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Preface to the Fifth Edition

It is a pleasure to introduce edition number five of The Psychology
of Criminal Conduct (PCC-5). As in PCC-1 through PCC-4, we update
research, theory, and applications in PCC-5. PCC-§ remains true to its
original intent of developing a holistic and truly interdisciplinary general
personality and social psychology of criminal conduct. We draw upon
a variety of theoretical positions on variability in the criminal behavior
of individual human beings but once again find particular value in gen-
eral personality and cognitive-behavioral and cognitive social learning
perspectives on human behavior in general and criminal behavior in
particular.

We remain open to the full range of potential variables of interest
from the biological through the personal, interpersonal, familial, structural/
cultural, political/economic, and the immediate situations of action.

An outstanding change in criminology, forensic mental health, and
criminal justice over the last 20 years has been the enhanced position of
PCC academically and in practice. Indeed, applications of PCC have rev-
olutionized corrections and forensic mental health in many areas of
North America, Europe, Australia, and New Zealand. In applied terms,
prevention and corrections have moved from “nothing works” through
“what works” to “making what works work.” All of this occurred in a
political/judicial environment that was preoccupied with “getting tough.”

We use the phrase “rehabilitative jurisprudence” to underscore the
importance of crime prevention becoming once again a major focus
within justice and corrections. For too long, crime prevention has been
next to excluded because of a focus on due process, just desert, deter-
rence, “getting tough,” and the fear of offenders being mollycoddled.
We call for crime prevention efforts in the context of the normative struc-
ture of justice. Additionally, and more than ever before, PCC-5 calls for
crime prevention to become a valued outcome of general educational,
social, human, and clinical services.

The organizational and content changes in PCC-5 reflect a number
of concerns. First, many colleagues and students have found earlier edi-
tions to be intellectually stimulating and professionally inspiring. That
response we want to maintain and enhance. Yet some users of PCC have
found PCC difficult and challenging in that so much attention was paid
to quantitative research and to the analysis of competing intellectual
traditions. Those concerns we addressed directly in PCC-4 and now in
PCC-5. Detailed summaries of research and detailed discussions of
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intellectual and discipline-based criticism are presented in Technical
Notes that appear at the end of the text. The major content of the book
may be appreciated without reading the Technical Notes.

As was PCC-4, PCC-§ is open to an audience broader than our
original focus on the concerns of senior undergraduate students, grad-
uate students, and professionals in psychology. We think that undergrad-
uate students, graduate students, and practitioners in the domains of
social work, sociology, education, health, youth and family studies,
criminology, and youth and adult justice will profit from PCC-5. In
addition, we are finding that many members of the general public have a
tremendous interest in understanding antisocial behavior. Crime, after
all, has always been a major interest within the news media and the arts
and entertainment. We are finding now that extraordinary numbers of
high school students, their parents, and members of the public find anti-
social behavior to be not only interesting but fascinating. We receive
e-mail requests for information regularly. (Yes, we agree, it is part an
effect of the popularity of the “CSI” series and similar programs on TV).
We hope that some members of the general public will check out PCC-S.

Fifteen chapters are organized into four sections of PCC-5. Part 1
includes an overview of the major knowledge base within PCC.
Part 2 summarizes the knowledge through consideration of the “central
eight” risk/need factors. Part 3 explores applications in the domains of
assessment and crime prevention programming. Part 4 is a summary with
conclusions in regard to the major issues in understanding criminal
conduct.

Part 1: The Theoretical Context and Knowledge Base to the
Psychology of Criminal Conduct. Chapter 1, not surprisingly, remains
the introductory chapter, with special attention to where PCC fits within
general human psychology and within criminology. We also continue to
stress the seeking of a theoretical, research-based, and applied under-
standing of variation in the criminal behavior of individuals.

Chapter 2 is now built around the risk-need-responsivity (RNR)
model of correctional assessment and crime prevention programming.
The RNR model is a way of both summarizing knowledge and facili-
tating the effective application of knowledge. The approach is very
unusual in that, by the end of Chapter 2, readers will be introduced to
the concepts, principles, and research findings that will constitute the
major material in our closing chapter. Indeed, much of the content of
Chapter 2 is what the remaining chapters in PCC-5 are devoted to devel-
oping, testing, and reviewing in a critical rational and evidentiary
manner.

Chapter 3 reviews the major theoretical understandings of criminal
behavior as an introduction to our preferred general personality and
cognitive social learning perspective. The personal, interpersonal, and
community-reinforcement (PICI-R) perspective is outlined in Chapter 4.
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Part 2: The Major Risk/Need Factors of Criminal Conduct. The five
chapters in Part 2 explore the evidence in support of the major correlates
of a criminal history and the major risk/need factors predictive of criminal
futures. Chapter 5 surveys biological, personal, and social origins of
differential patterns of criminal behavior. Chapter 6 emphasizes certain
predisposition features that are sometimes labeled “antisocial personality”
but that we prefer to call “antisocial personality pattern.” Chapter 7
focuses on antisocial cognition and antisocial associates. Chapter 8 con-
siders the social contexts of school/work, family/marital, and leisure/
recreation. Chapter 9 explores substance abuse and criminal behavior.

Part 3: Applications. The applications reside in practical assessments
of offenders, their classification not only in terms of risk/need but also in
terms of a variety of subtypes. Prevention and rehabilitation are reviewed
in detail along with the role of official punishment in justice and
corrections.

Part 4: Summary and Conclusions. If the preceding 14 chapters were
successful, you will find that Chapter 15 is nothing but a summary of the
early chapters and a brief look ahead at where PCC may be heading.

DAA thanks Catherine for her love, support, and assistance in the
development of PCC. Thanks to Rebecca and Adam. Best wishes to
Ashley and Jaminha, and to Karen, Donna, Margo, Vicky, and David.
Thanks to Paul Gendreau, Bob Hoge, Steve Wormith, Craig Dowden,
and Annie Yessine. DAA has enjoyed working once again with Jill
Rettinger and Rob Rowe.

PCC-5 is dedicated to the memory of Bob Watters. Bob was a dear
friend of DAA’s for 50 years, and as thesis advisor to James Bonta, he
deeply stimulated JB’s views on the influence of environmental contin-
gencies and cognitions on behavior. His intelligence was inspiring, and
his friendship was transformational. Willi, we trust you will enjoy some
rest and some wonderful travel.

JB’s comments. It is still remarkable to me that after more than
15 years and five editions that PCC continues to resonate within the
criminal justice field. About the time we were preparing the first edition,
I asked DAA, “What if we are wrong about the psychology of criminal
conduct, RNR, etc.?” His usual answer to such a question was, “Well,
we have to go by the evidence and change.” As this book recounts, the
evidence remains in our favor, although I am sure that the day will come
when we will need to prepare for a significant re-think (perhaps in
the sixth edition?).

First and foremost, I would like to thank my wife Christine for her
support, patience, and love while I worked on this edition. Secondly, my
thanks to my children, Carolyn (biologist) and Mark (MD), not only for
their review of Chapter 5 but, along with my son-in-law Michael Johnson,
for their enthusiastic encouragement during my work on the book. As
noted in PIC-R, every behavior has both a reward and a cost. Writing
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PCC-5 had its rewards but also its costs in that I could not spend as much
time with my family. My thanks to them for helping me complete the
project.

I have also been fortunate to work with our colleagues noted above
by DAA. I would also like to acknowledge the remarkable collabora-
tions that I have enjoyed with my fellow researchers at Public Safety
Canada—Karl Hanson, Guy Bourgon, and Tanya Rugge.

Finally, DAA and JB would like to thank our longtime editor, Ellen
Boyne, for her continued support through five editions of PCC.

D.A. Andrews
J. Bonta
2010



Preface to the Fourth Edition

It is a pleasure to introduce edition number four of The Psychology
of Criminal Conduct (PCC-4). Of course we update research, theory,
and applications within PCC-4, but PCC-4 remains true to its original
intent of developing a holistic and interdisciplinary general personality
and social psychology of criminal conduct. We remain open to the full
range of potential variables of interest from the biological through the
personal, interpersonal, familial, structural/cultural, political/economic,
and the immediate situations of action.

An outstanding change in criminology, forensic mental health, and
criminal justice over the last 15 years has been the enhanced position
of PCC academically and in practice. Indeed, applications of PCC have
revolutionized corrections and forensic mental health in many areas of
North America, Europe, Australia, and New Zealand. In applied terms,
prevention and corrections have moved from “nothing works” through
“what works” to “making what works work.” We look forward to
expanding upon “rehabilitative jurisprudence” in a few years with PCC-S.

The organizational and content changes in PCC-4 reflect a number of
concerns. First, many colleagues and students have found earlier edi-
tions to be intellectually stimulating and professionally inspiring. That
response we want to maintain and enhance. Yet some users of PCC have
found PCC difficult and challenging in that so much attention was paid
to quantitative research and to the analysis of competing intellectual
traditions. Those concerns we address directly in PCC-4.

PCC-4 places detailed summaries of research and detailed discus-
sions of intellectual and discipline-based criticism in Technical Notes that
appear at the end of each chapter. The major content of the book may be
appreciated without reading the Technical Notes.

Additionally, we have opened up PCC to an audience broader than
our original focus on the concerns of senior undergraduate students,
graduate students, and professionals in psychology. We think that under-
graduate students, graduate students, and practitioners in the domains
of social work, sociology, education, health, youth and family studies,
criminology, and youth and adult justice will profit from PCC-4. In
addition, we are finding that many members of the general public have a
tremendous interest in understanding antisocial behavior. Crime, after all,
has always been a major interest within the news media and the arts and
entertainment. We are finding now that extraordinary numbers of high
school students, their parents, and members of the public find antisocial
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behavior to be not only interesting but fascinating. We get e-mail requests
for information regularly. (Yes, we agree, it is part of the CSI effect.) We
hope that some members of the general public will check-out PCC-4.

In terms of organization, Chapter 1 not surprisingly remains the intro-
ductory chapter, with special attention to where PCC fits within general
human psychology and within criminology. We also continue to stress
the seeking of a theoretical, research-based, and applied understanding
of variation in the criminal behavior of individuals.

Chapter 2 stresses how the logic of various research designs
determines how close we are coming to an understanding the causes of
crime. It also includes a summary of the major research findings that are
developed throughout the text. Chapter 3 describes the roots of general
personality and cognitive social learning perspectives (the focus of
Chapter 4) in psychodynamic and control theories, differential association,
and general strain perspectives that broke free of social location.

Chapters 5 through 8 describe the major correlates of crime in a
manner likely to appeal to a broader audience. Chapters 9 through 11
develop applications in prediction and crime prevention: What works
and what does not. The general principles of PCC are applied in Chapter
12 to a variety of cases including substance abusers, violent offenders,
the mentally ill, and sex offenders. Perhaps not surprisingly, the final
chapter explores conclusions.

DAA thanks his family for their support: Thanks to Catherine,
Karen, Donna, Margo, Vicky, Rebecca, Adam, Ashley, and Jaminha.
Thanks to Annie Yessine for her help with theory in Chapter 4, her
intellectual enthusiasm, and for her general critical eye. Thanks to Steve
Wormith and Craig Dowden for suggesting so many interesting angles
on the field over so many years. Thanks to Bob Hoge for insisting that
young offenders not be conceptualized as “little criminals.”

JB’s comments: I am amazed that in this fourth edition that I am
acknowledging my children for their academic contribution. I would like
to thank my daughter zoologist, Carolyn, for her review of Chapter 5
and especially her comments on evolutionary theory. Also, with
Chapter §, my son “Dr. Mark” (MD) helped me with clarifying (hopefully)
the discussion on genetic and neuropsychological explanations of crime.
In addition to my children’s helpful suggestions, Karl Hanson reviewed
the section on sex offenders in Chapter 12 and parts of Chapter 9
(prediction of criminal behavior), and Toni Hemmati carefully read
and commented on the case study in Chapter 9 (Resource Note 9.1).
My thanks to both of them. Finally, my sincere appreciation for the
support of my wife, Christine, in bearing with me through another
edition of the book. Working on the book was very meaningful to me but
it also required the work do be done on weekends and in the evenings.
Now that it is done, she has me back again.
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DAA and JB thank Ellen Boyne for her thoughtful and careful reading
of the text.

For continuity, we reprint the Prefaces from the second and third
editions.

D.A. Andrews
J. Bonta
2006
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Preface to the Third Edition

The themes identified in the Preface to earlier editions remain
important. (The previous preface is reprinted in this edition.) This
third edition, however, was completed under conditions of some major
changes in mainstream criminology. The psychology of criminal behavior
is now readily evident in many mainstream textbooks and conferences.
For example, there is a renewed interest in individual differences and an
appreciation of the influence of personal, interpersonal, and structural
factors. Developmental criminology continues to grow and contribute.
Similarly, the literature on effective intervention including the effects of
human service is becoming more sophisticated. The growing body of
relevant research findings is represented throughout this third edition.

The text also includes some changes in organization of content.
Chapter 2 now combines basic methodological concerns with over-
views of the evidence regarding social origins and personality as covari-
ates of criminal behavior. Chapter 2 also includes a brief narrative and
quantitative overview of “what works” in terms of effective intervention.
Systematic explorations of threats to validity are contrasted with more
rhetorical approaches to criticism. Major theoretical approaches are now
explored within only two chapters, with one chapter devoted to the
general personality and social psychological perspective.

Applications of the psychology of criminal conduct remain a major
focus in the third edition. Issues in practical prediction and effective inter-
vention receive expanded coverage including the effects of official pun-
ishment and enhanced coverage of restorative justice models. Mentally
disordered offenders, sex offenders, and psychopaths receive special
attention along with domestic violence and substance abuse.

As in previous editions, the text concludes with consideration of con-
tributions in the broader contexts of prevention, social change, and justice.
The authors remain convinced that substantial progress is being made in
understanding variation in the criminal behavior of individuals. At the same
time, barriers to quality research and effective applications are a challenge.

Thanks to our editor Ellen Boyne for her thoughtful and careful
review of the text and to our families for their continuous support and
encouragement.

D.A. Andrews
J. Bonta
2002
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Preface to the Second Edition

The content of this book reflects lecture notes and readings that
were first compiled in the mid-1970s for an advanced undergraduate
psychology course in criminal behavior. The course was designed with
particular attention to understanding individual differences in criminal
activity. The focus was on a conceptual and practical appreciation of the
predictors of individual variation in criminal activity and of the effects
of deliberate intervention on subsequent criminal activity. From the
beginning, the authors have been involved as university-based instructors,
as practicing psychologists in criminal justice settings and as consultants
and researchers in human service and correctional agencies.

Our practice as psychologists, academicians, consultants and
researchers served to support, strengthen and broaden our original
conceptual and practical interest in understanding variation in criminal
activity. Our experience as university-based instructors in the psychology
of crime led us to extend our interests to include the social psychology of crim-
inological knowledge. From the start, we were aware that mainstream
sociological criminology and mainstream clinical/forensic criminology
were not in tune with a general personality and social psychological
approach to individual differences in criminal activity. We were not
prepared, however, for the systemic nature and the depth and variety
of the anti-differentiation, anti-prediction, anti-treatment and even anti-
research bias that existed with the mainstream orientations.

With regard to mainstream sociological criminology, we quickly
learned from our students who were exposed to sociology of deviance/
crime courses that major portions of their learning involved denial of
individual differences in criminality and denial of correlates of that var-
iation. For example, many students entered our course believing that we
are all equally criminal (that is, there is no variation in criminal behavior)
and that any apparent variation was really a reflection of one’s location
in society (typically some variation on lower-class origins). Moreover,
those students who had exposure to the sociology of deviance/crime
already knew that deliberate intervention was not only criminogenic but
morally deficient. These students knew that criminogenic processing also
reflected too much processing (as they had learned from labeling theory)
and too little processing (as they had learned from deterrence theory).
Additionally, some of our students knew that the severity of criminal jus-
tice processing itself reflected not the seriousness of the offense but extra-
legal considerations such as the personality of the judge or the social
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location of the offender and victim (their age, gender, race/ethnicity, class
and/or geography). The problem for us (and some of our students) was
that the actual research findings regarding variation in criminal activity
and its processing contrasted dramatically with what mainstream crimi-
nology was teaching. Thus, this text includes direct comparisons between
the antipsychological assertions of mainstream sociological criminology
and the actual research findings within the psychology of crime. This
second edition of the text welcomes the major changes evident in the last
few years, as several of the social location theories are being reformu-
lated and turned into social psychological perspectives.

In regard to mainstream clinical criminology, this text compares the
research findings in the areas of prediction and intervention with what
the psychiatric/clinical psychological tradition would suggest. The text
finds, for example, that the experience of personal distress (alienation,
anxiety, low self-esteem) is as weak as lower-class origins in the predic-
tion of criminal behavior. Furthermore, we find that high-risk, egocentric
offenders were not dropped on earth from alien spaceships, although
mental disorder may well contribute to criminality. Once again, this
second edition welcomes some major developments in clinical criminology
as social psychological perspectives are gaining strength.

For these reasons, this text takes some time to explore the facts
regarding individual differences in criminal activity and makes a distinction
between accounting for that variation and accounting for variation in
aggregated crime rates, variation in processing and variation in processing
institutions. We often use the phrase “a general psychology of criminal
conduct” rather than “psychology of criminal behavior” in order to
underscore the differences between the psychology in this text and the
psychology of crime that is so often presented in a distorted manner in
many criminology textbooks. For example, the lack of reference to Freud,
the facile dismissal of Glueck and Glueck, the continuing tendency to
equate “psychological” with “pathological,” the outrageous promotion of
sociology and the disregard for evidence so apparent in mainstream crim-
inology is rejected in the psychology outlined in this book. Even today,
in mainstream sociological criminology, we find general criminological
theories that have individual differences at their base and yet continue to
deny personality, prevention, rehabilitation and the dynamic nature of
human behavior.

We think it is time for a truly interdisciplinary general psychology
of criminal conduct that is open to the full range of potential corre-
lates including the personal, interpersonal, familial, structural/cultural,
political, economic and immediate situations of actions. Faith in the
explanatory power of inequality in the distribution of social wealth and
power has reached ludicrous levels, as has faith in official punishment and
the denial of the evidence regarding the potential of direct human service.
It is time to break free of a self-consciously sociological criminology that
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for too long has denied human diversity, human service and any thought
or evidence that might threaten professional or ideological interests.
One route is the exploration and development of a general psychology
of criminal conduct. Thanks to some papers by Travis Hirschi, Ronald
Akers, Michael Hindelang, Gwynn Nettler and Francis Cullen, we know
that criminology is not a monolithic monster devoted exclusively to the
promotion of the class-based theories of anomie, subculture, labeling and
critical/Marxism or to the variations on themes of official punishment
embodied within labeling, deterrence and just deserts theory. There is a
window opening in which full-functioning human persons may be rep-
resented in criminological theory and research, represented as something
more than hypothetical fictions whose only interesting characteristics
reflect social location as indexed by age, gender, class, geography and
race/ethnicity. By bringing the psychology of human behavior back into
criminology, some of the extremes of the punishment and processing
themes of current criminal justice may come to be viewed as the natural
products of any “truly social theory” that denied psychology.

We continue to look forward to the future because all indications
are that we will see an explosion of research on the psychology of crime,
crime prevention and corrections. We also think that the social psychology
of criminological knowledge will have demonstrated how the rational
empirical traditions of unsparing criticism and respect for evidence may
contribute to a fuller understanding of the criminal offender.

Although this book is a product of years of research, professional
practice and countless discussions with students, colleagues and friends,
its completion depended upon the patience and support of our families.
For this we would like to acknowledge and thank our partners and
children: to Catherine Carvell, and Karen, Donna, Vicky, Ashley, Rebecca
and Adam, and to Christine Bonta and Carolyn and Mark, our deepest
thanks.

D.A. Andrews
J. Bonta
1998
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Chapter 1

An Overview of the Psychology
of Criminal Conduct

The psychology of criminal conduct (PCC) outlined in this book
seeks to describe and account for the fact that not all human beings
are equally into criminal activity. People differ in the number, type, and
variety of antisocial acts in which they engage, and they differ in when
and under what circumstances they act in harmful ways. They also differ
in when and under what conditions they reduce and may even cease their
antisocial activity. In brief, this psychology seeks to account for variation
in the criminal behavior of individuals.

If PCC has something of value to offer, it should be able to describe
how people who are more into crime differ from those who are less into
it. Better still, PCC should assist in predicting who will be more into it in
the future and who will be less into it in the future. If PCC is very good, it
should be able to suggest deliberate interventions that will reduce future
crime and to offer warnings regarding actions that may increase crime.
As will be seen, we will ask PCC to not only assist in predicting and influ-
encing criminal activity but also to explain its occurrence in theoretical
terms. That is, how do we explain the facts that some people are more
into criminal behavior than others, that some get out of it and others do
not, that some start early and may or may not continue, and that some
start late and may or may not continue?

Do we need different explanations for different types of offenses
(e.g., violent and nonviolent) and for different types of people (e.g., boys
and girls, men and women, white and nonwhite) in different socioeco-
nomic circumstances (e.g., the rich and the poor)? We will seek a general
explanation, but if different PCCs are needed for different folks or for
different antisocial acts, so be it. Less likely than a different PCC for each
potential subtype of antisocial behavior and/or each subgroup of human
beings, perhaps we may find that subtle shifts in the definitions of factors
and/or the simple addition of specific considerations for selected sub-
groups may be sufficient. Specificity in the extreme is incompatible with
the scientific objective of general understandings of human psychology.
Finding uniformity under diverse conditions is a positive in science.

Indeed, this PCC seeks an understanding of variation in criminal
behavior through applications of understandings of human behavior in
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general. Once again, however, specificity is valued when understanding
is demonstrably enhanced.

As much as our approach to PCC values a general understanding of
wide applicability, special interests are going to press for an apprecia-
tion of their concerns in particular circumstances. Such pressure is totally
understandable, greatly appreciated, and likely to ultimately enhance
the overall levels of understanding achieved, including general under-
standings. Human beings want their circumstances and aspirations to be
appreciated. A dramatic example currently is in the domain of feminist
criminology, wherein frequent references to “unique gendered contexts”
and to the limits of male-centric theory are employed to challenge general
understandings. When accompanied by systematic empirical research,
explorations of unique contexts can only strengthen understandings, be
they general or specific.

Definition of the Psychology of Criminal Conduct

The following constitutes a working definition of a psychology of
criminal conduct:

As a science, the psychology of criminal conduct is an approach
to understanding the criminal behavior of individuals through:
(a) the ethical and humane application of systematic empirical
methods of investigation, and (b) the construction of rational
explanatory systems.

Professionally, a psychology of criminal conduct involves the
ethical application of psychological knowledge and methods to
the practical tasks of predicting and influencing the likelihood of
criminal behavior, and to the reduction of the human and social
costs associated with crime and criminal justice processing.

So defined, a psychology of criminal conduct is, in part, an intellec-
tual exercise in the use of general psychological principles and methods.
Therefore, the psychology of learning and cognition and the general
principles of human development may be applied to the analysis of illegal
behavior. At the same time, studies of criminal behavior may contribute
to knowledge in psychology generally. For example, the study of sociali-
zation is a major element of the psychology of crime and is also a major
concern in developmental psychology.

This general description makes two points. In the first place, PCC does
not encompass the wide variety of interests that psychologists have in the
area of criminology. Nor does it cover the many roles that psychologists
play in criminal justice. Many psychologists, including the authors, are
interested in the behavior of victims, legislators, voters, and the public in
general. Similarly, many psychologists are interested in the behavior of
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police, judges, jurists, prison guards, probation officers, and practitioners
in forensic mental health. Moreover, many psychologists in correctional
practice probably spend more time dealing with the mental health needs
of offenders than with criminality issues. All of these matters are inter-
esting and important, but they are of concern in this text only insofar as
they contribute to an understanding of individual criminal conduct.

Second, grounds have been established for making a distinction between
psychology and the other disciplines and professions that share an interest
in crime. Our focus is the criminal behavior of individuals. That focus is
different from studies of bodily systems (biology), studies of variations in
aggregate measures of crime rates and the structure of groups (sociology),
and studies of the history and political economy of law and criminal justice.
As important as these interests are for a general understanding of crime and
criminal justice, they are outside the main focus of this text.

At the same time, many biologists, sociologists, social workers,
political scientists, and economists share the interest in the psychology
of criminal behavior. Their contributions to the psychology of criminal
behavior are significant and will be represented throughout this text.
Indeed, in the areas of the measurement of criminal behavior and in
studies of the correlates of criminal behavior, many of the most impor-
tant contributions of the last 20 years have been made by sociologists
who conducted studies of the social psychological variety.

Values at the Base of PCC

We will describe antisocial activity and the objectives of PCC in detail
shortly, but first some statements of values are required. The psychology
of criminal behavior outlined in this book has certain values at its base.
These values include a respect for human diversity and a respect for the
complexity of human behavior. Respect for human diversity entails a
respect for individual differences that extends well beyond the socially
or biologically defined categories of ethnicity, race, gender, social class
of origin, social class of achievement, or any other broad or narrow def-
initions of social arrangements. Individual differences are apparent in
biology, personality, cognition, behavioral history, and immediate asso-
ciates in the domains of home, school, work, leisure, and community. It is
considered possible in this psychology of criminal behavior that variation
is evident within and among the socially and politically defined categories
of ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic status, social structure, culture, and
political economy. Are all women the same? Of course not! Are all men
the same? Of course not! Likewise, the poor are not all the same.

Respect for the complexity of human behavior means that this text
is very suspicious of any account of human behavior that claims that
individual differences in behavior may be attributed to any single type of
variable, be it biological, psychological, social, or political-economic.
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This psychology is holistic and interdisciplinary at its core by being
open to the contributions of any discipline that assists in accounting for
individual differences in the criminal behavior of individuals. It is also
built to serve the interests of all who are interested in the criminal behavior
of individuals, be they criminologists, sociologists, social workers, histo-
rians or practitioners in justice, corrections, youth services, or any other
sector of society. It should be expected to serve the public as a whole
(public well-being) along with individual members of the public, and
along with any subgroup defined in psychological, socio-economic, and/
or political-economic terms.

This psychology is particularly uneasy with tests of social structure
and culture that are based on assessments of age, race, ethnicity, and
gender at the personal level when it is obvious that such so-called “social”
variables are also biological and personal variables. Moreover, social con-
texts such as neighborhoods are frequently described in socioeconomic
terms when it is obvious they may also vary in their age, ethnic, cultural,
and/or personality composition as well as in the roles, statuses, and sup-
ports available to members. Neighborhoods may well differ in proportion
of residents on welfare, but they may also differ in proportion of residents
with attitudes supportive of criminal activity. In the search for the “social”
and “personal” correlates of crime, both should be assessed and com-
pared in terms of their association with criminal activity. In PCC, personal
socioeconomic status (for example, having above-average income) and
socioeconomic status of the neighborhood (for example, living in a neigh-
borhood in which more than 70 percent of the residents have above-
average incomes) are two different variables that may be associated with
personal criminal activity. Similarly, personal attitudes toward crime and
dominant attitudes in the neighborhood are distinct variables in PCC.

Additionally, respect for complexity means that while we seek complete
and total understanding, we value an enhanced, albeit incomplete, under-
standing. With respect for complexity, we need to be able to conclude not
only that a particular variable is associated with crime but how strongly
it is associated with crime. We must be able to conclude, for example,
that the poverty level of an area of a city is not only linked with crime
but is more (or less) strongly linked than is an assessment of personal
attitudes favorable to crime. We need to be able to conclude how much
consideration of both variables enhances our level of understanding over
and above that provided by consideration of only one variable. Respect
for human diversity and for complexity combine to place additional value
on a quantitative understanding of crime. How well can we predict? How
much can we influence crime? How close are we to 100 percent predictive
accuracy? How close are we to influencing criminal activity with complete
certainty? How close are we to total understanding in quantitative terms?

Respect for personal autonomy is a key aspect of ethical practice.
Recent contributions in clinical/forensic psychology (e.g., Birgden, 2004)



Chapter 1 @ An Overview of the Psychology of Criminal Conduct

have alerted us to our previous failure to highlight such a value. Perhaps
that is why many clinical/forensic psychologists have appeared uneasy
with the psychology of crime and more at ease with medically oriented
perspectives. Now, beyond valuing collaborative relationships between
clinicians and offenders, we think respect for personal autonomy should
be underscored in a field of practice in which so much emphasis is placed
upon structure, discipline, accountability, and state-sanctioned imposi-
tion of restrictions and punishment.

This psychology of criminal behavior also respects unsparing criti-
cism of theoretical assertions and research findings. Unsparing criticism is
a major source of advancement. At the same time, all criticism, including
criticism of theoretical and research-based assertions, is best combined
with respect for evidence. Additionally, a reduction of the costs of both
crime and criminal justice processing are viewed as highly desirable. We
are particularly interested in reducing the costs of crime by reducing
criminal victimization in the first place.

In brief, and for reasons that will become clear in the pages that
follow, we want the psychology of crime explained in this text to stand
separate from the weak psychology represented in the mainstream socio-
logical criminology and mainstream clinical/forensic psychology of the
1970s, 1980s, and even into the 1990s. While we do not deliver as many
words as we used to do on relatively weak positions, readers will see that
we do locate current understandings in their intellectual context through
respect for intellectual history. Frankly, even in the new millennium,
there are small sections of forensic mental health and small sections of
sociological criminology that remain out of touch with the basic PCC
approach. Notably, however, and very positively for this fifth edition
of The Psychology of Criminal Conduct, both mainstream sociological
criminology and mainstream clinical/forensic psychology have continued
to move in the direction of the values underlying PCC. Once again, and
as what was true from the beginning, PCC is eager to embrace the best of
what sociological criminology and forensic mental health have to offer.

This text continues to suggest that there exists a general personality
and social psychology (that is, a GPSP) within PCC that has conceptual,
empirical, and practical value within and across social arrangements,
clinical categories, and various personal and justice contexts. Even
more specifically, the most powerful social psychology is suggested to
be cognitive social learning perspectives. Thus, we will refer to a general
personality and cognitive social learning (GPCSL) perspective on human
behavior, including criminal behavior.

The psychology of criminal conduct (PCC) seeks a rational and
empirical understanding of variation in the occurrence of criminal acts
and, in particular, a rational empirical understanding of individual
differences in criminal activity. The first task of this chapter is to intro-
duce this objective of PCC from the perspective of achieving a “rational
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empirical understanding.” It will be found that rational empiricism seeks a
variety of understandings of the phenomenon of interest. The second task
is to locate PCC within the concerns of the broader fields of study repre-
sented by criminology, general human psychology, and criminal justice.
The third task entails a brief look at the systematic challenges to a PCC
that exist within mainstream sociological criminology. We will see that
the rational empiricism of PCC, unlike now, had been under severe attack
for years by criminologists who placed higher value on social theory and
political ideology than on rationality and/or respect for evidence.

Objectives of the Psychology of Criminal
Conduct (PCC)

The objective of the psychology of criminal conduct (PCC) is to
understand variation in the delinquent and criminal behavior of individ-
uals. First, the meaning of “variation in criminal behavior” is explored;
then we review the meaning of the term “understand” in the tradition of
rational empirical inquiry.

The Focus: Variation in Criminal Conduct

Criminal behavior refers to acts that are injurious and prohibited
under the law, and render the actor subject to intervention by justice pro-
fessionals. The specific acts included are many. They are subject to some
temporal and cultural variation. Historical and cross-cultural research,
however, reveals that most societies have formal procedures for the neg-
ative sanctioning of acts of theft, robbery, and physical assault. Variation
in the occurrence of acts injurious to others is the primary focus of the
psychology of crime, even though antisocial acts may not always be pro-
hibited under the law, and under some temporal and cultural circum-
stances may even be prescribed (for example, killing the enemy under
the conditions of war). With a general perspective, it makes sense to
explore the idea that variation in both types of injurious behavior may
be predicted, influenced, and explained by the same general psychology
of human conduct.

Variation in the occurrence of antisocial behavior at the individual
level is of two types. First, people differ in the number, type, and variety
of criminal acts in which they engage. This variation is typically referred
to as inter-individual differences in criminal behavior. In addition, var-
iation is found over time and across situations for particular individ-
uals. This variation is called intra-individual variation. Some preliminary
illustrations of these individual differences in criminal conduct will
increase appreciation of what it is that the psychology of criminal con-
duct seeks to understand and explain. Examples of individual differences
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are presented below, and they illustrate the variation in the criterion or
dependent variable (i.e., criminal behavior) within PCC.

Casual Observation of Others. Casual observation will readily
establish that, within almost any group, people may be differentiated
according to their criminal histories. For example, within your circle
of acquaintances and friends, you may be aware that some have been
arrested, convicted, fined, placed on probation, or incarcerated, while
others have not. Additionally, you may have information that some
within your circle violate some laws rather regularly (officially identi-
fied or not) while others do so much less frequently (if at all). Some may
be particularly active in violating the laws governing the distribution of
mood-altering substances, others may have difficulty conforming to laws
governing property rights, while still others may violate laws designed to
protect the dignity and integrity of the physical person.

Self-Observation. Reflecting upon your own behavioral history you
may find that you have engaged in acts subject to the label “criminal.”
You may also find that your criminal activities were concentrated in
a particular period of your life, or to have occurred under certain cir-
cumstances but not under others. For example, some people report that
they are much more likely to violate rules when they have been drinking
alcohol than when they are sober.

Systematic Observation. Systematic observation yields more
detailed (and, typically, more interesting) information on the criminal
conduct of individuals. Portions of Chapter 1 are devoted to illustrations
of individual differences in criminal conduct. These differences are found
through systematic exploration of victim reports, self-reports, and reviews
of official records. Here are a few introductory examples based on a few
classic reviews of official records These studies are described in more
detail in Technical Note 1.1. (For this and all other Technical Notes, con-
sult the Technical Notes section at the back of the book.) The Technical
Note provides example after example of variation at the individual level.
The note was prepared to illustrate the basic facts in more detail than
some (but not all) readers may want.

1. It was found that 23.1 percent (6,545) of the 28,338 people born
in 1958 and residing in Philadelphia from age 10 to 18 years
had an official record of arrest by age 18. Their total number of
recorded offenses was 20,089. The delinquents with two or more
offenses represented 12.1 percent of the total sample or 52.6 per-
cent of the delinquent sample (3,440/6,545). This subsample of
delinquents accounted for 16,984 recorded offenses. Thus, 12
percent of the subjects were responsible for 84.5 percent of the

total number of recorded offenses (16,984/20,089).

2. David Farrington (1997) and his colleagues have been follow-
ing a sample of 411 London working-class males since 1961-62,
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when the boys were about eight years of age. Data sources include
interviews with parents, teachers, and the boys themselves, as
well as reviews of official records of convictions. Farrington’s
1997 report is based on 404 of the men whose criminal records
were complete up to age 40.

e Opverall, 40.1 percent of the sample had a criminal convic-
tion up to age 40. The most frequent of the offenses recorded
were nonviolent (a total of 643 nonviolent compared with
117 violent offenses).

e Six percent of the sample had six or more convictions. These
“chronic offenders” accounted for one-half of the total
number of convictions.

e Three percent of the boys were first convicted of a violent
offense as children (age 10-16), 9.1 percent as young adults
(17-24), and 7.9 percent as older adults (25-40).

® Ninety-six percent of officially convicted youths also self-
reported convictions. In an earlier report (Farrington, 1983),
fewer than 1 percent of the youths claimed convictions that
were not officially recorded.

Surveys of the findings of many research studies similar to the ones
described in Technical Note 1.1 have established a few of the basic facts
regarding the criminal behavior of official offenders—facts that have
been established in many areas of the world. Individual differences in
criminal behavior are substantial.

1.

Individual differences in criminal activity are apparent in many
ways. They may be inferred from knowledge of aggregated crime
rates based on both official records of crime and surveys of victims.
They are discovered more directly by systematic surveys of criminal
histories (officially defined or self-reported) and by systematic
studies of criminal futures (officially defined or self-reported).

Individual differences in criminal activity are apparent within
samples of people differentiated by country of origin, gender,
age, race, social class, and any other means of differentiating sub-
groups of humanity.

While victim- and self-reported crime rates are much higher than
rates based on official records, the demographic correlates of
criminal activity remain very similar for different measures of
criminal activity. The standard demographic correlates include
being young, being male, being nonwhite, and being disadvan-
taged socioeconomically.
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4. Official recidivism rates vary with the specific measure of offi-
cial processing employed (for example, arrested versus convicted
versus incarcerated) and with length of the follow-up period.

5. Repeat offenders, a small subset of all offenders, account for a
disproportionate amount of total criminal activity. Careful study
of criminal careers over the life span reveals, however, that the
nexus of early, frequent, serious, and violent offending contains a
small number of cases.

PCC has much to understand and explain given the facts of differ-
ences in the criminal behavior of individuals.

Definitions of Criminal Behavior. “Criminal behavior” suggests a
large number and variety of acts. Specific meanings vary according to the
concerns of users of the phrase as well as with historical and social contexts
(Mannheim, 1965). This text will draw upon four definitions of criminal
behavior and will be most concerned with those acts that fit within the
domains of all four definitions. These four definitions are as follows:

1. Legal: Criminal behavior refers to actions that are prohibited by
the state and punishable under the law.

2. Moral: Criminal behavior refers to actions that violate the norms
of religion and morality and are believed to be punishable by
supreme spiritual beings.

