaction problems.
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Despite the/nunbeﬁvof programs designed to prevent crime

an

or rehabilitate offenders, crime control is still an elusive geoal

in the criminal justice system. Research has indicated that many

of these programs fall short of reaching their objectives, that of

preventing crime or rehabilitating offenders (Ross and Gendreau,

1980:Martinson,1974> . The widely proclaimed lack of success has

.

left a feeling of helplessness among some " correctional
practitioners and a reluctance among many to believe that prograns

can uwork .

However, some programs have achieved success (Ross and

tendreau,lSBU). ODecreases in recidivism rates ranging from 30 to

60% far up to 15 years after program c:;yieiion have been reportﬁy

»

(Ross and Gendreéu,19BU:Ross and\Fabia 0,198¥). Suech outstanding
results are few and far between among programs which have been
adequately eualuated& Nevertheless, these successful prugréns
cuntradict the negativism and pessimism e%tablished gv the
"nothing works" philosophy {(Martinson,1974>.

The question which needs to be asked is, why are sone
programs effectives o£hers ineffective? Such a question may yield

.

more useful information than a broader question which would

attempt to obtain a general conclusion about all prograns without
appreciating "the tremendous variation in the nature of programs -

the types of offenders treated, the characteristics, skillsy

~

motivation of the intervention agents, the nature of the setting,

.
o e, 1



L4

r . . T2,

the quality oflthe program service, and the overall goals of the

. .

intervention. *

Research which hés examined the differences between
effective and ineffective programs has found that each of-the
above nentioned factors influence {he outcome of a program
{Ross and BGendreau,1980) .. The research has also determined:that
the o&tcone of correctional progréns depends upon who does what fo

whom, how much, how dell, how often, and for what reason. One of
the najo; factors is the nature of the interueétion - what is
actually done with the offenders. The cdhceptuali%ation on which
the program is based is brucial ¢Ross and fabiano,1986) . Pr&grans
which attempt to modify criminal behabiour nuét:deriue %Fon an
adequate condeptualization of the factors which are associated
with ecriminal behaviour and/or recidivism and, fprthernnre, the
program rmust be designed to influence these factur;_ Programat
therefore, which focus on irrelevant factors are unlikely to
experience much succéss. Although the conceﬁtualizatiun of
correctional programs is the‘foundation,_it has been pointed out
by Ross agd Fabiano <(1985>, by Gottfredson (1980>, and by Martin,
Sechrest,fand Redner <(1981) that most programs have Reen based on
inadequate or inappropriate conceptual models; some on no model
uhatsoeuér!

This thesis is concerned with one particular model which
has been propdséd for delinquencv.preuentiun and offender
réhabilitation prograns: The Cﬁgnitiue Hodeli

3
-

-
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The selected mddel,set forth by Ross and Fabiano
. , N
(1981:1982;1985), offers one' of, the most comprehensive S

presentation of the association between cognitive functioning and °

criminal behaviour. It is an in{egrated model postulated from thg

.éuailable inforngtion. The model was derived from two distinct,

yet related bodies of researchs=

1> An analysis of effective and inéffectiue prnérsns
revealed that a central feature of almost every
successful program was some intervention which coula
be expected to modify én offender’s cognitioh - hié
think%ng, understanding, reasoning, ability to
problem solue, and the ability to evaluate his values
and expectations (Ross énd Fabiano,1981;1982> .
- 2> The results of the first study led Ross and Fahjiano
(1981:;1982> to examine the criminological lif.aiture in
"order to determine if there was any evidence uhicﬁ
associated criminal behauiour with cognitive
functioning. They found a large body of research
indicating that many offenders evidence qeuelopnental
delays in a number 0% cognitive skills necessérv for
prosocial adaptation_‘They argued that inadequacies in

such skills could place an indibidual * at risk " for



O

acqqiring‘a crininal lifestyle. The cognitive
inadéquacies among offenders'included inpulsiuitv,
externalizing the blame for their behaviour onté
otheré, ?gocentricitb, and the lack of séciél‘
perspective~taking. s .

" Uhereas many offenders experiénce cognitive inadeqqaciES,
others do not. That is,_thé criminal behaviour ;:.Fone of fenders
rnay constitute perfectly ra{ional acts. Their thought processes
would be consider?dktn be sound-and logical.'ﬂccgrdinglv, Ross and
Fabiano <(1985) do not argue thag cognitive inadequacies are a
cause of crine:houéuer, they suggest that an offender’s_cognition,
hau he-thinks, what he thinks, and how he views the uorl& are all

. a
inportant}contributnrs in his criminal béhauiour. They also
suggest that p:hgrang designed to improve cognitiqe deuglopnent
can provide certain skills which may enable some offenders to
achiebe satisfactory social adjhstnent_uithout resorting to

anti-secial behaviour.

.

Model Deuvelopnent

As with any model in any field of study, the cognitive
madel is far from being an all inclusive one. In presenting thel
*
evidence of an association betueen‘cognitiue functioning and
criminal behaviour, Ross and Fabiano (1981> have indicated‘a

number of shortdoninés and gaps in the research on this

relationship. For- example, studiei/are necessary to determine
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uwhat specific sub—groups of offenders are most likely to.euidence
cognitive inadequacies. HAnother important research need is to

determine the relationship between cognitive functianing and

criminal history and recidivism. Many researchers in studying the

- . -
.

relationship between cognitive functioning and criminal behaviour
. * ——

have failed to control for uariébles such as int;TTigen;e,

education, emotional state, or race, uhicgﬁmaﬁ be related either

to cognitive functioning or criminal behaviour, or both. This
thesis addresses a few issues ini{i@]lv raised by Ross and Fabiano
¢1981> which they feel are necessamy for the further deuvelopment
of the cognitive modgi in terms of inuesfigating an.associatinn
between cognitidh and crime . This nav; in turn, identify potential
areas for interuvention. . ////—5\

a) The relationship betwaen a nunbe? of specific cognitive
functions'(inpulsiuit;, empathy, locus of control,
field dependence/independence) and crininél history
(level of criminal involuement,. level of institutional
disrup&iue behauiou;, of fence tvpesf was examined. In
doing so, the variables of intelligence, education and
age were controlled statisticallv.

b> The degree of inter—relatédness anmong ;he ;pgcific
cognitive functions were examined. h;'Ross and fabiano
(!981) have noted, it is unknown whéther the cognitive
functions which have been identified as problematic for
offenders are independent or uwhether they represent
different but related aspects of some centrgl cognitive

skill .
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. It has also been éstablishéd by Ross and Fabiano <1981)>
that the éuidgnce of cognitive in;deauacies among offenders
relates prinarilv to the social (interpe#son@l) sphere (the
ability to understand people aﬁd social institutions?: many
of fenders appear to haqe shortcomings in those cognitive func;ions
which are considered necessary for social competence. The evidence
of cognitive inadequacies within the impersonal sphere'(the
ability to understand events surrounding the concepts of tinme,
movement, and space? is much less impressive. On the basis of this
i;§0rnation, four gognitive funFtions, namelys: impulsivity,
empathy, locus of csntrol'aqﬂ field dependence/%ndependence, uere
chasen because each has implications for effective responding
under the condition of social conflicts.

More specifically, there is some ‘evidence which indicates

that many offenders are impulsive and that many are external in
. .
their locus of control (they believe that what happens to them is

a result not of their'actions-but.of fate or the action of other
people) . This evidence will be reviewed shortly. There is,
however, less evidence that offenders are inadequate in empathy
and field dependences/independence, but Ross and Fabiano (1985)
have suggested that these functions should be examined. It seems

reasonable to suggest that all of these functions are important

for social competence .

N
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e t ath c of Cont
Field DependencesIndependence and Criminal Behauiour ©
Inpulsiuitd

A considerable numbér of researchers have indicated that
many D%fenders are impulsive in that they react to situétiqné
without any self-reflective thought (Mischel,1961:0ffer, ﬂarohnt
ékd Ostrov,1979> . Rather than being guick te respond, Ross and
Fabiano (1981> point out in their review that some offenders may
have underdeveloped problem soluing skills. As such, impulsivity -
~nay not be a behavioural %hor?qoning but a cognitive one: a
failure to analyse the situation at hand before Fesponding.

) Several studies h%ue supported an associat;ﬁn between
impulsivity and criminal behaviour. For example, on the basis of a
socio—épologlcal study, King ¢1975) found a group of convicted )
violent youths unable to conceptualize people in a societal
context . Their thinking uas.considered tp be inmediate‘and
intense. Therefore, they acted rapidly in order to avoid the
anixety which thinking causes, in turn, adding to_their'llnited
ébilitv in understanding the consequences of their bahauidur_
Brury (1981> reported significant results in terms of a
relationship between impulsiuvity and‘lou anger control when -
comparing a group of impulsive and non-impulsive probationers on,a

measure of anger poitential. Erez (1980> also found that an

impulsiuve chronic group of offenders, classified on the basis of
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their inabilitv to plan (non-planners), comnitted more violent
crimeés than a gfoup.of of fenders classified as planne?g_ Th&?j
many studies have suggested that impulsivity could lessen‘the
recoghi£ion of or Aﬁ%itoring of anger. Sone offenders have simply
never leavned to think through the consequences of thgi;{éction

s .
and to tolerate the ocutcome.
Apart from the abouve mentioned findings, studies using an
objective measure of impulsivity (Matching Familiar Fiqures Test)

did not indicate any significant differences'betueéz'adolescent

reformatory inmates and high school students (Saunders, Repucci,

-~
v

and Sarata,1973) or between institutionalized aggressive,
pre—dglinquents and nun“delinguents (Glenwick,Croft, Barocas,
Black and Black,1979)> . Rotenberg and Nachétbn (1979), however, did
find a group of delinquents significanflv more impul sive than a
non-delinquenf oneg on the Hatchfng Familiar Fiqures Test.

Some explanations for the conflict in results point to
sampling .differences, inappropriate methodology and the variety of
techniques used to measure inpulsidi@y (Ross and Fabiano,1981) .

Of fenders appear Fo be a heterogeneous group in that some may
maintain a element of self-controls;while others react without
evaluating the situation.

‘ In other words, some offenders uhonreuieu situations less
spsté;a£ica119 or without any sel}—regulating thought lhan othgr
individuals, may hold poorly deueloped‘problen—soxuing sk}lls. For
that patter, some may neuer have developed such skills. Many

offenders then can not suppress their immediate reaction to a
N

-

b -}
A3
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situation by inserting thought between situation anﬁ action, for
whatever reason. They may never have lear.ned', that. stopping -to
think is beneficial . Some may react in order £o avoid assessinglor

:dealing uiih‘the situation . Therefore, impulsivity can répresent
an inability to anélvse the sitvation imn question and,
subsequently, act in a non-reflective manner..

i

Empathy

An awareness of other people’s wviews and behaviour is

«

necessary in order to establish anJ maintain effective social
relationships . Such social perceptual skills reguire a number of.
‘factors such ;;\being able to judge others, role - take (the
ahility to view the world through the eyes of others), and social
perspective taking (the ability te recognize the perspective of
others and to understand secial protocol): These skills rely upon
‘the ability to make adequate inferences about the inner
characteristics of others such as their thoughts and perceptions.
Without the ability to understand others the individual is more
likelv to behave in a mannefs which may be mis-interpreted and
greeted with unanticapted negative reactions by others.

:Sone of fenders have been found to evidence a delag in
their develapment of social comprehension. That is, some are
egocentric or self-centered;sthey fail to take into consideration

. .
the emotional states and thoughts of others (Chandle#,l9?3)f

Although individuals differ in how quickly they deuvelop .

E .
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beyond a self-centered state of mind, the ability to understand
.others is essential to form and naintéin harmonious social -
_relationships (Ross ahd Fabiano,1982>. R lack of social
comprehension mnight indicate that offenders have shortcomings. in
empathy <(the ability to understand how othérs think aﬁd feel) .
Ross and Fabiano (1985), however, note. that there is little
research on empathy with offe;dérs and that furiher studies are

needed .
1

Despite the paucity af research, the available evidence’

B
using Hogan’s <1969) Empathy Scale indicates differences in

.

empathy betugen offender and non—of%ender populqtign5¢ Krutines
.

and Hogan <1972) matched college students and incarcerated
delinquents on the basis of low socialization scores from the
California Personality Inuventory <(CPI). They found that the
college students scored sign;;icantlv higher on Hogan’s ¢1969)
empathy scale and concluded that higher empathic abilfty?
compensated for poor socialization. On the otherxhdnd, Kendall,
Deardoff -and Finch (1977> found no significant differences in
empathy scor;s among first offenders, repeat offenders and
non-delinguents. Houwever, all three groups differed significantly
on the socializatifn scale <(CPIY, with the repeat offenders
Sn?ring lowest and nun—délinquents-highest.

Another éiudv found differences in empathy between
offender groups. Ellis (1982> tested a group of incarcerated

delinquents and a control group of non-delinquents. He reported

that the delinquent group was significantly lower in empathy than
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the non-delinquent one. The delinguent group was subsequently S

re~classified according to Quay’s Personal Opinion Study. These

-~
«

three delinquent-subgruups differed significantly among each other
in terms of empathic ability. 0f the three subgroups, the
neurotics were least empathic, fnlloued Sy the psychopaths, and
finally the subcultural ones were the most enpqthicA He alsao found

s

that the aggressive group of delinquents was significantly lower

in empathy than the non-aggressiue one .

Nothwithstanding the lack of empirical ewmidence, Ross and
Fabiano”s (1985) discussion of the cognitive model appears to
suggest that empathy, or the lack thereof, may be ; leey
contribUting factor in criminal behaviour .

I t

Locus of Control

Locus of control theorists classify people according to
their indiuidual.belief systems such that those perceiving
themselves as essentially contrelling their lives are considered
to be internals, as opposed to externals who basicélly believe
their behaviour is dependent upon forces beyond their immediate
control (lLevenson,l1974:;Rotter,1966) .

Th;re is a popular hypothesis which states that offenders

are generally external (Beck and Ollendick,iQ?ﬁ;Kunchy and

Sayer,198035Joe,1971>; they explain their behaviour as being

outside theéir irmmediate control and deny responsibility for their

acts (Dean,1979>.
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ﬁlthoughlsone studieg found offenders external, many other
studies reported thatboffenders“are internal. Lefcourt and Ladwig
<1966> f;und adult incarcerates to be more internal than college-
students . Another study by Reoberts (1978> alsc found a group of
inéates to be internal. He added that these inmates took the
necessary steps to reach specific goals fo; release. This finding

-

uﬁuld suggest that if an inmate perceives that his behaviour can
N

positively effect the direction of his future towards prosocial
acéeptance, he Es more apt to partieipate in means designed to do
s0.

Furthérmore, the degree of externality has been found to
fluctuate acrossrsituatiqns_ Kielbauch (1968)> tested a group of
sentenced inmates at three specific times during their
in?arceration:after one nnﬁth, at 13 months, anq before one nontﬁ
of release. He reported a U-shaped trehd which rangeﬁ from a
greater, to a lesser, to a greater level of externality.

' - \ . b

The studies reported thus far have used a locus of control
scale which classifies ﬁeople according to two dimensions:=zinternal
and external .“Leuvenson (19?3;19?4) furthered this initial
dichotomization by distingushing the external component into two
related; yvet distinct forms of externality - belief in fate, or a

' . .
belief in powerful others. As a result, this trichotomized scale
separ;tes individuals accotrding to those uho believe their lives
are generally self-controlled, in control of powerful others, or
controlled by chance (i.e. fate). It is therefore possible that an

externally controlled individual who believes his bebaviour is

governed by pouerful others will behave and be cogntively
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differgnt from one who bglieues his beﬁéuiour is governed bv.
' ghance .

On the basis of her trichptonized scale, a statistically
significant difﬁerengé be£ueen inmates who believed in powerful
others and inmates who believed in chance was found. Those inmates
who were incarcerated for 5 years felt more controlled by powerful
others than those incarcerated for 6 months or less. The-latter,
houweuer, did not feel more controlléd'by cﬁance\éLebenson,19?5)_
1t would appear'then,'that differences in inmate incarcerétinn
5periods correspond to Qifferences in their belief systems. Inmates \\
may therefore refer to such belief'svstens as a function of

understanding the correctional environment and the familiarity of

the organizational milieu.

.

[EREY

Ross and Fabiano (19B5)> have also pointed out in their

A

- review that an individual®s locus of contrél differs on the basis,
of cultural factors and social class. For example, Lefcourﬁ and
Laduig €1966> found that blaék inmates were more external'than
white inmates. Shearer and-Moore ¢1978)> alsa indicated.that
significant racial differences were reported among white, black
and hiépanic inmates. Moreover, it appears that individuals from a
lower socio-economic class are more external (Lefcourt,iﬂ?S).

In short, the relationship petuéen locus of control and
criminal behawviour is uncertain in the sense that many offenders
are extérnal, sohé are internal. furthermore, the degree as
well as the direction of externality can change as a function of

situational factors. It seems important to conduct additional

\
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studies of locus of control in offenders and to determine uhat-

differences in locus of control are related to criminal history.