3. Social: Criminal behavior refers to actions that violate the norms
of custom and tradition and are punishable by the community.

4. Psychological: Criminal behavior refers to actions that may be
rewarding to the actor but that inflict pain or loss on others. That
is, criminal behavior is antisocial behavior.

Criminal acts, no matter which of the four above-noted defini-
tions are employed, are part of a more general class of behavior that
social psychologists have been calling “problem behavior” or “deviant
behavior” since the 1970s (e.g., Jessor & Jessor, 1977; Ullmann &
Krasner, 1976). Thereby, the essence of deviant acts is that their occur-
rence places the actor at risk of being targeted for interventions by fig-
ures of authority, control, regulation, and assistance. Problematic acts
may occasion the intervention of parents, teachers, religious leaders,
and neighbors. They may place the actor at risk of being attended to by
mental health professionals, or by an army of regulators of business,
labor, professional practice, government, and civil and human rights.

The psychological definition of crime as antisocial behavior is best
combined with the broader definition of “problem behavior.” If not so
combined, some of the nondeviant practices of dentists, surgeons, and

1"
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teachers would surely be judged criminal. Thus, with thanks to Ullmann
and Krasner (1976), our working definition of criminal behavior is as
follows:

Criminal behavior refers to antisocial acts that place the actor
at risk of becoming a focus of the attention of criminal justice
professionals within the juvenile and/or adult justice systems.

No definition of criminal behavior is totally satisfactory. For example,
the norm-based definitions have led to a number of dramatizations of
certain trivial truths. In the 1960s, it was fashionable in some circles to
note that we are all “criminal” because we all violate some rules some of
the time. According to this position, criminality is not a variable but a
constant; that is, we are all equally “criminal.” Note how the very pos-
sibility of a PCC is discounted by this position. Of course, the position
was scientifically naive because not all rules are laws, and not all peo-
ple violate the same rules (or laws) at the same rates or under the same
circumstances.

At another extreme, the legal, moral, and social definitions imply
that there would be no crime in the absence of legal, religious, and
social norms. At a minor level, this is true. However, the injuries and
losses suffered by victims would not be eliminated by the abolition of
criminal codes and social norms. Two of the positive functions of the
psychological definition (i.e., criminal behavior as antisocial behavior)
are to prevent us from overdramatizing some of the trivial implications
of norm-based definitions of deviance and to prevent us from losing
touch with characteristics of offenders and the pain of victims.

“Acts of force or fraud in pursuit of self-interest,” the psychological
definition of crimes provided by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990:15),
is particularly interesting in this regard. These authors, as will be dis-
cussed in the theory chapters, developed their conception of the nature of
criminal acts in such a way that the personality characteristics associated
with criminal propensity follow directly from the nature of criminal acts.
For example, criminal acts are said to provide immediate and easy grati-
fication of desires; thus, weak self-control is an obvious personal source
of variation in criminal activity.

An apparently serious problem remains. How can we claim to account
for individual differences in a class of behavior that is, at the core defini-
tional level, so subject to cross-cultural, subcultural, and temporal var-
iability? How can we have a science of activities whose quality appears
to be so dependent upon the evaluation of an audience? Indeed, how can
we seek to account for individual differences in criminality when no act
is intrinsically criminal? A review of Technical Note 1.2 will show that
these issues have been found to be more threatening in rhetoric than in
reality (e.g., Wellford, 1975).
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Types of Understanding Sought

The understanding of criminal behavior sought by PCC is empirical,
theoretical, and practical. In brief, this means that psychology seeks
explanations of criminal conduct that are consistent with the findings of
systematic observation, rationally organized, and useful to people with
practical interests in criminal behavior. These three interrelated aspects
of understanding criminal conduct are stressed throughout the text.

An Empirical Understanding. Empirically, PCC seeks knowledge not
only of the observable facts regarding the nature and extent of individual
variation in criminal conduct, but also knowledge of the biological,
personal, interpersonal, situational, and social variables associated with
or correlated with criminal behavior. These are termed covariates and
include the correlates of individual differences in a criminal history
and the predictors of the criminal futures of individuals. For reasons related
to a practical understanding (see below), the predictors are called risk
factors, and when those risk factors are dynamic (subject to change), they
are called dynamic risk factors (or criminogenic needs). Perhaps most
importantly, PCC seeks knowledge of the causes of the criminal conduct
of individuals. Causal (or functional) covariates consist of observation-
based knowledge that offers the potential to influence the likelihood of a
criminal act through deliberate intervention. Knowledge of causes comes
primarily from experimental studies. These three types of covariates—
correlates, predictors, and causal or functional variables—may, once
again, be found in biology, personality, attitudes and beliefs, aptitudes
and skills, learning history, family, peer relationships, broader social
arrangements, and the immediate situation of action.

As an illustration, gender is a well-known covariate of criminality.
In the Philadelphia 1958 birth cohort (Technical Note 1.1), 23.1 percent
of the total cases had an official record by the age of 18 years. However,
among males, the delinquency rate was 32.6 percent compared with
14.0 percent among females. This simple example illustrates an enhanced
empirical understanding of criminal behavior. It appears that being male
is a risk factor for delinquency. That is not to say, however, that all males
were arrested at least once by age 18, nor that no females were arrested.
A meaningful association or covariation may be established without it
being perfect. Empirical knowledge that yields perfect prediction is an
ideal to be sought, but empirical knowledge that yields an improvement in
predictive accuracy over that achieved by chance is not to be devalued.

Resource Note 1.1 discusses the correlation coefficient as a gen-
eral measure of the magnitude of covariation. The particular type
of correlation coefficient most frequently employed in research and
in this text is the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
(also known as 7). The r statistic takes a value of 1.00 when the level
of association or predictive accuracy is 100 percent. For example, if

13
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all men (100%) had a criminal record and no women (0%) had a
record the correlation between gender and a criminal history would be
1.00. On the other hand, if the percent of men and women with criminal
records were equal (for example: 20% and 20%, 50% and 50%, or 70%
and 70%), the » would be 0.00. Generally, the magnitude of the  reflects
the difference in percent criminal for one group relative to another—it
reflects the simple difference in percentage values. In the paragraph above,
that simple difference was 32.6 minus 14.0 (that is, 18.6 percentage
points or an 7 of .186). All correlation coefficients may be interpreted
as reflecting such a difference. Resource Note 1.1 reveals that the simple
difference in percentage points provides a meaningful way of comparing
the strength of association (or the level of covariation) among variables.
Please do not underestimate the importance of quantifying the magnitude

Resource Note 1.1

Measurement of Level of Covariation:
The Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient
and Rosenthal’s Binomial Effect Size Display

Covariation is important in this text.
One of the most frequently used ways of
quantifying level of covariation is the Pearson
Product Moment Correlation Coefficient (or
the Pearson 7). Taking values between 0.00
and 1.00, r expresses the magnitude of a
linear relationship between two variables.
A linear relationship is one that may be
described by a straight line: That is, for
example, as the observed level of one vari-
able increases, so does the observed level of
the other. The correlation coefficient will take
a negative value if there is an inverse rela-
tionship: That is, as the observed level of one
variable increases, the observed level of the
other variable decreases.

The correlation coefficient may be used
to describe the findings of many types of
studies. Often, the results of research on the
potential covariates of criminal activity will
be reported in terms of the percentage of
one group (for example, men) who reoffend
(nofyes) relative to the percentage of another
group (for example, women) who reoffend
(nofyes). Sometimes research results will be
reported in terms of the covariation of a mul-
tilevel variable (such as verbal intelligence)

and a multilevel measure of criminality
(such as number of new offenses). At other
times, research may be reporting how a two-
level variable such as gender (men/women)
is associated with the average number of
offenses. The findings of all of these exam-
ples of research may be defined in terms
of a Pearson Product Moment Correlation
Coefficient (7).

Robert Rosenthal (1984) has shown
how the findings from diverse studies may
be compared. The binomial effect size
display assumes that 50 percent of the cases
are at one level of the potential covariate
and 50 percent are at the other level (for
example: 50 percent of the cases are men
and 50 percent are women; 50 percent are
below average in verbal intelligence and 50
percent are above average in verbal intel-
ligence). Rosenthal’s binomial effect size
display additionally assumes that 50 percent
of the cases are criminal (or had relatively
many new offenses) and 50 percent are not
criminal (or had relatively few new offenses).
Under these conditions, the 7 is the simple
difference in percentage points between the
two groups. One group is assumed to be at
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Resource Note 1.1 (continued)

higher risk for criminal behavior than the
other. Thus, for example, if being female
is considered lower-risk, and being male is
considered higher-risk, the findings may be
as follows:

If the correlation is 1.00:
Lower-risk
(being female)
Higher-risk
(being male)

000% criminal

100% criminal
100-minus-000
=100

If the correlation is 0.00:
Lower-risk 50% criminal
Higher-risk 50% criminal
50-minus-50 = 00

If the correlation is .10
Lower-risk 45% criminal
Higher-risk 55% criminal
55-minus-45 = 10

If the correlation is .60

Lower-risk 20% criminal
Higher-risk 80% criminal
80-minus-20 = 60
An inverse relationship, looks as
follows:
If the correlation is —.60
Lower-value 80%
Higher-value  20%
20-minus-80
= -60.
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Given knowledge of the value of the
correlation coefficient, it is an easy matter to
compute the criminality rates for the lower-
risk and higher-risk groups. Employing the
binomial effect size display, the proportion
criminal in the higher-risk group is 0.50 plus
the 7 divided by two, and the proportion
criminal in the lower risk group is 0. 50 minus
the r divided by two. For example, if the cor-
relation is .40, then r divided by two is 0.20.
Thus, with 7 = .40, the proportion criminal in
the higher-risk group is 0.70 (0.50 plus 0.20)
and the proportion criminal in the lower-risk
group is 0.30 (0.50 minus 0.20).

The binomial effect size display approach
also may be employed to summarize the
effects of experimental studies wherein, for
example, equal numbers of cases are ran-
domly assigned to treatment and control
groups. For example, if success is reduced
re-offending and the correlation between
treatment and re-offending is 0.20, then the
recidivism rate in the treatment group is 40
percent (50 minus 10) compared with 60 per-
cent in the control group (50 plus 10).

By computing correlation coefficients,
researchers are in a position to state not only
whether they established covariation but also
the level of covariation. Researchers are also
in a position to compare the relative strength
of various correlates. The binomial effect
size display approach provides a convenient
and easily interpretable representation of the
magnitude of covariation.

of covariation (or of predictive accuracy). As will be seen, PCC took great
strides forward by being able to differentiate among risk factors according
to their magnitude of association with criminal behavior.

Of course, correlation does not prove causation. The correlational,
predictive, or causal status of covariates, regardless of the level of covari-
ation (or predictive accuracy) achieved, depends upon the way in which
the observations are conducted. Because the differences among the types
of covariates are so important, this text includes a review of the differ-
ent research designs that yield information on different types of covari-
ates. An empirical focus also suggests that PCC must be concerned with
the reliability and validity of assessments of criminal behavior and the
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potential covariates of criminal conduct. Thus, the text will be attending
to issues of the quality of measurement. Finally, PCC is concerned with
the reliability and validity of any conclusions made regarding the nature
and level of associations established between potential covariates and
criminal conduct. Therefore, presently we review some standard threats to
the validity of conclusions that may be drawn from systematic research.

A Theoretical Understanding. The search for theoretical under-
standing is a search for general, rational, simple, emotionally pleasing, and
empirically accurate explanations of variation in criminal behavior.
General explanations are ones that apply to a number of specific observa-
tions. For example, a general theory of criminal conduct will account for
variation in both violent and nonviolent offenses, and will do so for men
and women of different ages, races, nationalities, and socioeconomic origins.

Rational explanations are ones that withstand logical analyses,
both internally and externally. A good theory is expected to be inter-
nally and externally consistent. Internal consistency refers to how well
the assumptions and explanatory variables fit together within a theory.
External consistency refers to how well a theory fits with other scientific
theories. For example, a theory of criminal behavior may make inter-
nally consistent use of certain biological assumptions, but it would be
less than satisfactory if those assumptions were at odds with reasonably
well-established theory in the broader biological sciences.

Simple explanations are ones that make relatively few assumptions.
Less objective, but not unimportant, “good” theories are also ones that
make personal sense, provide a sense of unity, and give us the emotional
“rush” often associated with great literature and other great works of
art. It is also expected that the language of a “good” theory will respect
human dignity and will not be disrespectful of individuals or groups.

The most important aspect of theoretical understanding, however, has
to do with predictive accuracy. Empirically defensible explanations are
explanations that are consistent with the findings of systematic research;
that is, the correlates, predictors, and causal variables identified in the
theory are validated by systematic observation. There are four major
empirical tests of the adequacy of a theoretical understanding of criminal
behavior. One involves an understanding of how the various risk factors
are associated with each other. For example, how does an inherited tem-
perament such as “being a hot head” lead to disturbed familial rela-
tionships, which may in turn lead to association with criminal others?
The second involves the ability to predict accurately variation in criminal
behavior. For example, do assessments of temperament, family relation-
ships, and criminal associates actually predict criminal activity, on their
own and in combination? The third involves the potential to influence
criminal activity by way of deliberate interventions that focus on the
causal variables suggested by the theory. For example, does the delivery
of intervention programs aimed at improving family relationships
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actually reduce criminal futures? A fourth aspect of empirical defen-
sibility links with the standard of a “general” understanding. In brief,
does the research evidence regarding the ability to predict and influence
criminal behavior generalize to people who differ in gender, ethnicity,
or other personal and/or social considerations? PCC does not assume
answers to such questions or declare the uniqueness of particular groups.
Rather, PCC seeks out the evidence by exploring the accuracy of predic-
tion and the effects of intervention with different types of people under
different circumstances.

Resource Note 1.2 provides a very brief overview of theories of
criminal conduct. This overview will render some of the research findings
provided in the introductory chapters more theoretically meaningful,
even before Chapters 3 and 4 outline the theories in more detail.

A Practical Understanding. A practical understanding is guaran-
teed if the empirical and theoretical base of the psychology of criminal
behavior is sound. Such a guarantee is possible because knowledge of
predictors and causes brings with it the potential (although perhaps not
the inclination) to influence the occurrence of criminal behavior in the

Resource Note 1.2

Overview of Theories of Criminal Behavior:
A Brief Look Ahead to the Theory Chapters

17

The major theories of criminal activity
have been classified in various ways by
various authors. With some recognition of
alternative classification systems, this text
finds the following classification of value:
psychodynamic, social location, differential
association, and social learning/social
cognition.

1. Psychodynamic theory, with roots
in the psychoanalytic perspective of Sigmund
Freud, is a source for much of current theory.
The major contribution resided in Freud’s
description of the structure of human per-
sonality. The key structures of personality
are ego and superego, which interact with
the immediate environment and the demands
of id for immediate gratification. Superego
and ego develop as the child interacts with
the zenvironment and, for most children,
that immediate environment constitutes
the family. Psychological maturity involves

a fully developed ego and superego and is
characterized by the ability to delay gratifi-
cation for longer-term gain, to love and be
loved, and to be socially productive. A strong
superego is the psychological representation
of societal rules and a strong ego is a set of
coping and defense skills by which demands
for immediate gratification may be delayed
for longer-term gain.

KEY THEORETICAL IDEA: Criminal
behavior reflects psychological immaturity
and particularly weak self-control in specific
situations.

MAJOR RISK FACTORS: Impulsivity,
disturbed interpersonal relationships, low
levels of success in school and at work, weak
superego (little guilt, reckless disregard for
conventional rules and procedures, early
misconduct, antisocial attitudes), weak ego
(limited skill across a wide domain of skills),
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Resource Note 1.2 (continued)

aggressive pleasure-seeking, readily angry,
problems in the family of origin.

MAJOR IMPLICATIONS FOR
PREVENTION: Strong on intermediate tar-
gets (see major risk factors above), weak on
style and mode of service.

Psychodynamic theories are very much
alive today, most notably in the form of social
control theories such as those of Travis Hirschi
(1969, 2004; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).
The most important development of psycho-
dynamic theory, however, must be seen as the
work of Sheldon Glueck and Eleanor Glueck
(1950), who introduced the importance of
temperament, attitudes, and family. To this
day, multifactor theories are being developed
that clearly reflect the work of Glueck and
Glueck (1950).

The psychodynamic tradition is also
evident in the development of frustration—
aggression theory from the Yale school in
the 1930s (Dollard et al., 1939), through
the broadband social learning formulations
of the 1970s and 1980s (Bandura, 1989),
through the general personality and social
psychology of the 1990s and the new millen-
nium (see below).

2. Social location theories of crime
suggest that criminal behavior reflects
where one is located in the social system.
Typically (although not necessitated by
logic), the importance of social location is
said to reflect inequality in the distribution
of societal wealth, power, and prestige. The
typical indicators of social location for most
social theorists are social class, age, race/eth-
nicity, and gender. Thus, being poor, being
young, and being a member of a disadvan-
taged ethnic group may all contribute to
motivation for crime. Being female, a posi-
tion of disadvantage in a patriarchal society,
however, apparently does not contribute to
motivation for crime.

KEY THEORETICAL IDEA: Criminal
behavior reflects personal distress (strain)

that may be linked with socially structured
inequality in the distribution of wealth and
power. Once again, the strain interpretation
is a preference of social theorists and not
a logical requirement (opportunity, weak
social control, and over-representation of
weak superego types are also possible struc-
tural factors).

MAJOR RISK FACTORS: Lower-class
origins, low levels of success at school and
work, feelings of alienation (as opposed to
feelings of being mistreated), perception of
limited opportunity in combination with
desire for conventional success, being a gang
member, adoption of lower-class values.

MAJOR IMPLICATIONS FOR
PREVENTION: Open up educational and
vocational opportunities, but weak on how
to do it.

Robert Merton’s (1938) anomie theory
asserted that crime was not the expression
of untamed impulses (as in psychodynamic/
control theory) but an innovative route to
conventional success for those who found
legitimate routes blocked by virtue of their
lower-class status. Subcultural developments
within social location theories suggested that
lower-class offenders were not innovating
but conforming to criminal values and taking
advantage of criminal opportunities.

Social location theories are in crisis
today because the magnitude of the associ-
ation between measures of inequality and
individual criminal conduct is too slight to
give the theories any serious consideration
as a psychology of criminal conduct (see
Chapter 2). Unfortunately, attention must
be given because criminology textbooks con-
tinue to suggest that they remain important.
Consider, however, the limited value of a near
exclusive focus on young lower-class men
who have been conventionally socialized and
yet blocked in their pursuit of conventional
success. Robert Agnew (1992) has severed
ties to traditional strain theory and pres-
ents instead a general social psychology of
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Resource Note 1.2 (continued)

criminal conduct reflecting the social learning
models of anger and aggression.

3. Differential association theory,
like psychodynamic theory, actually has a
powerful psychology of human behavior at
its base. That psychology is symbolic inter-
actionism, wherein what people think is very
important, and any particular situation may
be defined as one in which it is “OK” to vio-
late the law. The attitudes, values, beliefs,
and rationalizations that may support such
a definition are learned through differen-
tials in exposure to procriminal and anti-
criminal patterns. The major part of the
learning occurs in association with others.
Sutherland’s (1939; Sutherland & Cressey,
1970) differential association theory was
made stronger when Burgess and Akers
(1966: Akers, 1973) reformulated it by
introducing the principles of operant condi-
tioning from behavioral psychology. Ronald
Akers called that reformulation “social
learning theory.”

KEY THEORETICAL IDEA: Criminal
behavior is an expression of differentials in
the reinforcement and punishment of criminal
and noncriminal alternative behavior.

MAJOR RISK FACTORS: Antisocial
attitudes, antisocial associates.

MAJOR IMPLICATIONS FOR
PREVENTION: Strong on intermediate tar-
gets but weak on how to do it until integrated
with behavior theory.

4. A general personality and social
psychology of human behavior of wide appli-
cability emerged in the late 1980s and 1990s
and progressed into the new millennium.
Criminal behavior is one class of behavior
to whose analysis this general model appears
particularly valuable. The general model is
perhaps best described as a social learning/
cognitive behavioral/social cognition theory.
With the contributions of the Yale school
(for example: Dollard et al., 1939), Albert

Bandura (1989,2001), Walter Mischel (1968,
2004), and Donald Meichenbaum (1977),
with contributions from general social psy-
chology (for example: Ajzen & Fishbein,
1980, 2005) and with developments in
understanding the major dimensions of per-
sonality (for example: Digman, 1990), it is
possible for psychologists to suggest that if
one is interested in predicting and/or influ-
encing the occurrence of any particular
human act, it is of value to assess and/or
try to influence one or more of the follow-
ing sets of variables—attitudes, associates,
behavioral history, or personality. The “Big
Four” themselves (i.e., attitudes, associates,
history, and personality) may be influenced
and or moderated by conditions in the major
domains of family, school and work, leisure,
and neighborhood.

KEY THEORETICAL IDEA: The
chances of a criminal act (a) increase with
the density of rewards signaled for
criminal behavior and (b) decrease with
the density of signaled costs of criminal
behavior. These signaled rewards reflect
personal control through antisocial atti-
tudes, interpersonal control through the
social support for crime provided by anti-
social associates, nonmediated control
established by a history of reinforcement
of criminal behavior, and/or personal
predispositions.

MAJOR RISK FACTORS: Antisocial
attitudes, antisocial associates, antisocial
behavioral history, antisocial personality,
problematic conditions in the domains of
home, school, work, and leisure.

MAJOR IMPLICATIONS FOR
PREVENTION: Strong on intermediate
targets and strong on style and mode of service.

The general personality and social
psychological approach, as demonstrated in
Chapter 4, does still have a variety of com-
peting perspectives on the essential causal
variables (see Chapter 4).
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context of corrections and prevention. In this sense, offenders and poten-
tial offenders, victims and potential victims, and all participants in preven-
tion and criminal justice service may gain from a psychology of criminal
behavior. In this text, special attention will be paid to those theories and
empirical investigations that show the greatest practical potential.

Empirical Understandings and Research Designs
Empirical Knowledge of Covariates

Empirically, having established variation in the criterion of criminal
conduct, PCC seeks knowledge of the covariates of that variation in
criminal behavior. The covariates of interest in PCC are observable aspects
of the universe, whether those aspects are “biological,” “psychological,”
or “social.” Again, we stress that it is an empirical focus on variation in
criminal conduct of individuals that is the key to PCC, rather than dis-
ciplinary or political preferences regarding the potential covariates that
ought to be observed.

The covariates of criminal conduct may be of several types, depending
upon how the observations of covariation are conducted. As noted in
Table 1.1, these types include the correlates, predictors, dynamic predic-
tors, and causes of variability in criminal conduct. For reasons that will
become clear, we will often refer to “causal” variables as “functional
variables,” or as variables of “functional significance.” Furthermore,
the correlates are linked with cross-sectional research designs,
predictors with longitudinal research designs, dynamic predictors with
multiwave longitudinal research designs, and functional variables with
experimental designs (see Table 1.1). Also important are moderator
variables. Moderator variables are variables that interact with covariates
on criminal behavior. For example, “Social Support for Drug Use” may
interact with “Attitudes Favorable to Drug Use” in such a way that atti-
tudes are strongly associated with drug use when social support for use is
high but only weakly linked when social support for use is low (Technical
Note 1.3 provides a more detailed discussion). Moderator variables are
a formal way of recognizing the complexity of human behavior—often,
the correlates of criminal behavior “depend” upon other variables and/
or the social context.

When it comes to the application of our knowledge of covariates,
we will be using the language of risk, need, responsivity, and strengths.
We will discuss responsivity later, but for now we concentrate on risk,
need, and strengths.

Risk. Risk factors refer to characteristics of people and their
circumstances that are associated with an increased chance of future
criminal activity. For example, favorable attitudes toward crime are
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Table 1.1

Type of Covariate, Type of Clinical Variable, Research Designs, and Criterion Variables

Covariate Type Clinical Type Research Design Criterion Comments
Correlate Risk/Need Factor  Cross-sectional Criminal past Post-diction, not prediction
Predictor Risk Factor Longitudinal Criminal future ~ Emphasis on problematic

Strength Factor Longitudinal

Dynamic Need Factor Multiwave
Predictor Longitudinal
Stable Need Multiwave
Longitudinal
Acute Need Multiwave
Longitudinal
Functional Intervention Experimental

Criminal future

Criminal future

Criminal future

Criminal future

Criminal future

Relative emphasis on the
positive
May be less or more stable

Slow changing (more stable)
Fast changing (less stable)
Deliberate induction of

change, in a controlled
manner

Notes: a) Cross-sectional designs yield information on potential risk/need factors. Knowledge of true risk
factors must be based on longitudinal studies and knowledge of criminogenic need factors must be based

on multiwave longitudinal and/or experimental studies.

b) Example of risk and strength factors: Very low levels of reward and satisfaction at work is a potential
risk/need factor (increasing crime), very high levels of reward and satisfaction is a potential strength factor
(reducing crime), while intermediate levels of reward and satisfaction are the base rate of recidivism against

which the increases or decreases are measured.

c) Strength factors may also be dynamic but changes in strength factors have not been well researched as yet.

linked with increased chances of criminal behavior compared to mixed
(“s0-s0”) attitudes toward crime or with attitudes unfavorable to
criminal activity. The clinical (or practical) applications of knowledge
of risk factors are many. In correctional agencies and facilities and in
forensic mental health settings, issues of risk of reoffending are crucial to
decisions of early release (e.g., parole or discharge), of level of supervi-
sion in community supervision programs, and of level of custody in the
classification of prisoners. Generally, lower-risk cases are candidates for
early release and low levels of supervision, while higher-risk cases are
candidates for higher levels of supervision. Additionally, as will be seen in
later discussions of prevention and correctional treatment programs, risk
is also a major factor in the allocation of treatment services. According
to the risk principle of case classification, more intensive services are best
allocated to moderate and higher-risk cases, while low-risk cases have a
low probability of recidivism even in the absence of treatment services.
The applied value of risk assessments will be developed in the subsequent
chapters.

Need. It has been traditional in corrections to identify problematic
circumstances as “needs.” Andrews, Bonta, and Hoge (1990) suggested
that it would be even more valuable to differentiate between criminogenic
need and noncriminogenic need. Criminogenic needs are dynamic risk
factors, risk factors that can change. With change, we see changes in the
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chances of criminal activity. Changes in noncriminogenic needs are not
followed by changes in the chances of criminal activity. Thus, the desig-
nation “dynamic risk factor” (or “criminogenic need”) suggests possible
intermediate targets of change for treatment services when an objective
is reduced reoffending. The designation of noncriminogenic needs does
not imply that dealing with that type of need will impact upon a criminal
future. Of course, there are many reasons beyond crime control to try
to reduce problematic circumstances. Providing shelter to the homeless
and reducing emotional distress are worthy on their own even if only a
minor factor in the analysis of crime. Focusing on noncriminogenic needs
of importance to the offender may enhance motivation to participate in
treatment.

Strength. Strength factors are sometimes called “protective”
factors. Generally, strengths refer to characteristics of people and their
circumstances that are associated with reduced chances of criminal
activity. For example, attitudes toward crime may be assessed as being
very negative toward crime, as relatively neutral, or as very positive
toward crime. If negative attitudes are associated with low rates of crime
relative to neutral attitudes, negative attitudes are a strength factor. If
positive attitudes are associated with high rates of crime relative to neutral
attitudes, positive attitudes are a risk factor. With this approach to risk
and strengths, they can only be identified when factors are assessed at
least three levels (weak, neutral, strong). If we simply compared “weak/
neutral” with “strong” (or, “weak” with “neutral/strong”) we would not
know if we were dealing with a risk factor or a strength factor. When
strengths are assessed with validity, they may increase the predictive accu-
racy (the magnitude of ) that is achieved by an assessment of risk factors
only. Moreover, consideration of strengths allows for a more positive and
complete picture of people than does simply a focus on risk.

Strengths have also been defined as “resilient” factors with an emphasis
on protecting one from the effects of risk factors. This interpretation,
however, remains very weak because of the inconsistent ability to dem-
onstrate empirically that the effects of risk factors do actually vary with
strength level. The findings may be clarified in the future, but for now we
prefer the terms “strength” and/or “protective” factors.

In summary, clinically, assessments of risk suggest the level of services
that should be introduced while assessments of criminogenic needs suggest
appropriate intermediate targets when reduced recidivism is an objective
of service. With the advent of assessments of strengths, the identification
of those most likely to reoffend may be enhanced. Similarly, the selection
of intermediate targets may be expanded beyond reducing criminogenic
need to include enhancing the strengths of the case. Resource Note 1.3
illustrates the potential of considering both risk and strengths. In practical
prediction in applied correctional settings, the vale of adding strengths is
still under exploration.
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The Research Designs

A focus of this chapter is the importance of the structure of research
designs in the establishment of covariation. The chapter does not
include a comprehensive review of the many potential sources of error
in measurement, operationalization, and conceptualization. However,
potential errors of measurement and conceptualization may inflate
estimates of covariation, deflate estimates of covariation, or have no effect
on level of covariation, depending upon the specifics of the threats.

Resource Note 1.3

Our introductory examples of strength
factors are drawn from the Pittsburgh Youth
Study, a longitudinal study that began in
1987 (Stouthamer-Loeber et al., 2002). In
the cited publication, the researchers pre-
dicted persistent serious delinquency over six
years of assessment. “Persistent and serious”
young male offenders reported (or were
reported to have engaged in) one or more
of the following offenses for at least two of
the six assessment years: theft, selling drugs,
robbery, physical attack, and/or rape. The
authors have chosen to call their “strength” (or
“protective”) factors “promotive” factors, but
here we use the term “strength.” The potential
risk and strength factors were based on child,
caretaker, and teacher reports assessed in year
one of the study. The potential risk/strength
factors were scored as -1 (a strength, approxi-
mately 25% of the children), O (neutral, middle
50% of the children), or +1 (a risk, approxi-
mately 25%). If a score of -1 is associated with
lower mean delinquency scores than a score of
0, that factor is called a strength factor. If a
score of +1 is associated with a higher mean
delinquency score, that factor is a risk factor.
With this approach, it is possible that any
particular factor may be a strength factor and/
or a risk factor. The predictive factors explored
included a set of indicators of personality (e.g.,
ability to feel guilt), behavioral history (e.g.,
cruel to people), attitudes favorable to anti-
social behavior, family relations (relationship
with parents, supervision), and demographics
such as age and social class.

Strength Factors

A few of the findings are as follows,
with the children first assessed at age seven
years. The ability to feel guilt was both a
risk factor and a strength factor, decreasing
the chances of crime when high and
increasing the chances of crime when low.
Relationship with parents was a strength
factor but not a risk factor. Poor reading
skills were a risk factor but not a strength
factor. In correlation terms, risk factors
are positively associated with delinquency
while strength factors are negatively asso-
ciated with delinquency. According to the
Pittsburgh researchers, the risk and strength
components make independent contribu-
tions to the prediction of persistent and
serious delinquency (that is, considering
both increases the level of the correlation
coefficient compared to either alone). If
you add the two scores together across the
range of relevant factors, the probability
of serious delinquency increases directly
with the overall score. In Figure 1.1, some
of the findings from the second sample of
the Stouthamer-Loeber et al.(2002) study
(13- to 19-year-olds) are summarized. The
negative values reflect a disproportionate
number of strength factors while the positive
values reflect a disproportionate number of
risk factors. Clearly, the percent of children
becoming persistent serious delinquents is
very slight among those children with mul-
tiple strengths but approaching near cer-
tainty among those with relatively high risk
scores and low protective scores.
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Resource Note 1.3 (continued)
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The research approaches reviewed here are in the systematic quanti-
tative tradition. Qualitative approaches to research also play important
roles in PCC, such as building tentative models (initial conceptualiza-
tion of variables and the relationships among variables). Once applied
and tested through quantitative research, researchers may return to a
qualitative study in order to explore whether the model possesses the
“ring of truth.” There is, for example, nothing like a good case study
to inspire the feeling that we really understand the phenomenon of
interest.

Although case studies frequently have been used as “proof” for
favored theoretical positions, their methodological shortcomings are so
severe that they provide little beyond generating hypotheses for experi-
mentation or illustrating a phenomenon. When we provide a case study
in this text, it is meant only to illustrate a finding already established by
systematic research, not to serve as the research evidence itself.

The Correlates of Crime: Differentiation Among Groups
Known to Differ in Their Criminal History

Knowledge of correlates comes from cross-sectional observations
of individuals known to differ in their criminal history. Cross-sectional
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studies tend to be of two types: extreme groups and surveys. In the
extreme groups approach, individuals are selected for observation pre-
cisely because they are known in advance to differ in their criminal his-
tories. For example, a sample of high school students may be compared
with a sample of juvenile probationers, or a group of first offenders
compared with a group of repeat offenders. The empirical issue here is
to discover which of the potential covariates studied do, in fact, distin-
guish between offenders and nonoffenders. Alternatively, in the survey
approach, a representative sample of individuals from some specified
population is selected for systematic observation. One of the variables
studied is the level and/or type of criminal activity in which the individ-
uals have engaged. Other variables assessed are potential covariates of
that criminal history. Here too, the task is to identify the variables that
correlate with a criminal past. In brief, correlates are covariates of a
criminal past.

Cross-sectional designs are the most frequently used in the analysis
of criminal behavior. They tend to be less expensive to implement and
provide information much more quickly than alternative approaches.
Two of the most important and most cited studies in the whole of PCC
and criminology are those of Sheldon Glueck and Eleanor Glueck (1950)
and Travis Hirschi (1969). We will see how important their research was
in the theory chapters (Chapters 3 and 4). Here, their findings are com-
pared on a potential risk/need factor basis. The studies differed in many
ways, yet their findings were remarkably similar and have been supported
in many subsequent studies (see Table 1.2).

Table 1.2
Comparison of the Risk/Need Findings of Two Classic Cross-sectional Studies

Cross-sectional Classics

Glueck & Glueck (1950) Hirschi (1969)
Personality
Energetic and easily bored Y Y
Lacking in self-control Y Y
History of Antisocial Behavior
Multiple rule violations Y Y
Antisocial Attitudes
Procriminal attitudes Y Y
Antisocial Associates
Delinquent associates Y Y
School
Dislike for school Y Y
Family
Poor family relations Y Y
Poor parental supervision Y Y

Note : Y (Yes), N (No)
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Predictor Variables: True Prediction
in a Longitudinal Design

Knowledge of predictors of criminal behavior comes from obser-
vations conducted within a longitudinal study. In a longitudinal study,
hypothesized predictor variables are examined in relation to subsequent
or future criminal activity. Relative to cross-sectional and survey studies,
longitudinal research has the advantage of ensuring that the covariation
established is truly prospective. That is, we may feel reasonably con-
fident that the criminal behavior was not responsible for the covaria-
tion, because the assessment of criminal behavior was based on events
that followed assessment of predictor variables. Logically, “causes” must
precede their “effects.” In cross-sectional and survey designs, when we
observe an association between two variables, we can never be sure what
came first (e.g., does a muscular body type lead to criminal behavior, or
does criminal activity produce a muscular figure?).

For purposes of illustrating the practicality of longitudinal designs,
a concrete example of the ability to forecast future crime follows. Sally
Rogers (1981) developed a simple, six-item risk scale that reflected
certain well-known risk factors for criminal behavior. These six pre-
dictors (or risk factors) were: being male, being young (under 24 years
of age), having a criminal record, having delinquent associates, aimless
use of leisure time, and having a family that relies on social assistance.
Rogers worked with a representative sample of 1,104 Ontario proba-
tioners whose official reconvictions were monitored during probation
and for two years after completing probation. On the basis of interviews
while on probation, each probationer was assigned a score of “1” for
each risk factor that was present. Thus, the risk scale could take values
from “0” (no risk factors present) to “6” (all factors present). That offi-
cial reconvictions increased with scores on the risk scale is obvious upon
inspection of Table 1.3. The practical implications of such levels of pre-
dictive validity are an important focus of PCC.

Table 1.3
Reconviction Rates by Intake Risk Level
Risk Score Recidivism Rate N
6 94.2% (of 17)
5 76.9% (of 108)
4 62.7% (of 109)
3 42.9% (of 220)
2 24.2% (of 397)
1 9.4% (of 181)
0 5.6% (of 36)
Total Sample 35.8% (of 1,104)

From Rogers, 1981
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Dynamic Predictors: Dynamic Risk Factors,
More and Less Stable

Definitive knowledge of dynamic predictors comes from multiwave
longitudinal studies. Observations are made on at least three occasions
in a multiwave longitudinal study. The first occasion involves the initial
assessment of potential predictors, and the second involves a reassess-
ment of these potential predictors. Some of the more dynamic aspects
of body, psyche, and social arrangements may change over time. For
purposes of establishing dynamic predictors, changes observed between
the initial assessment and the reassessment are examined in relation to
the third assessment, namely that of criminal conduct, which follows at
some later date.

Dynamic predictors (dynamic risk factors) are ones on which assessed
change is associated with subsequent criminal behavior. Some dynamic
risk factors are relatively stable in that change occurs over a matter of
weeks, months, or even years. Examples of such dynamic risk factors
are enhanced interpersonal relationships at home, school, or work as
well as reductions or increases in association with criminal others. Some
dynamic risk factors are much less stable and may change almost instan-
taneously. These fast-changing dynamic risk factors are often called
acute dynamic risk factors and typically reflect immediate situations or
immediate circumstances (such as hanging out with a drug user tonight)
and/or immediate emotional states such as anger, resentment, or desire for
revenge (Hanson & Harris, 2000; Quinsey, Coleman, Jones & Altrows,
1997; Zamble & Quinsey, 1997). We begin with the more stable dynamic
risk factors.

As an illustration of dynamic predictors, Andrews and Wormith
(1984) found that intake assessments of probationers on a paper-
and-pencil measure of antisocial attitudes called “Identification with
Criminal Others” predicted criminal recidivism. With dynamic predic-
tors, we are interested in the changes in scores between the first and
second assessments and future recidivism. Andrews and Wormith
(1984) found that probationers who identified with offenders to a
moderate degree on intake and subsequently reduced their identification
six months later had a recidivism rate of only 10 percent. Those who
maintained moderate levels of identification with offenders (i.e., no
change over the six months) had a recidivism rate of 38 percent. Those
whose identification with offenders increased during probation had
arecidivismrate of 57 percent. In summary, while all of these probationers
were judged at moderate levels of risk for recidivism at intake, over a
six-month period the risk levels decreased for some, remained the same
for others, and increased for still others. The important point is that the
changes from intake to retest were linked with criminal outcomes.
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The identification of simple predictors in single-wave longitudinal
studies shows that individuals may be reliably assigned to groups with
different levels of risk for future criminal activity. The discovery of
dynamic predictors confirms that risk levels are subject to change and
that these dynamic predictors may serve as treatment goals. For example,
in many probation agencies, a primary objective is to provide treatment
services and supervision to probationers in such a way that the lower-risk
cases remain low-risk and that the higher-risk cases become lower-risk
ones. Thus, the dynamic predictors may serve as a focus for a probation
officer’s efforts in bringing about change.

An understanding of dynamic predictors is very important within
PCC, because a psychology of criminal behavior rejects outright an
exclusive focus on the more static aspects of individuals and their situ-
ations. Indeed, when PCC practitioners and researchers uncover highly
stable predictors, they immediately begin to think in terms of what may
be the dynamic correlates of that stable predictor. For example, we will
see that past antisocial behavior is a major predictor of future antisocial
behavior. But, thinking dynamically, perhaps an appropriate intermediate
target of change would be to build up alternatives to criminal behavior
in high-risk situations.

In practice, and as reviewed above, simple predictors are often called
risk factors. Dynamic predictors of criminal conduct (that is, dynamic
risk factors), on the other hand, are often called criminogenic need
factors. The term “need” is used for the practical reason that it carries
with it the hope that if criminogenic need factors are reduced, the chances
of criminal involvement will decrease. However, our use of the term
“need” is a highly specific one. We do not imply that all “unpleasant”
conditions represent criminogenic need factors, nor that any or all of the
covariates of crime are in any way “bad” or “unpleasant” on their own.
Risk factors and need factors are simply predictors of future criminal
conduct.

Reassessments over a period much shorter than six months or more
(e.g., monthly, weekly, or even daily) may lead to the discovery of acute
dynamic risk factors that will predict criminal occurrences over the
very short term. If a parolee begins to talk with considerable resent-
ment and anger over how things are going (at home or on the job), risk
of recidivism may be considered to have increased at least for the short
term.

Just as knowledge of predictor variables leads us closer to knowledge
of causes than do simple correlates, so does knowledge of dynamic pre-
dictors yield a still higher level of empirical understanding. PCC, how-
ever, seeks more than knowledge of dynamic predictors. PCC seeks an
understanding that offers the potential not to simply forecast criminal
events but to influence the chances of criminal acts occurring through
deliberate intervention.
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Causal/Functional Variables

The causes of crime are most convincingly established not through
the determination of correlates and predictors, but through functional
variables, demonstrations of the effects of deliberate interventions. As the
conditions of intervention approximate experimental ideals, confidence
in the functional status of any particular variable increases. The classical
experimental design maintains control over variables that would compete
for causal status. These controls are typically introduced by rendering
the competing variables either constant or random, while examining
the potential effects of the functional variable of primary experimental
interest. Thus, PCC is concerned with the introduction of control groups,
random assignment to groups, and the employment of other research tech-
niques that increase confidence in conclusions regarding the causal signifi-
cance of the covariates of criminal conduct (see Resource Note 1.4).

Resource Note 1.4

Two research designs allow us to reach
conclusions regarding functional (causal)
validity: the A-B-A type of design (Hersen
& Barlow, 1976) used in single-subject
research and the classical experimental design
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963). In the study of
criminal behavior, the classical experimental
design is most frequently used, typically in
studies evaluating the effectiveness of inter-
vention programs.

The central features of the experimental
design are:

1. A minimum of two groups: An experi-
mental group exposed to the hypothe-
sized functional variable and a control
group not subjected to the hypothesized
functional variable.

2. Random assignment of subjects to
groups.

3. Posttesting on the criterion variable of
both groups at the same point in time.

Such a design controls for bias from
subject selection factors through random

The Classical Experimental Design

assignment. The use of a control group
and posttesting of experimentals during the
same time period controls for maturation
(i.e., growing older) and history factors (i.e.,
naturally occurring experiences between
the intervention and posttests), because these
factors would be expected to influence the
control subjects in the same manner as the
experimental subjects. Given that attention
was also paid to objective measurement
and experimenter bias, and that the results
are tested for statistical significance, any
difference found between the experimental
and the control groups at posttest may be
attributed to the intervention or the hypothe-
sized functional variable.

Illustrating the power of the experi-
mental design is an experiment by Michael
Chandler (1973). Chandler evaluated a treat-
ment program designed to teach role-taking
skills to juvenile delinquents. He reasoned that
the inability of some delinquents to take into
account the perspective of another individual
indicated a deficit in socialization and that this
egocentricism resulted in social conflicts.

Forty-five delinquent boys, aged 11-13,
were randomly assigned (controlling for
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Resource Note 1.4 (continued)

subject selection) to one of three conditions.
The experimental condition consisted of the
treatment intervention. Treatment involved
graduate students who trained the boys to
write film skits that involved real-life social
situations. The idea was to encourage the
delinquents to think about the various per-
spectives of all the actors in the skits. Their
skits were recorded and observed by the
experimental subjects, and discussions about
the viewpoints of the others were led by the
graduate students.

The second group also wrote and filmed
skits, but the skits were documentaries about
their neighborhoods or cartoons. No attempt
was made to encourage perspective-taking.
This control group was intended to control
for any possible effects from simply receiving
special attention from the therapists (i.e., the
graduate students). A third group received
no treatment whatsoever.

All of the delinquents were administered
a test of role-taking ability before any inter-
vention. The three groups did not differ signifi-
cantly in their scores on the perspective-taking
test. A pretest provides the opportunity to test
whether, in fact, random assignment proce-
dures do result in experimental groups and
control groups being equivalent on relevant
variables at the time of the pretest. In this
study, random assignment was effective in
producing groups that were indistinguishable
statistically in egocentricism scores.

At posttest (10 weeks later), the average
test scores were 5.5 for the experimental
group, 8.6 for the “attention” group, and 8.0
for the control group (the lower the score, the
less egocentric). Statistical tests showed that
the lower scores for the experimental group
were not likely the result of chance.

Can we attribute the lower scores on the
measure of egocentrism for the experimental
group to some specific experience or matu-
rational influences? Probably not, because
we would expect similar influences to be
operating on the other two groups. In this
study, we can also discount the possibility
that simply giving attention to the exper-
imental group, regardless of the content of
the intervention, was a factor. Since the three
groups differed only with respect to perspec-
tive-taking skills training, we can reasonably
conclude that this training directly influenced
egocentrism scores (i.e., functional validity).

Finally, we must ask the question whether
changing perspective-taking skills is relevant
to criminal behavior. Chandler followed the
delinquents for a period of 18 months follow-
ing the treatment.

At follow-up, police and court records
showed that the average number of offenses
for the “attention” group was 2.1; for the no
treatment group, 1.8. These differences were sta-
tistically unreliable. However, the experimental
group differed significantly: they had an average
of 1.0 offenses. Compared to their average
number of offenses before treatment (1.9), this
was a significant reduction. No similar reduc-
tions were found for the other groups.

Chandler demonstrated that perspective-
taking skills have functional validity with
respect to criminal behavior. By deliberately
and systematically intervening (i.e., providing
treatment), egocentrism decreased and so did
delinquent behavior. In this manner, Chandler
affirmed the vitality of correctional reha-
bilitation. The fact that some correctional
treatment programs can “work” and that we
can demonstrate this fact experimentally is
one of the major themes of this text.

Approximations of the ideals of true experimentation are difficult
to achieve even under highly controlled laboratory conditions with non-
human animals. The difficulties are compounded when attempts are made
to study human behavior that is as socially significant as criminal behavior.
Certainly, psychologists are not about to play with increasing the chances
of criminal conduct just to prove some theoretical point within PCC.
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Some social agencies, however, are formally called upon to intervene in
the lives of individuals with the expressed and socially approved purpose
of controlling their criminal conduct. These agencies are also expected
to perform their duties in effective, efficient, fair, and just ways. It is
this concern with the effective, efficient, and ethical control of criminal
behavior that not only permits, but actually demands, active experimen-
tation of the highest quality. Thus, throughout this text, contributions to
the effectiveness of correctional and prevention programming are primary
concerns. Controlled evaluations of practice are not only “practical,”
they permit a high-level exploration of the causes of crime.

In summary, much of our understanding of the covariates of criminal
behavior is dependent upon the research methodology used in studies.
This methodology limits our level of understanding and reminds us of
the importance of empirical research to building knowledge. For all
of this, the literature reviews conducted by Michael Gottfredson and
Travis Hirschi (1990) suggest that the findings of cross-sectional studies
and the findings of longitudinal studies have been highly compatible.
The validity of potential risk factors identified in cross-sectional studies
of a criminal past have tended to be confirmed in longitudinal studies
of risk factors.

On the other hand, the number of multiwave longitudinal studies
of potential criminogenic need factors is so low that we are not yet in
a position to assert with high degrees of confidence that the potentially
dynamic risk factors meet the required standards of dynamic predictive
criterion validity. Moreover, as rare as multiwave longitudinal studies
may be, ultimate tests of “criminogenic need” are even more rare, because
these ultimate tests demand that “criminogenic need” be established
within the structure of an experimental design. For the strict determina-
tion of criminogenic need, what we need to show is that: (1) deliberate
interventions produce changes on the potential need factor, (2) deliberate
interventions produce changes in criminal conduct, and (3) the magni-
tude of the association between intervention and criminal behavior may
be reduced through the introduction of statistical controls for change on
the potential need factor (Andrews, Bonta & Hoge, 1990).

Moderator Variables

It is important to note that PCC readily recognizes the complexity
of human behavior and demands that the general validity of conclusions
be explored under a variety of conditions. Most obviously these days,
it is important to be able to demonstrate whether a conclusion from
research is valid for people who may vary in age, gender, race, and socio-
economic class. Similarly, it is important to show whether methodolog-
ical issues such as randomization, sample size, and deviations from the
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ideals of research design are associated with increases, decreases, or null
effects on effect size estimates. Any variable is a potential moderator.
Yet, the actual moderator variables are those that do influence how, for
example, one variable correlates with criminal behavior. Many tests of
moderator variables follow in this chapter. For example, we will show
that the effects of official interventions with offenders vary with whether
the intervention included human service. We will show that the effects of
correctional treatment programs depend upon what the targets of change
are and what behavior change techniques are used.

A Preliminary Note on Meta-Analyses

Almost every student and practitioner, and certainly every professor,
is familiar with the “literature review.” Scholarly journals are devoted to
articles that review areas of interest, and every dissertation and research
report begins with a review of the literature. The traditional literature
review has been narrative in nature, and the qualities of the reviews
depend very much upon the expertise and thoroughness of the author(s).
The reviewer is relatively free to select studies and unfettered to attend
to those results viewed as relevant. Thus, it is not uncommon for two
independent reviews of a particular literature to reach very different
conclusions.

Meta-analytic reviews permit a more unbiased analysis of the liter-
ature, and they provide a quantitative estimate of the importance of the
results. Although meta-analyses have been used for more than 20 years,
their use has exploded in the last 15 years. Many now regard meta-anal-
ysis as the standard approach for reviewing the literature. In essence, the
results from individual studies are converted into a common metric or
statistic referred to as the effect size. The effect size allows more direct
comparisons of the results from various studies and the averaging of
effect sizes across studies.

As an illustration, let us take estimating the relationship between
intelligence and crime. One study may report the results using a ¢ test (a
statistic measuring the differences in the means of two groups), another
may use the Pearson correlation coefficient (r), and a third study may
report the percentage of low IQ and high IQ individuals in a group of
offenders and nonoffenders. How can we best compare the results? In
the traditional, narrative literature review, reviewers must make a judg-
ment of the relative importance of the three studies. Reviewer A may
emphasize the results from Study 2 and discount the results from the
other two studies. Reviewer B may prefer the results based upon the # test
and minimize the other statistics. We can see how this approach may lead
to different conclusions.



Chapter 1 @ An Overview of the Psychology of Criminal Conduct

In a meta-analysis, the results from the three studies would all be
converted into the same statistic or effect size. Often the effect size used is
the Pearson correlation coefficient (see Resource Note 1.1). In our illus-
tration, the ¢ score would be converted to 7, as would the percentage
differences (recall how easily percentage differences can be transformed
using Rosenthal’s Binomial Effect Size Display; Resource Note 1.1).
Consequently, we can compare the effect sizes from the three studies and
by averaging them can more accurately estimate the “true” relationship
between intelligence and crime. Because many studies are conducted in
various locations with different samples and time periods, the generaliz-
ability of the results from meta-analyses is enhanced.

One may also search for moderators of the mean effect size. For
example, the results from cross-sectional studies may (or may not) dif-
fer from the results of longitudinal studies. Similarly, the findings may
vary depending upon whether the measure of criminal behavior is based
on scores on a self-report paper-and-pencil questionnaire or measures
of official processing such as arrest or conviction. There has long been
a position in mainstream criminology that the “psychological” covari-
ates of crime “really” reflect the social locator variables of age, race,
gender, and/or socioeconomic class. In primary studies, and then in meta-
analytic reviews of primary studies, we can explore whether mean effect
sizes vary with age, gender, and so on.

At a number of points in the text, we will refer to the results from dif-
ferent meta-analyses. For the reasons outlined, we place more confidence
in the results from a meta-analysis than from the traditional literature
review. Indeed, we are interested in the results of individual “primary
studies” (the separate studies that compose the collection of studies
reviewed). Yet, we would never put too much faith in a single study. We
look for the overall effect evident from analyses of many primary studies.
Replication of findings is a convincing feature of science.

The Location of PCC in Psychology and Criminology

Our overall conclusions will be relatively strong and encouraging with
regard to research and theoretical development within PCC. Our conclu-
sions will also be positive regarding practical applications of PCC. At the
same time, references to the many gaps in knowledge within PCC will be
encountered throughout the text. These gaps must be bridged if the above-
stated objectives of PCC are to be reached. We will also stress the threats
to validity associated with different types of research designs and how
they are evident within particular studies. In other words, this text will
underscore the healthy skepticism insisted upon by a rational empirical
approach. As noted by Frederick Crews (1986), the characteristics of a
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community of rational empiricists include an interest in understanding
some phenomenon (e.g., variation in the criminal behavior of individ-
uals) along with the enhancement of that understanding through both
unsparing criticism in combination with respect for evidence.

Many irrational, anti-psychological, and anti-empirical impedi-
ments to the development of PCC are reviewed in this text. Interestingly,
until very recently, the barriers to the development of PCC were
most frequently encountered within the broad field of academic
criminology itself. First, however, we locate PCC within the broader
fields of psychology and criminology.

PCC and General Human Psychology

PCC is both a subfield of a truly interdisciplinary criminology and a
subfield of human psychology. Being a subfield of psychology makes PCC
a part of a vast scientific and professional discipline. As a science, psy-
chology is concerned with producing empirically defensible explanations
of behavioral phenomena. Professionally, psychologists are involved in
the effective application of psychological knowledge at the individual,
small group, organizational/broader community, and societal levels of
action. Many psychologists combine professional and scientific inter-
ests because they have been trained according to a “scientist-practitioner
model.”

Criminal behavior has been a long-term (but not always mainstream)
interest within psychology as a whole. In view of the great variety of
interests and orientations within general human psychology, however, a
psychological analysis of criminal behavior will be multifaceted. The many
areas of interest in human psychology include human development, sen-
sation and perception, learning and cognition, memory and information
processing, motivation and emotion, personality and individual differ-
ences, assessment and evaluation, history and philosophy, clinical and
applied, social and community, and biological and physiological psy-
chology. This complex list includes areas of study sampled by almost all
introductory textbooks in psychology. Thus, a psychology of criminal
conduct seeks a richer and deeper understanding of criminal behavior
than could possibly be found by concentrating on variables such as age,
gender, race, and social class (until recently, the favored variables within
sociological criminology). Similarly, PCC does not limit itself to clinical
factors, to considerations of psychopathology, or to legal variables such
as seriousness of the offense, culpability, aggravating factors, or miti-
gating factors (the favored variables of forensic mental health). In brief,
a psychology of criminal conduct will insist that the analysis of criminal
behavior consider biological, personal, interpersonal, familial, and struc-
tural/cultural factors as well as consider the individual in particular
immediate situations and in the broader social context.
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The theoretical orientations within human psychology are equally
diverse. While this text emphasizes the contributions of social learning
perspectives, this emphasis should not suggest that human psychology
is successfully unified by that particular orientation. The psychology of
human behavior in general, like the psychology of criminal behavior in
particular, draws upon some combination of seven major orientations.
These orientations to the exploration of human nature and individual
differences are as follows:

1. Biological perspectives tend to emphasize relatively enduring soma-
based predispositions (e.g., constitution and genetics), dynamic
biological processes (e.g., the physiology of classical conditioning
and/or hormonal activity), the neuropsychology of emotion and
self-regulation, and events with major somatic implications (e.g.,
the effects of alcohol on bodily functioning, and/or brain injury).

2. Trait perspectives tend to emphasize relatively enduring behavioral,
cognitive, and affective predispositions (e.g., extraversion, intel-
ligence, emotionality, self-control) without necessarily requiring
particular assumptions regarding the biological, psychological, or
social bases of these traits. Typically, however, the inheritability of
major temperamental factors is of interest and explored.

3. Psychodynamic perspectives emphasize what many people still
think of as the “truly psychological.” Psychodynamic perspectives
search for understanding through an appreciation of the personal
psychological motivations and controls of overt behavior.

4. Sociocultural perspectives within psychology emphasize the effects
of family, peers, and community on individual behavior. These
theories tend to be socialization theories whereby individual dif-
ferences in personal behavior, cognition, and emotions are linked
to differences in the training provided by different families, peer
groups, and social institutions. Other sociocultural perspectives
place an emphasis on the contextual contributions of gender, class,
and ethnicity. The term “multi-systemic” has become popular
over the last decade because it captures the idea of being part of
multiple social systems while more readily recognizing not simply
the socio-cultural but also the immediate contingencies of action
(e.g., what activities are being encouraged/discouraged and /or
enabled/restricted).

5. Radical bebavioral perspectives concentrate on how the
immediate behavior-environmental contingencies are responsible
for the acquisition, maintenance, and modification of individual
behavior. The effects of the immediate environment depend
very much upon how the environment reinforces, punishes, and
ignores behavior.

35



36

The Psychology of Criminal Conduct

6. Humanistic and existential perspectives may be differentiated

from the above according to three concerns. The first is the
emphasis placed upon “free choice” and “personal responsibility.”
The second is the emphasis placed upon perceptions of the self
and the world as “perceived” and “interpreted” by the self. The
third involves an attraction to the notion that the experience of
interpersonal warmth, openness, and acceptance are associated
with a pattern of personal “growth” that is both psychologically
and socially positive.

Social learning/cognitive behavioral/social cognition perspectives
may be differentiated from all of the above orientations by virtue
of the additional emphasis placed upon learning by observa-
tion, the role of cognition, and the importance of considering the
person in combination with particular situations. General social
psychological perspectives tend to emphasize personal attitudes
and beliefs, perceptions of the expectations of others, self-efficacy
beliefs, and the demands of particular situations.

A general personality and cognitive social learning perspective on
human behavior. While certainly not accepted by all psycholo-
gists, we think that general human psychology is well served today
by general personality and social learning/social cognition per-
spectives. These approaches recognize that there are fundamental
dimensions of personality on which most if not all human beings
may be located. It is also widely recognized that these fundamental
dimensions of personality have biological underpinnings, and sev-
eral are heavily influence by heredity. As the human being develops
from infant through young adult through old age, biological poten-
tials are shaped through interactions with the environment. If you
want to predict behavior in the immediate situation of action, you
must understand the situation in psychological terms. What is the
emotional significance of the situation (pleasing, anger-generat-
ing)? Are certain outcomes (pleasing or not pleasing) for particular
behaviors (prosocial or antisocial) being signaled in that situation?
If you want to predict behavior over the moderate or longer term,
we will see that certain variables are key (we will call them the
“Big Four”). They include cognitions supportive of a particular
behavior. “Cognition” refers to attitudes, values, beliefs, ratio-
nalizations, and identities supportive versus nonsupportive of the
behavior. A history of engaging the particular behavior is another
of the major factors. Association with others who approve of the
behavior (social support) is the third factor. Fourth is tempera-
ment or personality predisposition for the behavior.

Psychology is forever growing. Hence, in the near future, we may
expect that PCC will be drawing upon developments in “positive
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psychology” and/or “post-modern” psychology and/or “feminist”
psychology and/or “personal transformation” psychology and/or
“culturally specific” psychology and/or “biologically universal” and/
or “relational” psychology, and others not yet even on the horizon.

These interests and orientations within general human psychology
are diverse. Fortunately, at least four unifying principles may be
identified within this broad mix of interests and orientations:

1. An interest in understanding the thoughts, emotions, and
behavior of individuals. A focus is on individuals with an interest
in the full range of human thought, feeling, and action.

2. An openness to the full range of potential covariates of individual
behavior, and to the full range of the moderators and mediators of
those covariates (i.e., soma, psyche, interpersonal, social, cultural,
political, economic, and the immediate situations of action).

3. Commitment to a rational empirical approach to knowledge
construction.

4. The seeking of empirical knowledge, the construction of theo-
retical systems, and the application of psychological knowledge
and opinion are subject to ethical and professional guidelines and
to other norms that may vary with particular social contexts.

PCC and Criminology

Criminology is the broad interdisciplinary exploration of crime and
criminal justice. As will be noted, however, textbook or official crimi-
nology has tended to be sociological. Until very recently, this sociological
bent has been explicitly anti-psychological. The outline and boundaries
of the field of criminology have shifted somewhat over the last three
decades. In the late 1960s, Donald Cressey and David Ward (1969:xii)
prefaced their reader, Delinquency, Crime, and Social Process, with the
following outline of the two key issues within criminology. One is the
statistical distribution of criminal and delinquent behavior in time and
space (“Why is the delinquency rate of this group, city, or nation higher
than the delinquency rate of that group, city, or nation?”). The second
issue is the process by which individuals come to behave criminally or in
a delinquent manner (“How did Johnny happen to go wrong?”).

The second issue (explaining individual differences in criminal
behavior) is the primary focus of PCC. The defining element of PCC is
the focus on individual criminal conduct, whereas the defining element
of a social science of crime rates is a focus on aggregated crime rates.
These focal concerns are not conflicting but simply different. Moreover,
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from a logical perspective, aggregated crime rates are direct reflections of
individual differences in criminal conduct. Technical Note 1.3 develops
these ideas and issues some warnings regarding the problem of infer-
ring knowledge of the correlates of individual criminal behavior from
knowledge of the correlates of aggregated crime rates.

Social Context as a Moderator of Individual Differences

This text attends whenever possible to the social, political, economic,
and historical contexts within which individual differences in criminal
behavior are established. In particular, information on the generalizability
of the correlates of individual differences in criminal behavior is sought.
Although some correlates may be limited to particular social arrange-
ments, many correlates are highly stable across social arrangements.
A few preliminary examples follow.

Certain personality variables have proven to be relatively major
correlates of the criminal conduct of adolescents even when social loca-
tion varies according to geography, historical period, class of origin, race,
age, and gender. John Hagan, A.R. Gillis, and John Simpson (1985) have
shown that a propensity for risk-taking was a major correlate of the
self-reported “common” delinquency of high school students in Toronto.
Many other investigators have confirmed that risk-taking and sensation-
seeking are correlates of a criminal history (e.g., Eysenck, 1977), but here
we use the Hagan study to illustrate the general, versus limited, nature of
this personal correlate of criminal conduct.

Hagan and his colleagues (1985) assessed a taste for risk-taking by
looking at responses to two items on a self-report questionnaire. Students
were asked to indicate their levels of agreement with the statements:
“I like to take risks” and “The things I like to do best are dangerous.”
Dear reader: How about you? Do you have a strong taste for risk? Answer
each question on a five-point scale from “Not at all true of me” (scored
0) to “very true of me” (scored 4).

They found that a taste for risk was associated with self-reported
delinquency. More importantly, the study confirmed that an above-average
taste for risk was associated with relatively high levels of criminal activity,
regardless of the social class of family of origin or the gender of the young
people studied. The positive correlation between a personal taste for risk
and self-reported delinquent behavior was found among both the sons
and daughters of owners, managers, workers, and the unemployed.

Hagan et al. (1985) also found that young men, regardless of their
scores on the personality measure, reported more criminal activity than
did young women. The effect of gender was evident among the offspring
of owners, managers, and employees. This finding provides another
example of the generality of correlates of delinquency. It, however, also
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appeared that the gender-delinquency link was not found among the
children of the unemployed—at least not once a taste for risk was statis-
tically controlled for. This very tentative qualification suggests that class
of origin may moderate the correlation between gender and criminal
behavior. This is an illustration, albeit weak, of how social class may
influence the way other variables correlate with criminal conduct.

As weak as the moderating effects of social class were, the direct
effects of social class on delinquent behavior were not only weak but
also opposite in direction to that predicted by the class-based theories of
criminal behavior. The adolescent offspring of managers, workers, and
unemployed heads of household were not only statistically indistinguish-
able from one another in their levels of criminal behavior, but their level
of criminal activity was slightly lower than that of the sons and daughters
of owners. This trend is in direct opposition to those class-based theories
that suggest that lower-class origin is a major risk factor for delinquency.

A final illustration of the interaction of social location and personal
factors is an example of the recent rediscovery of the importance of neigh-
borhood. Per-Olof H. Wikstrom and Rolf Loeber (2000) showed that
variation in the socioeconomic neighborhood context had implications
for the validity of assessments of risk that reflected impulsive personality,
antisocial attitudes, antisocial associates, and problematic family relation-
ships (recall the risk factors suggested by a general personality and social
psychological perspective). The correlation of risk with serious youthful
offending was approximately .70 within the more advantaged neighbor-
hoods while the correlation was not statistically greater than .00 within the
most disadvantaged neighborhood. Stated another way, even the young
men who were at low risk for antisocial behavior according to their per-
sonality, attitudes, and immediate interpersonal environment were actu-
ally put at risk when they lived in a highly disadvantaged neighborhood.

On the other hand, high-risk young people offended at relatively high
rates regardless of socioeconomic context. Note, that the contribution of
personal risk overall was much greater than the contribution of disad-
vantaged neighborhood overall (a correlation coefficient of .69 between
personal risk and serious youthful offending compared to a correlation
coefficient of .28 for neighborhood and serious youthful offending). The
above noted correlation coefficients were gammas, and gammas yield
somewhat higher values than Pearson rs. Overall, it is becoming very
clear that the risk factors for criminal behavior are very similar across dif-
ferent neighborhoods. Moreover, one of the major characteristics of dis-
advantaged neighborhoods is the proportion of individuals scoring high
on personal risk factors (Stouthamer-Loeber, Loeber, Wei et al. 2002).

In summary, PCC is interested in how social arrangements may
moderate the personal correlates of criminal behavior. PCC also seeks
knowledge of personal moderators of the effects of social context on
individual behavior.
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The Social Research on Aggregated Crime Rates

As you have seen, within PCC a major distinction is drawn between
studies of aggregated crime rates and variation in the criminal behavior
of individuals. Not all criminologists are as sensitive to the distinction as
we are. Our suggestion is not that one concern is more important than
the other. Our concern is that the correlates of aggregated crime rates
not be thought to be the same as the correlates of the criminal conduct of
individuals. Technical Note 1.3 explores the problem of the “ecological
fallacy” in some technical detail. The basic message is straightforward: If
you want to understand variation in the criminal behavior of individuals,
study individuals and do so with a full range of potential factors from the
biological, personal, interpersonal, community, and structural-cultural
arenas.

Objections to the Goals of PCC

Our brief description of the goals and methods of PCC may appear
noncontroversial, and perhaps even rather mundane and banal. Who
would argue against the importance of individual differences, and against
rationality, regard for evidence, and practicality? Not many, one might
think, because the alternatives would surely involve seeking an under-
standing of criminal conduct that is irrational, empirically false, useless,
and dismissive of the characteristics of individuals. Nevertheless, many
criminologists have argued—and a few continue to argue—in ways that
are anti-person, irrational, anti-empirical, and anti-application. Consider
the following assessments of mainstream sociological criminology of the
1970s and 1980s and even into the new millennium:

e From the beginning, the thrust of sociological theory has been
to deny the relevance of individual differences to an explora-
tion of delinquency, and the thrust of sociological criticism
has been to discount research findings apparently to the con-
trary. “Devastating” reviews of the research literature typically
meet with uncritical acceptance or even applause, and “new
criminologies” are constructed in a research vacuum (Hirschi &
Hindelang, 1977:571-572).

® In most sociological treatments of crime and delinquency, genetic
explanations are either ignored or ridiculed (Rowe & Osgood,
1984:526).

* An objective of the psychology of crime is to understand personal
covariates of criminal activity, whereas an objective of major



Chapter 1 @ An Overview of the Psychology of Criminal Conduct

portions of mainstream criminology is to discredit such an under-
standing (Andrews & Wormith, 1989:290).

* Sociology possessed a conceptual scheme that explicitly denied

the claims of all other disciplines potentially interested in crime
(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990:70).

e Advances in personality theory and assessment . . . have had little
influence on research conducted by criminologists . . . Indeed,
Criminology has published only four articles on the role of per-
sonality factors in crime since the journal was founded in 1964
(Caspi et al., 1994:165).

e The reason that most criminologists continue to resist the incor-
poration of biological factors into their understanding of criminal
behavior is ideological. As part of their liberal academic tradi-
tion, criminologists tend to resist attempts to blame individuals
. . . preferring instead to blame society and its institutions (Ellis
& Hoffman, 1990:57).

e . .. [there is a] . . . skepticism within criminology and other
social sciences about our ability to make accurate and reliable
predictions of dangerousness and recidivism (Hannah-Moffat &
Shaw, 2001:18).

The changes in mainstream textbook criminology and indeed in
the content of the major criminology and criminal justice journals
have bordered on the astounding in the 1990s and to the present mil-
lennium. The two major empirical concerns of PCC—prediction and
influence—are now mainstream. What were once called the major
sociological theories of crime have almost uniformly been revised into
social psychological theories. Within criminal justice, whole state, pro-
vincial, and even some national correctional systems have been trans-
formed through attention to the principles of PCC. All of this will be
explored in this text.

At the same time, some small portions of criminology and criminal
justice are struggling openly with PCC and continue to advance the
anti-prediction, anti-treatment, and anti-PCC themes. Technical Note
1.4 explores the nature and sources of objections to PCC studies and
applications.

A Look Ahead

Part 1 of the text includes four chapters. The theoretical context
and the empirical base of PCC is summarized. Part 2 surveys the major
risk/need domains, including examples of intervention programs that
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incorporate the intermediate targeting of the major domains. Part 3 is
a detailed review of applications of PCC in the areas of prediction and
effective intervention. Part 4 presents a summary and conclusions.

Part 1. Following the introductory material of Chapter 1, Chapter
2 plunges the reader into two major sets of research findings that pro-
vide the testing grounds for the value of PCC. What is known about the
ability to predict criminal futures and what is known about the ability
to intervene and actually influence the occurrence of criminal activity?
Chapter 2 opens with the risk-need-responsivity (RNR) model of correc-
tional assessment and correctional treatment. Chapters 3 and 4 review
the major theoretical explanations of crime.

Chapter 2 is very unusual in that prior to detailed descriptions of
theory and classic research studies, it directs the reader to summaries of
the findings in regard to the key issues of: (a) the prediction of criminal
conduct and (b) the ability to influence the occurrence of criminal
conduct. The two key issues are reviewed in the context of the risk-need-
responsivity (RNR) model of correctional assessment and rehabilitation.
The idea is that armed with an overview of the current state of research
findings readers will be in a much better position to grasp the signifi-
cance of particular theories and particular research studies. In Chapter
2, the integration of the objectives of theoretical, empirical, and practical
understandings is sought.

Throughout Chapter 2, and in every subsequent chapter, generality
and specificity are considered in regard to types of human beings, types
of settings, and socioeconomic and cultural contexts. In brief, are the
risk/need factors the same for females and males? Are they the same in
follow-ups of prisoners and probationers? Are the principles of effective
crime prevention the same for females and males, for young offenders
and adult offenders, for ...... ? Do the same theories of criminal conduct
apply to males and females, to.... ?

Chapters 3 and 4 summarize the dominant theoretical perspectives on
criminal conduct. A variety of perspectives are compared with a general
personality and social psychological perspective. The social psychology
of particular value is a cognitive social learning perspective.

Part 2. Chapters 5 through 9 explore potential sources of vari-
ability in criminal behavior that in total have been major preoccupa-
tions for years within mainstream criminology. In Chapter 5, biological
origins are reviewed along with genetics and the mediating variable of
temperament (or personality as it emerges through the interaction of
biology and the environment). Socioeconomic class of origin (social
origins) was the number-one causal variable in sociological criminology
for years. We will suggest that genetics, personality, and class of origin
are well-established risk factors for criminal activity but only temper-
ament/personality will enter our “Big Four” set of major risk/need
factors (Chapter 6).
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Chapter 7 explores antisocial attitudes and antisocial associates.
Chapter 8 extends the discussion of the person in a variety of social
contexts, including family of origin, marriage and romantic attach-
ments, school/work, leisure/recreation, and neighborhoods. The focus
of Chapter 9 is on substance abuse and crime.

Part 3. Chapters 10 through 14 are concerned with applications
of PCC through practical prediction and prevention and rehabilitative
programming. Chapter 12 outlines a major challenge in applications
of the PCC knowledge. This particular challenge exists in the psycho-
therapy arena generally. Tightly controlled programming in the context
of short-term demonstration projects reveal positive effects that greatly
exceed those found in regular programming. “Regular” programming is
also referred to as “routine” programs and/or “real world” programs.
Chapter 13 is a detailed analysis of the effects of official sanctioning on
reoffending when human service is not introduced. Chapter 14 extends
applications of PCC with special groups including the mentally ill and
sex offenders, and understanding violence in its many forms (sexual,
domestic, etc).

Part 4. Chapter 15 assesses the extent to which PCC achieves the
objectives that were outlined in Chapter 1.

Worth Remembering

1. The objective of PCC is to understand variation in the criminal
behavior of individuals.
The understanding sought is empirical (research based),
theoretical (explanatory), and practical (applied).

2. There are substantial individual differences in criminal behavior
that are evidenced through a variety of research approaches from
around the world in a variety of biological and social contexts
such as those associated with age, race, gender and socioeco-
nomic class.

3. A very handy and powerful way of describing the strength of the
covariates of criminal behavior is the Pearson . It is not without
limitations, however, and additional approaches are introduced
from time to time.

The 7 is readily interpreted through the Binomial Effect Size
Display (BESD). BESD is the difference in the percentage of cases
criminal in one condition (e.g., high-risk) compared to the per-
cent criminal in another condition (e.g., low-risk).

4. PCC has a vast storage of knowledge to draw upon from general
human psychology and in particular from a general personality
and cognitive social learning psychology.
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5. PCC is a major part of criminology, but the dampening of anti-

psychological bias in mainstream sociological criminology took
many years to be achieved.

There is a direct connection between individual differences in
criminal behavior and aggregated crime rates, but one must be
cautious interpreting findings at the aggregate level with refer-
ence to individual differences.

Our particular concern in this text, the psychology of criminal
conduct (PCC), is but one aspect of psychology’s concern with
crime, criminal justice, and antisocial behavior in general.

Psychology is not the only discipline with an interest in criminal
behavior. Other disciplines have an interest in criminal behavior
but, when the focus is understanding variation in the criminal
behavior of individuals, the issue is the one of primary concern
within PCC. PCC seeks a general, holistic, and truly interdisci-
plinary understanding of variation in the criminal behavior of
individuals that all disciplines, professionals, and the public may

find valuable.