-
.

Field Dependence/Independence

Some research has found that offenders differ among
themselves and from non-offenders on measures of field
depeLdence/field independence, which relates to an 1ndiuidua1'5n
ability to isoclate objects located not only within a perceptual
field, but intellectual and social fields as well (Ross and

ﬁiano,mm) .

v _ A- survey of the literature revealed only a small number of
R -

——

studies pertaining to offender populations. Eskin <(1960) tested a

group of inmates and found them to be more field dependent, as
*
compared to a control group of non-inmates. The control droup,

however, uwas not matched with the experimental group for social

class or race. On the other hand, Ostrov, Marohn,,and Offer

]
(1979> reported a .number of chronic delinquents to be field

independent when compared with a group of non-delinguents.

-

Differences between these groups did not reflect the influences of
race, social class, or intelligence. }n contrast, Leuy (1972)>
matched field dependent and field independent offenders on a
measure of socialization (CPI)> and did not find any differences in
terms of del;nquency, =

The conflicting results raise doubts about the differences

in field dependencesindependence among offenders. However, in
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*© their diséussiun of the cognitive nodel, Ross and Fabiano <1985> -

suggest that field dependents tend to be oriented to the physical
rather than social enuironment. Field independents, on the other

hand, tend to have greater social acuity, less egocentricity, and

~are better able to restructure their thoughts (i.e. are

cognitively flexible>. As with the material presented on the locus
of control, offenders are a heterogeneous population. Some may be
field dependent; others, field independegt_ Further reséarch is
therefore required to determine what £ppe5 of offenders are field
dependent/independent and to determine the association between

field dependencesindependgnce and criminal history.

To recapitulate, research on the four cognitive areas of
impulsivity, enpathv; locus of control and field
dependence/indepengence were reviewed in respect to their
indiu?ﬁual associations with crin{nal behaviour . Querall, the
evidence sudgests that many 0ffender§ are weak in some of these
skills, however, as indicated, further research is needed to

\ .

establish the precise nature of the relationship between each

cognitive function and criminal actﬂuitv.

The Relatiaonship betueén,Coqnitiue Functionipng and Intelligence,

Educatigg and Age

In the present study, it was considered essential in

- .
studying the relationship between cognitive functioning and
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criminal history to control for differences in intelligence,
education and age. Failure to do so has been a major drawback of

e

too many previous studies.

Intclligepce

The rélationship ﬁetueen ingersonal cognition fthe ability-
to understand causality, time, mouement and space) and aocial
 cugnition {the ability to understand people apd social
institutions) is somewhat uncertain. Research has vet to :stablish'
how the abilit; to understand events on an impersonal level
influences the ability to understan& people. It would appear that
social cognition is based less on logic and more on cultﬁral and
social understanding (Ross and Fabiano,1985). ¥t does, houwever,
inuvolue complex cognitive skills which depend upon the ability +to
understand another’s thoughts and behaviour and hou one’s
behaviour can influence ancther’s théughts, judgements and
behaviour . Understanding people requires dealing uith the
unpredictable nature of an individual’s feelings. Social
cognition does not appear to be the same as impersonal cognitions
inpersogal cognifion and socIET“éﬁgnitiqn appear to be two
different processes (Ross and Fabiano,1985).
/,w However, social cognition is not entirely independent of

impersonal cognition or intelligence, as assessed by standard .

\\ . I.0. tests. Significant correlations have been found between

; ‘ =

reasures of social ability and intelligence (Platt,Spivack and

.



- PR, . - - P e —

1%

. 17.

. Bloom,1971> . It u&uld appear then, that‘social cngnitioq aill
intelligence are somewhat inter-related. Some general skills
required to both undéﬁstand and analyse problens-appeaf to guerlap
between social cognition and intelligence. Hlthoudﬁ being socially
acute does not necessarily mean the individual is highly
intelligent; some minimal level of intelligence is required for
social ability (Ross and Fah'ian:,1981>_ ’ .

"Apart from the association between social cognition and
intelligence, there is anéle evidence suggesting that intelligence
relates to criminal actiuitgﬂ(Hirschi and Hindelang, 197?> . It has
been established éuite clearly that the'felationship‘betueen
intelligence aﬁd crime cannot be explained simply i; terms of race

, -

or class differences.

; ¢

On the basis of the aforementioned, it is essential in
studying the relationship between cognitive functioning and

criminal behaviour that controls be introduced for intelligence.

Education

The relationship betuween education and cognitive functioning
is unclear at this point_. However, it has been fouﬁd that many
o%fgnders have a long history of school failure (Campbell and
Davis,1981;6Gagne,1977:Rutter and Giller,1983>, and that péor
school performance mediates the assoqiation between intelligence

_» and crime (Hirschi and Hindelang,1977>. This information therefore

raises the possibility that poor school performance is associated

<
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with cognitive functioning in that poor school performance may
inhibit the opportﬁnity to develop certain skills necessarv‘for
appropriate social adjustmeht. As a consequence, this map -
influence the kelihood of\deviant behaviour. Hccg;dinglv, it is
essential to cpn{rol for education in studying the relationship

betueen cognitive fumctioning and c¢riminal behaviour .
fige

Researchers who have implied that many offenders are

develophentally delay J in a number of cognit{ue skills considered

-*
essential -for = adaptation suggest that cognitive abilities

develop according to a8 series of stages, as indicated by early
. v
cognitive development theorists (i.e. Piaget). Certain cognitive

abilities, therefore, are necessary to be learned before

graduating onto the next stage. Each stage is an accumulation of

the preceeding one. That is, certain cognitive skills gained in

.-

one stage are advanced in the following one. An individual must
succeed each stage in ordér and cannot skip a gtage. Moreouer, he
cannot go tgrough-the sequence of stages merely as a function of
getting older. This information suggests that age is a facto; in /
cognitive development- Age is.a15; assdéiated‘uith criminal
activity (Ross and Fabiano,1985:Rutter and Giller,1983)>.

Therefore, age must be controlled for in studying the relationship

between criminal behaviour and cognitive functioning.
r
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In summary, the nature of the relationship between
cognitive functioning and intelligence, education and age is
unhcertain. However, since it would appear that such variables are

related to both cognitive ability and criminal behaviour, this

study controlled for these variables when examining the -
relationship between the various cognitive functions and criminal

history._

N

Purpose of this_ Study

The rgsearch questions and hypotheses for this study were
fDFﬁulat;d on the basis of Ross and Fabiano”s (1981) cognitive
model . In Qeneral, the study examined the relationship be{ueen‘a
. nunmber of cognitive functions {impulsivity, empathy, locus of
.control, and fieid dependence/independence)-and criminal histofy
(the leuel of criminal involuement, the level of institutional
disruptive behaviour, and types of offences>. fl nﬁﬂber of factors
(intelligence, education and age>? which may héue been confounding
variables in previous research, were also stﬁdieqland enployed as’
appropriate controls in examining the relationship between the
specific cognitive functions and criminal histor?. fFinally, this

study explored the inter-relatedness among the specific cognitive

functions .
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METHODOLOEY

Subjects

Incarcerated adult male offenders who volunteersd to

participate in’a larger project on correctional classification

.

sustems (Bonta and Motuik, in progress), serued as subjects. These

. R .
inmates were currently seruvin rovincial court sentences from 124
L a

'

daus to ?2% days. From December 19832 to May 1994; a tstal af 150
inmates were approached to participate in thi; research. 0Of these
initial "tpterviews,; 119 inmates consented to and successfully
campleted (the entire'bat{ary of psycholegical tests. The remaining
- Enable

31 inmates declined to participate in ‘this project. Inmates

to speak English were excludad.

Setting

The Ottawa-Carleton Detention Centre <0.C.O.C.) is a

maximum security provincial correctional institution in Ottawa,

Ontario. It houses offenders who are on remand, completing *
. . ! ¥
short %ern santences,; or awaiting transfer ta either prouvincial -

.

or federal institutions:

.
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-

Data Saurces and Assessment

~

In inuestigating the relatdionship between coénitiue

functioning .and criminal history as well as intelligence,

education and age, the following measures were emploved:

.

A.

Tests

A. a number of psucheological tests:s
1> fQuick Test of Intelligence,
2> Matching Familiar Fiqures Test,
» 32> Hogan’s Empathy Scale,
4> Internal. Powerful ﬂth;ars7 and Chance Scale.and
5> Group Embedded Figqures Test. -

2

.-

R three operational measures of criminal behauiour
constructed from the information provided bu the

Adult Information Seruvice (H.I.g.) - Ontario
v . '
Ministry of Correctional Services:

1> leuvel of criminal inuvealuement,

2> level of institutional disruptive behaviour, and

3> affence types

N | J

N

‘

1. Quick Test of Intelligence (G .T .>

.