Chapter 2

The Empirical Base of PCC and the RNR
Model of Assessment and Crime Prevention
Through Human Service

Chapter 1 outlined the purposes, objectives, and methods of PCC.
Chapter 2 provides an outline of the current state of knowledge in regard
to three major sets of issues. One is empirical understandings of the pre-
dictors of criminal conduct. Our emphasis is the best validated of the
major, moderate, and mild risk/need factors. Another is empirical under-
standings of the ability to influence the occurrence of criminal activity.
The third is a summary of the applied value of this knowledge base as it
may be outlined and rendered practical through a model of correctional
assessment and rehabilitation. That model is widely known as the risk-
need-responsivity (RNR) model of correctional assessment and rehabili-
tative programming. We begin with the RNR model (see Table 2.1).

The RNR Model of Correctional Assessment and Treatment

The principles of RNR extend well beyond risk, need, and strength
factors. A useful model of active intervention must be established within
a normative and organizational context. The RNR model is also strongly
attached to general personality and cognitive social learning perspectives
on human behavior. It is not limited to models of justice and official pun-
ishment because those models do not rest on a solid psychology of human
behavior. A broad personality and social psychological model of human
behavior will help to shape the identification of risk/need factors, the
characteristics of effective behavioral influence strategies, and the char-
acteristics of effective approaches of staffing and management.

The implications of the RNR model extend to all efforts at crime
prevention through the delivery of clinical, social, and human services to
individuals and small groups. The model is very specific about several
key clinical issues including (a) who should be offered more intensive
rehabilitative services (the risk principle of RNR), (b) what are the most
appropriate intermediate targets of service for purposes of an ultimate
reduction in criminal behavior (the criminogenic need principle of RNR),
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Table 2.1
The Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) Model of Effective Correctional Assessment
and Crime Prevention Services

Overarching Principles

Respect for the Person and the Normative Context: Services are delivered with respect
for the person, including respect for personal autonomy, being humane, ethical, just, legal,
decent, and being otherwise normative. Some norms may vary with the agencies or the
particular settings within which services are delivered. For example, agencies working with
young offenders may be expected to show exceptional attention to education issues and to
child protection. Mental health agencies may attend to issues of personal well-being. Some
agencies working with female offenders may place a premium on attending to trauma and/
or to parenting concerns.

Psychological Theory: Base programs on an empirically solid psychological theory (a general
personality and cognitive social learning approach is recommended).

General Enhancement of Crime Prevention Services: The reduction of criminal victimization
may be viewed as a legitimate objective of service agencies, including agencies within and
outside of justice and corrections.

Core RNR Principles and Key Clinical Issues

10.
11.

Introduce Human Service: Introduce human service into the justice context. Do not rely on
the sanction to bring about reduced offending. Do not rely on deterrence, restoration, or other
principles of justice.

Risk: Match intensity of service with risk level of cases. Work with moderate and higher risk
cases. Generally, avoid creating interactions of low-risk cases with higher-risk cases.
Need: Target criminogenic needs predominately. Move criminogenic needs in the direction
of becoming strengths.

General Responsivity: Employ behavioral, social learning, and cognitive behavioral influence
and skill building strategies.

Specific Responsivity: Adapt the style and mode of service according to the setting of
service and to relevant characteristics of individual offenders, such as their strengths, moti-
vations, preferences, personality, age, gender, ethnicity, cultural identifications, and other
factors. The evidence in regard to specific responsivity is generally favorable but very
scattered, and it has yet to be subjected to a comprehensive meta-analysis. Some examples
of specific responsivity considerations follow:

a) When working with the weakly motivated: Build on strengths; reduce personal and sit-
uational barriers to full participation in treatment; establish high-quality relationships;
deliver early and often on matters of personal interest; and start where the person
“is at.”

b) Attend to the evidence in regard to age-, gender-, and culturally responsive services.

c) Attend to the evidence in regard to differential treatment according to interpersonal
maturity, interpersonal anxiety, cognitive skill levels, and the responsivity aspects of
psychopathy.

d) Consider the targeting of noncriminogenic needs for purposes of enhancing motivation,
the reduction of distracting factors, and for reasons having to do with humanitarian and
entitlement issues.

Breadth (or Multimodal): Target a number of criminogenic needs relative to noncriminogenic
needs.

Strength: Assess strengths to enhance prediction and specific responsivity effects.
Structured Assessment:

a) Assessments of Strengths and Risk-Need-Specific Responsivity Factors: Employ
structured and validated assessment instruments.

b) Integrated Assessment and Intervention: Every intervention and contact should be
informed by the assessments.
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12. Professional Discretion: Deviate from recommendations only for very specific reasons. For
example, functional analysis may suggest that emotional distress is a risk/need factor for this
person.

Organizational Principles: Settings, Staffing, and Management

13. Community-based: Community-based services are preferred but the principles of RNR
also apply within residential and institutional settings.

14. Core Correctional Staff Practices: Effectiveness of interventions is enhanced when
delivered by therapists and staff with high-quality relationship skills in combination with
high-quality structuring skills. Quality relationships are characterized as respectful, caring,
enthusiastic, collaborative, and valuing of personal autonomy. Structuring practices include
prosocial modeling, effective reinforcement and disapproval, skill building, problem-solving,
effective use of authority, advocacy/brokerage, cognitive restructuring, and motivational
interviewing. Motivational interviewing skills include both relationship and structuring
aspects of effective practice.

15. Management: Promote the selection, training, and clinical supervision of staff according to
RNR and introduce monitoring, feedback, and adjustment systems. Build systems
and cultures supportive of effective practice and continuity of care. Some additional specific
indicators of integrity include having program manuals available, monitoring of service
process and intermediate changes, adequate dosage, and involving researchers in the
design and delivery of service.

Sources: Andrews, 1995, 2001; Andrews, Bonta & Hoge, 1990; Andrews & Bonta, 1994, 2006;
Andrews, Zinger et al., 1990a; Bonta & Andrews, 2007; Gendreau, 1996.

and (c) what styles, modes and strategies of service are best employed
(the general responsivity and specific responsivity principles).

The Core RNR Principles and Key Clinical Issues

In 1990, together with our colleague Robert Hoge, we presented
three general principles of classification for purposes of effective correc-
tional treatment: the (1) risk, (2) need, and (3) responsivity principles of
effective correctional treatment (Andrews, Bonta & Hoge, 1990). Since
then, as Table 2.1 demonstrates, we have added others. Because they are
the core clinical principles—the source of the name RNR—we highlight
human service delivery and adherence with the core clinical principles.

The Principle of Human Service. The typical legal and judicial prin-
ciples of deterrence, restoration, just desert, and due process have little to
do with the major risk/need factors. It is through human, clinical, and
social services that the major causes of crime may be addressed.

The Risk Principle. There are two aspects to the risk principle. The
first is that criminal behavior can be predicted. We began to provide the
evidence that criminal behavior can be predicted in Chapter 1 and con-
tinue the process in the next section of Chapter 2 and throughout the
text. The second aspect of the risk principle involves the idea of matching
levels of treatment services to the risk level of the offender. This match-
ing of service to offender risk is the essence of the risk principle and is the
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bridge between assessment and effective treatment. More precisely,
higher-risk offenders need more intensive and extensive services if we are
to hope for a significant reduction in recidivism. For the low-risk offender,
minimal or even no intervention is sufficient.

Although the risk principle appears to make a great deal of common
sense, sometimes theory and practice do not always agree. Some human
service workers prefer to work with the motivated lower-risk clients rather
than with the high-risk, resistant clients. After all, it is personally reinforc-
ing to work with someone who listens and tries to follow your advice.

The largest known test of the risk principle was conducted by
Christopher Lowenkamp and his colleagues (Lowenkamp, Latessa
& Holsinger, 2006). Ninety-seven residential and nonresidential pro-
grams in the state of Ohio were reviewed as to how well they adhered to
the risk principle. Information was collected on the length of time in a
program, whether more services were offered to higher-risk offenders,
and the delivery of cognitive behavioral programs to offenders. Providing
intensive services to higher-risk offenders was associated with an 18 per-
cent reduction of recidivism for offenders in residential programs and a
nine percent reduction for offenders in nonresidential programs.

Table 2.2 provides some further examples of what happens when
treatment is—or is not—matched to the risk level of the offender. In each of
the studies, reductions in recidivism for high-risk offenders were found only
when intensive levels of services were provided. However, when intensive ser-
vices were provided to low-risk offenders, they had a negative effect. This
detrimental effect is not found in all studies. In general, there is a very small
positive effect (phi =.03; Andrews & Dowden, 2006). A meta-analytic review
of 374 experimental tests of correctional treatment that explores the risk and
other RNR principles will be summarized at the end of this chapter.

The Criminogenic Need Principle. Many offenders, especially high-
risk offenders, have multiple needs. They “need” places to live and work

Table 2.2
Risk Level and Treatment (% Recidivism)

Level of Treatment

Study Risk Level Minimal Intensive
O’Donnell et al. (1971) Low 16 22
High 78 56
Baird et al. (1979) Low 3 10
High 37 18
Andrews & Kiessling (1980) Low 12 17
High 58 31
Bonta et al. (2000a) Low 15 32
High 51 32
Lovins et al. (2007) Low 12 26

High 49 43
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and/or they “need” to stop taking drugs. Some have poor self-esteem,
chronic headaches, or cavities in their teeth. These are all needs or
problematic circumstances. The criminogenic need principle draws our
attention to the distinction between criminogenic and noncriminogenic
needs, a point that we introduced when discussing dynamic risk factors in
Chapter 1. Criminogenic needs are a subset of an offender’s risk level.
They are dynamic risk factors that, when changed, are associated with
changes in the probability of recidivism. Noncriminogenic needs are also
dynamic and changeable, but they are weakly associated with recidivism.

Our argument is that if treatment services are offered with the intention
of reducing recidivism, changes must occur on criminogenic need factors.
Offenders also have a right to the highest-quality service for other needs,
but that is not the primary focus of correctional rehabilitation. Addressing
noncriminogenic needs is unlikely to alter future recidivism significantly
unless doing so indirectly impacts on criminogenic needs. Typically, non-
criminogenic needs may be targeted for motivational purposes or on human-
itarian grounds. We may help an offender feel better, which is important
and valued, but this may not necessarily reduce recidivism.

The reader will note that criminogenic needs are actually represented
by the Central Eight as outlined in the next section of this chapter.
Noncriminogenic needs often fall among factors considered important in
sociological and psychopathological theories of crime (as described in
Chapter 3).

As an illustration of the link between criminogenic needs and criminal
behavior, we select the criminogenic need of criminal attitudes. All theories—
labeling theory, control theory, differential association, and so forth—in some
way or another give respect to the role of criminal attitudes in criminal
behavior (Andrews, 1990). Assessments of procriminal attitudes have
repeatedly evidenced significant associations with criminal behavior among
adult criminals (Andrews, Wormith & Kiessling, 1985; Bonta, 1990; Simourd,
1997; Simourd & Olver, 2002; Simourd & Van de Van, 1999; Walters, 1996)
and young offenders (Shields & Ball, 1990; Shields & Whitehall, 1994).

There is also evidence for the dynamic validity of procriminal attitudes
(see Table 2.3). Increases in procriminal attitudes are associated with
increased recidivism, and recidivism decreases when the offender holds
fewer procriminal beliefs and attitudes. In contrast, traditional clinical
treatment targets, such as anxiety and emotional empathy, fail to demon-
strate dynamic predictive validity. Continued research and development
into the assessment of criminogenic needs will have enormous impact on
the rehabilitation of offenders and the development of our conceptual
understanding of criminal behavior.

The General Responsivity Principle. The responsivity principle refers
to delivering treatment programs in a style and mode that is consistent
with the ability and learning style of the offender. The general responsiv-
ity principle is quite straightforward: Offenders are human beings, and
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Table 2.3
Three-Year Recidivism Rates by Six-Month Retest of Procriminal Attitude (N)

Retest Risk Level

Intake Risk Level Low Moderate High Overall
High (38) 7 43 40 29
Moderate (58) 10 37 57 33
Low (56) 10 20 67 16
Overall (152) 10 34 52 19
(72) (53) (27 (152)

From Andrews & Wormith, 1984

the most powerful influence strategies available are cognitive-behavioral
and cognitive social learning strategies. It matters little whether the
problem is antisocial behavior, depression, smoking, overeating, or poor
study habits—cognitive-behavioral treatments are often more effective
than other forms of intervention. Hence, one should use social learning
and cognitive-behavioral styles of service to bring about change. These
powerful influence strategies include modeling, reinforcement, role
playing, skill building, modification of thoughts and emotions through
cognitive restructuring, and practicing new, low-risk alternative behav-
iors over and over again in a variety of high-risk situations until one gets
very good at it.

The Specific Responsivity Principle. There are many specific respon-
sivity considerations. For example, an insight-oriented therapy delivered
in a group format may not “connect” very well for a neurotic, anxious
offender with limited intelligence. Offender characteristics such as inter-
personal sensitivity, anxiety, verbal intelligence, and cognitive maturity
speak to the appropriateness of different modes and styles of treatment
service (Bonta, 1995). It is under the responsivity principle that many of
the psychological approaches to offender assessment may have their
value (Van Voorhis, 1997). By identifying personality and cognitive
styles, treatment can be better matched to the client.

There have been a number of personality-based systems developed to
guide the treatment of offenders. For example, the Conceptual Level
system (Hunt & Hardt, 1965) was developed for use with juvenile delin-
quents and describes four stages of cognitive development (from egocen-
tric thinking to an ability to think of problems from many different
perspectives). Young offenders are assessed and categorized into one of
the four conceptual level stages and then matched to different degrees of
structured treatment. What is important in the Conceptual Level system
and other similar systems (e.g., I-Level; Jesness, 1971) is the idea of
differential treatment. That is, a certain treatment strategy and/or thera-
pist are matched to the characteristics of the offender. Table 2.4 summarizes
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Table 2.4
The Specific Responsivity Principle

PICO: Mean Follow-Up Months Incarcerated (Grant, 1965)

Psychodynamic Casework

Client Type No Yes p
Amenable 4.8 2.1 *
Nonamenable 4.8 5.5 ns

Camp Elliott: Estimated Success Rates (Grant, 1965)

Level of Structure

Client Type Low High p
High Maturity .72 .60 *
Low Maturity .46 .60 *

Recidivism Rates of Probationers (Andrews & Kiessling, 1980)

Supervision by Citizen Volunteers

Client Type No Yes p
High Empathy .80 .00 *
Low Empathy .48 42 ns

Mean # of New Offenses (Leschied, 1984)

Level of Structure

Client Type Low High p
High Conceptual Level nr nr nr
Low Conceptual Level 1.54 A7 *

p = probability; ns = not significant; nr = not reported

Adapted from Andrews et al. (1990)

a number of studies that found differential effects on outcome depending
upon the type of treatment provided and the characteristics of the client,
including a study that used the Conceptual Level system.

Only a few of the possible variables that come under the responsiv-
ity principle have been studied in any detail. Theories of personality
and crime suggest a host of possibilities that have barely been consid-
ered by researchers in corrections. The issue of amenability or motiva-
tion to treatment is an important area of research. James Prochaska
and his colleagues (Prochaska, DiClemente & Norcross, 1992) describe
methods that a therapist can use to increase the client’s motivation to
change. Their work has been in the area of addictions, but some of the
principles of “motivational interviewing” have relevance to general
offenders (Ginsberg et al., 2002; Kennedy & Serin, 1999; Ogloff
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& Davis, 2004) and sex offenders (Wilson & Barrett, 1999). Increasing
motivation may be particularly important with high-risk offenders who
tend to drop out of treatment. If we are to adhere to the risk principle,

then we must ensure that high-risk offenders remain in treatment
(Wormith & Olver, 2002).

Additional Clinical Principles

Principle 9 (Breadth) highlights the importance of targeting multiple
criminogenic needs when working with high-risk cases. The higher the
risk, the more criminogenic (dynamic risk factors) become evident. Thus,
addressing only one or two criminogenic needs among high-risk offenders
does not go as far as targeting the multiple criminogenic needs of these
individuals.

Principle 10 (Strength) has implications for both the accurate predic-
tion of recidivism and for specific responsivity. In regard to prediction,
recall the discussion of strengths in Chapter 1. To date, however, there
are few examples in the practical world of risk assessment that actually
demonstrates improved accuracy when considerations of strengths and
risk are combined.

Principle 11 (Structured Assessment) underscores the evidence that
the validity of structured assessments greatly exceeds that of unstruc-
tured professional judgment. In order to adhere to the risk principle, one
must reliably differentiate low-risk cases from higher-risk cases, and
structured risk assessments do a better job at this than unstructured judg-
ments of risk.

Principle 12 (Professional Discretion) recognizes that professional
judgment on rare occasions may override structured decisionmaking.
However, this principle also stresses that the use of professional discre-
tion must be clearly documented.

Overarching Principles

Principle 1 is overarching because any intervention is expected to
respect the norms of the broader and narrower communities of which it
is a part. This is as true for correctional activities as it is for the delivery
of recreational, dental, medical, or any other services. Ethicality, legality,
decency, and cost-efficiency are widely appreciated standards of conduct.
All forms of human, social and clinical services are subject to evaluations
in regard to ethicality, legality, and some other norms. It is equally true,
as indicated in Principle 1, that there is some setting-specificity in the
normative context. For example, it is perhaps fair to say that an ethic of
caring is more readily evident in some forensic mental health settings
than in some prison settings.
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The normative principle is not to be confused with the active
“ingredients” of service. The active ingredients for reduced offending
are adherence with the core principles of human service, including the
principles of risk, criminogenic need, and responsivity. Under certain
conditions, adherence with relevant norms will have a positive impact on
treatment outcome. For example, addressing noncriminogenic needs may
well enhance motivation for participation in treatment and/or enhance
an offender’s ability to participate more fully in treatment.

Principle 2 recommends that psychological understandings of crime
be drawn upon. If you are interested in the criminal behavior of indivi-
duals, be sure to work from theoretical perspectives on the criminal
behavior of individuals. In particular, general personality and cognitive
social learning (GPCSL) theoretical perspectives are recommended.
GPCSL perspectives are unsurpassed in their power and wide applica-
bility. Their power resides in (a) the identification of effective clinical
practices and interpersonal influence strategies of wide applicability,
(b) the specification of major risk, need, and responsivity factors in the
analysis and prediction of criminal and noncriminal alternative
behavior, (c) a ready integration with biological/neuropsychological
perspectives as well as broader social structural and cultural perspec-
tives, and (d) the flexibility to incorporate new conceptions and strat-
egies (such as motivational interviewing). GPCSL is reviewed in detail
in Chapter 4.

Principle 3 extends the RNR model of crime prevention to health and
other agencies outside of justice and corrections.

Organizational Principles

Principles 13 through 15 stress the importance for policy and manage-
ment to support the integrity of RNR programming. Staff cannot deliver
programs and services in adherence to RNR without the support of their
own organization and those of other agencies (mental health, social services,
etc.) that can support the rehabilitation of offenders. Note that the relation-
ship and structuring skills inherent in staff practice draw directly upon
GPCSL-based interpersonal influence strategies and behavior change
approaches.

Alternatives to RNR

Alternatives to the RNR model have been suggested. For example,
Ward, Melzer, and Yates (2007) have forwarded a Good Lives Model
(GLM). This model posits that personal well-being is attained through
the “human goods” of enjoyable friendships, work that is valued, and
sexual satisfaction. Is this a better alternative to the GPCSL-based RNR
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approach to work with moderate and higher-risk offenders? A Good
Lives Model would suggest the following:

1. Offer intensive crime prevention services to low-risk offenders.
Our response: Why? They have a low probability of reoffending
even without service.

2. Rely on punishment. Our response: Official sanctions will not
reduce criminal offending unless human services are delivered in
adherence with the principles of RNR.

3. Rely on increasing the personal well-being of the offender. Our
response: That is a valid humanitarian aspect of RNR, but it
will not reduce criminal offending unless the services are
otherwise and additionally in adherence with the principles of
RNR. There is no reason to expect reduced reoffending if the
criminogenic needs of moderate and higher-risk cases are not
reduced.

GLM'’s conceptualization of rehabilitation suggests that living a ful-
filling life is incompatible with crime. Another motto is that enhancing
personal well-being automatically results in reduced criminogenic needs.
These slogans utterly miss the importance of the contingencies of human
action that are stressed within GPCSL perspectives.

Consider the importance of living the most fulfilling life possible
through achievement of satisfactions associated with friendship, enjoy-
able work, loving relationships, creative pursuits, sexual satisfaction,
positive self-regard, and intellectual challenge. A simple exercise is to
count the ways in which the achievement of such satisfactions could
readily increase crime: (1) friendship and loving relationships (with
criminal others that increase criminal associates and may also weaken
friendships with noncriminal others and foster the acquisition of antiso-
cial sentiments); (2) enjoyable work (the often quick and easy route to
rewards and the sometimes exciting pursuit of a criminal career);
(3) creative pursuits/intellectual challenge (the joy of beating the system);
(4) positive self-regard (personal pride in criminal achievements); and
(5) sexual satisfaction (through exploitation of children and/or sexual
aggression).

Interventions are supportive of crime if the interventions do not
shift the supports for crime in a direction unfavorable to crime (or a shift
in the direction of risk factors becoming strength factors). As you proceed
through PCC, you will discover example after example of well-intentioned
family programs, vocational programs, and substance abuse programs
all failing to reduce criminal recidivism unless the contingencies are
shifted through adherence with the principles of RNR.
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Summary

In the context of GPCSL, crime cannot be understood without
understanding whether the personal, interpersonal, and community
supports for human behavior are favorable or unfavorable to crime.
When the contingencies of human action are ignored, actions based on
the rhetoric of official punishment, fundamental human needs, and
positive goals can be criminogenic. It is not sufficient to highlight personal
well-being or to highlight the accumulation of rewards and satisfactions.
It must be made explicit that the contingencies should be supportive of
noncriminal alternative routes to rewards. That is what adherence with
the principles of RNR is designed to support. Now an overview of the
research findings in regard to risk/need factors will be outlined, as will be
some research findings in regard to applications of the RNR model.

The Major and Moderate Risk/Need Factors
The Best Validated of Risk/Need Factors

What are the major risk/need factors in the analysis of criminal
behavior, and how strongly are they associated with criminal behavior,
on their own and when acting in combination? Most often we will use
the Pearson correlation coefficient (r) as the measure of strength of
association (or effect size). We should be able to rank order potential
risk/need factors in terms of the strength of their covariation, or at least
form sets of major, moderate, and minor risk factors. Here you will be
introduced to the “Central Eight” risk/need factors, which incorporate
the “Big Four.” The “Big Four” are proposed to be the major predictor
variables and indeed the major causal variables in the analysis of criminal
behavior of individuals.

As a preamble to the forthcoming discussion, it will help if you recog-
nize where your authors were coming from when they began doing meta-
analyses in the late 1980s. As social psychologists of knowledge will explain,
the conclusions drawn from research must in part reflect the decisions made
by primary researchers, the meta-analysts themselves, and by reviewers of
the meta-analytic reviews. Some of the values underlying our version of
PCC were outlined in Chapter 1. While trying to remain open to all types
of potential risk/need/strength factors, we are not favorably predisposed
toward the social location perspectives, the early forensic mental health
perspectives, or deterrence and some other justice perspectives. In part this
reflects our understanding of the research literature, including the weak
power of the social location, mental health, and deterrence variables found
in our own early research and early reviews of the literature.
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Before the meta-analytic explosion of the 1990s, the authors (Don
Andrews, Jim Bonta, and colleagues such as Robert Hoge, Stephen
Wormith, and Paul Gendreau) had a decent handle on the state of both
sets of research studies (risk/need factors and correctional treatment).
Our group already “knew” by the early 1980s, from our own research
and from narrative reviews of the literature by members of our group and
by others, that social class of origin and personal emotional distress and
mental disorder were minor risk factors at best. We “knew” that various
measures of antisocial personality pattern, antisocial attitudes, antisocial
associates, a history of antisocial behavior, substance abuse, and prob-
lematic circumstances at home and at school or work were all risk factors
for criminal behavior. “How could one read Glueck and Glueck (1950),
Hirschi (1969), and subsequent longitudinal studies and continue to
declare the relative importance of mental illness and class of origin,” we
thought. “How could one read the literature on the effects of official
punishment and correctional treatment and believe that punishment
works and treatment does not work,” we wondered. And then the meta-
analyses began to appear on the academic scene: PCC was energized, and
much of what was mainstream sociological criminology and mainstream
forensic mental health collapsed and then reformed all in a short period
of about 15 years. Deterrence and other justice models, such as restora-
tion, may also now be in the process of transformation through the wel-
coming arms of therapeutic jurisprudence (Andrews & Dowden, 2007).

In the early 1980s, the first version of the Level of Service Inventory—
Revised (LSI-R) was in use in the province of Ontario, Canada (Andrews,
1982, 1994; Andrews & Bonta, 1995). That offender risk/need assessment
instrument was built to be scored by probation and parole officers through
interviews with offenders and relevant others (e.g., family members) and
through reviews of correctional agency and police or court files. The instru-
ment was composed of a set of risk/need items that fell in the domains of
antisocial attitudes, antisocial associates, criminal history, substance abuse,
family/marital, school/work, leisure recreation, financial problems, accom-
modation problems, and personal/emotional issues that included signs of
antisocial personality problems mixed in with mental health issues. This was
our first structured outline of the Central Eight risk and need factors.

The risk/need section of the newer version of the LSI-R (LS/CMI or
Level of Service/Case Management Inventory; Andrews, Bonta
& Wormith, 2004) has been reduced to the Central Eight (including anti-
social personality pattern) with a supplementary sampling of history of
violence and aggression. The LS/CMI and the youth version (YLS/CMI:
Hoge & Andrews, 2002) are also now gender-informed instruments in
that a wider range of noncriminogenic needs are sampled for purposes of
program planning. Research over the years with the Level of Service (LS)
instruments has greatly sharpened our appreciation of the power of the
Central Eight and in particular the predictive power of the Big Four.
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All in all, our research and experience up to the 1990s set us to see
the world in terms of major, moderate, and minor risk/need factors. That
model has generally been supported by the meta-analyses summarized
below. We included this introductory piece, however, to alert the reader
to the fact that while we were shaped to discuss the Central Eight, other
researchers may choose to describe the major and minor risk/need factors
in different ways.

To our knowledge, with perhaps a few exceptions in critical (Marxist/
socialist) criminology, critical feminism, and feminism in portions of
sociological criminology, there are few investigators or scholars who
would deny the overall pattern of results that are described herein. We
return to those exceptions presently.

Some researchers do not impose any theoretical order on the findings.
They tend to be pure “empiricists” who seek risk assessments composed
of the smallest number of assessed factors needed to maximize predictive
accuracy. Typically, statistical techniques are employed to select that
minimum number of predictive factors. In Chapter 10, these types of risk
assessment approaches will be called “second generation” because they
tend to ignore dynamic risk factors (or criminogenic needs). On the other
hand, the LS instruments, as noted above, are called “third generation”
instruments because they carefully survey the major criminogenic needs,
or “fourth generation” because in addition to the survey of needs (crimi-
nogenic and noncriminogenic) they structure case planning in a manner
that is in adherence with the RNR model. As will be seen in Chapter 10,
the best of the second-generation instruments do very well as risk
assessment instruments, but they are otherwise of very limited value in
selecting appropriate intermediate targets and other aspects of service
planning. To our knowledge, supporters of second-generation assessments
do not deny the evidence that we will be reviewing. Simply expressed, pri-
marily they are interested in efficient risk assessment and not the planning
of crime prevention services with moderate- and higher-risk cases.

Other researchers may not refer to the Big Four or the Central Eight
but do impose different labeling or classification systems. For example,
antisocial personality and criminal history may be combined to form a
measure of “antisociality,” “antisocial potential,” or for that matter,
Hare’s (1991) assessment of “psychopathic personality.”

Some prefer to say that all of the Central Eight are the expression of
a single factor. Hirschi (2004) called that single factor “weak self-
control.” These alternative labeling approaches will be introduced
throughout the text. To our knowledge, investigators who prefer
alternative descriptive labels do not deny the evidence that we outline. As
noted above, to our knowledge, with perhaps a few exceptions in critical
and feminist portions of sociological criminology, there are few investi-
gators or scholars who would deny the evidence. We will take a fresh
look at the issue of gender differences shortly.
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For now, we want readers to appreciate the state of the evidence on
risk/need factors very early in the textbook without arguing about the fine
points of measurement and conceptualization. We will develop the theo-

retical, measurement, and methodological issues as we proceed through
the story of PCC.

A Narrative Summary of the Central Eight

Table 2.5 provides a narrative summary of the Central Eight risk/
need factors, beginning with the Big Four and followed by the moderate
four. Note that the table also specifies dynamic aspects of each risk factor

Table 2.5
Major Risk/Need Factors: The Central Eight

The Big Four

1. History of Antisocial Behavior. This includes early involvement in a number and variety of

antisocial activities in a variety of settings, such as in the home and out of the home. Major
indicators include being arrested at a young age, a large number of prior offenses, and rule
violations while on conditional release. Place little weight on the seriousness of the current
offense or the amount of injury imposed by the current offense. The latter is an aggravating
factor at the time of sentencing, but that is not the same as being a risk factor. In risk
assessment, place the emphasis on early onset and number and variety of offenses.
Strength: Antisocial behavior is absent or so rare that procriminal contributions to antisocial
attitudes will be minimal.
Dynamic need and promising intermediate targets of change: A history cannot be changed,
but appropriate intermediate targets of change include building up new noncriminal behaviors
in high-risk situations and building self-efficacy beliefs supporting reform (“| know what to do
to avoid criminal activity and | know that | can do what is required”).

2. Antisocial Personality Pattern. In everyday language: impulsive, adventurous
pleasure-seeking, generalized trouble (multiple persons, multiple settings), restlessly
aggressive, callous disregard for others (see Glueck and Glueck’s research in Chapter
3). Other classifications and descriptions of Antisocial Personality Pattern include:

Defined according to the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (Caspi, Moffitt et al.,
1994; Patrick, Curtin & Tellegen, 2002). Weak Constraint (low on traditionalism, or
endorsing high moral standards; low on harm avoidance, or low on avoiding excitement
and danger; low on self-control; low on being reflective and planful). Negative Emotionality
(aggression, or causes discomfort in others; alienation and feels mistreated; stress
reaction dominated by anger and irritability). Note that Positive Emotionality is not a major
correlate of delinquency (the indicators of positive emotionality include being happy,
having positive self-esteem, and being sociable).

Defined according to the Five Factor Model (Miller & Lynman, 2001; Digman, 1990): Low
Agreeableness (hostile, spiteful, jealous, self-centered, indifferent to others, antagonistic)
and Low Conscientiousness (lack persistence, impulsive, weak planning, weak constraint,
criminal values). The following are not major correlates: extraversion (as defined by
sociability), openness to experience, and neuroticism (except for items that suggest
irritability).

Defined according to the Seven Factor Model (Cloninger et al., 1993): Novelty Seeking
(intense exhilaration/excitement in response to novelty). Low Self-Directedness
(self-determination and willpower). Low Cooperativeness (tending to be antagonistic
and hostile, not agreeable). Harm avoidance, persistence, and self-transcendence
(spirituality) are not associated with antisocial behavior.
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Defined according to the four facets of Hare Psychopathy Checklist (Hare, 2003): The
strongest facet is a history of antisocial behavior (as noted above). The weaker facets are
the personality aspects of interpersonal glibness, shallow affect and lack of guilt, parasitic
lifestyle.
Defined according to the LS/CMI (Andrews, Bonta & Wormith, 2004). Indicators of
psychopathy and/or anger problems. Early and diverse antisocial behavior. Criminal
attitudes. Generalized trouble in multiple domains.
Strength: High restraint, thinks before acting, highly agreeable.
Dynamic need and promising intermediate targets of change: The dynamic aspects of
personality are weak self-control skills, weak anger management skills, and poor problem-
solving skills, and the intermediate targets, of course, are to build up those skills.
Antisocial Cognition. This set of variables includes attitudes, values, beliefs, rationalizations,
and a personal identity that is favorable to crime. The cognitive-emotional states associated
with crime are anger and feeling irritated, resentful, and/or defiant. Specific indicators
would include identification with criminals, negative attitudes toward the law and justice
system, a belief that crime will yield rewards, and rationalizations that specify a broad
range of conditions under which crime is justified (e.g., the victim deserved it, the victim is
worthless).
Strength: Rejects antisocial sentiments; personal identity is explicitly anticriminal and
prosocial.
Dynamic need and promising intermediate targets of change: The antisocial cognitions are
subject to change through reduction of antisocial thinking and feeling and through building
and practicing less risky thoughts and feelings
Antisocial Associates. This risk/need factor includes both association with procriminal
others and relative isolation from anticriminal others. This risk/need factor is sometimes
called “social support for crime.”
Strength: Close and frequent association with anticriminal others; no association with criminal
others.
Dynamic need and promising intermediate targets of change: This factor is dynamic, and the
appropriate intermediate targets are again obvious: reduce association with procriminal
others and enhance association with anticriminal others.

The Moderate Four

Family/Marital Circumstances. The key to assessing both family of origin for young people
and marital circumstances for older people is the quality of the interpersonal relationships
within the unit (parent-child or spouse-spouse) and the behavioral expectations and rules in
regard to antisocial behavior, including monitoring, supervision, and disciplinary approaches.
In assessments of youths, the two key parenting variables are nurturance/caring and
monitoring supervision. On the part of the young people themselves, look for the young
person caring about the parent and caring about the parent’s opinions. In the case of marriage
(or its equivalent), look for a high-quality relationship (mutual caring, respect, and interest) in
combination with anticriminal expectations (“Do you know where your spouse is?”). The risk
factor is poor-quality relationships in combination with either neutral expectations with regard
to crime or procriminal expectations.

Strength: Strong nurturance and caring in combination with strong monitoring and
supervision.

Dynamic need and promising intermediate targets of change. Reduce conflict, build positive
relationships, enhance monitoring and supervision.

School/Work. Yet again we place a major emphasis on the quality of the interpersonal rela-
tionships within the settings of school and/or work. Generally, the risk/need factors are low
levels of performance and involvement and low levels of rewards and satisfactions.
Strength: Strong attachments to fellow students/colleagues along with authority figures in
combination with high levels of performance and satisfaction at school/work.

Dynamic need and promising intermediate targets of change: Enhance performance, involve-
ment, and rewards and satisfactions.

Leisure/Recreation. Low levels of involvement and satisfactions in anticriminal leisure pursuits.
Strength: High levels of involvement in and satisfactions in anticriminal leisure pursuits.
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Table 2.5 (continued)

Dynamic need and promising intermediate targets of change: Enhance involvement and
rewards and satisfactions.

8. Substance Abuse. The risk/need factor is problems with alcohol and/or other drugs (tobacco
excluded). Current problems with substances indicate higher risk than a prior history of
abuse.

Strengths: No evidence of risky substance abuse, and sentiments tend to be negative toward
substance abuse.

Dynamic need and promising intermediate targets of change: Reduce substance abuse,
reduce the personal and interpersonal supports for substance-oriented behavior, enhance
alternatives to substance abuse.

Note: The minor risk/need factors (and less promising intermediate targets of change) include the
following: personal/emotional distress, major mental disorder, physical health issues, fear of
official punishment, social class of origin, seriousness of current offense, and other factors
unrelated or only mildly related to offending.

(that is, the criminogenic need factors) as well as appropriate intermediate
targets of change when an ultimate interest is reduced future offending.
The positive extremes are listed as strengths. Each factor is thereby
formulated to encourage adherence with the risk, criminogenic need, and
strength principles of RNR.

The specification of a history of antisocial behavior notes the impor-
tance of not equating risk of offending with seriousness of the current
offense. The indicators of risk are early involvement, an extensive his-
tory, a variety of antisocial activities (property plus violent offences), and
rule violations even while under supervision (e.g., parole violations).

A major error in risk assessment is to score seriousness of the current
offense as a risk factor. It is not a major risk factor. It is an aggravating
factor in sentencing (in the sense that the more serious the injury imposed
by an offense, the more severe the penalty). Just desert and risk of reof-
fending reflect different concerns.

The descriptions of antisocial personality factors uses everyday lan-
guage as well as the more precise language associated with certain well
known personality classification and dimensional systems. You will learn
more about those systems in subsequent chapters, and you do not need
to feel that you must have an in-depth appreciation for each system now.
An antisocial personality pattern in regard to risk/need typically involves
at least two relatively independent dimensions. One is weak self-control
and a lack of planning. The second is negative emotionality (in the sense
of irritability, feeling mistreated, and being antagonistic).

It is important to note that the trait measures of antisocial pattern
assess these predispositions as relatively stable, enduring factors. However,
self-control and negative emotionality may also be assessed as acute
dynamic factors. Acute changes, such as an angry outburst, are highly
important in a GPCSL understanding of variation in criminal activity.
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Finally, the personality research is also very helpful in identifying
factors that have very little to offer in understanding individual differences
in criminal activity. Considering so many misunderstandings of crime and
criminals that are widely and actively promoted, it is quite helpful to
attend to those aspects of personality that are not associated with criminal
activity in a major way. These weak factors include happiness, self-esteem,
sociability, spirituality, openness to experience, feelings of anxiety and
worry, and psychopathology. We will be returning to these issues
throughout the text because misunderstandings of crime and criminals
are so common. It appears that some happy people are offenders, and
many are not offenders; some sad people are offenders, and many sad
people are not; and so on. You should feel free to provide your own
examples.

Some of these noncriminogenic factors may well be specific respon-
sivity factors. You may approach and work with sad people in ways that
are different from the ways you work with happy people. Some sad
offenders may be so sad that they are unable to focus on treatment. Some
happy offenders may be so happy with their being and circumstances
that they show little interest in making any changes. Why would they
want to reduce criminogenic needs when their criminal activity is obvi-
ously contributing to their well-being?

Meta-Analyses of Risk/Need Factors

Resource Note 2.1 summarizes an early meta-analysis conducted pri-
marily at the University of New Brunswick by Paul Gendreau, Claire
Goggin, and Chantel Chanteloupe. It was a primitive meta-analysis in
many ways, but its overall pattern of results has now been replicated by
many reviewers. You will note for purposes of categorization, in those early
years, studies of antisocial attitudes and antisocial associates were pooled
in a single category. Similarly, antisocial personality pattern and history of
antisocial behavior were pooled. Thus, the Big Four were represented by
only two categories. In the early study, parent characteristics (e.g., father’s
criminal history) and family structure (e.g., single-parent home) were
pooled with studies of family cohesiveness and parenting practices.

Inspection of Resource Note 2.1 reveals that the pattern was clear.
Lower-class origins and personal distress/psychopathology were minor
risk factors compared to the other sets of variables. This was true for
males and females, whites and blacks, and for younger and older per-
sons. The pattern was evident whether cross-sectional or longitudinal
designs research were used and whether criminal behavior was defined
by self-report or by official records. Whatever way you cut it, attitudes/
associates and personality/history were most strongly correlated with
criminal behavior.
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Resource Note 2.1

This ongoing project (Gendreau,
Andrews, Goggin & Chanteloupe, 1992)
involves a survey of all studies of the corre-
lates of crime published in the English lan-
guage since 1970. The studies were uncovered
through automated library searches, surveys
of key review articles, and follow-ups on ref-
erence lists of the studies in hand.

Approximately 1,000 studies had been
listed, 700 studies located, and 372 studies
subjected to content analysis and meta-analysis.
These 372 studies yielded more than 1,770
Pearson correlation coefficients, each of which
reflected the covariation of some potential
correlate of individual criminal conduct with
some measure of criminal conduct.

Reflecting the general personality and
social psychological perspective underlying this
text, particular risk/need factors were assigned
to seven categories. These categories were:
(1) lower-class origins as assessed by parental
educational and occupational indices and
neighborhood characteristics, (2) personal dis-
tress indicators, including “psychological”
measures of anxiety, depression, and low
self-esteem as well as more “sociological”
assessments of anomie and alienation, (3)
personal educational/vocational/economic
achievement, (4) parental psychological status
and functioning as well as family cohesiveness
and parenting practices, (5) antisocial tempera-
ment, personality, and behavioral history, (6)
antisocial attitudes and antisocial associates,
and (7) other variables not obviously fitting
within the first six categories.

Type of Risk/Need Factor

The University of New Brunswick/Carleton University
Meta-analysis of Predictors of Criminal Behavior:
Highlights of Findings

The mean correlation coefficients for
each of the first six categories of risk/need
factors were as follows (with number of
coefficients in parentheses):

1. Lower-Class Origins .06 (97)

2. Personal Distress/ .08 (226)
Psychopathology

3. Personal Education/ 12 (129)
Vocational Achievement

4. Parental/Family Factors .18 (334)

S. Temperament/ 21 (621)
Misconduct/Personality

6. Antisocial Attitudes/ .22 (168)

Associates

The rank ordering of the six sets of risk/
need factors has proven to be very robust
across various types of subjects (differentiated
according to gender, age, and race) and across
methodological variables (such as self-report
versus official measures of crime and
longitudinal versus cross-sectional designs).
The robustness of these findings is illustrated
in the following table:

In summary, the research findings reveal
that lower-class origins and personal distress
are minor risk factors for criminality relative
to indicators of antisocial propensity drawn
from assessments of family, personality,
attitudes, and interpersonal association
patterns.

Mean Correlation Coefficient by Type of Risk/Need Factor and Various Control Variables (N)

Female 03 (12) .08 (19 .13

1 2 3 4 5 6
Overall .06 (97) .08 (226) (129) .18 (334) .21 (621) .22 (168)
Gender
Male .04 (58) .09 (157) .11 (180) .16 (180) .18 (461) .21 (113)

(7 16 (43 .23 (38 .23 (12
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Resource Note 2.1 (continued)
Mean Correlation Coefficient by Type of Risk/Need Factor and Various Control Variables (N)
Type of Risk/Need Factor

1 2 3
Age
Juvenile .03 (49 .09 (66) .10 (40) 18 (151) .22 (142) .23 (63)
Adult .05 (49 .09 (105 .12 (60) 11 (64) .18 (301) .19 (50)
Race
White .05 (20) .09 (102) .10 (56) 20 (148) .19 (235 .24 (77)
Black 07 () .05 ® 17 (6 12 (22) .22 (23) .29 (10)
Measure of Crime
Self-reported .00 (28) .08 31) .10 (19 14 94) .20 (58) .25 (42
Official .06 (40) .10 (1400 .12 18 (121) .19 (385) .19 (71)
Design
Longitudinal A1 (47 .08 (152) .14 (89) A7 (179) .21 (423) .20 (118)
Cross-sectional .03 (50) .08 (74) .08 (40) 19 (156) .19 (198) .27  (50)
1) Lower-Class Origins 2) Personal Distress/Pathology 3) Personal Education/Vocational Achievement
4) Parental/Family Factors 5) Temperament/Misconduct/Personality 6) Antisocial Attitudes/Associates

Linda Simourd, at Carleton University at the time, was particularly
interested in adolescent criminality and gender (Simourd & Andrews,
1994). She drew a fresh set of studies, each of which assessed both young
men and young women with the same instruments. As summarized in
Table 2.6, it is stunning how similar her findings were to the University
of New Brunswick findings. The similarity is evident in regard to the
relatively weak strength of class of origin and personal distress and the
stronger validity of personality. Linda Simourd added some improve-
ments to the analysis. She hypothesized that the parenting skills of
nurturance/caring and monitoring/supervision were more important
than family structure (single-parent status, etc.) and parental history

Table 2.6
Mean r by Gender (k = number of primary correlations)

Female Male Total
(1) Lower-Class Origins .07 .06 .05 (38)
(2) Personal Distress/Psychopathology .10 .09 .07 (34)
(8) Family Structure/Parent Problems .07 .09 .07 (28)
(4) Minor Personality Variables .18 .22 .12 (18)
(5) Poor Parent-Child Relations .20 22 .20 (82)
(6) Personal Education/Vocational Achievement 24 .23 .28 (68)
(7) Temperament/Weak Self Control/Misconduct History .35 .36 .38 (90)
(8) Antisocial Attitudes/Associates .39 .40 .48 (106)

Adapted from Simourd and Andrews, 1994
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variables. Note that the mean 7s for the latter variables were no greater
than those for personal distress while parent-child relations were much
more strongly associated with youthful offending. Linda Simourd also
strengthened the personality/history set by putting factors such as extro-
version in the minor personality set. The personality set then only
included personality factors such as psychopathy, weak self-control,
anger, and resentment, with substantial gains in the mean effect size.
The pattern was virtually identical for the boys and for the girls.
Remember, the correlations do not imply that the boys and girls are
equally involved in criminal activity or that they score in similar ways
on measures of the risk/need factors. Indeed, if young women are less
involved in criminal behavior than are young men, we expect that young
women will score as lower-risk on average on at least some of the factors
than do the young men.

Table 2.7 is interesting because it summarizes the findings of eight
separate meta-analyses, including the two noted above. This is possible
because each meta-analysis made use of the Pearson 7 as the measure of
effect size and hence we can report on the grand mean effect size for each
of the Central Eight risk/need areas and we can compute separate grand
means for the Big Four and the residual four of the Central Eight. We
also report a grand mean for a set of risk/need factors that we label
minor a priori on the basis noted in our introduction to this section. Not
all of the meta-analytic studies computed the r values in exactly the same
way but that is controlled for in that the minor variations were constant
within meta-analytic studies.

Cl is the Confidence Interval that gives the range of values that are
likely to occur around the mean effect size. Typically, the CI is set at
95 percent, meaning that 95 percent of the time the true mean falls
within that interval. The grand mean 7 for the Big Four was .26, and
95 percent of the time the true mean would fall between .22 and .30
(the CI range). The grand mean for the moderate set was .17 with a
CI of .13 to .20. The mean for the minor set was .03 (CI = -.02 to
.08). The latter CI includes .00, hence the mean of .03 is not signifi-
cantly different than .00, which indicates that on average there is no
relationship between the potential predictor variables and criminal
behavior.

This pattern of results is rather powerful evidence for the predictive
power of the Big Four (and the Central Eight) relative to lower-class
origins, personal distress, and fear of official punishment. The ClIs are
nonoverlapping and thus the three means are significantly different
statistically. However, only one meta-analytic study included leisure/
recreation as a potential risk/need factor, and that study was Number
Five, which included the Central Eight subscales of the LS/CMI (as noted
above). Obviously, more work is needed on leisure /recreation as a
member of the Central Eight.
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The Predictive Validity of Composite Assessments
of the Central Eight

The applicability of the findings reviewed in Tables 2.3 through 2.7 is
a major theoretical, empirical, and practical issue. The LS/CMI is a com-
prehensive offender assessment instrument and will be described more
fully in Chapter 10. The first section of the LS/CMI provides a General
Risk/Need score, which is the sum of scores on assessments of the Central

Table 2.7
The Correlation (r) Between Criminal Behavior and the Central Eight, Personal Emotional
Distress, and Lower-Class Origins: Mean Estimates from Eight Meta-Analyses

Meta-analytic Review

One Two Three Four Five Six Seven Eight

History of Antisocial Behavior

21p .38p .16 .26 .35 22 .28 .16
Antisocial Personality Pattern
nt nt 18 19 .31 12 .34 .33
Antisocial Attitudes
22p 48p 18 nt 21 nt 15 .36
Antisocial Associates
nt nt .21 .37 27 nt nt .28
Grand Mean of Big Four Risk/Need Mean Estimates (.26, 95% CI =.22/.30, k = 24)
.22 .43 .18 .27 .29 A7 .26 .28
Family/Marital
.18 .20 .10 .19 .16 .10 14 .33
Education/Employment
12 .28 13 .19 .28 .04 A7 .21
Substance Abuse
nt nt .10 .06 24 1 22 .06
Leisure/Recreation
nt nt nt nt .21 nt nt nt
Grand Mean of Moderate Risk/Need Mean Estimates (.17, 95% CI = .13/.20, k = 23)
.15 .24 1 .15 .22 .08 .18 .20
Lower-Class Origins
.06 .05 .05 .10 nt .00 nt nt
Fear of Official Punishment (Deterrence)
nt nt nt nt nt nt nt -.25
Personal Distress / Psychopathology
.08 .07 .05 nt 14 -.04 .02 -.08
Verbal Intelligence
nt nt .07 A1 nt .01 nt nt
Grand Mean of Minor Risk Factor Mean Estimates (.03, 95% CI = -.02/.08, k = 16)
.07 .06 .07 11 14 -.01 .02 =17

p: pooled estimates for attitudes / associates and for history/personality; nt: not tested.

Notes: The meta-analytic studies: One: Gendreau, Andrews, Goggin & Chanteloupe (1992);
Andrews & Bonta (2003:75-76). Two: Simourd & Andrews (1994). Three: Gendreau, Little & Goggin
(1996). Four: Lipsey & Derzon (1998). Five: from data in Andrews, Bonta & Wormith (2004). Six:
Bonta, Law & Hanson (1998); Seven: Hanson & Morton-Bourgon (2004). Eight: Dowden & Andrews
(1999ab); Andrews & Bonta (2003:310).
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Eight risk/need factors. The scores may be grouped into five levels of risk/
need from Very Low to Very High. The scores have been found to link
with reoffending in U.S., Canadian, Singaporean, and U.K. samples of men
and women and various other groups (Andrews et al., 2004). Inspection of
Table 2.8 reveals the recidivism rates for offenders from Ontario, Canada.
Overall, in the total sample, the recidivism rates increased directly with LS/
CMI risk/need scores (the correlation of risk and reoffending was .44). The
recidivism rates are presented as percentages at each level of risk/need.
Examining the first row, it is evident that 9 percent of the 151 probationers
scoring very low-risk recidivated, 20 percent of the 169 low-risk cases
recidivated, through to 100 percent of the two very high-risk cases.

In two of the meta-analyses already reviewed in this chapter, we have
seen that the predictive validity estimates were virtually identical for male
and female samples. Still, it is not at all unusual in the feminist and critical
criminology literature to read that the predictive validity of the Central
Eight does not hold up for various combinations of age, gender, and poverty.
Indeed, it is sometimes said that the predictive value of members of the
Central Eight really reflect the predictive power of age, gender, and socio-
economic inequality. These challenges demand serious consideration and
will be considered throughout the text. For now, and very briefly so, we
explore the applicability issue with the LS/CMI General Risk/Need scale
that we mentioned has helped to shape our views regarding prediction.

Table 2.8 presents the association between LS/CMI risk/need and the
recidivism of female and male probationers, for young and adult
offenders, and for those who rely on social assistance and those who are

Table 2.8
Percent Reoffending by Intake LS/CMI General Risk /Need Level for Subgroups of 561
Probationers Based on Gender and Poverty (n).

Risk Level
Very Low Low Medium High Very High r with
(0-4) (5-10) (11-19) (20-29) (30+) Recidivism
Total Sample
09 (151) 20 (169) 48 (196) 72 (43) 100 (2) .44
Female Offenders
05 (37) 11 (27) 37 (24) 78 (9) —(0) .50
Male Offenders
10 (114) 22 (142) 49 (172) 71 (34) 100 (2) 41
Young Offenders
09 (32) 31 (39) 59 (51) 87 (16) 100 (2) .52
Adult Offenders
09 (119) 17 (130) 44 (145) 63 (27) —(0) .38
Poverty: Relies on Social Assistance
09 (11) 25 (24) 47 (72) 77 (22) —(0) .39

Does Not Rely on Social Assistance
09 (140) 19 (145) 48 (124) 67 (21) 100 (2) 43
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not economically dependent on the state. The values in the table come
from a re-analysis of the original LSI databank (Andrews & Bonta,
1995). Generally, the assessment scores were predictive of criminal
futures within the total sample and within subgroups defined by gender,
age, and social class.

Table 2.8 was intended to be descriptive and illustrative. Later in the
text (Chapter 10), we will explore the issues of wide applicability meta-
analytically, and do so in detail. The evidence is that LS general risk/need
predicts the criminal recidivism of female offenders at least as well as it
does that of male offenders. In other words, LS risk/need is a gender-
neutral predictor of criminal recidivism, even though it is well-established
that, on average, male offenders are more likely to reoffend than are
female offenders.

Indeed, generally, boys are more likely to engage in antisocial activity
than are girls, and the gender difference in criminal activity extends into
adolescence and adulthood. Still, gender similarities in the predictive
validity of some risk/need factors far outweigh gender differences.
If males are more into offending, it suggests that, on average, they score
higher on risk/need factors than do females. It does not imply that there
are gender differences in what constitutes risk/need factors.

Likewise, gender differences in scores on particular domains of need
do not imply gender differences in the predictive validity of those
particular domains. For example, it is often noted that women experi-
ence more incidents of sexual abuse and greater levels of emotional dis-
tress than do men. However, that does not mean that there are gender
differences in the validity of assessments of victimization or anxiety in
the prediction of offending.

Few, if any, scholars and/or practitioners would deny the existence of
some gender-specificity in risk/need factors. Male-specific factors are pre-
dictive only with males. Female-specific factors are predictive only with
females. Empirically, however, the establishment of gender similarities
and differences in the predictive validity of risk/need factors must actu-
ally be based on studies of gender similarities and differences in which
the findings with samples of females and males are actually compared.
Gender-specificity is sometimes implied by the use of terms such as
“gendered,” “gender-informed,” or “gender-responsive” without the
actual testing of gender differences in the predictive validity of the risk/
need factors.

Fascinated by the ability to identify examples of gender-specific risk/
need factors, we gathered together all the meta-analyses we could find
and sought to uncover gender differences in the validity of risk/need
factors. The risk/need factors explored in particular are from a set of
“gender-informed” (GI) factors. “Gender-informed” factors are ones
suggested by gender-informed theoretical perspectives on crime. Three
social location factors (age, ethnicity, and social class) are suggested to be
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of importance by critical feminists in particular. “Critical feminism” is
based on critical criminology wherein the label “critical” refers to Marxist
(and sometimes socialist) perspectives. Emotional distress, victimization,
poverty, and housing problems are suggested to be important risk/need
factors by some critical feminists, by some sociological feminists, and
within some humanistic perspectives on female offenders. The seven
factors are not exhaustive of all possible GI factors but they constitute a
reasonable sample of factors.

Inspection of Table 2.9 reveals no evidence of female-specificity in
the risk/need factors reviewed. All factors were minimal-to-mild
risk/need factors for females and for males. Being younger is a stronger
risk factor for males than for females, and abuse history is a stronger risk
factor for females than for males. Salience indicates that a factor is pre-
dictive with both males and females but stronger with males (male-salient)
or stronger with females (female-salient). Technical Note 2.1 identifies
the eight meta-analyses that are summarized in Table 2.9.

Of course, there will be some exceptions under some circumstances,
but the available evidence is that despite myriad differences between
females and males, many of the best-established risk/need factors are
gender-neutral in their predictive validity. This appears to be the case
with GPCSL-based risk/need factors (e.g., LS/CMI general risk/need as
in Table 2.8) and with some risk/need factors identified within
gender-informed perspectives (as in Table 2.9).

A major task of the remainder of the textbook is to reveal how the
knowledge regarding risk/need factors grew and to outline the theoret-
ical and practical applications. There is however, another story remain-
ing to be told. How is it possible that the objectives of PCC were so
seriously challenged within mainstream sociological criminology? How
is it possible that the same objections and challenges are currently being
raised by some sociological criminologists in regard to female
offenders?

Table 2.9
Mean Predictive Validity Estimate for Gender Informed Risk/Need Factors by Gender:
Overall Mean r was Averaged Over Mean Estimates Found in up to Eight Meta-Analyses

Female Male A Gender-Neutral Factor?
Being Younger .06 .15 Yes, but Male Salient
Being Non-White .07 .06 Yes
Lower-Class Origins .06 .07 Yes
Emotional Distress 11 A2 Yes
Abuse History 13 .06 Yes, but Female Salient
Poverty 19 .16 Yes
Housing .16 .16 Yes

Note. See Technical Note 2.1 for a fuller presentation of the eight meta-analyses summarized here.
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The evidence regarding the correlates of criminal behavior was
apparent as early as 1950 and verified over and over again even up to the
1970s. Even within forensic mental health (the domain of clinical social
workers, psychiatrists, and psychologists), the belief was that you cannot
predict serious crime. If what has just been reviewed is an accurate ren-
dering of the evidence, how is it that the evidence was missed for so long?
We are not asking about the reasons underlying the discounting of PCC
outlined in Technical Note 1.3. We are talking about the specific
knowledge-destruction techniques that must have been employed for
PCC to be discounted while social class theory thrived in mainstream
criminology and mental illness models thrived in forensic mental health.
We will return to this point in later chapters. Now we turn to the research
literature on an understanding of the ability to influence criminal offend-
ing through applications of the RNR model of correctional treatment.

Experimental Investigations of the Effectiveness
of Correctional Treatment: A Quick Look at What Works
and Research Support for the RNR Model

The issue of the effectiveness of correctional programs has been a
controversial one. Before RNR, many within criminology had taken the
position that, simply put, “nothing works.” These criminologists appear
to have known a priori that a focus on individual offenders could not
work. Hence, they endorsed without criticism program evaluations that
failed to establish the effects of human service and severely criticized
studies that appeared to find evidence in support of particular approaches
to counseling or supervision.

For mainstream criminology, human service could be rejected out-
right a priori because it was inconsistent with their myths. The myths
were that individual differences in criminal activity are trivial, any impor-
tant variability reflects social location and social inequality, criminal
behavior is essentially unpredictable, and “nothing works” except
perhaps a reduction in socioeconomic inequalities.

Having rejected direct human service, many in mainstream crimi-
nology and criminal justice fell into the active endorsement of official
punishment in controlling the criminal conduct of individuals (to be
reviewed in Chapter 13). Here we take just a brief look at the cumulative
findings of the treatment effectiveness literature.

First, note that we have been unable to find any review of experi-
mental studies that reveals systematically positive effects of official pun-
ishment on recidivism. That is, there is no evidence, beyond incapacitation
effects, that official punishment reduces recidivism. In contrast, studies
of direct service have been conducted in the context of a variety of con-
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ditions of judicial sanctioning, such as diversion, probation, and custody.
In dramatic contrast to the effects of official punishment, reduced recidi-
vism was demonstrated in 40 to 80 percent of the studies. The reviews of
controlled studies of human service programs in corrections began to
appear in the literature in the 1950s.

In a review published in 1954, Bernard Kirby was able to locate only
four studies of correctional counseling that approximated experimental
ideals. Three of the four studies produced findings that were favorable to
the notion that direct and controlled interventions were responsible for
decreases in criminal behavior. By 1966, Walter Bailey was able to find
100 studies of correctional effectiveness in the research literature; nearly
60 percent (13 of 22) of the better controlled studies found evidence in
support of the idea that type of intervention was related to outcome. In
1972, Charles Logan reviewed the literature. Our inspection of his tables
showed that at least 18 studies focused on counseling procedures,
involved the use of experimental and control groups, and employed
objective outcome indices. At least 50 percent of these studies found
evidence in support of counseling.

Martinson (1974) and Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks (1975) exam-
ined more than 230 studies. A minimum of 40 percent and up to 60 per-
cent of the studies yielded results consistent with a conclusion that some
treatments work. Reporting in 1979, Paul Gendreau and Robert Ross
found 95 reasonably well-controlled studies published between 1973
and 1975. Eighty-six percent of the studies reported some significant
levels of reduced criminal behavior as the result of treatment. Again, in
1987, they reached essentially the same conclusions based upon studies
published between 1981 and 1987. In 1989, Mark Lipsey reported on
the findings of more than 400 studies of correctional effectiveness,
wherein 60 percent reported positively.

How could “nothing works” prevail and punishment be promoted
when, at a minimum, the research evidence suggested that at least some
programs appeared to be working for some offenders under some cir-
cumstances? The evidence was not consistent with the myths of
sociological criminology. The myths were: (a) the roots of crime are
buried deep in structured inequality, (b) individual differences and
personal variables are trivial or just a reflection of social class, and
(c) correctional treatment/rehabilitation cannot possibly work because
the psychology of criminal behavior is misguided. The problem is theo-
reticism. Theoreticism entails accepting or rejecting knowledge, not on
the basis of evidence, but on the basis of personal and professional inter-
ests and/or on the basis of political ideology.

The meta-analyses have proved to be less readily dismissed than the
narrative reviews. The Carleton University meta-analyses of effective
correctional treatment and many other meta-analyses will be reviewed in
detail later in the chapters on prevention and rehabilitation. For now, we
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present a brief summary to give an overview of the findings and to see
how research design, methodological issues, and knowledge-destruction
approaches may be explored in meta-analyses. Technical Note 2.2 sum-
marizes the anti-rehabilitation themes that allowed dismissal of the
positive pattern of results evident even in the narrative reviews.

The Carleton University databank (Andrews, Dowden & Gendreau,
1999) includes information on 374 controlled experimental tests of the
effects on recidivism of various judicial and correctional treatment inter-
ventions. Every test represents an approximation of the ideals of the
true experimental design in that there is an intervention and a comparison
group, and group members are followed forward in time for a specified
time period. A measure of recidivism is taken on the intervention and
comparison group in each study and the differences computed within
the many studies are expressed by a common measure of effect size (in
our case, the Pearson correlation coefficient, which is also known as the
phi coefficient when two groups are compared on a binary outcome
such as no-yes in regard to reconvictions). Variability in effect sizes may
be explored through investigation of study, methodological, and
treatment variables as potential moderators of the sources of variability
in effect size. Recall that we have already seen that the specific targets
of change selected were a major source of variability in effect size.

Overall, the 374 tests yielded a mean effect size of .08, with a dramatic
range of effect sizes varying from -.43 (a 43 percentage-point increase in
recidivism, according to the Binomial Effect Size Display (BESD; Resource
Note 1.1) to .83 (an 83 percentage point reduction in recidivism). What
can we do in the face of such variability? First, note that on average, the
least valid conclusion is that nothing works. Rather, in 374 tests, the mean
effect is not .00 (no effect on average) and it is not a negative value, which
would indicate, on average, an increase in reoffending. What was found,
on average, was a mild decrease in reoffending. Using the BESD, on
average, the recidivism rate in the intervention group was 46 percent
[(50 - 8)/2], and 54 percent [(50 + 8)/2] in the comparison group. The mild
positive effect encourages exploration of the sources of variability in effect
size. What can account for the more negative, the more neutral, and the
more positive findings represented in the research literature? Only a small
sampling of variables is explored here because later chapters will focus on
official punishment and human service/treatment in more detail.

The Effects of Severity of Sanctions

Among the 374 tests were 101 tests of the effects of increases in the
severity of official punishment. These tests compared, for example, longer
versus shorter periods of community supervision, longer versus shorter
periods of incarceration, a custody disposition versus a community-based
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disposition, and formal arrest versus a warning. The overall mean effect
of increases in the severity of the penalty was a very mild increase in
reoffending (mean r = -.03, range -.32 to .22, 95% confidence interval
(CI): .05 to -.03). Once again, there is considerable variability, but 95
percent of the time the true mean value resides in the narrow negative
range of -.03 and -.0S.

The Effects of Correctional Treatment. Among the 374 tests
were 273 tests of the effects of human service in the justice contexts of
community supervision, custody, and diversion from the justice system.
The human service programs studied included academic and vocational
programs, skill-building programs, family therapy, substance abuse
treatment, and anything that identified itself as a correctional treatment
program as opposed to an official punishment. The mean effect size was
.12 (range -.43 to .83, CI = .09 to .14.) The value of .12 is mild but
positive, and the confidence intervals do not even overlap with those for
official punishment. On average, employing the BESD, the average recid-
ivism rate for the treated offenders was 44 percent [(50 - 12)/2] and 56
percent for the comparison group, a 12 percentage point difference.

Testing RNR Principle # 4 (Introduce Human Service)

As noted above, the mean effect of increases in the severity of sanc-
tions was a mild increase in reoffending (-.03, CI = -.05 to -.03). In con-
trast, the mean effect of service delivery was a mild decrease in reoffending
(.12,.CI =09 to .14). For purposes of reduced offending, introduce human
service into the justice context. That is, adherence with the human service
principle was associated with reduced reoffending (see Figure 2.1).

The Effects of Clinically Relevant and Psychologically
Informed Human Service: Adherence to the Three
Core Principles of Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR)

The three core principles support delivering human service to higher-
risk rather than lower-risk cases (risk principle), targeting dynamic risk
factors (the criminogenic need principle), and using generally powerful
influence and behavior change strategies (general responsivity principle:
use behavioral/social learning/cognitive behavioral strategies rather than
unstructured, nondirective, or “get tough” approaches). Inspection of
Figure 2.2 reveals that adherence with the risk principle—that is,
delivering human services to higher risk cases—results in a larger mean
effect size than does nonadherence with the risk principle. The figure also
reveals that adherence with the principles of need and general responsivity
each yield higher mean effect sizes than does nonadherence.
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Mean Effect Size (r) by Principle of Human Service (k = 374)
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Figure 2.2
Mean Effect Size (r) by Adherence to Principles (k = 374)

The meta-analytic researchers computed a simple four-level index of
overall adherence with risk, need, and general responsivity. A score of
“0” was assigned to those programs that were pure punishment without
any human service or to human service programs that were not in adher-
ence with any of the three core principles. A score of “1” was assigned to
those tests of treatment that were in adherence with only one of the three
principles. A score of “2” indicates adherence with two of the three, and
a score of “3” indicates human service that is in full adherence with risk,
need, and general responsivity.

When human service is delivered in corrections and that service adheres
to the principles of risk, need, and general responsivity (RNR), the mean
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effect size was .26 in 60 tests of treatment. When only two of the three
human service principles are met, the mean effect size drops to .18 (in 84
tests). With conformity to only one of the three principles, the mean effect
size 1s a mere .02 (106 tests). When no human service is introduced and/or
human service is delivered in a manner inconsistent with each of risk,
need, and responsivity principles, such as a high-intensity psychodynamic
therapy targeting self-esteem, the mean effect size is -.02 (124 tests).
Figure 2.3 provides a graphic representation of the effects on reduced
recidivism of RNR adherence. It appears that nonadherence with RNR
may actually be increasing crime and that the hope for crime prevention
resides in the delivery of treatment services consistent with the major prin-
ciples of effective correctional treatment. This is a serious conclusion and
needs to be subjected to very serious critical review. You will be presented
with considerations of RNR adherence throughout the text as various
contextual and potential moderator variables are explored.

For now, Figures 2.4 through 2.6 illustrate the same basic findings
with female offenders and male offenders, with young offenders and
adult offenders, and in follow-ups of prisoners and offenders in community
corrections.

Figure 2.7 presents a different but very important finding. It speaks to
the importance of integrity in service delivery. Integrity refers to adherence
with our fourteenth (staffing) and fifteenth (managerial) RNR principles.
It is apparent that without adherence to the core clinical principles of
RNR, the integrity of service delivery does not matter at all. You can’t
make up for nonadherence to the core principles through the selection,
training, and clinical supervision of therapists (or counselors or officers).
Figure 2.8 summarizes the increases in crime prevention effects through
cumulative levels of RNR adherence.
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Figure 2.3
Mean Effect Size (r) by Adherence to the Number of Principles
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Mean ES by Increasing Levels of RNR Adherence

We have used the Carleton University findings to introduce the basic
results regarding the effects of official punishment and of correctional
treatment. As will become clear as you progress through the text, the
evidence comes from many additional sources. James McGuire (2004)
lists 42 meta-analyses of the effects of correctional treatment on recidi-
vism published since the late 1980s.
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Mark Lipsey (2009) has independently reviewed the literature on
effective interventions with young offenders. He finds support for
the human service or therapeutic principle, for the risk principle, for the
importance of program integrity, and for behavioral and cognitive
behavioral strategies. Unfortunately, his tests of general responsivity
were limited to only some of the service programs, and he did not code
for the need principle. Much more remains to be said about correctional
treatment and will be developed throughout this book. We now turn to
Chapters 3 and 4, which deal with the development of knowledge through
theory and theoretically relevant research.

Worth Remembering

1.

The risk-need-responsivity (RNR) model of correctional assess-
ment and treatment is based on a general personality and cognitive
social learning perspective on human behavior, including criminal
behavior and the major risk, need, and responsivity factors
involved in crime prevention through the delivery of human and
social services.

The Big Four risk/need factors are antisocial personality pattern,
history of antisocial behavior, antisocial attitudes, and antisocial
associates. The Central Eight includes the Big Four along with
substance abuse and problematic circumstances in the domains of
family/marital, school/work, and leisure recreation.

It is possible to produce similar but differently organized lists of
risk/need factors. The designation of the “Big Four” and the
“Central Fight” is a means of assisting in the organization of
knowledge, but the designations are subject to change in the face
of new evidence and/or theoretical considerations.

The available meta-analytic evidence strongly supports the
predictive validity of the Central Eight risk/need factors.

Traditional narrative reviews of the literature and more recent
meta-analyses of the correctional treatment literature support the
relative power of correctional treatment in comparison with
severity of punishment. The research literature also supports the
power of adherence to the human service principles of risk, need,
and general responsivity.

As suggested in Chapter 1, our approach to PCC places consider-
able emphasis upon seeking general understandings of criminal
conduct while attending very carefully to issues of specificity in
regard to types of human beings (e.g., boys and girls, men and
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women) and types of settings (e.g., custodial and community cor-
rections). Such attention was illustrated in this chapter and will
be found throughout the text.

7. Three great stories are involved with the material reviewed in
this chapter. The first story, contained in the Technical Notes
associated with this chapter, was the torturous attempts to
destroy the very possibility of a PCC through intellectual games
involving the definition of crime. The second and third stories
were the specific knowledge-destruction techniques used to
dismiss the very possibility of (1) the prediction of crime and (2)
successful rehabilitation.

Recommended Readings

We have two articles that we would suggest for further elaborations
on the major points made in this chapter. The first is Mark Lipsey and
Francis Cullen’s (2007) review of the effectiveness of offender
rehabilitation in the Annual Review of Law and Social Science. Their
review summarizes 19 meta-analyses on the effectiveness of sanctions
and compares them with eight meta-analyses of rehabilitation programs.
Their conclusions are virtually identical to ours—treatment works! The
second article, in Victims & Offenders, follows a similar approach to
reviewing the literature. Paula Smith, Paul Gendreau, and Kristin Swartz
(2009) also use the findings from a number of meta-analyses to affirm
the effectiveness of services over sanctions. Moreover, they reinforce the
RNR principles as key to effective intervention.

In summary, the research findings reveal that lower-class origins
and personal distress are minor risk factors for criminality relative to
indicators of antisocial propensity drawn from assessments of family,
personality, attitudes, and interpersonal association patterns. The find-
ings applied very widely across gender, age, and race; by self-reported
versus officially recorded crime; and by type of research design.



Chapter 3

Understanding Through Theory:
Psychopathological, Psychodynamic, Social
Location, and Differential Association
Perspectives

A theory of criminal conduct is weak indeed if not informed by a gen-
eral psychology of human behavior. The psychological base for the more
empirically defensible theories of crime and delinquency include the psy-
chodynamic perspective of Sigmund Freud, the radical behavioral perspec-
tive of B.E Skinner, and the cognitive behavioral perspectives of Albert
Bandura, Walter Mischel, and Donald Meichenbaum. Likewise, a general
cognitive social psychology has emerged that reflects, for example, the
symbolic interactionism of George Herbert Mead, the self-efficacy work of
Albert Bandura, and general developments in the social psychology of atti-
tudes and behavior (Ajzen, 1996; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980, 2005). Now,
entering the second decade of the new millennium, it is clear that models of
self-regulation are paramount: “To do anything, the self has to keep its own
inner house in order, such as by organizing its actions toward goals, avoid-
ing swamps of emotional distress, obeying laws, and internalizing society’s
standards of good (both moral and competent) behavior” (Baumeister
& Vohs, 2004:xi). The new models that incorporate self-regulation may
serve a highly integrative function in regard to the contributions of psycho-
dynamic, behavioral, social learning, and cognitive perspectives.

By the end of Chapters 3 and 4, theoretical and research studies of
crime and delinquency will have been found to be converging on a gen-
eral personality and social psychological framework that is empirically
rich and of considerable practical value to those interested in reducing
the harm caused by criminal conduct.

The outlines of this high-consensus theoretical framework were
drawn in Europe by the 1900s, and the outline was significantly advanced
in the 1940s in the United States (e.g., Glueck & Glueck, 1950). The
framework continued to develop in Australia (e.g., Mak, 1990), the
United Kingdom (e.g., Farrington, 1995), Canada (e.g., LeBlanc, Ouimet
& Tremblay, 1988), and the United States (e.g., Sampson & Laub, 1990).
The converging constructs are found in general psychodynamic and con-
trol models (Glueck & Glueck, 1950; LeBlanc et al., 1988), integrated
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differential association/behavioral perspectives (Akers, 1973, 1985),
bonding perspectives (Hirschi, 1969; Linden, 1987), personality and
self-control perspectives (Hirschi, 2004), and general social learning
perspectives strongly influenced by Bandura (Jessor & Jessor, 1977;
Patterson, 1982). Now, general personality and cognitive social learning
perspectives appear most powerful.

Empirically, the weakest of the theories of criminal behavior were
based on psychopathology and social location perspectives. On the other
hand, psychodynamic perspectives, historically, are at the heart of empir-
ically defensible criminological theory. We begin, however, with psycho-
pathological perspectives. Quite frankly, we want this discussion out of
the way so that we may move directly to the progress evident in the psycho-
dynamic, symbolic interaction, behavioral, personality, and social
learning/cognitive behavioral pathways toward an empirically defensible
theory with considerable practical value.

Psychopathological Perspectives

Psychopathological perspectives perform very poorly when evaluated
according to the standards of an adequate theory. Rarely is there a ratio-
nally organized set of principles that may be evaluated according to their
internal consistency, external consistency, parsimony, and so on. In fact,
we cannot find an example that we think even approximates the minimum
standards of a theory. Rather, in early clinical forensic mental health
(clinical psychology, clinical psychiatry, and social work), there has simply
been the position that assessments of mental disorder conducted by
clinical professionals will assist in understanding criminal behavior.
Typically, this understanding would be evident by the ability to predict
criminal recidivism and, in particular, to predict violent behavior.