*
Purpose:z: This is a verhbal test of intelligence (Ammons and

. ﬂé‘
Ammons . 1962 .

U
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Administration:z It is individually administered. Three
plates are presented in séquence, each of which has four
picturesque scenes representing the words presented by the
examiner. The subject is asked to chose the pi;ture which
best describes the words given. -
Scoring: The researcher recarded the number of correct
ansuers given by the subject befoare reaching five
cansecutive errors an each plate. The number of correct

-

responses correspnna to 2 normatiuve I.00. level far the

~particular plate (Ammons and Ammons,1962> . The composite

score is deriued bu adding the total number of correct’
respanses on each plate together . From this score, a final
I1.0. level was obtained.

Reliabilitys A summary of reliabilitg infaormation is
presented in an article by Ammons and Ammons (19625 .
Reliahility coefficients ranging from .60 to .98 are
repaorted across samples of pre—kindergaréen through to
callege studentsi It hbas been suggested that scores an the
sjnble plates of the Q.T.‘%re likely to be swuitabluy
reliable for screening intelligence at single age levels
and very effective where wide ranges of abilitu are being

-

handled (Ammons and Ammons,1962)> . Highly stable

reliability estimates can be obtained by using combined
plates (Ammons and Hnnons;1962)_
Ualidityz Tests of’validity conducted with the Ouieck Test,

when giuén to three delinquent samples, are reported in an

Pav
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article by Gendreau, Wormith, Kennedy, and Uass (1975 .
Thé Q.T. produced significant concurrent ualid?ty
coefficients when correlated with a varietv of other I 0.
tests . They uere as follows:z the UWAIS (full scale
correlation was .63>, BDifferential Aptitude Test (mean

_ carrelation of .49, Revised Beta (mean correlation of

46>, and 0Otis Em (r=.75>.

2. Matching Familiar Fiqures Test (H_F.F.T-S
Purpase: The H,F.F{T, is a peréeptual test designed to
assess an individual®s cogni tive functionino along the
continuum of reflection-impulsivity (Kagan,1964:Kendall”
and Ho]len,lgél)‘ The céncept of reflectian-impulsiuvity
was first‘addressed bu Kagan (19643;1966) . He 'vieuwed the

cognitive processes inuolued when facing ambiguous'. —
situations as being the product aof a conceptual tenmpo
(speed-nf responding) and errdr rate. fonsiderable debate
has accured aver the measurement and definition of this
concept (Block, B]Dck; and Harrinagtan_1974:Kagan and
Messer,1975;5alkind and Uright,1977>. There is, houwever,
a genera]'agreenenfwthaf accuracy in respondingv rather
than speed (Campbell and Nauvis,1981), provides the focus
_for an operational definition

Administirations This test is individually administered

The faormat inuolues simul taneous presentation of eight
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pictures and the subject is required to chnn;e:the one

. ’ :
identical to the stimulus figure. Tue practice runs and
tuelue plates are presented.
'Scnring= In accordance ugih the operational defiﬁitiun
of impulsivity, the researcher }ecorded the. mean number
of erraors (aninum of eight per picture) acrass the
t;elpe plates . As such, the M.F.F.T. is sample bhased.
Subjects are rankedias heing ei{ﬁer refle?tiue ar

impulsive within the boundaries determined by the sample.
Those indiuidualsvuith few erraors are considered to be
reflective, while theose who make many morge erraors are
impulsive (Block et al.,Lg?q).

Reliability:z: Messer (19765 reported the test, re-test
correlatians for respanse latencies ranged from .58 to .96
iﬁd:cating a highly reliable measure. lLouwer tegt re-test
correlations far errors ranged from .23 to .43 over
intervals of 3 weeks to 2 1/2 vears. Internal

consistencies for latencies were .89 and .58 far errors

(Kendall and Hollon, 1981).

Convergent Ualidity: If conceptual tempo is generalizable,
reflectives and inpulsiﬁes should remain reflective or
impulsive an tests similiar to the M.F.F.T. Tuo such tests
are the [Design Recall and the Haphic Uisual Matching fést
The response times to the M.F.F.T., Be%1gn R“et:all1 and

the Haphiec Uisual Matchiné Test were AQEfrately

correlated; ranging from .23 to .52
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3. Hogan's Empathy Scale

Puréose:This empathy scale was derived from Hogan’s (1969)
multi-dimensional theary of cognitive-maral deuvelopment.
The testrstatement; assess the the subject’s ability to
understand others and how others view his actions
(see préndix "A’>  The format includes 64 items= 31 from
- .

the California Personality Inuventory, 25 from the
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inuventory (M.M.P.I.> and
8 from various experimental testing forms used in studies
at the Uniuersit; of Berkley, California.
Administration: This is a pencil and paper test which was
individually administered. |
Scnringﬁ A scoring key was used to tabulate the final
scare . The highef the total score, the greater empathic
. ] ability.

Reliabilityz Reliability coefficients between empathy

and social acuity ranged from .52 1o .77, with a mean

' correlation of .69 (Hogan, 1969).

Ualidity: Some euvidence for validity exists when used with

a uvounger high school population {(r*.4> (Hogan,1969>.

) »

4. Internal, Powerful and, Chance Scales (I _P _A&E.>

Purpose:z: This instrument is a 24 item self report measure
q far assessing an individual’s locus of cantrol

(Levenson,1973>.
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The internal, pouerful, énd chance scales are each
comprised of eight items in a Likert format. These items
measure the degree to which an individual percéiuesleuents
in his life as being a consequence of his actiens, under
the centrol of others, or determined by luck (Rppendix
*A”>. The rationale for this triparitite di%ferentatinn
is that individuals, who view the world as structured by
thenselues& powerful others, or luck, think differently

’

{Levenson,; 1973)>. .
Administration:z This is a pencil and paper test uhich was
indiuiduai]y administered._
Scoring: A scoring key was used uhere each item
corresponds to a particular subscale. The examiner adds
the circled response from those items together which focus
an a_particular subscale A total score is recorded for
each of the three subscales and, subsequentlu, the number
24 is added to the indiuvidual subscale scores. This
pields a total score for esach subscale. Scores fram
each aof the three subscales were recorded.
Reliabilitys TInternal consistency estimates are moderately
correlated; r=.64 for the Internal subscale, r=.77 faor the
Powerful subscale, and ?=A?B far the Chanc; subscale .
Split-half reliabilities are‘ r=.62 for the Internal
sJLscale, r=.66 for the Powerful subscale, and r=_64 for

the Chance subscale. Test re-test correlations were found

to be r=.62,.74, and .78, respectively (lLevenson,1973)._
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Ualidity: The ualidity of this test has been shoun thraugh
convergent and discriminant methods which haué'andicated

signifitant lou order correlations with other measures of
; -
-~

the gené(a} construct {see Ross and Fabiano,1982).

S. Broup Embedded Figures Test ¢(G_.E.F.T.>

Purpose: The G.E.F.T. assesses an individual’s dearee of
field dependence/independence by measuring his ability to
percieuve a figure hidden uithih a larger complex figure
(Liitkin, 0Oltman, Raskin, Karp, 1971)>.
Administration:z Subjects are giuwen a maximun of ten
. tminutes to outline eight simple figures which are embedded
in 18 complex fig;res.
Scoring: Each simple figure outlined carrectly is g;uan
a scorn of one. Total scares were recorded. Preuious’
normative data draun from a sample of college men (n=155)
and a san;le of college uomen (n=242>, on the Group
Embedded Fiqures Test, has established the cut-off scores
by which teo diseriminate field dependence fram field
independence . Scores less than or equal to 12 refer to
» : -
field dependence, while those being greater than 13 are
defined as field independent (Litkin, Dltman, Raskin,
Karp, 1971>.

Reliability:z A parallel test reliabilitu coefficient of

r=.82 is reported (Uitkin, 0ltman, Raskin and Karp, 19715,
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establishing this test to be highly reliable in repeated

situvations.

.

Ualidity: Based on a sample of 175 females, ranging in age
from 17 ta 72, over-all internal consistency estimates are

reported betwueen Part 11 of the G.

.F.T. and the total
score (r=.96), and between Part 111 of thm G.E.F.T. and
the total score ¢(r=_95> (Panek, Funk, B N son,19880) .

‘Construct Ualidity:z The dUer—all correlations between the

G.E.F.T and the P.R.F.T. (protable rod and franme testsw

another test of field dependence/independence) uere
. * .
significant and in the expected direction. These

coefficienis were ;.36, ~.50, -.46 (p< 001> for Part 11,

Ll -

Partllll, and Tatal score, réspectibely (Panek, Funk, 8
Nelson,lQBﬂ): It is suggested that satisfactory construct
validity for.the‘tutai correct on Parts 11 and 111 of the
G.E.F.T. was obtained as correlations with the P.R.F.T.
for the entire sample. Houwever, differences acraoss age
levels uere-not adeqﬁately demonstrated &Panek, Funk, &

Nelson.1980)5 .

v‘; ’

B. Measures of Criminal History

The Adult Information Sustem (A.I.5.>:; Ontariao Ministry of
Correctional Services form was the principal information source
used to determine each inmate’s criminal background, current age
and preuvious education. It is compiled from the office statistics

received by a number of court offices, probation offices and
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correctional institutions located throughout the proginge. This
data is then entered into a computerized data-system uhereby
authaorized pergonnel can bg issued infornatioA printouts The
documented in{ornation includes demographic facts; the date,
number aAd tupe of offences; institutional transfers: and
miscaonducts. Juuenile history is not inclused.

From this information, three operational measures of

eriminal behaviour uwere constructed for the present studys

.

a) the level of criminal inuvoluement,
by the level of institutional disruptive
behaviour, and

c)> offence types
1. Le&el of Criminal Inuvoluement <F_.C.0.)

Purposez: An inmate’s leuel of criminal inuvoluement
L

(F.C.0.)> was operationally defined according to the number
of past convictians in relation to his age. "Past
canvictions” referred to the total nunbpr of reported

court conuictions befére the inmate’s participation date

) }in this project. -

Methad: The level of criminal inunluement was a single

3

number computed by dividinog the number of past

conuictions %ﬁi‘the inmate”s age. The following equation

- .
B was used to ca}culate this measure:
e

‘@
F.C.0. = 8 of past canvictions -~ current age

‘ a
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2. Level of Institutional MHsruptiuve Behaviour (I _M.S.)

Purpose: An inmate’s leuvel af disruptive bebaviour

¢I.M.5.) uas aperationally defined according to the number

of misconducts, reported during his last prouincial term
of incarceration in a correctional facility. Another
criteria fof selection was that these inmates be housed
uwithin a correg&fonal institution for a minimum of
10 days. Bath inmates who spent time in the institution
either on remand or serving their sentence were included
in thié sample .
Method:z The leuei of disruptive behaviour was a single
number computed by dividing the number af‘ﬁeéorted
misconducts by the amount of time spent in an institution.
The following equation was used to calculate this
measures

.

I.M.S. = 8 of reported miscanducts — days in the
. ')

institution

3. Offence Types

Purpose: An inmate’s offence type was operationally
defined in terms of the greatest number of canvictions
within a general affence category. Seven major offence

categories, adapted from The 0ffender and Ex-0ffender

P

R
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- as a Correctional”’Manpower Resaurce (Ministry of ihe

Solicitor General.1973>, were used. They are as listed:

1) crimes against the person;

' 2>
3>

. _ ' EEN
5>

6

.,

crimes against property;

crimes against public morals and decencu:

4

narcoticssy
o

crimes against property with violence;

+

75 .crimes against public order and peace.

crimes against.l{guor and traffic: and,

In the case of an equal number of conuvictions within tuwo

ar more particular offence categories, the inuestigator

chose the more seriocus one to represent the inmate’s

nff?nce category. The follpwing hierarchy was used to

/ ) . ' -
indicate

1>

23

3>

65

7>

)

A

the severity nf/}ﬁe offence categories:

crimes against the persons

crinég against property with violence;

crimes against propertus

narcoticss

crimes against ligquor and traffics

Pl

Pl

crimes agejnSQFEUblic morals and decencp#x@nd,

crimes against public order and peace.

This initial classification of offence categories was

-

subsequently. collapsed into two general tupes of offence 7

categaries - aggressiuve and non-aggressiuve.

The aggressiue

tupe contained the tuwo offence categories which, by

definition alone, represent acts of aggression (crimes
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against the person, crines’against_egkperty with violence) .

. while the naon-aggressive tupe included the remaining
categaries (crimes against property,; crimes against public

4 morals and decency, narcotics, crimes against liquor and

traffic, crimes against public arder and peaced.

Pracedure i -

~ On a weekly basis the psychology department at 0.C.D.C.

-

B &

received a list of inmates who were recently classified by the
institution’s classification staff. This list was then distributed
to the inuestigato::\Qr anather research assistant gualified to

administer the test battery.

-

A1l testing was done on an indiuvidual basis since the

nature of some of .the te®ts and insufficent space limited the

possibility of group testing sessions. A brief introduction was

given describing the purpose af the project, an explanation of the

tests and, finally, an inuvitation to participate by completing the

test bafterpfﬂf?rthe inmate agreed, a consent form was signed.

.

Priar to the actual test adrministration, the inmates were

L ]

screened for literacy. Those scoriﬁg below a Grade 6 reading
- 1 : "

leuef, as, measured by the Uide Range Hechieuement Test (Jastak,
Bijou, B Jastak,1965), were asked to listen to a taped uersion®ef
‘ngan's Enﬁathy Scale and the I .P_BC. Scales which was prepared

by the inuvestigator. Others completed the tests as orginally

designed; . -
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The test battery used for the purposes of this research’

consisted of five instrumentss; three of which uwere individually
administered, while the remaining two self-instructed tests were
completed in a secure room. Thrdoghout the entire testing session,

,

inmates were encouraged to ask the researchers for help uhenever

necessary .

This prncedurg was followed for each inFate until the
desired sample size (£19) was reached. Afteruards, the
inueétigator scored the test batteries, recorded the scores, and
coded t:E data along with peréinent in%ornation from the A.I.S5.

forms . Reliability cheeks an the scnriﬁg-and coding were done by

an independent research assistant to ensure accuracy.

Research Design v . ‘

-

.It should be recailed that the study will  examine the
relatiaonship between a series aof selected cognitive functions and
three canstructed measures of eriminal history. In do?ng S0,
intelligence, education and age will be contrelled statistically.
The study will also examine the inter-relatedness among the
selected cognitive functions.

A within and between group comparsion of the se}ected
sample will he cnnducted.Thé data will analuysized according to a -
variety of statistical techniques best suited to address the h

research questions. Correlational analyses will determine the

strength and direction of the relationships betueen each :ﬁgnitiue
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function and the variables of intelligence, educatidn (taken

separately and together) and age. Pa}tial correlations wilI

determine the relationship bgtueen each‘cdgnitide function and
- each of the three criterion measures of criminal history, while

controlling for the given factors. Mutiple’regressions will

P} v

identify the cognitive functians that‘mogt consistently relate to.

the criterion measures ¢(FCO and IMS)> . An analysis of co-variance

will assess the association between each of the cognitive
J : -
functions and the other eriterion measure of offence tupe (this

analysis was chosen because of the categorical nature of the

"variable offence tgpesi. Finally, a factor analysis will

A
L

deteﬁqine the degree af inter-relatedness among the selected

. .
cognitive functions. Given an array of correlatian coefficients

for the cognitive functions, factor analytic techniques reduce the

-
[y

LT ) .
data to a smaller set of. pr ‘ipal factors that may be taken as
. FERA

L .
summary uvariables for the interrelations found in the data.

-

.-
1
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’ " RESULTS

Brief Oueruview of the Results

The majority of inmates in this research uwere Caucasian
. . .

and ranged in age from 17 ta 62 <(M=25.1, S0=8.2>. The auverage

' 1.0,.., as measured by the Quick Test (Ammans and anoné,lQEZ), Las
.-‘1 N .

a8 .7 ¢SD=11.5>. I.0.7s ranged from a low of 53 to a high of 120.

In this sample, 111 were literate as assessed by a miminal reading

!

level of Qragf 6 on the Wide Range Rehievement Test (Jastak,Bijou,

& Jastak,1965)>, while 8 were considered illiteratd and were asked

~

to listen to a taped version of the non-uverbal tests (Hogan’s

Empathy Scale and the Internal, Pouerful others and Chance
" - <«

3 -

"Secales> . This procedure was follouwed tu'cnnpensate for Yhe

inmate’s inabhility té read The average school érade Completed was

9.8 (sD=2 4>. » T . ‘

-

A summary of the test results on the variaus cognitive

méasures is presented in Table 1

ﬂ\ “TABLE 1 RABOUT HERE -

¢

The nature of the cogmitive tests and the variation in scores do

not permit any further evaluatiaon at this point, with the
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TAB 1 . \
Description of Cognitive Tests
. range of mean  median standard n
scores - deviation
impulsivity 1 - 4.0 1.2 1.1 7.68 119
‘empathy 17 - 47 1.5 30 6 .07 119°
internal 0 - 48 34.3 EL 7.89 | 119
power g - 42 17 .6 18 8.09 . 119
\'.
chance 0 - 46 19 .7 18 9.03 > 119
field \
dependence 0o - 12 6.5 6 3.76 : 93
field & k .
independence 13 - 18 14.9 15 1.58"° J’ 26
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exééption of field dependencersindependence. 0On the basis of
previous normative data (see, methodology), Seuenty—eight per cent
k?BX) of this gahple were found teo be field dependent (n=9§),
uhile twenty-two per cent.(222) were found to be field

independent . .