How well do clinicians perform in their professional judgments of
the probability of antisocial outcomes? As will be reviewed in the chapter
on prediction (Chapter 10), the mean predictive validity estimates (corre-
lation coefficients) for professional clinical judgment are in the area of
.03 to .12 (as summarized in Andrews, Bonta, and Wormith (2006) and
the reviews by James Bonta, Karl Hanson, and their colleagues). Beyond
forensic mental health, professional judgment has a weak record gener-
ally. Systematic structured assessment instruments 7ot concentrating on
psychopathology readily yield mean predictive validity estimates (r) of
.35 and higher (as broadly reviewed in Chapter 2 and as will be reviewed
in detail in Chapter 10).

In regard to the ability to influence antisocial outcomes through pro-
grams based on psychopathological models, the evidence is equally bleak.
Recall from Chapter 2 (and to be developed in more detail in Chapter 11),
the effective intervention programs were those consistent with the principles
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of human service, risk, need, and general responsivity. None of these
conditions need make any major use of psychopathological perspectives.
Two important exceptions are noteworthy. First, mental disorder may be a
major specific responsivity factor within the RNR model. Second, the
clinical talent that resides within forensic mental health may come to be
mobilized in pursuit of effective crime prevention.

Forensic mental health has recently undergone a major intellectual
revival because of the demonstrated predictive validity of assessments of
substance abuse and, most importantly, because of the predictive validity
of the Psychopathy Checklist—-Revised (PCL-R: Hare, 1991; see Chapters 2
and 8). In the analysis of youthful crime, diagnoses based on the American
Psychiatric Association manual, such as Attention-Deficit Hyperactivity
Disorder, Oppositional Defiant Disorder, and Conduct Order, have
predicted juvenile delinquency (American Psychiatric Association, 1994).
The criteria for the diagnoses of conduct disorder constitute a survey of
a history of antisocial behavior including fighting, stealing, fire setting,
truancy, and other items. The criteria for the other two youthful dis-
orders reflect impulsivity, inattention, anger, and resentment. You have
already seen that indicators such as these predict criminal recidivism, and
they do so without invoking notions of pathology.

In regard to viewing substance abuse as mental illness, we expect
there was an alcohol-crime link long before alcoholism came to be viewed
as a disease, and diagnosed or not, the alcohol-crime link exists. There
will be more on this in Chapter 9.

Recall from Chapter 2, and as you will see in more detail later,
the PCL-R does predict recidivism and violent offending at levels well
above that achieved by unstructured clinical judgment. However, how
does the PCL-R do relative to assessments of the “Big Eight” as intro-
duced in Chapter 2? As a risk/need scale, PCL-R is an assessment instru-
ment that focuses on antisocial personality pattern and a history of
antisocial behavior. The quick answer is easy: The mean predictive
validity estimate for the PCL-R is in the area of .25 while the mean
predictive validity for the LSI-R is .37 (Gendreau, Goggin & Smith,
2002). We saw in Chapter 2 that the mean predictive validity of LS/CMI
general risk/need (based on the Big Eight) is .41.

The more prolonged answer requires attention to the construction
of the Violence Risk Assessment Guide (VRAG; Quinsey et al., 1998).
The detailed clinical records and psychosocial histories of various
selected samples of more than 600 mentally disordered offenders were
subjected to exhaustive review. In addition, quantitative indices were
explored in relation to violent recidivism. The major predictors were not
psychiatric history, clinical diagnoses, or clinical symptoms. The major
risk factors were early involvement in crime, criminal history, alcohol
abuse, aggression, impulsivity, trouble in school and at work, psycho-
pathy (PCL-R) and other personality disorders, and scores on the Level of
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Service Inventory—Revised (LSI-R). Each of these make considerable
sense given the literature on the Central Eight factors reviewed in the
last chapter.

VRAG is a weighted composite of PCL-R scores, elementary school
maladjustment, being young at time of Index offense, nonviolent offense
history score, separated from either parent when under age 16, never
married, alcohol abuse, meeting criteria for any personality disorder, and
failure on prior conditional release. Finally, three items were surprising
to some people. Meeting the American Psychiatric Association’s
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual-III (DSM-III) criteria for schizophrenia
is scored as a protective factor (that is, it is negatively correlated with
violent recidivism), as are serious victim injury and having a female victim
in the Index offense. The predictive validity estimate for the VRAG was
a very impressive r of .45. More recent meta-analytic evidence suggests a
mean 7 of .39, which is still very impressive (Andrews et al., 2006).

The performance of the three “protective” factors noted above helps
us to understand why clinical judgments have performed so poorly in
forensic mental health. Briefly put, clinicians tended to make their judg-
ments on the basis of the seriousness of psychiatric disorder and the seri-
ousness of the offense that brought the individual to the attention of the
court and/or clinic. Both, in fact, are negatively associated with a criminal
future.

What about the PCL-R and personality disorder items? Do they
support the mental health perspective? Well, not really. We have already
noted that the PCL-R may be considered a high-quality assessment of a
history of antisocial behavior as well as an assessment of antisocial per-
sonality pattern (impulsivity, restless aggressive energy, easy to anger).
Moreover, Vernon Quinsey and his associates (Quinsey, Book & Skilling,
2004; Quinsey, Harris, Rice & Cormier, 1998, 2006) have already pro-
posed that the PCL-R may be replaced by an eight-item survey of child
and adolescent indicators including elementary school maladjustment,
teenage alcohol problems, childhood aggression rating, history of school
suspension/expulsion, an arrest under age 16, parental alcoholism, and
living with both parents to age 16 (except for death of parents), and
more than three conduct disorder symptoms as defined in DSM-III (which
is a checklist of a history of antisocial behavior). The items of the DSM-III
could be replaced without reference to formal mental disorders. We also
expect that with a host of nonclinical risk factors available, the VRAG
references to “schizophrenia,” “personality disorder,” “female victims,”
and “serious damage to victim of the Index offense” could easily be
replaced without damaging predictive validity.

As the creators of the VRAG acknowledge, VRAG is a very high-
quality contribution to the applied task of sorting folks on the basis of
potential for future violence. VRAG, however, is of little use in explaining
criminal behavior in theoretical terms. For example, what are the unique
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treatment implications of a VRAG if we view the items as potentially
causal? Cure psychopathy? Encourage future violence against women?
Turn the personality disordered into people with schizophrenia? In brief,
this is simply silly and of little help in the pursuit of an understanding of
criminal conduct.

What about the striking examples of the persons suffering from
depression killing family members and then killing themselves? What
about the dramatic accounts of persons diagnosed as schizophrenic who
receive messages from their radio or from their kitchen toaster that they
should kill someone before they themselves are killed? We are not
denying the suffering of the mentally ill. Nor are we denying that some
symptoms may well, for example, contribute to antisocial cognitions.
For example, seeing the world as a hostile place and thinking that one
must act aggressively for self-protection, diagnosed or not, is an example
of antisocial cognition. We are suggesting that a solid theory of criminal
behavior will be more helpful to the field of forensic mental health than
the field of forensic mental health has been to the development of PCC.
For example, in Chapter 6, an RNR-based analysis of psychopathic
personality is employed to sharpen understandings that may lead to
effective interventions (see also Wong & Hare, 2005 and Thornton &
Blud, 2007).

For all of that, and once again, forensic mental health (FMH) has
something that has been sadly lacking in the field of corrections. FMH
has a deep connection to the ethos of patient care and a deep respect for
clinical skills. In the final chapter of this book, a plea is made for FMH
to come to view the reduction of criminal victimization as a primary
objective of clinical intervention.

As it is now, crime prevention is viewed as restrictive within FMH
while enhanced well-being is viewed in a more positive light. Building
rewards and satisfactions for noncriminal alternative behavior may come
to be judged more positively within FMH. Skeem, Louden, Polaschek,
and Camp (2007) illustrate the power within FMH when assessment and
treatment contribute to the blending of care and control. Considerable
order in the outcomes of sex offender treatment programs has been found
when adherence with the principles of the RNR model is considered in
meta-analytic reviews (see the work of Karl Hanson, Guy Bourgon, and
colleagues as described in Chapter 14). In recent years, the interests and
approaches within FMH and PCC are not simply converging but strength-
ening each other.

Of course, putting understanding criminal behavior aside, the political-
economic and humanitarian issues surrounding the treatment and
management of the mentally ill in the justice system are huge. And we
return to that in Chapter 14. Also more fully explored in Chapter 14 is a
systematic survey of: (1) risk/need factors among the mentally ill, and
(2) mental illness as a specific responsivity factor.
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Psychodynamic Conceptions of Human Behavior

Freud’s perspective on human behavior was rich, detailed, and deeply
human, and we encourage everyone to take the time to read his 1915
introductory lectures on psychoanalysis (Freud, 1953). It is a highly
literary perspective—one informed by biology, anthropology, and an
appreciation of Western culture and the arts. The theory was also very
speculative. Many of Freud’s specific ideas have not survived systematic
empirical exploration, and yet, in its broader outlines, as will be shown,
Freudian theory anticipated many elements of current theory.

Freudian theory postulates that behavior is a function of four main
“structures.” One of the structures is external to the individual (the
immediate situation of action), and three of the structures are internal.
The internal structures are id, ego, and superego. Behavior in any
particular situation is to be understood in terms of how the ego manages
the external situation, the forces of the id, and the demands of the
superego.

Freud offered many suggestions regarding how the ego and superego
developed and functioned. Basically, the emergence of the ego and
superego depends upon the interaction of biologically determined growth
patterns with the environment. The most crucial developmental periods
are early and middle childhood, and the major determinants reside in the
context of familial relationships.

Id. According to Freud, human beings have strong aggressive and
sexual drives that are biologically based. The psychological storehouse of
this aggressive-sexual energy is the id, and the id operates according to
the pleasure principle. The pleasure principle summarizes human nature
in the form of seeking immediate gratification. Gratification always
means the maximization of pleasure and the minimization of pain in the
immediate situations of action. Aggression is particularly evident when
basic needs (e.g., to suck, eat, experience warmth, and sexual relief) are
frustrated. This basic frustration-aggression hypothesis contributed to
important behavioral and social learning theories (as reviewed later in
this chapter).

In Freudian theory, the motivation of all behavior reflects the sexual
and aggressive forces of the id. In this sense, Freudian theory is a proto-
type for what criminologists call “control theory” or “containment
theory.” The motivation for rape, murder, suicide, and theft is within us
all. For all practical purposes, however, individual differences in criminal
behavior are not a reflection of basic motivation. Rather, individual dif-
ferences in criminal behavior are (indeed, all behavior is) the result of the
differences in the external realities faced by individuals and in the abilities
of the ego and the superego to perform their control functions. As the
person matures, the internal structures of the ego and the superego
emerge from the id.
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Ego. The ego emerges from id as the developing child confronts an
external environment that selectively reinforces, punishes, or ignores
certain behavioral expressions of basic needs. The fully developed ego
has the capacity to consciously (and unconsciously) regulate or manage
the demands of id in accordance with the demands of the immediate
external situation. That is, the ego operates in accordance with the reality
principle, which prescribes that gratification may be delayed for longer-
term gain.

The child learns that unbridled biting and expulsion of feces are not
appreciated by the immediate environment. In fact, most everything the
infant/child finds delightful is subject to the judgments of a highly selective
environment. Eating and drinking are dependent upon the presence and
will of others to nourish (and, increasingly, only at certain times of day).
Urination and defecation are judged proper only in certain locations.
Limits are placed on access to the physical warmth of parents, and playing
with one’s genitals becomes so problematic that such play comes to be
restricted to only the most private settings.

Selective environments (i.e., “training” experiences) like these are
frustrating for the child. The natural response, according to Freud, is to
protest and act aggressively. However, these displays of aggression also
are subject to a selective environment. Parents do not like being hit, and
they do not enjoy temper tantrums. Fortunately, the selective environ-
ment is interested in more than placing limits on highly pleasurable
behavior. The training also involves encouraging children to master their
environment, to be independent, and to cooperate with others.

Through such training, the executive and coping skills of the ego
begin to emerge. The ego’s task is to maximize pleasure and minimize
discomfort while balancing the demands of the id and the external
situation. Conscious ego functions include rational analysis of the
situation, consideration of alternative courses of action, and the selection
of a course of action that maximizes pleasure and minimizes pain. Ego,
unlike id, recognizes that sometimes the delay of immediate gratification
is associated with long-term gains.

The many unconscious functions of the ego, the “defense mecha-
nisms,” are highly important. They are unconscious because the ego does
not recognize that the “justified” behavior is in fact an attempt to satisfy
the sexual or aggressive needs of the id. The process must be uncon-
scious; otherwise the satisfaction of the id would be impossible. Thus, for
example, rape is possible because “she wanted it” (defense mechanism of
“rationalization”) or because “she wanted me” (a “projection”).

Superego. An additional task of the ego is to manage the demands of
the superego. The superego emerges from the ego as a result of the
selective reactions of the environment to certain behaviors, and through
identification with intimate authority figures. For Freud, this identification
process is the single most important determinant of moral conduct, and
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it is largely determined by the age of six or seven. The superego consists
of two elements: the conscience and the ego-ideal. The conscience con-
tains internalized representations of conduct that are subject to punish-
ment. The ego-ideal is the mental representation of conduct that is
positively valued by the environment.

For boys, identification with the father is the solution to the “Oedipal”
conflict. Faced with a desire for intimate contact with their mothers and
recognizing that their fathers are quite powerful, being “just like daddy”
may one day earn them a privileged relationship with someone
like mommy. Girls are faced with the “Electra” conflict. Aware, like their
mothers, that they do not have a penis (which they desire), girls identify
with their mothers in the hope that, because they are just like mommy,
someone like daddy will eventually come along.

With these Oedipal and Electra conflicts resolved through identifi-
cation with the same-sex parent, the developing person enters the latency
period. The child is able to get on with the tasks of developing basic social
and life skills, and acquiring knowledge of the world. The basic sources of
energy are sublimated so that sexual and aggressive drives are channeled
into socially constructive ways. Thus, with the development of the
superego, the opportunity arises for still further strengthening of the ego.

In sum, the id operates according to the pleasure principle, while the
ego operates according to the reality principle. The superego operates
according to a severe moralistic principle whereby moral lapses of
commission or omission are subject to the experience of intense guilt.
The ego thus manages the demands of the id, external reality, the
conscience, and the ego-ideal.

Adolescence represents a particularly risky period for criminal activity
because, with puberty, the sexual instincts are reawakened and remain at
relatively high levels until dampened by advancing age. By puberty, how-
ever, a more mature ego has developed that can manage the id, the
superego, and the opportunities and barriers provided in immediate situ-
ations of action.

Psychological Maturity. If the developmental process proceeds well,
a mature adult emerges. For Freud, maturity is reflected in the ability to
delay immediate gratification, to love and be loved in the context of a
long-term sexual relationship, and to be socially productive. Without
question, Freud’s conception of the mature person coincides with what is
often called “middle-class morality.” This coincidence may not, however,
rule it out of order. One may place a high value on personal creativity
and self-actualization without dismissing the relevance of “conventional”
concerns for other people—and the protection that rules may provide for
the integrity of others.

Value judgments put aside, the empirical fact is that each of Freud’s
three indicators of “maturity,” when absent in individuals, are risk factors
for criminal conduct. That is, weak self-control, marital instability, and
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an unstable employment record are each well-established predictors of
criminal conduct in adult samples.

There is another side to Freud’s conception of maturity that is often
missed in discussions of psychoanalytic theory. One of the consequences
of a strong superego is a hyper-conventionality, which, while often incom-
patible with criminal conduct, produces high levels of personal misery.
Freudian theory is explicit on the point that the very socialization
experiences that may control criminal conduct may also be responsible
for neurotic misery. In other words, clinicians who are Freudians are as
much, if not more, concerned with freeing individuals from the prison of
conventional controls as they are with controlling violations of conven-
tional codes.

The extraordinary psychological significance that Freud assigned to
weaning, toilet training, and early sexual advances toward opposite-sex
parents are among the features of Freudian theory that have not survived
systematic research. In family life, however, issues of feeding, toilet training,
and management of intimate personal relationships are indeed preoccupa-
tions at times. Freudian notions of the importance of moment-to-moment,
day-to-day, and more sustained environmental conditions have received
some consistent empirical support. These notions are developed below.

Environmental Barriers to Development

In classical Freudian theory, the development of a mature ego and
superego depends upon conditions of warmth, care, and attention, in
combination with supervision, direct training, and direct modeling for pur-
poses of both skill development and moral development. In Freudian theory,
a number of conditions are associated with problematic development. One
is extreme neglect and the outright abuse of the developing child. Neither a
strong ego nor a strong superego may be expected to develop under such
conditions.

A second problematic condition is that of extreme permissiveness or
unconditional warmth and affection. While a strong ego may evolve, the
superego will be weak except insofar as the parents have incidentally
demonstrated clear conceptions of “right” and “wrong.”

A third problematic developmental condition involves patterns of
child rearing in which the moral training occurs without a background
of warmth and affection. Children from these families may be oriented to
rules but may not possess a positive orientation to people. These are just
some of the variations in early childhood experience that a Freudian per-
spective suggests may be important.

In brief, over and over again, the major family of origin variables
associated with youthful offending are weak parental nurturance/caring
and poor parental monitoring, supervision, and discipline. Recall from
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Chapter 2 that those are the key parenting variables within risk assess-
ments based on parenting in the family origin.

The Immediate Environment, the Situation
of Action, and the Psychological Moment

A strength of the general personality and cognitive social learning
perspectives is that they recognize the importance of both: (1) the person
in the immediate situation of action, and (2) background predisposition
factors. Attention to the immediate situation of action suggests the
immediate causes of human behavior, while the background dispositional
factors suggest what leads some people to circumstances in which the
probability of a criminal act may be high. Background dispositional
factors attempt to account for “criminality,” that is, to identify the factors
responsible for variation in criminal conduct over a broad time frame.
This variation, however, reflects a history of particular people in a variety
of immediate situations of action.

In psychodynamic theory, the immediate causes of crime are both
situational and personal. Criminal acts are to be understood in the con-
text of the person in immediate situations. Figure 3.1 presents a sum-
mary of the immediate causes of antisocial behavior according to
psychodynamic theory, wherein the person is represented by the
superego, the ego, and the id. The immediate environment may be
distinguished according to the temptations they provide and the external
controls present.

Thus, understanding and predicting individual criminal conduct requires a
knowledge of superego strength (e.g., attitudes, values, and beliefs regarding

The Principles The Person
Immediate Situation
(Temptations, Facilitators,
) Inhibitors, and Stressors)
Morality SUPEREGO
. \ . . . Criminal
. .
Reality /EGO (Managing: coping and defending) —— > Behavior
Pleasure ID

Notes: SUPEREGO (Internalized Societal Standards): Conscience plus ego-ideal.
EGO: Coping, defending, and “interpreting.”
ID: An antisocial constant in Freud.
SITUATION: In part selected by the person, in part a function of family of origin, and in part a
function of broader social arrangements.

Figure 3.1
The Psychological Situation (or Psychological Moment) in Traditional Psychodynamic Theory
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rule violations), knowledge of the self-regulation/self-control and problem-
solving skills and processes possessed by the ego, and knowledge of the facil-
itating and inhibiting aspects of the immediate environment.

The psychodynamic perspective also has much to say on background
predispositional factors. These are reviewed below as a variety of routes
to crime and as a psychodynamic typology of offenders.

Types of Offenders in Psychoanalytic Theory

Freudian theory suggests many different routes to crime. Here we
sample some of the more frequently traveled routes, drawing upon the
work of Mannheim (1965). This summary of types of offenders does not
cover the most inclusive of the Freudian types because they have already
been described. Recall that the psychologically immature are character-
ized primarily by impulsivity and the inability to delay gratification as
well as instability in both their family and vocational lives. The psycho-
logically immature present some combination of what is described below
as weak superego and weak ego.

The Weak Superego Type. Some people engage in frequent and
serious criminal behavior because they lack internalized representations
of those behaviors that are punished and reinforced in conventional
society. Thus, their behavior, whether prosocial or antisocial, is subject
only to the need for immediate gratification and the demands of the
immediate external situation. These indicators of a weak superego may
be defined independently of the criterion of criminal behavior and include
the following:

Reckless disregard for conventional rules and procedures;

2. Antisocial cognitions/procriminal sentiments (lack of a conscience);

Little evidence of a life plan and weak conventional ambition
(lack of an ego-ideal);

4. Little evidence of guilt (lack of a conscience);

The early appearance of persistent and generalized conduct prob-
lems (the superego is supposedly formed by the age of eight);

6. Expressions of bravado, flirtatiousness, and exhibitionism (early
conflicts stemming from the seduction of the opposite-sex parent
are unresolved);

7. Conflict with authority figures (again, early conflicts and frustra-
tions have not been resolved);

8. A basic separateness from other people that reflects essential iso-
lation, lovelessness, and a desperate loneliness.
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Perhaps the best known description of a “weak superego” type comes
from Hervey Cleckley’s The Mask of Sanity (1982), which is a classic
work in the psychiatric/clinical tradition. It has been so influential and so
closely tied to the image that his list of characteristics has come to be
known as the “Cleckley checklist for psychopathy.” These characteristics
are: superficial charm; good intelligence (not intellectually handicapped);
absence of delusions and other signs of irrational thinking (not psy-
chotic); absence of nervousness (not neurotic); unreliability; untruthful-
ness and insincerity; lack of remorse or shame; inadequately motivated
antisocial behavior; poor judgment and failure to learn from experience;
pathological egocentricity and incapability for love; general poverty in
major affective relations; specific loss of insight; unresponsiveness in gen-
eral interpersonal relations; fantastic and uninviting behavior with drink
(and sometimes without); impersonal, trivial, and poorly integrated sex
life; and failure to follow any life plan. The Hare Psychopathy Checklist-
Revised (PCL-R), an objective measure of psychopathy, was mentioned
at the beginning of this chapter and in Chapter 2, and the PCL-R will be
reviewed in detail in Chapter 6.

It should not be a surprise that systematic empirical research consis-
tently supports the predictive validity of assessment instruments that tap
into the content described above for weak superego and psychopathy.

The Weak Ego Type. A weak ego implies immaturity, poorly devel-
oped social skills, poor reality testing, gullibility, and excessive dependence.
In psychoanalytic terms, the weak ego types are less under the control of
superego than of the id and the immediate environment. For weak ego
types, criminal behavior may represent stumbling into trouble (mis-
reading the external environment), having a temper tantrum, or follow-
ing the leader.

The “Normal” Antisocial Offender. These offenders have progressed
through the psychosexual stages of development without any particular
problems. Psychologically, they match the ideal of the full-functioning
mature adult. However, a mismatch with the ego-ideal is evident. The
superego is procriminal as a result of identification with a criminal
parent, and the ego has incorporated a mastery of criminal skills.

The Neurotic Offender. Freudian theory suggests a number of ways
in which neurotic conflicts may translate into criminal behavior. The
“criminal from a sense of guilt” is the most interesting, though perhaps
not the most frequent. This type is driven by an unconscious desire to be
punished for past crimes. An overactive superego may be seeking punish-
ment for prior sins that, even if not actually committed, were either con-
templated or the focus of a wish-fulfilling fantasy.

Frequently represented in samples of neurotic offenders are people
who use criminal acts as a means of managing specific frustrations or
emotional disturbances, or as a way of impacting on disturbed family
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relations. For example, some “neurotics” may use criminal activity to
gain the attention of, or to punish, their parents.

Many clinicians have noted that the offenses of some offenders have
elements that appear to exceed those necessary for the achievement of
certain concrete goals. For example, obtaining money is an obvious
explanation of the behavior of a purse snatcher. Yet, understanding this
behavior may benefit from a deeper analysis when the stealing is associ-
ated with increases in sexual arousal.

Other Types. The psychoanalytic perspective recognizes a number of
other routes to crime. Among those routes are the following:

1. The psychotic and intellectually challenged are at risk for viola-
tions of the law. This may be a logical extension of the incapac-
ities that underlie definitions of being psychotic or being
intellectually challenged. If one is out of contact with reality or so
intellectually disadvantaged as to be unable to manage one’s
affairs, illegal acts may occur as just another of many transgres-
sions of conventional rules.

2. The situational offender responds to extreme and isolated cir-
cumstances such as having stumbled upon the infidelity of a
trusted spouse or being confronted with some other particularly
“unjust” or “enraging” situation.

3. The perception of injustice is a particularly interesting route to
crime within psychoanalytic theory. Those who are persistently
criminal as a result of a sense of injustice also possess a hatred of
their fathers. In brief, the state has been equated with the hated
father.

4. Psychoanalytic thinkers, like most others who have attempted to
map the routes to crime, have attended to the role of alcohol and
other drug use (and abuse). Some drugs for some people may
enhance motivation for crime and reduce internalized controls.

5. The accidental offender may have stumbled into crime because
of particularly unlucky circumstances. Within psychoanalytic
theory, even crimes of negligence or “slips” may reflect uncon-
scious motivation.

According to psychoanalytic theory, the possible routes to crime are
many and diverse. With respect for another medical father of crimi-
nology, we will take a brief look at the typology of Lombroso, who was
a physician in Italian prisons during the late 1800s. Lombroso was not a
Freudian, but he and Freud had similar intellectual backgrounds. Freud
saw all human beings as born criminals, with most of us socialized out of
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it before coming of age. Lombroso was interested in offenders in particular
and thought that the observation and measurement of individual offenders
should be an important component of criminology. His ideas, summa-
rized in Chapter 5, were heavily influenced by evolutionary theory, but
shifted over his working life toward an emphasis on environmental
factors in response to criticism, further observation, and reflection.

The vast majority of criminals, according to Lombroso, were of the
“occasional” type: the pseudocriminal who is essentially nonevil and
relatively harmless, who is either responding to extreme socioeconomic
pressures or whose acts are crimes of passion. Lombroso also identified
a group of habitual offenders whose criminal activity reflected a pro-
criminal upbringing as well as association with criminals, and another
group whose criminality reflected mental disease or insanity. Lombroso,
however, is best known for his work on the atavistic or “born” criminal.
The born criminal, said to represent about 35 percent of all criminals,
was described as a genetic throwback to primitive human or prehuman
evolutionary types. The psychology of the born criminal had both moti-
vational and control elements in the form of exceptionally strong animal-
istic drives and exceptionally weak internal controls, respectively. In
psychoanalytic theory, there is little interesting variation in the desire to
achieve pleasure and avoid pain (it is a basic part of human nature) and
almost all of the variation of interest resides on the control side (and
depends upon the interaction of the biopsychological organism and the
environment).

Lombroso provided a list of psychosocial factors associated with
born criminality. Many of the items on the “Lombroso checklist” bear a
strong resemblance to the psychoanalytic concept of the superego (and to
the content of questionnaires and rating scales currently used in the pre-
diction of recidivism): moral immaturity, cruelty, idleness, vanity, high
tolerance for physical pain, use of criminal argot, and the wearing of
tattoos (the latter may be less relevant today, as your authors have been
presented with a stunning array of tattoos displayed on the bodies of
their students and colleagues).

The intellectual base for a vigorous pursuit of the variety of routes to
crime had been established by the 1920s through the work of Freud and
Lombroso. Two intellectual giants, both medically trained, one preoccu-
pied with psychology and the other with biology, had each suggested that
understanding criminal conduct would be significantly advanced through
the development of perspectives that recognized the importance of both
the egocentric pursuit of gratification and the development of internal
controls. The perspectives of each also noted that some criminal activity
may reflect benign psychological inadequacies, atypical situational pres-
sures, conformity within a criminal subculture, and even self-righteous
and deliberate responses to a perceived social injustice. Freud and
Lombroso may have disagreed in regard to the importance of variation in
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the pursuit of pleasure, but they agreed on the importance of variation in
control. Recall, however, from Chapters 1 and 2, the problematic status
of biology and psychology in mainstream sociological criminology:

Due to historic misfortune sociology captured the field in the
1920s. The contributions of biology and psychology have been
minimized (Jeffery, 1979:7).

In most sociological treatments of crime and delinquency,
genetic explanations are either ignored or ridiculed (Rowe &
Osgood, 1984:526).

These promising leads were systematically missed for years in crimi-
nology. Later in this chapter we will review the most explicitly anti-
psychological of criminological theories (the class-based anomie,
subcultural, labeling, and conflict/Marxist perspectives) and they are
found to be the least empirically defensible theories in the whole of PCC.
With a focus on social learning theory, we will outline differential
association theory, which was sociological in conception but did not
become empirically defensible or of any practical value until integrated
with social learning and social cognition theory.

Next, however, this chapter concentrates upon developments of the
psychodynamic perspective. However, readers are reminded that the
authors of this text do not believe that classic psychoanalytic thought
represents the current state of psychological knowledge.

Psychodynamic Thought and Recent
Psychological Advances

The psychoanalytic approach is largely a matter of history in psy-
chology although it remains alive and very hot in literary criticism and
the humanities. As we shall see here and in later chapters, current psy-
chology has concepts and procedures that have significantly advanced,
altered, and successfully replaced the psychoanalytic perspective. Several
of these advances are briefly noted:

1. Freud, in contrast to Lombroso, did not hypothesize individual
differences in the innate strength of the id or in the capacity for
ego or superego development. Yet, current personality theorists
who conceptualize individuals as having enduring personality
characteristics or traits have drawn upon convincing evidence
that children vary in their propensity for rule violations and their
ability to learn. For example, in Chapter 2, Low Agreeableness
and Low Conscientiousness were two dimensions of personality
most strongly associated with criminal conduct.
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Behavioral genetics and physiological psychology have pointed
to the importance of inheritance, cortical arousal, the classical
conditioning of anticipatory fear responses, and the neuropsy-
chology of self-regulation. The early avoidance-learning models
of socialization (e.g., Eysenck, 1977; Eysenck & Gudjonsson,
1989) appeared to be particularly relevant to some types of per-
sistent and serious criminal behavior. Developments in the neuro-
psychology of self-regulation are of recent interest and of
considerable value (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004). A focus of
Chapter § is heredity as one of the origins of the major risk/need
factors.

There have been advances in theory and research on the impor-
tance of environments in the selection of acts that are reinforced,
punished, or ignored. Principles of learning (e.g., operant condi-
tioning) are better understood now than they were in Freud’s
time.

Current theory and research in social learning and cognition has
much to offer regarding the variables associated with modeling,
identification, and learning by way of observation.

Current social learning and cognitive theory specifies some of the
processes of behavioral self-control. Research has detailed the
specific skills of self-control and recognized the importance of
personal standards of conduct. That is, self-regulation may be
guided by attitudes, values, and beliefs that may be either anti-
criminal or procriminal.

Developments within social psychology include perspectives on
how attitudes, values, and beliefs supportive of a specific action
may combine with perceived social support for that action, and
thereby yield highly accurate predictions of specific behav-
ioral acts.

Freud emphasized that the person must always deal with the
external environment, but he thought that the major elements of
personality were formed very early. While not denying the impor-
tance of early learning and experience, social learning theory
considers the person in the contemporaneous environment to be
of overriding behavioral significance.

In summary, the Freudian model of human behavior, for all of its
speculative components, encompasses many people’s notions of what it
is to be human. Human beings seek pleasure and avoid pain, and that
pursuit is governed by the demands, constraints, and opportunities of the
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immediate situation and by the internal controls that are developed
through socialization experiences.

Reformulations of Psychodynamic Theory

The most important development in a psychodynamic theory of
delinquency and crime must be that of Sheldon Glueck and Eleanor
Glueck (1950). Their “tentative causal formula,” reflecting Freudian
theory as well as their empirical findings, is among the best validated of
all predictive models of criminal behavior.

Glueck and Glueck thought the roots of criminality were more deeply
and personally rooted than either 1940s practice or theory recognized.
They accepted that underprivileged urban neighborhoods were crimino-
genic for young males, but they also expected that the families and indi-
viduals residing in underprivileged areas were far from being uniform in
their attitudes and abilities:

The varieties of the physical, mental, and social history of dif-
ferent persons must determine, in large measure, the way in
which they will be influenced by social disorganization, culture
conflict, and the growing-pains of the city (p. 6).

Arguing for a fair sampling of the various aspects of a complex bio-
psychosocial problem, Glueck and Glueck proposed that research and
theory should focus upon personal and environmental variables. This
focus was fundamental to psychoanalytic thinking, according to which
all human behavior is to be understood in terms of “the point of contact
between specific social and biologic processes as they coalesce, accom-
modate, or conflict in individuals” (p. 7). Quoting from Freud’s intro-
ductory lectures:

Economic conditions . . . can do no more than set their
[people’s] instinctual impulses in motion—their self-preservative
instinct, their love of aggression, their need for love and their
impulse to attain pleasure and avoid pain (p. 9).

Glueck and Glueck had a clear idea regarding the environmental and
situational factors that might be criminogenic. They explicitly noted the
many exciting opportunities and the lack of controls in some neighbor-
hoods. Their “tentative causal formula” emphasized weak internal con-
trols (a weak superego) resulting from poor parenting practices and
parental modeling, and temperamental/constitutional predispositions
toward the expression of aggressive energy and the pursuit of self-
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interest. Perhaps it is best if Glueck and Glueck (1950: 281-282) provide
their own summary of their perspective on male delinquency:

Physically: Delinquents are essentially mesomorphic in
constitution (solid, muscular).

Temperamentally: restlessly energetic, impulsive, extroverted,
aggressive, destructive.

Attitudinally: hostile, defiant, suspicious, stubborn, adven-
turous, unconventional, nonsubmissive to authority.

Cognition: direct and concrete rather than symbolic, less
methodical in problem-solving.

Familial: reared in homes of little understanding, affection, sta-
bility, or moral fiber by parents usually unfit to be effective
sources for emulation needed for the construction of a well-
balanced and socially normal superego.

In the exciting, stimulating, but little-controlled and culturally incon-
sistent environment of the underprivileged area, such boys readily give
expression to their untamed impulses and their self-centered desires by
means of various forms of delinquent behavior.

Some of the language used by Glueck and Glueck is offensive, but
readers are reminded that they were committed to reducing behavior
harmful to others and to enhancing the quality of services for those at
risk for antisocial behavior. They were disturbed by the differential in
societal resources devoted to the punishment of offenders relative to the
resources devoted to the reduction of harm.

Note that Glueck and Glueck’s causal formula did not make refer-
ence to two of the strongest correlates of delinquency in their research:
delinquent associates and misconduct in school. For them, patterns of
companionship and behavior problems in school were expressions of
more fundamental personal and familial variables. School and community,
however, were viewed as major settings for intervention by Glueck and
Glueck.

In addition to developing psychodynamic theory, the Glueck data
suggested that certain theories of delinquency were simply not capable of
accounting for much of the variability in officially defined delinquent
behavior within disadvantaged urban neighborhoods:

1. Culture conflict: Intergenerational culture conflict was uncovered
in more than 50 percent of the families but culture conflict was
unrelated to delinquency.

2. Social class: Within the narrow range sampled, economic circum-
stances, educational levels of parents, and occupational levels of



Chapter 3 @ Understanding Through Theory

parents were all incapable of accounting for much of the vari-
ability in delinquency. Economic considerations were not even a
major emotional issue for the boys.

Limited access to services: The families of delinquents had more,
not fewer, contacts with social service agencies. Quality of service,
as our review of the treatment literature will reveal, is more
important than number of services.

Physical health: Physical and general health problems were not
associated with delinquency.

Conventional ambition: Conventional ambitions on the part of
parents and the boys were negatively, not positively, associated with
delinquency. It was clear that personal or parental endorsements of
conventional success standards could not account for delinquency.

Feelings of failure in conventional pursuits: Preoccupation with
personal and academic failure was more characteristic of non-
delinquents than of delinquents. Indeed, delinquents disliked school
because it was confining and controlling, while it was the nondelin-
quents who disliked school because of feelings of failure. Emotional
conflicts regarding school, future prospects, finances, and material
surroundings occurred with a low frequency within both groups of
boys and generally were weakly associated with delinquency.

Marxist/conflict perspectives: Overall, those confined in the
“prisons” of convention (family, church, school, and work) were
less likely to be delinquent than were “nonprisoners” of convention.
Clearly, delinquency was most evident among those who were
most free of the “prison” of convention. They were the boys who
took to the streets and unsupervised playgrounds, who ventured
outside of their neighborhoods and who rejected age-based norms
regarding smoking, sexual conduct, and school attendance. The
price paid by the prisoners of conventional morality was suffering
an increased risk for neurotic misery and hyper-banality.

Psychopathology: Glueck and Glueck were very clear that the major
personality correlates were not simply pathological traits. Rather,
the correlates were impulsiveness, a strong taste for adventure, a
lack of conscientiousness, hostility, and anti-authority attitudes.
Psychopathological antisociality was slightly more evident within
the delinquent sample, while psychopathological neuroticism was
slightly more evident within the nondelinquent sample of boys.

Personal distress theories of delinquency were not supported by
Glueck and Glueck. The Glueck and Glueck data suggested that
many young people harbor feelings of insecurity, anxiety,
powerlessness, and of not being appreciated or loved. These near
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constants of the human condition, however, were unrelated to
delinquency.