1]
Urth respect to criminal history/behaviour, three measures

.

were taken inta consideration:
ad) the leuvel nof criminal ihunluement-(F_C.U.);
Ib) the level of institutional disruptive
- behaviour ¢TI M.5 ): and,

c> offence types.

- The level of criminal inuvoluement (the number of

-’

canvictions relative to age) indicated a mean leuvel of .470 and
ranged from .02 to 1.6 (n=119) .

Thirty—five per cent (35X} "of this sample were found ta

‘have previous institutional misconducts during their last
provingial term of incarceration. Therefore, the leuel of ¥

fnstatutional  disruptive behaviour (I .H S5.> uas based on a

relativelu small prnportién of thig%ﬁgmple (n=42> . The mean leuvel

7
was .041 and ranged from 004 {o 1.808.

) The third measure of criminal behaviour considered was
affence type In this sample, seuentv-njné per cent (79%> uwere
found to euiden;e a nnn—aggres;iue type (n=94>_, as oppoased to the
tuenty-one per cent (21%) ‘who evidenced an aggressiuve one (R=25).
A more detailed breakdoun of the offence iypes is presented in

Table 2.

s
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TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

The Relationship betuween Cognitive Functioning and Intelligence, -

Education and_HAge

Table 3 presents the results of the Pearson product-moment
correlations between the specife cognitive measures and
intelligence, education and age. As shoued in this table, several

significant correlations emerged.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Intelligénce: Significant positiue correlations Qere found
betueen intelligence and empathy (r=.34,p<.001> and between
intelligence and field dependence (r=.3,p< . 01>. In contrast,
the chance subscale of the T .P _&C. écalé and impulsivity each
correlated negatively and Significantly with inte}ligence

(r=-.23_p<.0l;r=-_28,p< . 002, respectibely)_

Educationz The last schonl grade completed was found to
carrelate positively and significantly with empathy

(r=.%2.p< . 000>, while significant negative correlations.

were reported with field independence (r=-_2,p< _05) and the

\

o
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frequency Distribution
Offence Types

of ﬁajor

number of
subjects

against person
against property -
narcoties

property w/violence
traffic

peace disorders

aggressive offence
type

non-aggresive offence

type

24

68

15

94

39.
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v Table 3

Correlation Coefficients between the various
Cognitive Functions and Intelligence, Education
and RAge

.

Intelligence fEducation fAge

impulsivity AL -_15 . 11
118> (118> {1195
-~
empathy . 3G _32nn .18%»
118> 118> <119
internal - .06 - .02 -.03
¢118> «aia> 119>
pouer -.11 -.03 -.07
118> 118> 119>
chance — . 23%x - 29%n -.17
118> 118> 119
field
dependence . 32wx% .16 ~.16
082> <092> <093>
field :
independence - .09 —.19» - 37w
<026> TC026) <026
p< .05+ : .

p< .Dlwx



chance subscale af the I.P.&C. Scale (r=-:24,g<.008).

Intelligence and Education: Intelligence and education were

found to significantly inter-correlate (r=.41,p< .0001)>.

Age: Initial analyses showed a significant negatiue
correlation between age and field independence (r=- _4,p< .01,

and a significant positiue correlation between age .and empathy

- e

(r=.2,n0< .05>. Subsequent analyses were undertékeh due to the
N .

4

great variability 1in age. This variable was d;chotnnized by
taking the median split of the grouped frequency distribution.
Comparisons betueen two age groups 1n terms of mean )
differencés and standard deviations among the cognitive

v

I
measures did not reveal any major differences.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

The Relationship between Cognitiue Functioning and Criminal

Behaviour with_Intelligence, Education and Agqe as Couvariates

~1

On the basis of the aboue mentioned significant results,
intelligence, education, taken separately as well as together, and
L d
age served as covariates when examining the relationship betueen

the specific cognitive functions and criminal behauviour . The



Mean Differences across Age Levels

Age 1 Age 2
17-22> (23-62>
M sn M SD
impulsivity 1.27 .76 1.18 rard
empathy 30.71 6.09 32.82 5.9
internal 33.95 7.07 34.64 8.8
power 17 .3 7.4 17.96 8.8
chance 20 .36 B:9 18.89 9.2
field
dependence 6.9 3.6 5.9 3.8
field )
independence 15.46 1.7 14.6 1.3

P
o
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<, signifiﬁant results of these analyses are reported in»Tables 5
and 6 according to each of the three aspects of criminal
behauiour:
1) the level of criminal inuvoluements:

2> the leuvel of institutional disruptive behaviour: and,

3> offence types.

TABLES 5 8 6 ABOUT HERE

The Level of Criminal Involvement (F.C.0.3: Of the seven

/ hbognitiue measures, only one reached significance with the

> level of criminal inuvoluement. Significant partial correlation
coefficients showed a negative reiationship betueen the level
of criminal inuvoluement and enﬁathy when controlled
statistically for intelligence only <(r=-.24,p<.004>, far
education unlp (r=—.24,p<.004>, for intelligence and
education together (r=—-_22,p<{.01), and for ége
only (r=-_.263;p<.002>. The remaining partial correlatiaons

uere non-significant.

The Leuel of Institutional Disruptive Behaviour:z Only one
significant correlation between the specific cognitive

measures and the level of institutional disruptive behaviour

N
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Table 5

Partial Correlation Coefficients betueen the
variolis Cognitive Functions and the Level of
Criminal Inucluement, controlling for Ia0._,
Education and Age

) -

Intelligence «

<8
Intelligence Education Education Age

impulsiuvity -.05 -.03 -.07 .05

114> (114> <113> . A1
empathy - . 29%n - _25%n — 22w ~ 26w

(114> (114> (113> 114>
internal .02 .03 .02 . .02

114> (114> 113> . Q1
power -.01 .02 -.01 -.01

ai14> (114>. 113> (114>
chance -.02 -.02 -.05 S

<114> 114> <113> (114>
field )
dependence 17 11 17 .04

89> €895 87> 89>
field . . -
independence .22 v -2y 19 .09

) 23> 23 22> 23>

p< .05
p< 015
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Table 6

Partial Correlation Coefficients between the
various Cognitive Functions and the Leuvel of
Institutional Disruptive Behauviour, controlling
for I.0., Education, and Age

A

Intelligence

a
Intelligence Education Education Age

impulsivity -.03 3\ -02 : -.05 ~.04

(39> (39> (38> (39>
empathy .0z o-.01 .0z T 0%

39> (39> 38> (39>
internal .25% .23 .21 L3l

- (39> 39> (38> 39>
pouer ~-.16 ~-.12 -.15 -.13
’ (39 39> 38> «(39)
: »
chance -.14 -.17 -.21 -.11
- €395 (39> 38> (39> B

field
dependence ~.27 -.26 -.24 -.27

(32> (32> (31> (32>
field :
independence - .61 .72 « .65 .53

04> 04> <03> <04>
p< 05

p< D1



16 .
was found. Pustiue‘significant partial cor; lations were
found between the leuvel of disruptive pghauiour and the
internal subscale of {he I _P.&C. Scale when contrglled‘ .

=

statistically quxintelligence (r=.25,p< .05>, and for agg
N ignificant partial coerrelations were

(r=_.31,p< .02>.

reported for the other sT¥x cognitive measures. T

gubsequent to ihe partial correlations, stepuise multiple
regresgions:uere used to determine the predictive value of
each cognitive nea;ure for the level of criminal '
inuoluement and the leuvel of institut%onal disruptive
behauviour . The pu?pnse aof the regression analysis was to
identify the cognitive functiﬁns that most consistentlu relate
to ’criter‘ion Measures oif tﬁe level of criminal inualuement
and the leuel of institutional disruptige behaviour. The only
rsignifiéant prediction nf thé level of criminal 1nu$iuement
was empathy with a.nultiple‘g aof _302 l

¢FC1,11733 74,p< 001> .

Uffénce Types e scores on the specific cognitiuve measures
beiuéen agéressiue énd non-aggressive offence types were
analysed using covariance techniques to control statistically
for inteiligence,‘far educatin;, and for age. The results

indicated that the {ppes did not differ significantly from

each other on any of the cagnitive measures.

5.
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The Inter—correlations annnthhe Cognitive Measures

v

Inter—-correlations among the measures: Table 7 presents a
summary of the inter-caorrelations among the cognitiue
measures, and reveals a number of significant

-inter—-correlations:

TABLE 7 RABOUT HERE

a) Negatiuve correlations were found betuween inpulsiu;ty
and each of tun cognitiue measures, that ;f empathy
(r==_.23,p<.05>. and the internal subscale of th;
I.P.ac. écale Cr=-— _31,p< 01>

b> empathy was related negatively to the chance‘subscale 1 %3
the I.P_8C. Scale (r=—125,g(.01); and,

c) the imternal, pnuerful’P{ﬁ;:;; and chance subscales of

-~

the I.P B8C. Scale inter-correlated positively with
one another. In particular, the power and chance sub-

-+

scales were highip inter—correlated (r=.54,p<.01).

Factor Analygisz In order to assess if any underlying patterns
of relationship exist amomg the cognitaive functiun;,lscores on
each cugnitiue measure were factor analyzed by'principal
. components. Tuo factors energed_qTable B presents the factor

loading scores for the specific cognitive measures on each of the



lable 7

Correlation Matrix - Cognitive Functions

impulsivity empathy int power chance field |

impulsivity 1.0 ~.23% - _31w==x —.09 .09 -.48
’ N v
empathy 1.0 .11 ~-.08 - . 25xx .21
., ®
internal ' 1.0 . .35mn 2hux .14
pouer [ 1.0 59 — 14
chance . 1.0 -.20
he d ‘ ‘
field - . 1.0
- " pg .06’ Yy -
P< . D1xw
’ S
~
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tuo factors. The eigenvalues of 1.3 and 1.2 were indicated.for the .

.

first factor and second one, respectively.

h
.

TABLE B8 ABOUT HERE

' -

The first factor, accounting for fifty-two per cent (§2%)

of the variance, indicated a belief in an external orientation.

“RBoth the power and chance subscales of the I .P.&C. |Scale
loaded greater than 10 (.72 and.?5, respectivelyd \ Such a'finding
is not surprising since both the power and chance subscales

reflect an external locus of control.

. . ]

The second factor accounted for fnrty—seuen per cent

€47 82> of the variance. Three factor loading scores higher than

40 were revealed. The greatest single factor loading score wuas

x

far impulsiﬁitp.f;,76), follouwed byAfield dependence/independence
(:54), and the interral subscale of TFe I . P AC. Scale (.47>. These
factor loading scnre; appear tn pojnf touards a internal or
self-reliant orientatiaon.

The results from th;s,factor analgsis sgggest tun

relatively independent factors; an external locus of cbntrol aTd
. s '

an internal (self-reliant?> orientation.

t
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\\\\\ Table B .
%

Factor Analysis

Factor Matrix using Principal Factor with Iterations

Factor 1 Factor 2

impulsivity 12967 - 76940
empathy - 25230 .2B376

»
internal .30528 .47286
pouer - . .71295 .24131 -
chance . .74907 05338
field - 34441 .53723

’ Eigenvalue pct. of variance

®
Factor 1 . i1.36168 ) ] 52.2

Factor 2 1.24580 47 .8



51 .
DISCUSSION

Summary of _the Main Findings ' -

The cognitive model of delinguency prevention and
o%fcnder rehab1litat10rh]end5 an interpretative framework to a
large body of research inuvestigating the relationship bglueen
cognitive funétioning and criminal behaviour Previous research,
which has formed the basis for this modgl; indicated ihat
cognitive inaduqnacie% are associated with criminal behaviour. The
present study uashundertaken A5 an lnltial step tn the empirical
inuesﬁigation of a nunbér of guestions raised by Ross and
Fabiano (1981;1982;1985>

The findings from the present siudy are based uvpon a
within group and between group comparison of an incarcerated

) ~
sample . As previously indicated (methodoelogy), the present stuh?
was conducted in conjunction with a larger proj@ct on correctional
classification stiems which acéounts fuf‘the selection of this
particular incarc;faied sample {Bonta¥1983) .

It should be recalled that the purpose of_thls stﬁdy
was twofold. &he Priﬁarv purpose ugs 1o examine the relatironship
between the specific cognitive functions (impulsivily, empathy,

lTocus of control and field dependence/independence? and criminal

history (level of criminal inuvoluvement, level of institutional

S
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disruptive behaviour and offence types>. In doing so, a nunbef of
factors (1nte11igence,‘ed;;ation and age) were also studied and ‘
employed as controls. Secondly, it explored the relationship among
the.gpecific cognitive functions in order to determine if any
underlying theme, or themes, existed.

| UWith respect to the'first purpose, the reported

Fi

relationship between the specific cognitive functions and ecriminal
history was negligible nugrall, but with some specific exceptions,
Three significant findings eneréed_ First, the najoritv_of inmates
tested were found +o be field dependent. This supports an earlier
study which fDund‘Slhiliar‘results é[skln,1960>‘ Secondly, empathy
was negatively related to the level of criminal inuvoluement when
contrelled for intelligence, for education (taken seperately and
together? and for age. Such a finding is in support of some othef
studies which haué found differences in enpath; with nffende%s
([1115;L982;Krutjnes and Hogan,1972>. It is, however, in contrast
to Deardéff }9??’5 study . The contrast na; be attributed age
differences. Deardoff’s study tésted adolescents who may not habe

vet developed differential empathic dispositiors, Success was

also obtained in the predictive value of empathy with the level of
6

crirminal inuvoluvement . Such & finding corroborates with the

previous neptloned correlation wherein empathy was shoh; to be

significantily relatedrto the leuel D% criminal involuément. It

should also be mentioned here, that thé lack 6f prediciide power *
G

with the level of institutional disruplive behaviour on any of the -

cognitive measures may have been mitigafed by the small sample
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N

‘distribution (n=42>3;a passibility which increases the chance that

a sénpling artifact uas’the controlling factor. The third
significant finding was that the internal locus of coﬁtrol re}ated
positively to Fhe level of i1nstitutional disruptive behaviour when
controlled for %ntel}igence, and fsr age. Such a finding runs
counter to an ever present hypothesis indicating that offenders
are external and gives reason to speculation. Tt éép be that some
;nnates uithin’a correctional enuviraonment maintain this particular
ﬁerception of control Ep comrmitting institutional niscpnducts

That is, instead of viewing the misconduct as being a punishnen£
for vielating the 1nstitution”s regulations, some inmates may view
thelnisconduct as a reuward or a reinforcement for naln%alning
mastery over their environment .

. Al though the aboue mentioned findings confirm other
studies, it was indicated earlier that many of the previogs
studies did not take tnto account factors which may influence the
relationship between cognitive funciioning and crime. Tt is
particularly interesting that in the present study intelligence,
education (taken_seperatelv and together?, and age influence this
relationship. However, the relétiogship isAndt simple . The
analyses indicated that lnﬁelligence, edpuation and age are

: ~
variably related to cognitive functioning, or to bolh cognitive

functinoning and criminal behauviour In presenting the complex

interplay of these factors i1in the relationship between cognitive

functioning and criminal behaviour, these findings reinforce the
N

view that in research on cognition and crime such factors must be
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’

controlled. .

The second purpose of this stufly was to assess the
relationship among the cognitive functions. Two independent
factors were revealed. The first factor indicated that the power
and chance subscales of the I . P.BC. scale were statistically
significa;t cognitive functions. Such a finding cur?oborates with
the correlational analyses wherein the power and chance subscales
were related positively to each other. These find;ngs support
Levenson’s (1974)'re5u1ts in that the power anj'chance scales are
different from each other in terms of belief systems, however,
they refleect an external locus of control. R second factor uas
identified in reference to a number of cognitive functions which
were fouqd to be statistically significant (impulsivity, internal
locus of control, and field dependence/independenée). A conjecture
bésed on the statistical %}rectlon and the definition of these
cognitive functions appears to point towards an internal or
self-reliant orientation. This finding also appears to add some
support to the research which has suggested that sgme offenders
are egocentric (i.e; self-centered; self-oriented?

P

(Chandler ,1973) .

*Discussipon _of the Findings

N

Although this research prouidés some support for the view
that criminal behaviour may be associated with cognitive

functioning, the resultis raise more questioni& than they answer.
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The najo; duestinn issc Hﬁu do these findings further the cognitive
model in tgems of future research as uell‘as intervention?
Some cognitive functions were found to relate to some

measures of criminal history, however, some did not. There are

several explanations for these findings .

.