Overall, Glueck and Glueck recognized multiple routes to illegal con-
duct, and any of the potential causes implied in the weak theories
(described as 1 through 9 above) may well apply to some individuals on
some occasions. Their “tentative causal formula,” however, was more
widely applicable. According to them, some delinquency may be explained
by any one of the major psychological, familial, and neighborhood
factors, but the probability of delinquency increases as the various con-
tributors are combined.

The theoretical contributions of Glueck and Glueck rest solidly on
their psychodynamic underpinnings and on their research findings. Their
1950 study is the classic piece of cross-sectional research in the whole of
criminology to this day. At the very least, the flavor of their approach and
their data should be appreciated. The research study involved compari-
sons between 500 delinquent boys recruited from two training schools in
the Boston area and 500 nondelinquent boys recruited from schools in
the same neighborhoods. The delinquents and nondelinquents were
matched on age (generally from 10 to 17 years, mean age of 14), IQ, and
ethnic origin.

Data were collected through social history interviews with the boys,
their relatives, and others (such as social workers and teachers). Social
welfare, court, and correctional records and school files were reviewed,
as well as medical examinations, psychiatric interviews, psychological
tests, anthropometric analyses of photographs of the boys, and teacher-
completed checklists.

The findings of Glueck and Glueck are selectively summarized in
Tables 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. Table 3.3 may most usefully be perused with
attention to our nine-point summary of variables that were not high-
lighted in Glueck and Glueck’s causal formula. It is remarkable! In 1950,
Glueck and Glueck had already shown that the factors favored within
sociological criminology (class of origin and their very weak conceptual-
izations of anomie/strain) were of very limited differentiation value.
Likewise, the variables favored within forensic mental health (psycho-
pathology and emotional distress) were of limited value.

The Glueck and Glueck causal formula is sometimes criticized because
those variables that actually differentiated between delinquents and non-
delinquents were identified as causal. Since 1950, however, many other
researchers have conducted independent tests of similar models of pro-
posed causal significance (e.g., Laub & Sampson, 1988; Sampson &
Laub, 1990). Perhaps the best known of the theories derived from the
psychodynamic model are the control theories of Walter Reckless and of
Travis Hirschi. The next section of this chapter explores these variations
on psychodynamic themes.
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Table 3.1
Temperament/Personality, Cognitive Skills, Antisocial Attitudes, Antisocial Associates,
and School: Percent of Delinquents and Nondelinquents with a Factor Present

Delinquents Nondelinquents Difference
Temperament/Personality
Mesomorphy dominant 60 31 29
Extreme restlessness 60 30 30
Inattention 48 19 29
Vivacity, liveliness 51 23 28
Self-control 39 66 =27
Conscientiousness 9 54 -45
Cognition
Mean Verbal 1Q 88.6 92.0 ns
Common sense: Marked 29 39 -10
Methodical approach to 79 65 14
problems: Absent
Antisocial Attitudes
Marked submissiveness 27 80 -53
Defiance 50 12 38
Ambivalence to authority 41 20 21
Conventional ideas, behavior 8 32 -24
Adventurousness 55 18 37
Hostility 80 56 24
Antisocial Associates
Gang member 56 1 55
Chums largely with delinquents 98 7 91
School
Poor grades 41 8 33
School misbehavior 96 17 79
Never truant 5 89 -84
Persistently truant 63 0 63
Mean grade in which first 4.36 (of 478) 7.38 (of 86)

misbehavior occurred

ns = not significant

Adapted from Glueck & Glueck, 1950

Variations on Psychodynamic Themes in Control Theories

Control or containment theories produced by sociological criminolo-
gists concentrate upon explaining why people do not commit crimes
rather than explaining why people do commit them. Following Freudian
theory, control theories are socialization theories. They are theories that
focus upon how people come to develop strong ties to convention and
resist the temptations to steal and aggress.

Walter Reckless (1967) followed Freudian theory in suggesting that
there were both inner and outer sources of control. The external controls
were social pressures to conform, and the strength of these controls would
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Table 3.2
Family and Parenting: Percent of Delinquents and Nondelinquents with a Factor Present

Delinquents  Nondelinquents Difference

Family of Origin
Mother’s family of origin

Criminality 55 36 19
Father’s family of origin

Criminality 40 32 12
Mother’s history

Mental retardation 33 9 24

Criminality 45 15 30
Father’s history

Emotional disturbances 44 18 26

Criminality 66 32 34
Siblings’ history

Criminality 65 26 39

Stability of Living Arrangements with Parents
Raised continuously by one or

both parents 54 88 -34
Out-of-home placements 71 9 62
Affective Quality of Family Life
Cohesiveness of family

Marked 16 62 -46
Affection of father for boy Warm 40 81 -4
Affection of mother for boy

Warm (even if overprotective) 72 96 -24

Supervision/Discipline/Standards of Conduct

Poor conduct standards 90 54 36
Supervision of children by mother suitable 7 65 -58
Mother’s discipline of boy firm but kindly 4 66 -62
Father’s discipline of boy firm but kindly 6 56 -50
Social service agency involvement (mean) 11.7 6.9 el

Adapted from Glueck & Glueck, 1950

increase with a sense of belonging to anticriminal groups. These groups
include the family, social clubs, schools, and religious organizations. “Inner
containment” is Reckless’s term for what psychologists call self-control,
conscience, or superego. Reckless listed five indicators of inner control:

1. Positive self-concept that involves not only self-esteem but also
seeing one’s self as conventional as opposed to criminal;

A commitment to long-range, legitimate goals;

Setting realistic objectives;

High tolerance for frustration;

A

Identification with lawfulness and respect for the law.
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Table 3.3
Other Factors Suggested by Other Theories: Percent of Delinquents and Nondelinquents
with a Factor Present

Delinquents  Nondelinquents  Difference

Socioeconomic Class of Origin

Economically Dependent 29 12 17
Reasons for Financial Assistance
lliness of breadwinner 16 16 ns
Recession/seasonal unemployment 39 59 -20
Unwilling to assume responsibility 45 25 20
Reason First Left Home
Delinquency 32 0 32
Ran away 31 0 31
Death/separation/divorce 14 55 -4
Financial problems 8 17 -9
Sources of Emotional Conflict
Lack of monetary resources 4 2 ns
Material surroundings 3 0 ns
Father 23 5 18
Mother 15 2 13
Problems of identification
with adult male 30 12 18

Anomie/Strain/Personal Distress/Powerlessness

Sources of Emotional Conflict

Educational expectations 10 7 ns

General prospects 5 2 ns
Reasons for Marked Dislike of School

Unable to learn 33 50 -17

Feels inferior 14 28 -14

Resents restriction or control 24 5 19

Lack of interest 22 10 12
Shyness 10 19 -9
Uncritical of self 29 11 18
Fear of failure and defeat 44 63 -19
Enhanced feeling of insecurity/anxiety 14 29 -15
Feeling of helplessness and powerlessness 42 54 -12
Feeling of resignation 5 3 ns
Depressive trends 3 1 ns
Feeling of being able to manage own life 73 64 9
Feeling of not being taken seriously or not counting 59 64 -5
Feeling of not being wanted or loved 92 97 -5
Marked vague/unconscious feeling

of insecurity/anxiety 89 96 -7
Psychopathology
Psychopathic 24 6 18
Neurotic 25 36 -11

ns = not significant

Adapted from Glueck & Glueck, 1950
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Reckless’s list fails to incorporate certain key indicators, such as guilt
and generalized disregard for conventional rules, and misses completely
the restless energy and aggressive pursuit of self-interest that the psycho-
dynamic image contains. From the perspective of sociological theorizing,
the major theoretical significance of Reckless’s theory was that the social
networks of young people constituted something more than socio-
economic status and subcultural membership. He also gave ascendancy
to internal control and to the recognition of individual differences in
socialization.

Travis Hirschi’s Causes of Delinquency (1969), a classic cross-
sectional study, contained his variation on the psychodynamic/Glueck
and Glueck themes. The present summary will focus upon a selection of
the theoretical issues explored by Hirschi. Comparisons will be made
with Glueck and Glueck’s Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency (1950),
because both books are important in understanding criminal behavior.

There are a number of theoretical points of convergence between the
two studies. Most notably, both studies are grounded in control theory.
In both Unraveling and Causes, it is accepted that the crucial explana-
tory issue is “why don’t we violate the law?” rather than “why do we
violate the law?” In brief, it is conformity rather than deviance that must
be explained.

Psychoanalytically, Glueck and Glueck accepted that antisocial
behavior was an expression of basic sexual and aggressive energy. Thus,
delinquency was an expression of untamed impulses, or of immorality in
the absence of external controls. Hirschi saw little value in postulating an
id, but was quite willing to assume that there are individual differences
in morality without concerning himself with the nature of criminal
motivation.

For Hirschi, the moral ties consist of attachment, commitment,
involvement, and belief in the validity of the law:

1. Attachment to (or caring about) the opinions of family, teachers,
and peers is the social psychological version of the “ego ideal”
portion of the superego.

2. Commitment to conventional pursuits involves increasing the
risk of losing one’s investment should deviance be detected. Thus,
commitment serves the same theoretical role as does the ego, that
is, the operation of the reality principle in the control of rule vio-
lations. The Freudian ego, however, involves the operation of
self-regulation skills, problem-solving, and various conscious and
unconscious processes.

3. Involvement in conventional pursuits reduces delinquency simply
by the limited time available for deviant pursuits. Similarly, the
development of absorbing moral substitutes for crime was a
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particular recommendation within Glueck and Glueck’s list of
principles of prevention programming.

4. Belief in validity of the law refers to individual differences in the
extent to which people believe they should obey the rules. Thus,
belief serves the same theoretical function as the superego and
antisocial attitudes (the “conscience” portion of the superego).

The second point of convergence between the Hirschi study and the
Glueck and Glueck study involves rejection of the central causal signifi-
cance of social class. The Glueck and Glueck theory drew upon Freud, to
whom class meant little unless individual differences entered the prediction
formula. Able to draw upon the post-1940s research evidence, Hirschi
“knew” that class was at best a weak correlate of delinquency. He also was
aware that the logical structure of social class theories was very weak.

Third, both Hirschi’s theory and Glueck and Glueck’s theory were
underwhelmed by differential association theory. We have already seen
that Glueck and Glueck chose not to include delinquent associates (the
single strongest correlate of delinquency that their work had uncovered)
in their list of causal variables. Similarly, Hirschi’s downplaying of the
role of delinquent associates proved to be the empirically weakest of his
theoretical positions. (Reanalyses of Hirschi’s data have confirmed that
having delinquent associates is a major correlate of delinquency;
Matseuda, 1982.)

In terms of research, Causes illustrates the methodological advances
that had occurred since Unraveling. Hirschi surveyed both official and self-
reported delinquency. He carefully selected a representative sample of delin-
quents and nondelinquents by working with a high school cohort from a
community. Most of Hirschi’s delinquents were not persistent and serious
official offenders. Typical of a limitation of much of the cross-sectional
research in the 1960s and 1970s (with only a few exceptions), assessments
of potential correlates of delinquency were totally dependent upon self-
reports provided on paper-and-pencil questionnaires. A comparison of the
findings from Causes and Unraveling is interesting in view of the conceptual
overlap and the dramatic differences in methods of inquiry.

Table 3.4 reveals that the Glueck and Glueck findings regarding the
empirical importance of (1) parental supervision, (2) the boy’s identi-
fication with his father, and (3) delinquent companions were each sup-
ported by Hirschi’s study. Similarly, findings regarding the importance of
verbal intelligence and attitudes toward school were replicated and
extended by Hirschi in 1969. Hirschi did not include traditional assess-
ments of personality beyond sampling a few of what the Glueck and
Glueck analysis had called “adventurous activities” and some attitu-
dinal/belief items (e.g., involvement with smoking, alcohol, and girls
correlated with delinquency).
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Table 3.4
Delinquency Rates by Family, Peer, and Other Characteristics

Predictor/Question % Delinquent N

Mother’s Supervision (Does your mother know where you are/whom you are with when you are
away from home?)

0 Never 55 11
1 41 29
2 29 236
3 20 252
4 Usually 12 698
Affectional Identification with Father (Would you like to be the kind of person your father is?)
0 Not at all 38 138
1 22 172
2 17 387
3 11 404
4 In every way 16 121
Delinquent Companions (Have any of your close friends even been picked up by the police?)
0 Four or more 45 208
1 44 62
2 21 99
3 21 164
4 None 7 520
Verbal Aptitude Scores (DAT)

0 Very High 10 21
1 13 140
2 14 319
3 22 452
4 Very Low 21 224
Attitudes Toward School (Do you like school?)

0 Dislike 49 72
1 25 101
2 Like 9 580
Educational Aspirations (How much schooling would you like to get eventually?)

0 Less than college 56 172
1 47 240
2 College graduation 40 825
Age at which Cigarette Smoking Began

0 Before age 13 48 154
1 Age 13-15 32 117
2 After age 15 28 29
3 Don’t smoke 12 952
Involvement in Adult Activities (smoking, drinking, dating)

0 Smokes, drinks, dates 78 154
1 65 17
2 62 149
3 61 73
4 40 270
5 Not one of the 3 25 535
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Feeling Bored (Do you even feel that “there’s nothing to do”?)

0 Often 51 313
1 43 619
2 40 246
3 Never 38 78
Attitude Toward the Law: (It is all right to get around the law if you can get away with it.)

0 Strongly agree 41 49
1 45 93
2 29 219
3 15 493
4 Strongly disagree 9 426
Lack of Self-Control (I can’t seem to stay out of trouble no matter how hard | try.)

0 Strongly agree 63 46
1 66 104
2 49 176
3 44 621
4 Strongly disagree 25 251
Respect for Authority (I have a lot of respect for the police.)

0 Strongly agree 45 89
1 33 98
2 22 325
3 13 496
4 Strongly disagree 12 273

Adapted from Hirschi, 1969

In addition, Table 3.4 reveals that egocentric attitudes toward law
violations, deficits in self-control, disrespect for authority, and boredom
were each associated with delinquency. While these data were not pre-
sented, Hirschi also noted that mesomorphs (self-described as “well-
built,” as opposed to fat, skinny, or average) were more likely to have
committed delinquent acts.

Overall, the correlates were highly consistent with the image of delin-
quents provided by Unraveling: energetic and easily bored, mesomor-
phic, below average in verbal aptitude, lacking in self-control, exhibiting
a generalized violation of age-based norms, and having dislike for school,
poor family relations, poor parental supervision, procriminal and anti-
authority attitudes, weak conventional ambitions, and delinquent
associates.

The importance of the near identical pattern of results in the two
studies cannot be overemphasized. Critics of the Glueck and Glueck find-
ings noted that they reflected the correlates of frequent and serious crime
committed by serious criminals, and hence were not of general signifi-
cance. Critics of the Hirschi findings noted that they reflected the corre-
lates of minor and trivial antisocial acts committed by schoolchildren,
and hence were not of general significance. Unless you are not at all
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interested in individual differences in youthful crime, in our opinion these
strikingly similar findings from two dramatically different studies are
very impressive.

As we shall soon see, however, Hirschi’s four-factor theory places an
overemphasis on ties to convention, an underemphasis on ties to crime
(only antisocial attitudes are included and antisocial associates are
excluded) and relegates the temperamental/personality variables such as
self-control, taste for adventure, and aggressivity to background factors
with unspecified linkages with ties to either crime or convention.

More Recent Variations on Psychodynamic Themes

In 1990, in collaboration with Michael Gottfredson (Gottfredson
& Hirschi, 1990), Travis Hirschi returned once again to basic psycho-
dynamic principles (the Glueck and Glueck work is cited, but Freud is
not mentioned at all). Ties to convention are minimized, and procriminal
attitudes are minimized; what is emphasized is what Freud called
psychological maturity, that is, self-control or the ability to avoid the
temptations of the moment. Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) “general
theory of crime” suggests that low self-control is the personality variable
that accounts for stable individual differences in criminal behavior. They
flirted with the construct of “criminality,” but felt that the word con-
noted compulsion rather than lack of restraint. They also considered the
construct “conscience,” but decided that “conscience” was too connected
to the notion of compulsive conformity (in Freudian theory, it is the con-
struct of ego-ideal, not conscience, that connects with allegiance to
“doing good”). More generally, on several occasions they note their dis-
comfort with constructs such as “aggressivity” or “psychopathy.”

It is fascinating to read how Gottfredson and Hirschi dealt with
what has always been a serious problem in psychodynamic (and
behavioral) perspectives on crime: Is there a single construct underlying
the undeniable predictive validity of the set of personality variables
identified, for example, by Glueck and Glueck (1950)? If there is, what
is it? Can it be assessed in a manner independent of assessments of the
criterion of criminal behavior and, more generally, how can we best
measure it? If there is not a single construct that will serve the function
of capturing “psychological immaturity” or “psychopathy” or “weak
ego/weak superego,” how many different constructs are involved and
how do we best assess them?

Gottfredson and Hirschi took on this task in a brave and somewhat
innovative manner. The least innovative, but still courageous, aspect of
their approach is that they actually make a choice and declare that there
is only one construct: “self-control.” The choice of the term “self-control”
is a brave one because the task of describing the construct and building a
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single-assessment approach that would tap it in a reliable and valid
manner represents a major unresolved set of problems in psychology to
this day (cf. Baumeister & Vohs, 2004; Webster & Jackson, 1997).
Innovatively, perhaps, they purport to derive the elements of self-control
directly from the nature of criminal acts. Interestingly, too, a majority of
elements of their self-control construct coincide with some of the empir-
ically best established correlates of criminal conduct.
The elements of their construct of low self-control are as follows:

1. The tendency not to defer immediate gratification. They speak of
a “tendency” rather than an “ability.” Hence, they appear willing
to operationalize this element of self-control by assessments of a
behavioral history of deferment as opposed to an analysis of the
process of deferment. The link with criminal acts is said to be the
fact that criminal acts provide immediate gratification.

2. The tendency to lack diligence, tenacity, or persistence in a course
of action. Once again, behavioral history rather than an analysis
of process (in this case, of conscientiousness) is suggested to be
sufficient for assessment of an element of self-control. The link
with criminal acts is said to be the fact that criminal acts provide
easy/simple gratification of desires.

3. Tending to be adventuresome, active, and physical (as opposed to
cautious, cognitive, and verbal). Criminal acts are described as
exciting, risky, or thrilling.

4. A history of unstable commitments to work, marriage, family,
and friends. We think shortsightedness is being referred to here,
but once again it appears that the construct is assessed through
behavioral history rather than directly. In order to link these
aspects of behavioral history with criminal acts, criminal acts are
said to provide few or meager long-term benefits.

5. Minimal cognitive, academic, and manual skill, and devaluation
of cognitive, academic, and manual skill. Criminal acts are said
to require little skill or planning.

6. Being self-centered and indifferent or insensitive to the suffering
and needs of others. This is said to link with criminal acts because
criminal acts are antisocial acts (i.e., harmful to others).

There are a number of interesting issues here. First, although this was
an opportunity to introduce antisocial attitudes, values, and beliefs as a
trait, Gottfredson and Hirschi chose not to do so. Rather, they chose to
work with the constructs of empathy and egocentrism. Interestingly, they
entered one of the ongoing debates in psychology: in brief, to what extent
are the constructs of egocentrism, callousness, and emotional empathy in
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any sense overlapping? Also interesting is that Gottfredson and Hirschi
were careful to qualify this element of low self-control by noting that
people with low self-control may well be charming and generous because
they have learned how easily such behavior generates rewards. This
qualification recalls ongoing debates regarding the defining elements of
psychopathy, that is, dealing with the fact that some offenders are inter-
personally “nice” and some are “not nice.”

The above-noted six factors appear to be the defining elements of
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990) construct of self-control. In a summary
statement (p. 90), they characterize people with low self-control as impul-
sive (#1 above), insensitive (#6), risk-taking (#3), shortsighted (#4, we
think), physical as opposed to mental (#3 and/or #5, perhaps), and non-
verbal (#3 and #5 again, perhaps). Within our understanding of the
elements of their construct of self-control and their summary of that
construct, Element #2 (conscientiousness) does not even appear in their
summary statement, and there is ambiguity with regard to what traits
fit within which categories. This, of course, is the classic problem that
personality-oriented researchers and theorists have always faced.

A major source of variation in self-control suggested by Gottfredson
and Hirschi is ineffective child-rearing. Indicators of ineffectiveness
follow the Glueck and Glueck research findings and “tentative causal
formula” to a close degree: weak attachment of parent to child, poor
parental supervision, poor conduct standards (parents’ failure to recog-
nize deviance), and ineffective punishment. The authors of the general
theory recognize, like Glueck and Glueck, that not all children are equally
lovable or equally subject to supervision, but they leave individual differ-
ences of the temperamental/constitutional variety an open question.

In this first statement of their general theory, Gottfredson and Hirschi
(1990) did not present original research. Nor did they review the
psychological literature on the construct of self-control, the assessment
of self-control, or even the links between assessments of self-control and
criminal conduct. Thus, the conceptual and measurement problems noted
in our outline of their elements of self-control had yet to be faced. They
did make it clear, however, that the massive body of empirical research
on personality is consistent with their theory but does not meet their
standards of relevant evidence. In particular, they were concerned that
some of the personality measures (e.g., socialization and psychopathy
scales) reflect content that directly samples a history of antisocial acts.

Assessments of antisocial personality pattern are among the strongest
of risk factors (Chapters 6 and 10). Directly relevant to low self-control
theory, Travis Pratt and Francis T. Cullen (2000) revealed meta-
analytically not only that antisocial attitudes and antisocial associates
were risk factors in addition to low self-control but that they made
incremental contributions to the prediction of criminal behavior. The
effect size (correlation coefficient) was .44 with only indicators of low
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self-control entering the prediction formula but increased to .59 with the
addition of antisocial attitudes and antisocial associates. In regard to the
theory being “general,” the measures of low self-control correlated with
the delinquency of males and females, the younger and older, general
samples and offender samples, and with both delinquent and nondelin-
quent antisocial behavior.

Hirschi’s Self-Control Variation
on Psychodynamic Theory

Travis Hirschi (2004) has rethought his position once again. “Self-
control” in the early 1990s was “the tendency to avoid acts whose
long-term costs exceed their monetary advantages.” Apparently the
human organism “knows” long-term costs in advance of the moment of
action. So now, for Hirschi (2004:543), “self-control” is “the tendency
to consider the full range of potential costs of a particular act.” Now
cause (low self-control) and effect (criminal activity) are at least contem-
poraneous. This is to be preferred over an effect that precedes the cause.

Please consider the following items in the new Hirschi (2004) self-
control scale for high school students: liking school, important to get good
grades, trying hard in school, finishing your homework, caring what
teachers think of you, mother knows where you are, share feelings with
mother, would like to be the kind of person your mother is, and no friends
picked up by police. Obviously, the original bonding items are now being
defined as indicators of self-control. A major change from the early social
control theory is that association with criminal others is now seen as very
important. Now, not having criminal friends indicates that the anticrimi-
nal opinions of peers are likely to serve as inhibiting factors. Indeed
self-control is measured as the number of inhibitors of criminal behavior.

But where is “a history of antisocial behavior”? By Hirschi’s (2004:537)
own bold statement, “the best predictor of crime is prior criminal behavior.”
Yet Hirschi (2004) continues to believe that “a history of antisocial
behavior” should not be assigned a causal role in his “control” theory. As
we have already seen in Chapter 2, there are many examples of predictive
accuracy being increased by the inclusion of the history variable along
with attitudes and associates and so on. Moreover, the causal significance
of behavioral history will become much clearer as we allow motivational
factors (rewards) to enhance the understanding of crime provided by the
control perspectives (and their emphasis on costs). Briefly, for example, a
long history of antisocial behavior promotes highly causal beliefs sup-
portive of criminal behavior. Two key elements of self-efficacy are: (1) the
belief that antisocial behavior will be rewarded, and (2) the belief that one
can enact the behavior. Of course, a dense history of antisocial behavior
supports both elements of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989, 2001).
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Finally, looking forward, Travis Hirschi (2004) continues to miss a
key element of the Freudian and the Glueck and Glueck positions. Yes,
weak self-control is crucial in the psychodynamic perspectives. But
equally important is restlessly aggressive energy and the motivational ele-
ments of resentment and feeling mistreated. Recalling Chapter 2 and
looking forward to Chapters 5 and 6, temperament and personality
factors such as weak self-control do link with criminal behavior.
Empirically, however, so does a relatively independent dimension of neg-
ative emotionality (feeling mistreated) and/or low agreeableness.

Summary of the Psychodynamic Perspective

The psychodynamic perspective has been promising for criminology
from its beginnings in Freudian psychoanalytic theory. The underlying
model of human nature fits well the task of explaining antisocial behavior.
The classic research of Glueck and Glueck (1950) was our starting point
for systematic empirical explorations of psychodynamic theory and
subsequent refinements of psychodynamic conceptions of criminal con-
duct. The psychoanalytic perspective is so broad and diverse that it
affords a large variety of reasonable routes to persistent criminal con-
duct. The most obvious routes are weak internal controls (in terms of ego
and superego functioning), which in Freudian theory are directly linked
to family process and parenting.

Sheldon Glueck and Eleanor Glueck attended to these concerns and
conducted a comprehensive survey of additional variables suggested by
the biological, human, and social sciences of their day. Their findings
were strong and clear. The major correlates of persistent and serious
delinquency were antisocial attitudes, antisocial associates, a complex set
of indicators of an antisocial personality pattern (restless energy, aggres-
siveness, impulsivity, callousness), a set of problematic family conditions
(psychologically disadvantaged parents, weak affection, poor parenting,
structural instability), and problematic circumstances in school and the
broader community. These variables functioned well relative to financial
and scholastic worries, indicators of personal distress, and culture conflict
or feelings of helplessness. They developed a tentative causal formula
that was dismissed and/or denied by much of mainstream sociological
criminology (see the account of this dismissal by Sampson and Laub,
1990), but was carefully read by Travis Hirschi.

Hirschi (1969) offered a milder, more “socialized” statement of the
Glueck and Glueck theory by emphasizing ties to convention (that is,
crime reflects weak attachment to conventional others, institutions,
and pursuits). He maintained the causal status of “antisocial attitudes”
but, just as Glueck and Glueck had done, he hesitated to offer causal
status to “antisocial associates.” Hirschi then moved (Gottfredson
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& Hirschi, 1990) toward emphasizing the self-control element of
Glueck and Glueck’s complex of personality, downplaying what was
the strongest correlate in his 1969 theory (belief in the validity of the
law). Other researchers are retaining causal status for antisocial atti-
tudes, the personality complex, the bonding set (family in particular),
and antisocial associates. The importance of associates is examined in
the next section, in which additional contributions of psychodynamic
theory are found.

Toward Social Learning via Frustration-Aggression

From Freud to Social Learning: Frustration-Aggression

A recurring theme in the psychology of crime has been the frustration-
aggression hypothesis. At first, Freud’s hypothesis was integrated with
radical behavior theory and the conditioning models of socialization.
Subsequently, the principles of observational learning and the cognitive
models of self-control were incorporated. In these later models, the
frustration-aggression link is still evident but no longer dominant. What
has emerged is a model of human behavior that appreciates human
diversity and complexity and that includes an active, organizing
individual.

The beginning of modern conceptions of aggression and criminality
can be dated to 1939 at Yale with the publication of Frustration and
Aggression, by Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, and Sears. This group of
psychologists and sociologists linked Freudian concepts with the methods
and concepts of an emerging behavioral perspective on human
behavior:

1. Aggression is always a consequence of frustration. All aggression
is preceded by frustration, and frustration is always followed by
some form of aggression.

Frustration is interference with a behavior sequence that
has a valued goal-response.

Aggression is an act that has the goal of injuring another
person.

2. The strength of instigation to aggression (i.e., the amount of frus-
tration) increases with:
a) the strength of instigation to the frustrated response;
b) the degree of interference with the frustrated response;

¢) the number of frustrations.

m
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3. The strength of inhibition of any act of aggression increases with the
amount of punishment anticipated as a consequence of that act.

4. The instigation to aggress is strongest against the agent perceived
to be responsible for the frustration.

5. The greater the degree of inhibition specific to the frustrating
agent, the more probable the occurrence of indirect aggression
and/or displaced aggression.

6. The occurrence of an aggressive act is followed by a temporary
reduction in the instigation to aggress (catharsis).

Dollard and his colleagues were well aware of the many problems
associated with the state of knowledge in criminology in the 1930s.
However, upon reviewing that knowledge base, they proposed that the
frustration-aggression hypothesis could account for the majority of
“facts” regarding criminal behavior. They viewed the correlates of crim-
inality as indicators of frustration and/or as indicators of the inhibitors
of criminal behavior. The frustration-aggression hypothesis also had a
major influence in the development of social learning theory.

The Rise of Social Learning Theory

In 1962, Berkowitz published a major update and revision of the
frustration-aggression hypothesis called Aggression: A Social Psycho-
logical Analysis. The work reflected the tremendous amount of research
that had been conducted in the quarter century since the publication of
the original Yale monograph. Most notable was the introduction of more
sophisticated learning principles, the introduction of cognitive-emotional
mediators, and the increased attention paid to the concept of aggressive
personalities.

For Berkowitz (1962), and for Buss (1966), there is an important dis-
tinction between instrumental aggression and angry aggression. Instrumental
aggression is aggression primarily oriented toward some goal other than
doing injury (e.g., the acquisition of money as a goal of armed robbery).
The learning of instrumental aggression follows the principles of operant
conditioning. On the other hand, angry aggression is a response to a specific
frustration, and the goal is injury.

A frustration creates a predisposition to aggression by arousing anger.
Anger is a drive that leads to drive-specific behaviors (i.e., aggression) in
the presence of appropriate cues or releasers. A person displays violence
if anger is high and/or if violent behavior has been reinforced in the past.
The aggressive person has learned to interpret a wide variety of persons
and situations as threatening or frustrating and has learned habits of
aggression to these cues.
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The aggressive personality will differ from less aggressive people in
the following ways:

1. The number and variety of events defined as a threat and that
arouse anger.

2. The level of affective-physiological arousal, and the cognitions
supportive or not supportive of violence.

3. Thespecific forms of aggressive behavior that have been reinforced
in the past, and the availability of alternative nonaggressive
responses.

This model, which we have only sketched here, is the basis for treatment
programs that target the control of anger (e.g., Novaco, 1975, 2000).

Megargee’s Algebra of Aggression

Megargee (1982) provided a framework that incorporates the vast
majority of the elements of psychological research on aggression and
criminality. The variables associated with criminal violence are repre-
sented within the following broad categories:

1. Instigation to aggression (A). The sum of all internal motivators.
Some examples are personal gains such as money, anger in
response to frustration, and jealousy.

2. Habit Strength (H). Behavioral preferences learned by rewarded
experience and observation.

3. Inhibitions against aggression (I). The sum of all internal factors
opposing an aggressive act, including conditioned fear of punish-
ment, learned attitudes and values, and identification with the
victim.

4. Stimulus factors in the immediate environment that may facili-
tate (S.) or inhibit (S) violence.

a i
5. Response competition. Other possible responses are subject to

their own algebra and nonaggressive responses may have a more
favorable cost-benefit ratio than the aggressive response.

The occurrence of an aggressive act, then, depends upon the follow-
ing formula:
A+H+S >1+5

Stated differently, the motivational factors must outweigh the inhibi-
tory factors.
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We have traced the evolution of psychological thought through the
development of the Freudian hypothesis of frustration-aggression. The
links with Freud remained clear in the early behavioral reformulations.
However, as general psychology was influenced by radical behaviorism
and highly cognitive social learning theories, aggression and criminality
were increasingly seen to be complex functions of facilitators, inhibitors,
prior learning, and the immediate situation. This appreciation of human
diversity and complexity contrasts dramatically with the class-based
sociological theories of criminal conduct.

Class-Based Sociological Theory: Social Location,
Social Reaction, and Inequality

The class-based sociological perspectives on delinquency and crime
entail anomie/strain theory, subcultural theory, labeling theory, and
conflict/Marxist theory. These theories, in their social psychological ver-
sions, each purport that social class of origin is a major source of varia-
tion in illegal conduct at the individual level. The research evidence
(as reviewed in Chapters 2 and 5) has shown that such an assumption is
empirically indefensible in that class of origin is at best a minor risk
factor. None of the class-based sociological theories are capable of
providing images of crime and offenders that can even begin to approach
the predictive validity of the psychodynamic and general personality and
cognitive social learning models.

Remaining open to new evidence, it must be stressed that several of
the class-based theories are so poorly specified that ideological commit-
ments are bound to remain powerful. For example, some statements of
anomie/strain theory suggest simultaneously that: (a) too much conven-
tional ambition causes crime, (b) too little conventional ambition causes
crime, (c) frustrated conventional ambition causes crime, and (d) conven-
tional success may produce uncontrolled conventional ambition and
greed (which, in turn, will cause crime). In other words, there is no way
that any finding regarding conventional ambition, conventional success,
or conventional failure does not relate to crime in a way that may be
supported by some anomie theorists.

Anomie/Strain Theory

According to Robert Merton (1938, 1957), social structures exert a
pressure upon certain persons to engage in deviant behavior. This text
includes examples of the fact that certain social structures are indeed
criminogenic. The core assumption of Merton’s theory, however, was
that lower-class persons were more likely to engage in criminal behavior



Chapter 3 @ Understanding Through Theory

than middle- and upper-class persons. Thus, position in the socio-
economic system (that is, social location) was said to account for a major
portion of variability in criminal behavior. Social location could be
assessed by parental education, occupation, and income, as well as by the
socioeconomic characteristics of neighborhoods.

Deviant behavior is said to occur when conventional aspirations
exceed the levels of achievement that are possible by way of legitimate
behavior. In America, the dominant aspiration to which all people are
socialized (or which people come to share) was said to be “success”
(money, property, and prestige). Anyone can grow up to be President and
the legitimate route to success is working hard in school and on the job.
The power of this aspect of the theory is clear because it is nothing less
than the “American dream.” Counter to the dream, however, is the fact
that access to the conventional routes to success is blocked for many
members of the lower class. Thus, criminal behavior was conceptualized
as an innovative route to the same rewards that conventional employment
would bring if only legitimate channels were available.

Here is where Merton turned psychoanalytic images of crime and
criminals upside down and provided sociology with a socialized theory
of crime. Crime was not the unsocialized expression of unbridled sexual-
aggressive energy but rather an expression of socialized conventional
ambition. Offenders were not “deviants” but “innovators.”

Interestingly, Merton suggested that there were different modes of
adaptation to anomie and that innovation (i.e., crime) was only one such
mode. Here too, Merton drew upon the frustration-aggression hypo-
thesis. The other adaptations to limited opportunities were retreatism
(mental disorder and substance abuse among the real “down and out” of
society), rebellion (attempts to create a new social order on the part of
the more able and intellectual within the lower class), and ritualism (the
mindless grinding away of the working poor who have transferred the
dream to that of their children “making it”). No matter how question-
able the underlying psychology and no matter how potentially offensive
the image of the poor (drunks, drug addicts, criminals, the mentally dis-
ordered, mindless ritualists), anomie theory is a politically powerful
statement that has fascinated social scientists and the public for years.

The notions of anomie and strain enter as mediating variables bet-
ween the disjunction of legitimate means and the pursuit of illegitimate
means. Merton reformulated psychoanalytic thought in sociologically
acceptable ways. We have already discussed the frustration-aggression
hypothesis wherein anger is a primary psychological mediator between
frustration and aggression. For traditional strain theorists, the
psychological mediator is anomie (i.e., feelings of alienation). Thus, it is
not anger, hate, resentment, defiance, the search for adventure, or even
too much conventional ambition (greed) that causes criminal activity.
Rather, criminal behavior reflects awareness of limited opportunity and
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feelings of alienation, isolation, powerlessness, normlessness, and
personal distress. Empirically, these are all very weak predictors com-
pared to the psychoanalytic factors.

In summary, anomie/strain theory attempted to rid criminal motiva-
tion and criminals of all that “rude psychoanalytic stuff.” Psychologically,
a social location translation of frustration-aggression theory homo-
genized the abilities and diversity of human beings and created a banal
image of the person.

General Strain Theory. Robert Agnew (1992) severed the ties of
anomie theory to the political and professional ideology surrounding
social class; replaced the structural anomie-alienation-innovation path
with the original psychodynamic, social-learning path of frustration-
anger-aggression; and relabeled the now massive evidence regarding the
link between crime and difficulties at home, school, and work as indica-
tors of a strain-crime link. He appears to have adopted what we call a
general personality and social psychological perspective that has virtu-
ally nothing to do with traditional strain/anomie theory. Agnew calls his
perspective general strain theory (GST), and the sources of negative affect
(that is, anger rather than alienation) extend well beyond an aspiration-
achievement discrepancy in the arena of conventional success.

The work on GST by Robert Agnew and his colleagues and students
brought a new energy to the annual meetings of the American Society of
Criminology in the 1990s. For example, the multiple potential motives
for crime were being explored (Agnew, 1994): (a) moral evaluations of
crime (unconditional approval as in “theft is not that wrong,” conditional
approval as in “a hungry person has the right to steal,” moral imperative
as in “people who disrespect me must be hurt”); (b) systematic review of
the multiple potential rewards and costs; and (c) negative affect (cognitive-
emotional states with an emphasis on anger).

With GST, anomie theory is no longer anomie theory but a general
social psychology of criminal behavior with a particular interest in nega-
tive emotionality (anger rather than anxiety, depression, and/or general-
ized feelings of hopelessness). The multiple findings from the general
psychology of aggression were brought into mainstream criminology in
a strong manner. In 2001, Robert Agnew also admitted personality into
his general theory (Agnew et al., 2001). Some feminists are particularly
attracted to general strain theory because they feel that victimization is a
major cause of female crime (Holtfreter & Cupp, 2007). They don’t seem
to realize that they are adopting a GPCSL perspective because they con-
tinue to suggest weaknesses in social learning theory.

Studies of recidivism from correctional psychology (Brown, St. Amand
& Zamble, 2009; Zamble & Quinsey, 1997), forensic mental health
(Quinsey et al., 1997), and youth services (Rowe, 2008) are revealing that
acute dynamic indicators of negative emotionality may enhance the pre-
dictability of criminal recidivism. Thus, the general personality and social
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learning perspective may gain empirical status and inform practical
parole, probation, and relapse prevention programming.

Sociologists were aware of problems with anomie theory well before
Agnew’s (1992) return to a more informed social psychology. In the early
years, the response was to embrace subcultural theory and the idea that
criminal behavior was conformity to the norms and values in opposition
to mainstream, middle-class society. Furthermore, these deviant norms
and values were shared mainly by the disenfranchised segments of society.
The subcultural theories are reviewed from the perspective of a social
psychology and, from this position, we find a gold mine for the psy-
chology of criminal conduct.

Subcultural Perspectives in the Bold Sociological Mode

Subcultural theorists spoke primarily of young, urban, lower-class
men who conformed to the urban, lower-class culture in which they were
located. This culture devalued conventional routes to success and valued
hedonism and destruction. Merton’s people were not allowed to be
“deviant,” but at least they were allowed to “innovate.” Within subcul-
tural theory, though, criminal behavior is conformity. Stealing was con-
forming with the criminal subculture, using drugs was conforming to the
retreatist subculture, and fighting was conforming to the conflict subcul-
ture. The nonconformists in the deviant subculture (the nonoffenders)
were the real deviants.

Matza (1964) was among those social scientists who became
concerned that subcultural theories were: (1) overpredicting delinquency
among the young lower-class males, and (2) not even attempting
to account for the delinquency of occupants of other social positions. In
addition, it was clear that the delinquent cultures were difficult to iden-
tify except by examining personal attitudes and personal behavior. One
obvious solution to this problem was to give credit to personal attitudes
and values. Instead, however, it was hypothesized that there was a “sub-
culture of delinquency” not bound by the limits of geography, age, sex,
race, or class. Therefore, we are all surrounded by a subculture of
delinquency.

Why then are there individual differences in criminal behavior?
Matza provided a vague answer. He refers to an “impetus” that realizes
the criminal act. This impetus comes from being pushed around, which
then leads to a mood of fatalism and a feeling of desperation. Not
everyone is exposed to and affected by this impetus, but for those affected,
engaging in delinquent behavior serves to overcome these feelings and
provide a sense of control and power. Matza warns us, however, not to
test his ideas because the subcultural delinquent is no different from other
boys. Indeed, he says, the lack of a difference between delinquent and
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nondelinquent persons is “precisely the point” of his theory. (We thank
Hirschi, 1969, for underscoring Matza’s point—this theory actually
makes its empirical untestability a point of pride.)

Uncovering Social Psychological Value
in Sociological Criminology

Cloward and Ohlin (1960) increased the sophistication of Merton’s
class-based theory by recognizing that the values supportive of frequent,
serious, and persistent criminal activity were not at all conventional.
Indeed, these values were explicitly anticonventional and procriminal.
Through direct links with differential association theory (to be reviewed
later in this chapter), they suggested a number of variables that had not
been developed in strain/anomie theory. These additions have proven to
be more important within the social psychology of crime than the corre-
lates suggested by strain/anomie theory.

A major contribution of subcultural theory was to suggest that there
may be important individual differences in degree of access to illegiti-
mate means. While Merton emphasized differentials in the availability of
socially prescribed means, Cloward and Ohlin said that the criminally-
prone have been exposed to and have internalized a different set of rules
and beliefs. Cloward and Ohlin, similar to Merton, were not particularly
interested in the possibility that personal factors might be responsible for
the differentials in opportunity.

For purposes of a Psychology of Criminal Conduct (PCC), it is impor-
tant that certain personal sentiments and behavioral preferences can be
shown to relate to criminal behavior. A bonus would be to find that being
a member of groups in which certain values were dominant actually
impacted on criminal behavior in a manner independent of the values of
the individual (recall this point from Chapter 1).

The Content of Criminal Subcultures

Initially, the content of the values and norms said to be dominant in
deviant subcultures was examined. Cohen (1955) was explicit in suggest-
ing that criminal subcultures shared procriminal sentiments in direct
opposition to the middle-class values of reason and verbalization, delayed
gratification, and respect for property. That is, the major values were
hostility and aggression, immediate gratification and short-term hedo-
nism, and destruction. Interestingly, just as Merton called upon Freud in
his specification of reactions to frustration, so did Cohen call upon the
Freudian mechanism of reaction formation to account for the development
of oppositional values supportive of delinquency. Thus, dropping out of
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school and not working were acts of defiance toward middle-class values.
Cohen can then account for the fact that some hostile and destructive
acts often accompany break-and-enter offenses.

Miller (1958) was still more informative in his specification of the
content of procriminal sentiments. We do not need to view the following
“focal concerns” as peculiar to the lower classes in order to appreciate
their potential role in criminal behavior: trouble (generalized difficulty),
toughness (physical prowess, “masculinity,” daring), smartness (out-
smarting others, “con”), autonomy (independence, not being bossed),
fatalism (luck), and excitement (thrills, danger).

Within the “gang,” major concerns have to do with belonging and
status; both are achieved through demonstrations of toughness, smart-
ness, and the other focal concerns. With reference to status within a
group of male adolescents, Miller was explicit on the point that early
expressions of adulthood were highly valued (recall the Glueck and
Glueck findings that delinquents would smoke, drink, and engage in
sexual behavior at an earlier age). Finally, the establishment and mainte-
nance of the reputation of the gang often provided the motivation for
delinquent activities such as gang fights.

Here, antisocial or procriminal attitudes, values, and beliefs, which in
psychodynamic theory are a primary (albeit not total) reflection of a lack
of socialization, are being externalized as properties of cultures. In turn,
then, these external “values” are internalized. In addition, something else
is happening. What the subcultural theorists and researchers are doing is
giving PCC a new, more extensive, more grounded, and more complete
vocabulary to be included in any theoretical representations of the cognitive
processes that lead to criminal activity. Sykes and Matza (1957) made an
outstanding contribution to the analysis of the cognition of crime.

Sykes and Matza (1957) were less inclined than subcultural theorists
to accept the image of the delinquent as one committed to criminal values.
They suggested that relatively few people would endorse the position
that it was “OK?” to steal or to inflict pain upon another person deliber-
ately. The important variable was not so much delinquent subcultures
but a subculture of delinquency.

The subculture of delinquency is characterized by a set of verbaliza-
tions that function to say that, in particular situations, it is “OK” to vio-
late the law. Further, in some situations, violating the law is the only
appropriate action. These verbalizations have been referred to as “tech-
niques of neutralization,” “rationalizations for law violations,” and “a
vocabulary of motives for illegal action” (Hartung, 1965). Note that they
may be used prior to action and are considered causal. Their use is not
limited to deflecting blame or controlling guilt after an offense has
occurred. In social learning/social cognition theory, these types of cogni-
tions are called “exonerating mechanisms” or processes of “moral disen-
gagement” (Bandura et al., 1996).
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For Sykes and Matza, the verbalizations are not at all discontinuous
with patterns of belief evident in everyday living—deviant as well as non-
deviant. Many are extensions of the aggravating and mitigating factors
that play a formal role in legal decisionmaking. In fact, most people use
them to make behavioral choices in moral situations. The subcultural
perspective suggests, however, that offenders may make more extensive
use of them, and may apply them more widely. The techniques by which
guilt is neutralized (or the rationalizations for law violations) include
each of the following:

The denial of responsibility: “1 couldn’t help it,” “The devil made me
do it,” “It’s not my fault,” “It was an accident.” If delinquent acts are
due to factors beyond the control of the individual, then the individual is
guilt-free and also free to act. Many of these rationalizations have the
apparent support of social science: living in a slum, coming from a broken
home, having been the victim of abuse, bad companions, having an
exceptionally strong sex drive, drinking too much, and so forth.

The denial of injury: “I didn’t hurt anyone,” “I borrowed the tape
recorder,” “We just took the car for a ride around town.” In employing
these rationalizations, the delinquent admits responsibility for the act but
not for any serious injury.

The denial of the victim: In situations in which responsibility and/or
injury are difficult to deny, one can deny a victim by reversing the offender
and victim roles. The victim “had it coming to him” or “deserved what
she got.” Thus, homosexuals, disobedient wives, nasty kids, and unfair
teachers are appropriate candidates for abuse and harassment. There is
no end to the list of “offenders” whose “punishment” is justifiable in the
eyes of some—from corrupt politicians to the “fat cats” in business.

Condemnation of the condemners: With this type of rationalization,
those who would disapprove of the offender’s actions are defined as
immoral, hypocritical, or criminal themselves. Thus, one hears “lawyers
are no good,” “courts can be fixed,” “the police are brutal,” and
“everyone has their own racket.” Have sociologists not proven that
criminal justice processing reflects not the criminality of the accused but
the social power of the accusers? Did Marx not show that the major
institutions of society function to serve the interests of the powerful,
while keeping the oppressed down?

Appeal to higher loyalties: “I didn’t do it for myself.” Rather, one
was being loyal to a brother or sister, to a friend, or to the gang. The
demands of the larger society were sacrificed for the demands of more
immediate loyalties. While not illustrated by Sykes and Matza (1957),
presumably appeals also may be made to the longer-term good, such as
burning a video shop in order to interfere with the distribution of por-
nography or taking hostages in order to publicize a social wrong.

The pool of procriminal sentiments suggested by subcultural theo-
rists has not been exhausted in our brief discussion. Nor have we been
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careful in making distinctions among attitudes, values, beliefs, norms,
rationalizations, or neutralizations. This is saved for an examination of
the specific psychological processes involved in the cognitive control of
behavior. However, we are now in a position to summarize the potential
predictors suggested by the social psychology of subcultural theory:

1. Personal association with delinquents or with groups within
which procriminal sentiments are endorsed;

2. Personal endorsement of antisocial/procriminal sentiments;

Having acquired the skills necessary to conduct some criminal
acts and/or having access to the necessary materials or resources
such as a drug supplier, a “fence” for stolen goods, or access to
weapons.

These three correlates of delinquency and crime are of unquestioned
empirical significance (although the third has been less well-studied than
the first two). They are in no way incompatible with psychodynamic or
control theory.

From Differential Association to Social Learning

Admitting our bias from the start, we are favorably disposed to
differential association (DA) theory (Andrews, 1980), just as we were
favorably disposed to early psychodynamic thought (Andrews &
Wormith, 1989). In our opinion, there is much of immediate value within
DA theory, as there was in early psychodynamic theory. Our presenta-
tion of DA theory will not delve into some nagging irritants or ambigu-
ities in the theory for the same reasons that we did not concentrate on the
difficulties and flights of fancy within classic psychoanalytic thought.
When a theory rings true and identifies powerful correlates of criminal
conduct that are readily validated empirically, we believe it deserves
serious attention. (Resource Note 3.1 outlines the principles of DA.)

Interest increases further when the theory has obvious practical value
for purposes of prediction and prevention (Andrews, 1980). In addition,
as we did in the case of Freud, we encourage readers to consult the
original statements of DA theory by Edwin Sutherland (1939; Sutherland
& Cressey, 1970). In the case of Sutherland, however, we alert readers to
the fact that the man who produced one of the most powerful PCCs is
the same man who helped make antipsychological bias part of the insti-
tution of mainstream sociological criminology (Andrews & Wormith,
1989; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Laub & Sampson, 1991).

An attractive aspect of DA theory is the inclusion of two of the best
validated correlates of criminal conduct in the whole of PCC: antisocial
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Resource Note 3.1

The Principles of Differential Association Theory

Edwin Sutherland (1939, 1947; Sutherland and Cressey, 1970)

[With Some Minor Modifications]

Criminal behavior is learned. 6. A person becomes delinquent because
of an excess of definitions favorable to
violation of law over definitions unfavor-
able to violations of law.

Criminal behavior is learned in inter-
action with other persons in a process of
communication.

7. Differential associations may vary in fre-

The principal part of the learning occurs quency, duration, priority, and intensity.

within intimate personal groups.

The learning includes techniques of crime Behavioral Reformulations

and the specific direction (procriminal vs.
anticriminal) of motives, drives, rational-
izations, and attitudes.

Criminal behavior is learned according to
the principles of operant conditioning.

Learning occurs both in nonsocial situa-
The process of learning by association tions and social interaction.

with criminal and anticriminal patterns

involves all of the mechanisms that are

involved in any other learning.

attitudes and antisocial associates. This text has already shown that
assessments of antisocial/procriminal attitudes have consistently proved
to be meaningful correlates of a criminal past and predictors of a
criminal future. We have even seen evidence that changes in procrimi-
nal sentiments are predictive of future criminal activity. This evidence
is highly relevant to DA because a central causal assumption of DA is
that criminal acts reflect cognitions favorable to criminal activity: A
person becomes delinquent because of an excess of “definitions” favor-
able to violation of law over “definitions” unfavorable to violations of
law (Sutherland, 1947). Remember also that every perspective on crime
we have reviewed would give causal status to antisocial attitudes. Even
Merton’s original statements regarding structurally induced anomie
were qualified by a footnote to the effect that alienation would not lead
to criminal acts if there were internalized prohibitions against law
violation.

Second, antisocial associates are a major correlate of antisocial
behavior even though Glueck and Glueck (1950) and Hirschi (1969;
Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) did not assign it the causal significance
that the findings of their research would suggest was reasonable. From
the earliest explorations of the empirical validity of antisocial associates
(e.g., Short, 1957) through to the latest reviews of a now vast empirical
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literature (Resource Note 2.1), it is clear that assessments of antisocial
associates are able to distinguish between offenders and nonoffenders
with a level of accuracy rivaled only by assessments of antisocial person-
ality and antisocial attitudes, or by a very broad sampling of risk factors
in the home, school, work, and the broader community. Within DA, the
importance of antisocial associates resides in a fundamental theoretical
principle: Criminal behavior is learned by associations with criminal and
anticriminal patterns, and the principal part of that learning occurs in
interaction with other persons in a process of intimate communication
(Sutherland, 1947).

Thus, the fundamental causal chain in classical DA theory is from
antisocial associates to the acquisition of antisocial attitudes to antisocial
behavior in particular situations. With the development of behavioral
reformulations of DA theory (Andrews, 1980; Burgess & Akers, 1966)
and the impressive background of empirical research, a more powerful
causal model is one that allows antisocial associates some direct causal
significance unmediated by antisocial attitudes. With this model, anti-
social attitudes and antisocial associates not only influence each other
but may each contribute to the definitions of particular situations that
are favorable to criminal activity.

Another positive feature of DA theory, as in the case of early psycho-
dynamic and behavioral/social learning theory, is that it actually reflects
a psychology of action based on the person in immediate situations.
Moreover, the immediate psychology of action underlying DA theory is
not very different from the psychology underlying early psychodynamic
perspectives—or for that matter the immediate psychology of Megargee’s
(1982) algebra of aggression noted earlier in this chapter. In psycho-
dynamic theory, criminal behavior reflected the ego’s resolution of the id,
superego, and immediate situational variables in the interest of maxi-
mizing pleasure and minimizing pain. In radical behavioral terms,
behavior in a particular situation is determined by the discriminative
properties of the situation whereby the probability of a particular act is
a function of the reinforcement history of the act in similar situations.
Our understanding of symbolic interactionism, on which DA theory is
based, suggests a similar psychology of action. People behave in accor-
dance with their cognitive “definitions of situations.” A particular
behavior occurs in a particular situation when that behavior is defined as
appropriate or “OK.” That behavior will not occur when the definitions
of the situation are unfavorable to engaging in that particular behavior.

This perspective on the immediate situation of action fits neatly with
one of the best validated models of human behavior in the whole of
social psychology. This well-validated model is Ajzen and Fishbein’s
(1980, 2005) theory of reasoned action. (We appreciate the irony that
the psychodynamic/control theories of crime place such a heavy emphasis
upon impulsive action, that is, unreasoned action and weak self-control.)
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According to Ajzen and Fishbein, people behave in accordance with their
intentions. The behavioral intentions reflect attitudes favorable to the
act, perceived social support for the act, and perceived barriers to enact-
ment. This model of the immediate situation of action also fits well with
Albert Bandura’s emphasis on the immediate causal significance of self-
efficacy beliefs, according to which people engage in those behaviors that
they believe will be rewarding and successfully enacted. This general
model is developed further in Chapter 4.

Cross-sectional studies of DA variables have delivered an image of
delinquency and criminality that is remarkably consistent from study to
study, cross-culturally, and across a variety of measures of deviance. The
latter point has been well demonstrated in the studies conducted by Jessor
and Jessor (1977), by Ronald Akers (1985), and by Delbert Elliott and
colleagues (Elliott, Huizinga & Ageton, 1985). Jessor and Jessor, as well
as Akers, have consistently taken the position that the principles that
yield high levels of differentiation between criminals and noncriminals
may also yield high levels of differentiation between alcoholics and non-
alcoholics, and between marijuana users and nonusers.

Ronald Akers and John Cochran (1985) reported on a direct
comparison of the abilities of social learning, anomie, and social control
theories to account for variability in the use of marijuana within a sample
of students in midwestern United States schools, grades 7 through 12.
They obtained self-report questionnaire responses from 67 percent
(N = 3,065) of the target population. Several measures of anomie and
alienation, based on Merton’s theory, could account for only 3 percent of
the variability in marijuana use. Measures derived from the social con-
trol theories (e.g., parental attachment, grade point average, commit-
ment to school, and the valuing of education) accounted for no more
than 30 percent of the variability in drug use.

However, measures derived from the behavioral reformulations of
differential association theory (that is, the social learning variables)
accounted for 68 percent of the variability in drug use. The most potent
variables within the social learning set included the following: (1) personal
attitudes favorable to the use of marijuana; (2) having close friends who
use marijuana; and (3) having close friends who approve of one’s use of
marijuana.

The addition of the anomie and control variables to the prediction
formula was unable to increase the R square significantly above the
68 percent level achieved by the social learning variables on their own. In
brief, these results strongly support the position that, in cross-sectional
studies, the most important variables are the personal endorsement of
delinquent values in combination with close delinquent associates who
approve of one’s engaging in delinquency.

The body of theoretically relevant work completed by Ronald Akers
(1994, 1999) and his colleagues is truly impressive. They have demonstrated
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the power of attitudes and associates across a wide rang of criterion
variables, including general delinquency, general criminality, alcohol use,
marijuana use, and violence against women. The wide applicability of
Akers’s version of social learning theory is evident in an analysis of com-
puter crime among college students (Skinner & Fream, 1997). Computer
crimes such as piracy of computer software and illegal access were clearly
a reflection of personal cognitions favorable to such crime as well as
associations with friends favorable to such crime. As will become apparent
in the next chapter, we look forward to Ronald Akers taking an interest
in intervention studies because the behavioral reformulation of DA theory
not only suggests major predictors but directs attention to the powerful
influence strategies of modeling and reinforcement in the context of pre-

vention and treatment.

The social learning and general social psychological perspective will
be developed further in Chapter 4. Resource Note 3.2 summarizes a series
of experimental tests of behavioral reformulations of certain principles of
differential association. The two key principles are the relationship prin-
ciple and the structuring (or contingency) principle. In situations of inter-
personal influence, the chances of influence increase with the quality of
the interpersonal relationship. High-quality relationships tend to be char-
acterized by mutual respect, caring, and mutual liking as opposed to being
cold, uncaring, and disrespectful. The direction of the influence depends
upon what attitudes and behavior are being modeled and reinforced. The
direct prediction is that anticriminal learning depends upon the exposure
of anticriminal patterns under high-quality relationship conditions.

Resource Note 3.2

By the end of the 1970s, there was
already near massive cross-sectional and
longitudinal support for the predictive
validity of assessments of one or both of anti-
social attitudes and antisocial associates.
Experimental evidence, however, was virtu-
ally zero. In two of the leading collections of
the day (Cressey & Ward, 1969; Rubington
& Weinberg, 1973), only one experimental
study was found in a sample of more than
100 studies.

Some Experimental Investigations of Principles
of Differential Association (DA) Through Manipulation
of the Social Structure of Miniature Social Systems
(based on Andrews, 1980)

In 1955, Donald Cressey presented an
interesting rationale for the application of
the theory of differential association to
“changing criminals,” but it did not generate
many controlled program evaluations.
Guided group interaction (GGI) programs
certainly emphasized using delinquent peers
as change agents in a programmed manner.
As noted in the treatment chapter, however,
this self-described “clinical sociology” did
not employ structured cognitive change or
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Resource Note 3.2 (continued)

skill-building strategies and appeared to want
the “group” to adopt anticriminal values on
their own without staff prompting. Such pas-
sivity was apparent because attitudes were
thought of as properties of groups and not
really properties of individuals, and because
active modeling on the part of staff might
promote “rejection of the rejectors.” For all
of this, LaMar Empey (with Erickson, 1972;
with Rabow, 1961) and Stephenson and
Scarpitti (1974) were very important leaders
in introducing approximations of experi-
mental ideals into criminology and correc-
tions. Briefly, GGI programs did no better
than community-based probation super-
vision (although sometimes clearly better
than incarceration).

During the 1970s, a research program
involving Carleton University and the
Ontario Ministry of Correctional Services
explored the treatment implications of a
behavioral reformulation of differential
association. A behavioral/social learning
approach not only helps make sense of the
predictive validity of risk factors suggested
by DA theory but prevents treatment pro-
grams from relying on passive and weakly
supported influence strategies. Notably,
behavioral and social learning theory provide
the powerful influence strategies of modeling
and reinforcement and also are specific about
self-management processes.

Three key principles of DA were recast
into two broad sets. One set has to do with
the conditions that promote criminal learning,
and the other with the conditions that pro-
mote the translation of criminal learning
into criminal behavior. The principles relating
to promotion of criminal learning are the
contingency principle and the relationship
principle. The contingency principle reflects
the importance in DA of differentials in
exposure to criminal and anticriminal patterns.
Behaviorally, the contingency principle directs
attention to what patterns are being modeled
(or demonstrated)—if you want to get a
behavior going, demonstrate that behavior.
The contingency principle also directs attention

to the immediate consequences of criminal
and anticriminal expressions—the immediate
consequences of interest are reinforcing con-
sequences and punishing consequences, the
former increasing the chances of a behavior
recurring, the latter decreasing the chances of
a behavior recurring. The contingency prin-
ciple is also called the normative principle and
sometimes the structuring principle. The
contingency principle influences the direction
of learning or the direction of interpersonal
influence. For anticriminal learning, look for
vivid expressions of anticriminal alternatives
to procriminal patterns of thinking, feeling,
and acting; for differential reinforcement of
anticriminal alternatives; and for differential
disapproval of expressions of procriminal
patterns.

The relationship principle reflects the
importance in DA of differentials in exposure
occurring within intimate personal groups.
The principle may also be called the socio-
emotional principle or the control principle.
It directs attention to what influences the
amount of learning or the amount of inter-
personal influence. A high density of pow-
erful rewards and costs is found within
“intimate” personal groups. We define “inti-
macy” in terms of open, warm, under-
standing, sensitive, caring, nonblaming,
enthusiastic, respectful, and frequent com-
munication. Under these conditions, attention
and warmth are strong reinforcers, mutual
liking and caring increases the chances of
modeling, frequency increases the opportu-
nity for reinforced practice, and settings
within which such interactions are apparent
are approachable environments rather than
ones to be avoided. In addition, even cost
contingencies such as disapproval are more
powerful in a pleasing environment (behav-
iorists speak of the “4 to 1 rule,” at least four
rewards for every punishment delivered).

Potentially, these are powerful principles
that may guide assessments of the primary
prevention/rehabilitative potential of natu-
rally occurring and/or deliberately designed
treatment environments. They may also guide
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Resource Note 3.2 (continued)

the selection, training, and supervision of
correctional and clinical staff. But let us
return to the research program.

The third principle is called the self-
management principle. It reflects the DA
position that criminal behavior occurs when
there is an excess of favorable definitions. In
social learning terms, attitudes translate into
behavior through self-control. In brief, atti-
tudes, values, beliefs, rationalizations, and
cognitive emotional states such as anger and
resentment provide the standards that
influence self-management through compari-
sons of behavior with the standard. In
addition, self-approval, self-disapproval, and
self-instructions to proceed or cease a
behavior sequence are emitted. In brief, peo-
ple talk to themselves, and that talk (and
imagining) may support or not support
criminal behavior depending on antisocial
attitudes and self-management skill.

The principles were explored in a series
of studies in prison and probation settings.
The first few studies focused on the criminal
learning and the later ones on the self-
management principle. Consistent with DA’
applauded ability to serve at the structural
and individual levels, the experimental
manipulationsofrelationshipand contingency
dimensions of interpersonal influence were
conducted at the structural level of miniature
service systems. Structurally, we varied the
composition of groups and the roles assigned
to group participants.

Rideau Correctional Center was a medium-
security custody setting established to con-
tain short-term adult recidivists and, in a
separate facility on the same grounds, young
first-time incarcerates. It was a rural facility
that actually operated a farming enterprise
(and during some growing seasons, the crops
were actually brought in without contracts
being set with local farmers). A systematic
offender-based need survey had established
that there was a need for a variety of pro-
grams at Rideau. A host of short-term struc-
tured groups were introduced. Many
programs were subjected to experimental

evaluations as student research and thesis
projects. While controlled evaluations
revealed effects on a variety of short-term
outcomes, including internal rule violations,
social skills, and knowledge of community
post-release resources, one outcome was not
achieved over and over again. Shifts in anti-
social thinking were not being accomplished.
It appeared that a way was required in which
to introduce the exposure of real alternatives
to antisocial styles of thinking, feeling, and
acting.

The prison chaplain, Jerry Brown, had
introduced an interesting program in which
citizen volunteers (typically elderly and
Christian) visited the prison one night a week
and met with inmates in groups to discuss
current affairs or whatever consensus sug-
gested as the topic of the night. Discussions
with Brown led to the introduction of
“community groups,” in which citizen vol-
unteers and prisoners were co-participants in
weekly discussion groups. The discussion
groups were composed of eight to 14 partici-
pants that met one night a week for eight
weeks. The leaders of the groups initially
were clinical staff of the prison and then
other staff such as shop instructors and ulti-
mately nonoffender graduates of earlier
groups. The leaders encouraged open, warm,
honest, and enthusiastic talk, and structured
that talk around issues of rules, rationaliza-
tions for law violations, and self-management
processes. The community group became
very attractive, the number running increased,
and the citizen volunteer participants were
supplemented by undergraduates from
Carleton University.

Study Omne: The effects of participation
in “community groups.” Prisoner volunteers
and citizen volunteers were assigned ran-
domly to community groups or to a waiting
list. Pre-group and post-group assessment
were conducted on the same paper-and-pencil
questionnaire measures of antisocial attitudes
that had been unable to show change in ear-
lier programs. [A little aside: Among socio-
logical criminologists at Carleton University
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Resource Note 3.2 (continued)

at the time, the “bet” was that citizen
volunteers and prisoners would not differ in
antisocial attitudes (remember, it was the
1970s).] In fact, compared to the citizen vol-
unteers, at pretest, the prisoners presented
with more negative attitudes toward the law,
courts, and police, with higher levels of
identification with criminal others, and with
greater acceptance of rationalizations for law
violations. At posttest, and for the first time
in our research, and consistent with the
contingency principle, prisoner participants
showed reduced antisocial thinking com-
pared to prisoner non-participants. Notably,
and consistent with the contingency prin-
ciple, but not anticipated, the participating
citizen volunteers showed increased antiso-
cial thinking. Pleased with evidence support-
ing the contingency principle, we introduced
additional service programs for evaluation.
Not so pleased with the effects on citizen vol-
unteers, we enhanced the preservice training
and the debriefing of citizen volunteers.

Study Two: The effects of participation
in “community groups” versus “recreation
groups.” Recreation groups do not involve
structured opportunities for exposure to the
anticriminal patterns of citizen volunteers.
Rather, citizens and prisoners play cards or
other board games. In brief, reduced anti-
social attitudes were found only in the
community groups. It appeared that the
effect was due to differentials in exposure to
anticriminal patterns rather than simple
exposure to anticriminal others. An unantic-
ipated finding emerged in that inmates who
were in the recreation condition showed
increases in self-esteem while inmates in the
community groups did not. Fortunately, we
had a waiting-list control group, and they
too showed increases in self-esteem. It began
to appear that increases in self-esteem were a
routine consequence of incarceration that
was blocked by exposure to community
groups.

Study Three: The effects of enhanced
interpersonal relationships within “community
groups.” Prior to participation in community

groups, the interpersonal relationship skills
of citizen volunteers were assessed.
Community groups were then formed, with
some groups including citizens who were
above average in their relationship skills and
other groups in which the citizen volunteers
were below average in their interpersonal
skills. Please note that as a group, citizen vol-
unteers score well above average in their rela-
tionship skills as compared to nonvolunteers.
Thus, even the low-relationship group
included relatively high-functioning citizens.
The actual results were not as clean as the
findings we had begun to expect. It was only
low-anxiety inmates who responded best to
the high-functioning volunteers. It appeared
that interpersonally anxious offenders did
better with lower-intensity volunteers.

Study Four: The effects of discussion
groups with and without citizen participants.
This study was conducted with long-term
incarcerates in the Canadian federal system.
The findings depended on considering how
inmate-rated relationship conditions were
associated with reduced antisocial thinking.
Within inmate-only groups, open communi-
cation was associated with increased anti-
social attitudes. Within the community
groups, open communication was associated
with decreased antisocial attitudes. This
pattern of findings supports the theoretical
position that a high-quality relationship pro-
motes influence and that the direction of that
influence depends upon what is being mod-
eled and reinforced.

Study Five: Therelationship, contingency,
and self-management principles in probation
as explored in the Canadian Volunteers in
Corrections study (CaVIC). In this study,
190 probationers were randomly assigned to
professional probation officers or to citizen
volunteers who were assistants to professional
probation officers. The volunteer program
was directed by Jerry Kiessling, a senior
probation officer in Ottawa, Ontario. Jerry
was so respected by his colleagues and citizen
volunteers that the university-based research-
ers and students were allowed to conduct
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Resource Note 3.2 (continued)

personality assessments of the probation
officers and probationers and to ask both
groups to report on their impressions of the
supervision process and short-term outcomes.
Additionally, some supervision sessions were
audiotaped with the consent of both
probation officers and probationers.

Many assessment instruments were
administered, but the basic ones for our pur-
poses were Empathy, Socialization, and
Antisocial Attitudes. Officer Empathy scores
were positively associated with probationer
and officer ratings of the quality of the inter-
personal relationship. Officer Socialization
scores were positively associated with proba-
tioner and officer ratings of the help received.
Officer Empathy scores were unrelated to
tape-based assessments of modeling and rein-
forcement, but officer Socialization scores
were positively correlated with anticriminal
modeling and anticriminal reinforcement. In

brief, the officers were classified according to
their scores on Empathy and Socialization,
and the recidivism rates of their probationers
were compared. Probationers assigned to
officers who scored high on both the rela-
tionship indicator (Empathy) and the struc-
turing indicator (Socialization) recidivated
at lower rates than probationers assigned to
other officers. The high-Empathy officers
established quality interpersonal relation-
ships with their probationers and they had
a positive (anticriminal) message to deliver,
and that combination resulted in reduced
crime on the part of their probationers. The
overall pattern of results led us to pursue a
general personality and cognitive social
learning model of criminal behavior. Now it
appeared that both practical prediction and
practical influence might be enhanced
through the cognitive social learning
approach (see Chapter 4).

In the next chapter we will see additional experimental evidence in
support of behavioral reformulations of DA theory and find real value in
a general personality and cognitive social learning approach that recog-
nizes that the causes of criminal conduct are situational, circumstantial,
personal, interpersonal, familial, and structural/cultural.

Worth Remembering

1. The structure of human personality provided by classical psycho-

dynamic theory provided outlines of major risk/need factors that
continue to resonate today. Of particular importance are ego
skills and superego strength. They operate as internal sources of
control over the expression of basic aggressive and sexual
drives.

Now the psychodynamic, social bonding, differential association,
and strain theoretical perspectives are converging on general per-
sonality and cognitive social learning perspectives. Psychodynamic
theory led to early social learning theory via the frustration
aggression route as early as the 1930s through the Yale school.
Differential association theory was reformulated in behavioral
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terms; in criminology, it is called social learning theory. Traditional
strain theory has returned to its roots in frustration-aggression
and thereby profited from the social learning and social cognition
perspectives on anger and aggression. Social learning theory is
now evident throughout criminology and PCC.

3. The research evidence is clear: personality factors such as weak
self-control are best combined with assessments of attitudes and
associates in order to enhance predictive accuracy.

Recommended Readings

This chapter traced the influence of psychodynamic theory on the
major criminological theories and social learning perspectives of criminal
conduct. Therefore, we would be remiss not to recommend Freud’s
(1953) A General Introduction to Psychoanalysis. Most of Freud’s ideas
are in this set of papers. For the reader wishing more of a summary than
a detailed, firsthand account, Calvin Hall’s (1954) Primer of Freudian
Psychology is suggested.

The two other classics that we suggest to the reader are Sheldon
Glueck and Eleanor Glueck’s (1950) Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency
and Dollard et al.’s (1939) Frustration and Aggression, a reformulation
of Freud’s frustration-aggression hypothesis into social learning terms.



Chapter 4

A General Personality and Cognitive
Social Learning Approach: The Personal,
Interpersonal, and Community-
Reinforcement (PIC-R) Perspective

This book opened with the objective of describing and assessing the
empirical, theoretical, and practical status of the psychology of criminal
conduct (PCC). Even without having yet detailed the evidence in regard
to practical prediction (Chapter 10) and practical treatment (Chapters 11
and 12), Chapters 2 and 3 revealed a reasonably strong empirical base
to PCC.

PCC has a highly meaningful criterion variable in that substantial
individual differences are found in both initial criminal involvements and
in repeat crime. This is true whether crime is defined by self-reports,
victim reports, or official records, and when measured within any of the
typical categories of social location defined by gender, race, and socio-
economic disadvantage (Chapters 1, 2, and 10).

Knowledge of the correlates and predictors of individual criminal con-
duct is sufficiently strong to assert that the best-established risk factors for
criminal conduct within almost any sample are antisocial cognition, anti-
social associates, a bistory of antisocial bebavior, and a complex of
indicators of antisocial personality pattern (Chapter 2). These indicators of
antisocial personality include elements of weak self-control such as being
impulsive, lacking persistence, and being neither reflective nor planful.
Additional indicators include elements of disagreeableness such as being
spiteful, antagonistic, feeling mistreated, and being indifferent to others. In
the middle range of predictive validity reside assessments of family and
parenting, indicators of personal school/employment achievement, and
leisure/recreation. Substance abuse also enters the middle set. In the lower
range of predictive validity are lower-class origins and personal distress.

Accepting all of the above, empirical knowledge is still weak on some
issues. First, the specific moderators of the covariates of criminal conduct
(e.g., variation in the risk/need factors depending upon the stages of
human development and/or with type of offense) remain an issue. Second,
the impact of broader social arrangements on individual criminal con-
duct is poorly documented (Chapter 8 reveals that even the best of efforts
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to link ecology of neighborhoods to individual criminal conduct yield
minor effects). Social science rhetoric aside, interesting and convincing
demonstrations of the impact of broad structural/cultural factors on var-
iation in individual criminal conduct are few. Third, limits placed upon
the validity of particular constructs because of choice of research design or
because of errors of measurement and/or conceptualization are known
but not fully considered. Finally (and obviously), empirical knowledge
can reflect only the findings of studies that have already been conducted
and reported upon. Empirical knowledge is not only relative, political,
and socially constructed, but it is also partial and incomplete.

Recognizing these problems, if a theory is to meet the criterion of
empirical defensibility, it must deal with the empirical findings noted in
the second paragraph of this chapter. For purposes of empirically derived
theory, the obvious choice is to select the major causal variables from the
list of the strongest correlates. We would choose antisocial attitudes,
associates, behavioral history, and personality. We are unaware of any
cross-sectional or longitudinal study in which at least one of the “Big
Four” was not singled out from other potential predictors in the
construction of an efficient and effective predictive model. Moreover,
cross-sectional (e.g., Akers & Cochran, 1985; Johnson, 1979) and
longitudinal (e.g., LeBlanc et al., 1988) research conducted as early as
the 1950s through 1980s had already revealed that two or more of the
four will be selected within the most potent and efficient prediction
formula.

In the 1990