In their discussion of the cognitive model, Ross and 2
Fabiano (19852 stress individual differences: many, but not all
of fenders have cognitive inadequacieszpﬁone evidence weakness in
different cagnitive ‘skills than otheré; while some’ evidence no
cognitive 1nadequacies. O0ffenders are a heterogeneous.populatiun.
Differences in cognitive functioning are naturally dependent upon
a host of other factors Such\as intelligence, education and age,
as indicated in this s;udv. Other factors not directly examined in
this sfudp would alsa influence cognitive functioning such aé s,
emotional state, culture, and social class. )

Second, 5£udie5 which have found an association betweeén

cognitive functioning and criminal behaviour haue examined a large

-ﬁhnggi\af cognitive skills, ranging from basic perceptual Qkiils

tq conplexsproblem—-soluing abilitdes. In doing so, Lhéy haue‘ﬁsed

a uide variety of-neasuresi Uhether or not a relationship is foun&f

in any,study will depend on the measure employed. The sensitiuvity

of the tests used in this study may not have captured the

relationship betweéen cognitive functioning and criminal hehauviour.
; .

For example, the failure in the preseﬁt studG to fiﬁd a positive

. . . # - . .
association between 1np1u51u1tp“and}cr1m1nal behaviour is

confistent, with some ather studies which hauve used the M F.F.T. as

% 3

g -
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a measure of impulsivity (Glenuick, et_al_,19?9;5au5der5
et .al.,19?3). Differences in scoring this test also add to the
inconsistentlfindings between impulsivity and eriminal behaviour.
Moreover, non—-significant results uere found Qhen a construct
validation procedure was designed in order to assess the
conuergent and discriminant validity of tthH.F.F.T. with
delifnquents (Shapiro,1977>. Uhereas the reliability and validity
of the test have been reported with non—offenéers, past and
present findings should give cause to reconsider the value of the
M.F.F.T. as an impulsivity te;t with offenders. Additional

psychometric work appears to be required. BN

The present study assessed the inter-relatedness among the
specific cogﬁifice functions and found weak, although significant,
themes . Such a finding suggests, as Ross and Fabiano (1985) hauve
noted, that the cognitiigfskills which hauve been fouynd to be
inadequate in some offenders do not necessarily répjlsent some

‘

consistent or central cognitiuﬁ function but may, rather, indicate
that the Skills are relatiuvely imndependent.

A fnurti‘explénation points to sampling differences. Most
researchers have q}anined cognitive functioning 1in juueqile
offenders . Since cognitive functioning is related to age, it is
possible that many adult offenders have matured sufficientlQ to
have lost their cognitive inadequacies and that, therefore, the
relationship between cognition and criminal behaviour is rmuch less

likeiv to he found in studying adult offenders.

The fifth issue concerns the paerticular environmént used
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in the present study. Situational factors hauve frequently been "
.

ignored as influencing characteristics which are thought to be
stable and situation free personality traits. Even though the
actual testing was presented in a manner which would encourage

the inmate’s optimal performance, his motives, his attitudes and
Y

his general emotional state may have been affected by just being
in an institution and these, in turn, may have influenced the test

results . ¢

It is suggested that further research should include

studies which compare adjudicaled offenders and those individuals
Vd

who behave illegally without being caugﬁk, should

cross—sectionally assess inmates at different stages of N »
incarceration, should longitudinally assess inmates at sewveral
points during particular lengths of incarceration, and should

evaluate maore homogeneous groups of offenders to establish the

J

level of cognitive functioning in certain groups.

Impersonal Cognition béfsus Social (Interpersonal?> Cognition P
: T

It is particularly noteworthy, that in the present study

the maost salient feature was empathy - a cognitive function which
{

constitutes—an interpersonal cognitive skill . This finding

provides some support for the view that Ross and Fabiano (1985>

~

have expressed in their most recent“discussion of the cognitive

N |
rmodel ~ that the skills most likely to be i1nadequate in offenders

.

are interpersonal cognitive skills rather than impersonal
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-cognitive skills such as are neasurea'by the impulsiuvity and field

dependence/indepéndence tesﬁs used in the present study.

Df‘specific mention is the fiqgfng that empathy ﬁelated
negatively to the leuel of criminal ianluenent_ This finéing is
ﬁonsistent‘uith other. offender studies uhich‘haue used Hogan’s
Empathy Scale <(1969> and found similar trends in empathy
(Ellis,1982;Krutines aﬁleogan¢19?2)= Empathy was also found to
be intelligence-related, éducationmrelated, and agq—relatéd- It .
would therefore appear that the :ability to eﬁpathize increases as
a functi;n'of these factors. An inadequacy in empathic ability may
also represent a breakdown in a normal deuelopnenfal progression

. & !
of prosocial thoudht . These findings also suggest an important

area of concern for clinicians interested in intervention.

The cognitive model is above all pragmatic. It Suggests
that many offenders need to learn how to think, how to

probli'—solue, and hou to make decisions. In short, the model

implieﬁ/fhat offenders need to learn social competence. The

‘present study adds some suppart to this rmodel . Although the study

¢ o,
found a weak relatianship between cognitive functioning and \Lﬁg
criminal history, it did reveal that many inmates uwere field
N -
dependent, low in empathy, and some inmates hold an internal locus

of control. The nnﬁ—significant findings may indicate that many

of thé inmates were not inadequate in many of the cognitive
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functions The research, the;efore, adds to the view that it is
necessary to assess offenders on specific cognit;pe functions.in
order to determine whether they-require cognitive training and ipﬁ .

-

what area (Ross and Fabiano,1985) . .
‘ As Rdss and FabiPno €1.985> and Chandler (1973> have
suggested, the strength of tke relationship between cognition and

criminal behaviour can be somewhat irréieuant to the fact that
offenders who are inadequate in essential cagnitive ;kills should
Eeceiue training in these areas. It has been eséablished that such
training is associated with decreases in recidivism (Ross and

Fabiano,1985). Mareover, as they note, cognitide inadequacies are -

neither an essential or sufficient cause,qﬂ‘crininal behavigur . In
fact, they iggest that perhaps the best way to inte:Eisfﬁﬁhe

. Pl
ey
redearch aon the relationship tween cognitive functioning and 2 4

A

—_—

LS

criminal behaviour is not that cognitive inadequacjes,a[p a cause:

of crime rather, cognitive skills mdy prevent individuals Qyogaj
. T -
having to resort te criminal activity. and enhance his ability t

o ¥

develop a prosocial lifestyle.
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© and developing trend in criminglogy . As with all studies dealing

i .

- Lonclusion

»

The cognitiye functioning of offenders "is a“relatively neu

[
P

[

ith crime, it addresses such questions as Why is there crime?

Uhat are the differences between offenders, and with

non-offenders?

-

The selected cognitive model of offender rehabilitation

and delinquency prevention addresses the association betdeen

cognitive funttiohing and crifinal behaviour. Hé with any model
iﬁ&anp field of study, %X'ié not an - all inclusive one. In

; .
presenting the infermation on cognition and. crime, the authors of

the selected model raised a nunbér of unexplored areas in need of

research. The present study examined one of these areas= the
relationship betuween cognitive functioning and criminal history.
<7 . .
The reported relationship was genesally weak for some

facets of‘cogni{ion: Seueral‘Exgéanations were offered for the

lack of a strong rela&}onship_ Ta name a few: The tests may not
have attended to the relatiohship between cognition and crime.

Another probable explanation is that many adult offenders have

developed encugh to have lost any cognitive.inadequacies. It is

also possible that these facets of cognition are simply not

related to criminal history;

One of the most valuable findiﬁgs in the study points to

empathy . Such a finding is in accord with some other studies in

: e
this area_ It would therefore appear that interpersonal skills are
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the most likely ?o'be found inadequate with many offenders
Another interesting findiqg uas the relatinﬁéhip.betueen
internality and the relatively higher incidences of institutional
misconducts . }his finding may be interpreted as displaying -
competence ouer their enuironment. Other noteworthy findings in
the study refer to the intricate relationship between ’
intelligence, educatian and'age witlh codnition and criminal
behauibur, indicétiﬂﬁ the necessity to control for these factors .

In conclusion, the present study contributes to this a%ea
by Sinﬁlp exploring certain aspects and providing feedback on aone
way of testing the relationship between cognition and _
crime, using standard psycholagical tests. It alse suggests the
utility af attemating to understand offenders in terms of their
develapmental approach fa; the acquistion of cognitig@ skills
necessary fﬁr social adaptation. | '

’

The fiﬁdings of the present study i1ndicate the importance
of pursuing research on the following questions: UWhat are ihe
differences in cognitive funciioning between various offender
groups? between various settings? under certain control

-

conditions?

> .
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